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1. INTRODUCTION

The Public Participation Process (PPP) was undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations, as promulgated under the National Environmental
Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (NEMA), as ardefidhe process was conducted in line with

the 2014 NEMA EIA Regulations, published in Government Gazette No. 38282 under Government Notices
R983, R984 and R985 of 4 December 2014 (as amended).

As part of the PPE, all potential Interested and Affected Parties (I&APS), as walbplicableOrgans ofSate,

were notified of the availability of the Draft (pragpplication) Basic Assessment Report (BAR). The Draft BAR
was made available for public comment during the first round of public participation, which extended over a
30-day periodin February and March 2023uring this period, I&APs and organs of state were afforded the
opportunity to register, submit comments, and participate in the process

Public notification measures included the placement of arsib@ notice board, as well as the publication of

an advertisement in the local newspaper, ensuring that the broader public was informed of the proposed
development and the opportunity to commeri Comments and Response Report was compiled to document
all input received, and an I&AP register was maintained throughout the process in compliance with the
legislative requirements.

The second round of Public Participation (PPR&3 undertakenin November and Decembe2025 All
registeredI&APswere notified of their opportunity to submit comments. In addition to the required public
participation measures, an additional newspaper advertisenveas published in the Suidernuusn the 07
November 20250 ensure that all interested parties are sufficiently informafdthe second round of public
participation. A hard copy was placed at the Struisbaai Cape Aguilngisipal Office,and a ndiceboard was
also placed on site agaih 30day commenting periods provided to allow all 1&APs and stakeholders
adequate time to review the updated documentation and submit their written comments.
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2. LIST OF INTERESTED AND AEEHRARTIES AND ORGANS OF STATE

In line with the requirements of NEMA, all potential Interested and Affected Parties (I&APSidestified
and notified of the project angrovided with anopportunity to comment. This included applicable organs of
state:

PREAPPLICATION PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

WC Government Env Affairs & Dev Planning
Development Management

N. Mabasa

Registry Office

1st Floor, Utilitas Building

1 Dorp Street

8001

Cape Nature
Rhett Smart
rsmart@capenature.co.za

Cape Agulhas Municipality
Sunel Nel

PO Box 20

Hermanus

7200
info@capeagulhas.gov.za

Heritage Western Cape
Protea Assurance Building
Green Market Square

Cape Town

8001
021 483 9689

Ayanda.Mdludlu@westerncape.gov.za

Derick Burger
derick.burger@outlook.com
Emmerentia De Kock
agulhas.heritage@gmail.com

Whale Coast Conservation
Pat Miller
wcc.greenhouse@gmail.com

Agulhas Heritage Society and Conservation Body

Overberg District Municipality
F. Kotze / R. Volschenk
Private Bag x 22

Bredasdorp

7280

F. Kotze

Department of Agriculture
Land Management

Cor van Der Walt

Private Bag x 1
Elsenburg

7607

CorvdW@elsenburg.com

Ward 5 - Struisbaai
Councillor Eksteen
AndriesE @capeagulhas.gov.za

ward5info@mail.com

Mr. Pierre Massyn
pfmassyn@gmail.com

Paul Boshoff
paulb@urbanconcept.co.za

IAPS

Suidpunt Ratepayers Associatiorr Celia Lourens

cmlourens@gmail.com
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FARM 22/281
Searl Derman

maxleigh@iafrica.com

ERF 1261

Cape Agulhas Municipality
POSBUS 51

Bredasdorp

7280

ERF 2008

Cape Agulhas Municipality
POSBUS 51

Bredasdorp

7280

ERF 1992

Cape Agulhas Municipality
POSBUS 51

Bredasdorp

7280

ERF 1993
Jacobus Lodewicus Uys

puys@wesbank.co.za

ERF 1994
Johannes Willem Conradie

ters.conradie@parmalat.co.za

ERF 1995

Peter Bens & Maria Elizabeth Reynolds

pbreynolds@cwnet.co.za

ERF 1990
Henry Urban Pratt
hvboerdery@gmail.com

ERF 1988
Dirk Johannes Louis Kamfer

sandrakamfer@gmail.com
Jenning Street 64, Strand 7140

ERF 2004

Jacobus & Stephan & Catharina & Anna Barkhuizer

koosbarkhuizen101@gmail.com

ERF 2022
Van de Merwe Familietrust

ERF 1004
Esaba Mining Solutions Pty Ltd

esabaminings@gmail.com

Erf 1005
Marthinus Jacobus Du Toit
libertas@lintic.net

ERF 1006
P B Eiendoms Trust
napierwyn mail.com

ERF 1007
W B Pratt Trust

info@villetdewet.co.za

ERF 1008
Johan Vos Hugo
johanvoshugo@gmail.com

ERF 1009
Nanette Nel
karien.lambrechts@klinc.co.za

ERF 1010
Braam Groenewald

langhoogte@whalemail.co.za

ERF 1991
Catharina Johanna Van Der Merwe

jorinevdmerwe@gmail.com

ERF 1989
Plooiruggens Trust
excelsior@swellendam.com

ERF 1987
Nicholas Paul Joubert
nick@crossboy.co.za

ERF 4301
Cliffhaven 1957 Pty Ltd

robert@waterbergtoyota.co.za

ERF 2023
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vandermerwe.jap@gmail.com

ERF 2024
Johann Hermann Hendrina Albe Mulder
johann.mulder52@gmail.com

IAP list provided by Ters conradie
Ters.Conradie@za.lactalis.com

hesterrobinson@gmail.com
PBReynolds@cwnet.co.za
esabamining@gmail.com
puys@Wesbank.co.za
andrewolhuter@gmail.com
hercules@fabfresh.co.za
esmari@ruggens.co.za
dirkie@streichers.co.za
rachelviljoenl@gmail.com
libertas@Iantic.net
vandermerwe.jap@gmail.com
robert@waterbergtoyota.co.za
info@cliffhaven.co.za
franco@werth.co.za
Lorraine.Uys@standardbank.co.za
smit.darel777@gmail.com
Idevries@simonsig.co.za
andreswart.personal@gmail.com
daniedewet@dewetshof.com
Yvonne.Conradie@wtwco.com
design@punch.co.za
tania@twk.co.za
mariaanjvrb@gmail.com
strepies@everitt.co.za
DirkvdM@bvi.co.za
phillipv@jwr.co.za
alizevandermerwe@gmail.com
johannesmerwe@gmail.com
Derickdevries5@gmail.com
dehandevries@gmail.com
janadevriesl@gmail.com

Axel Hans Dieter & Gerda Utikal
Axel.Urban@tonline.de
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3. WRITTEN NOTICE T&APS AND ORGANS OF STATE OF DRAFT BAR:

The I&APsidentified above were given written notice of the proposed development, via registered mail or
registered mailas appropriate. The written notice included details of the applicable legislation, the proposed
developmentand means to provide comment or register as 1&8&e written notice below:
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LORNAY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSLILTING

NOTICE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR BASIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT IN TERMS OF NEMA

Motice is hereby provided, in accordance with the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) regulations, as stipulated under the
National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act Mo. 107 of 1998) (NEMA) and the 2014 NEMA EIA Regulations (as amended)
as published in Government Gazette No. 38282, Government Notice R983, R984, and R985, on 4 December 2014, to register as a
Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and provide comments on the Pre-application Basic Assessment Report for the Proposed
Spookdroai Residential Development on Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbooi, Bredosdorp RD.

LORMNAY REF: REM-281

DEA&DP REFERENCE: 16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23

APPLICANT: Helemika Number 1 (Pty) Ltd

LOCATION: Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbaai

PROJECT OVERVIEW: The proposed development involves the establishment of the Spookdraai Residential Development
comprising of 6 single residential erven and associated infrastructure on the Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbaai.

LISTED ACTIVITIES: The following Listed Activities are applied for in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations:
o Listing Notice 1 (GN R983): Activity 17; 194
o Listing Notice 3 (GN R985): Activity 12

A copy of the Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report is available for public review and download on our website, or upon
request. Interested and Affected Parties (1B.APs) are invited to register and/or provide comments on the application during the
public participation period from 03 February 2025 to 05 March 2025.

HOW TO PARTICIPATE: Flease register or submit your comment via the following details:

Lornay Environmental Consulting IMPORTANT MNOTICE: In accordance with the
For Att: Michelle Naylor Protection of Personal Information Act (POPI
Tel: 083 245 6556 Act, 2023), by registering and commenting as
Email: michelle@lornay.co.za an 1&AP your name and comments will be
Website: www.lornay.co.za made public.

Environmental Impact Assessments | Basic Assessments| 24G

Applications |Water Use License Applications | Environmental Audits

Lornay Environmental Consulting Pty Ltd | Reg 2015/445417/07
Unit 5/1F, Hemel & Aarde Wine Village, Hermanus
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4. PROOF OF NOTICE TO I&APS AND ORGANS OF STATE

Written notice was provided to I1&APs and Organs of State via registered mail or courier, as indicated in the
proofs below:

michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.coza
Sent: Thursday, 30 January 2025 15:09
To: ‘derick.burger@outlook.com’; 'agulhas.heritage@gmail.com’;

‘wee.greenhouse@gmail.com’; ‘maxleigh@iafrica.com’; "puys@wesbank.co.za';
‘ters.conradie@parmalat.co.za’; 'PBReynolds@cwnet.co.za’; "hvboerdery@agmial.com’;
‘sandrakamfer@gmail.com’; 'koosbarkhuizen101@gmail.com’; "Jap van der Merwe';
‘esabaminings@gmail.com’; johann.mulder52@gmail.com’; 'libertas@lintic net’;
‘napierwyn@gmail.com’; 'info@villetdewet.co.za'; johanvoshugo@gmail.com’;
‘karien.lambrechts@klinc.co.za’;, 'langhoogte@whalemail.co.za’;
‘jorinevdmerwe@gmail.com'; ‘excelsior@swellendam.com'; ‘nick@crossboy.co.za’;
‘robert@waterbergtoyota.co.za’; "Axel Urban@t-online.de’

Cce: ‘Ters.Conradie@za lactalis.com’, 'hester robinson’; 'PBReynolds@cwnet.co.za’,
‘esabamining@gmail.com’; 'puys@wesbank.coza'; ‘andrewolhuter@gmail. com’;
‘hercules@fabfresh.co.za’; ‘'esmari@ruggens.co.za’; ‘dirkie@streichers.co.za’;
‘rachelviljoen1@gmail.com’; 'libertas@lantic.net’; 'Jap van der Merwe';
‘robert@waterbergtoyota.co.za’; ‘info@cliffhaven.co.za’; 'franco@werth.co.za’;
‘Lorraine.Uys@standardbank.co.za'; 'Darel Smit'; ‘Idevries@simonsig.co.za’;
‘andreswart.personal@gmail.com’; 'Danie De Wet'; 'Conradie, Yvonne'; 'Tiaan PUNCH';
‘tania@twk.co.za'; ‘mariaanjvrb@gmail.com’; 'strepies@everitt.co.za’;
‘DirkvdM@bvi.co.za'; ‘phillipv@jwr.co.za'; ‘alizevandermerwe@gmail.com’,
‘johannesmerwe@gmail.com’; 'Derickdevries5@gmail.com’; ‘dehandevries@gmail.com’;
‘janadevries1@gmail.com’

Subject: Motice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai

Attachments: Notice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai.pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

Please see attached notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed residential development on
RE281, Struisbaai. Public participation commences on the 31 January 2025 and runs until the 3 March 2025

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor
M.5c.; Pr.5ci Not. 400327/13., EAPASA. 20158/688, Cand. APHF., 1AlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F
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michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za

Sent: Thursday, 30 January 2025 15:21

To: ‘ernlourensi@gmail.com’

Subject: MNotice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai
Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai.pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

Please see attached notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed residential development on
RE281, Struisbaai. Public participation commences on the 31 January 2025 and runs until the 3 March 2025

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor

M.5c.; Pr.Scl.Not, 400327713, EAPASA. 2015/698, Cand. APHP., |AlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F

PO Box 1990, Hermanus, 7200, South Africa

T +27 (0) 83 245 6556

E michelle@lomay.co.za | W www.lornay.co.za

Reg Mo. 2015/445417/07 | Vat. Reg 429 031 9468

10
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michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za

Sent: Thursday, 30 January 2025 15:24

To: ‘Mtanganedzeni Mabasa'; 'Andrea Thomas’; DEADP EIA Admin

Cc: Rulien Volschenk; Rhett Smart; Cor Wan der Walt; 'Brandon Layman'; 'Sunel Nel';
‘info@capeagulhas.gov.za’; 'HWC HWC

Subject: Motice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai

Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai.pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

DEADP - N. Mabasa

0ODM - R. Volshenk

CAPE NATURE - R. Smart

DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE - C. van Der Walt
CAPE AGULHAS MUNI - 5. Nel

HERITAGE WESTERN CAPE —Heritage Admin

Please see attached notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed residential development on
RE281, Struisbaai.

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor

M.Sc.; Pr.Sci.Nat, 400327713, EAPASA. 2015/698, Cand. APHP., IAlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F

PO Box 1990, Hermanus, 7200, South Africa

T +27 (0) 83 245 6556

E michelle@lornay.co.za | W www.lornay.co.za

Reg No. 2015,/445417/07 | Vat. Reg. 429 031 9468

11



Lornay Environmental Consulting
Proof of Public Participation

michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za

Sent: Thursday, 30 January 2025 15:26

To: ‘paulb@urbanconcept.co.za’) ‘Andries Eksteen’; ‘wardsinfo@mail.com’;
‘pfmassyn@gmail.com’; ‘cmlourens@gmail.com’

Subject: FW: Notice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai

Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai.pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

Please see attached notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed residential development on
RE281, Struishaai.

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor

M.Se.; Pr.Sci.Nat, 400327/13., EAPASA. 2019/698, Cand. APHP., |AlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F

PO Box 1990, Hermanus, 7200, South Africa

T +27 (0) 83 245 6556

E michelle@lomay.co.za | W www.lornay.co.za

Reg No. 2015/445417/07 | Vat. Reg. 429 031 9468

12
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michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za

Sent: Saturday, 01 February 2025 09:30

To: ‘Ntanganedzeni Mabasa'; ‘Andrea Thomas'; DEADP EIA Admin

Cc: Rulien Volschenk; Rhett Smart; Cor Van der Walt; 'Brandon Layman'; 'Sunel Nel';
‘info@capeagulhas.gov.za’; 'HWC HWC'

Subject: RE: Motice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai - Closing 5 March

Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai Amended timeframe pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

DEADP - N. Mabasa

QDM - R. Volshenk

CAPE NATURE -R. Smart

DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE - C. van Der Walt
CAPE AGULHAS MUNI - 5. Nel

HERITAGE WESTERN CAPE - Heritage Admin

The matter below has reference. We have noticed a clerical error on our notice of public participation below.
Please see attached amended notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed development - the
commenting period has been amended to close on the 5" March.

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Nayior

M.Se.; PrSel Not. 400327/13., EAPASA. 2019/698, Cond. APHE., [AlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F

PO Box 1990, Hermanus, 7200, South Africa

T #27 (0) 83 245 6556

E michelle@lormay.co.za | W www.lornay.co.za

Reg No. 2015/445417/07 | Vat. Reg. 429 031 9468

13
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michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za
Sent: Saturday, 01 February 2025 09:33
To: ‘erlourensi@gmail.com’; 'Andries Eksteen’; 'wardSinfo@mail.com’;

‘wardSinfo@gmail.com’; 'derick.burger@outlook.com’; ‘wec.greenhouse@gmail.com’;
‘Pat Miller'; 'pfmassyni@gmail.com’; ‘paulb@urbanconcept.co.za’
Subject: FW: Notice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai - Closing 5 March
Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai Amended timeframe pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

The matter below has reference. We have noticed a clerical error on our notice of public participation below.
Please see attached amended notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed development — the
commenting period has been amended to close on the 5*" March.

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor

M.5c.; Pr.Sci.Not. 400327/13., EAPASA. 2015/698, Cand. APHP., |AlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F

PO Box 1990, Hermanus, 7200, South Africa

T £27 (0} 83 245 6556

E michelle@lornay.co.za | W www.lornay.co.za

Reg No. 2015/445417/07 | Vat. Reg. 429 031 9468

From: michelle@lornay.co.za <michelle@lornay.co.za>
Sent: Thursday, 30 January 2025 15:24
To: 'Ntanganedzeni Mabasa' <Ntanganedzeni.Vabasa@westerncape.gov.za>; 'Andrea Thomas'

<Andrea.Thomas@westerncape.gov.za>, DEADP EIA Admin <DEADPEIAadmin@westerncape.gov.za>
Cc: Rulien Volschenk <rvolschenk@odm.org.za>; Rhett Smart <rsmart@capenature.co.za>; Cor Yan der Walt

<Cor.VanderWalti@westerncape.gov.za>; 'Brandon Layman' <Brandon.Layman@westerncape.gov.za>; 'Sunel Nel'
1

14
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michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za
Sent: Saturday, 01 February 2025 09:46
To: ‘maxleigh@iafrica.com’; "puys@wesbank.co.za'; "Ters.Conradie@za.lactalis.com’;

‘ters.conradie@parmalat.co.za’; 'PBReynolds@cwnet.co.za’; "hvboerdery@gmial.com’;
‘Jap van der Merwe'; 'koosbarkhuizen101@gmail.com’; 'sandrakamfer@gmail.com’;
‘johann.mulder52@gmail.com’; ‘esabamining@gmail.com’; 'esabaminings@gmail.com’;
‘libertas@lantic.net’; 'libertas@lintic.net’; ‘napierwyn@gmail.com’;
‘info@villetdewet.co.za’; 'johanvoshugo@gmail.com'; 'langhoogte@whalemail.co.za’;
‘Karien Lambrechts'; ‘jorinevdmerwe@gmail.com’; ‘excelsior@swellendam.com’;
‘nick@crossboy.co.za'; robert@waterbergtoyota.co za'; 'Axel.Urban@t-online.de’;
‘hester robinson'; ‘PBReynolds@cwnet.co.za'; "esabamining@gmail.com’;
‘puys@wesbank.co.za’; ‘andrewolhuter@gmail.com’; ‘hercules@fabfresh.co.za’;
‘esmari@ruggens.co.za'; 'dirkie@streichers.co.za'; 'rachelviljoen1@gmail.com’;
‘libertas@lantic.net’; Jap van der Merwe'; ‘robert@waterbergtoyota.co.za’;
‘info@cliffhaven.co.za’; 'franco@werth.co.za'; 'Lorraine.Uys@standardbank.co.za’, 'Darel
Smit’; ‘Idevries@simonsig.co.za’; ‘andreswart.personal@gmail.com’; 'Danie De Wet;
‘Conradie, Yvonne', 'Tiaan PUNCH"; 'tania@twk.co.za’'

Ce: ‘Ters.Conradie@za lactalis.com’; 'mariaanjwrb@gmail.com’; 'strepies@everitt.co.za’;
‘DirkvdM@bvi.co.za'; 'phillipv@jwr.co.za’; ‘alizevandermerwe@gmail.com’;
‘johannesmerwe@gmail.com’; 'Derickdevries5@gmail.com’; 'dehandevries@gmail.com’;
‘janadevries1@gmail.com’

Subiject: FW: Motice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai - Closing 5 March

Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai Amended timeframe.pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

The matter below has reference. We have noticed a clerical error on our notice of public participation below.
Please see attached amended notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed development - the
commenting period has been amended to close on the 5" March.

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor
M.Se; PrSci Mot 400327713, EAPASA. 2018/698, Cand. APHP., 1AlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F
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michelle@lornay.co.za

From: michelle@lornay.co.za
Sent: Saturday, 071 February 2025 09:58
To: ‘Ters.Conradie@za.lactalis.com’; 'boegoebos@gmail.com’; ‘chris@rfdigi.co.za’; Jenny

Falck'; ‘conrad@rfdigi.co.za’; 'karien@klinc.co.za'; 'johanliebenberg57@gmail.com’;
‘mariusfuchs110@gmail.com’; ‘fionahacks7@gmail.com’;
‘jessica@ebiketrailblazers.co.za’; 'heneym2@gmail.com’; 'anibag@me.com’;
‘agulhas.heritage@gmail. com’; 'Danica van Zyl’; 'alizevandermerwe@gmail.com’;
‘william@eliots.co.za'; 'johanlourens2309@gmail.com’; 'Smurfiet1 @outlook.com’;
‘wernymarais@gmail.com’; 'pj@pjleroux.co.za’; 'jeanette@springfieldestate.com’
Subject: FW: Notice of Pre-Application Public Participation | RE281, Struisbaai - Closing 5 March
Attachments: Motice of Public Participation 1 RE281 Struisbaai Amended timeframe. pdf

Dear Interested and Affected Party and / or Organ of State,

DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23
LORNAY Ref: REM-281

The matter below has reference. We have noticed a clerical error on our notice of public participation below.
Please see attached amended notice of the first round of Public Participation for the proposed development - the
commenting period has been amended to close on the 5™ March.

Should you have no further comment, please ignore this notice.

Kind regards,

LORNAY
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

Michelle Naylor

M.5c.; Pr.Sci.Nat, 400327/13., EAPASA. 2015/698, Cand. APHP., lAlAsa
Hemel & Aarde Wine Village — Unit 5/1F

PO Box 1990, Hermanus, 7200, South Africa

T 27 (0) 83 245 6556

E michelle@lornay.co.za | W www.lornay.co.za

Reg Mo, 2015/445417/07 | Vat. Reg. 425 031 5468
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5. NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENT

An advertisementwas placed in the local newspapeahe Overstrand Heraldregardingthe proposed
development:

31 Jarmarie 2025 SUIDERMNULUS / SOUTHERN POST 11
St
KENNISGEWINGS | NOTICES DAGBOEK [t ioivo el
VRYDAG, 31 JANUARIE
=) Addkby S metabolc heakth
@ NOTICE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION v Arddre bt -
L ! iy
P BASIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT Swellendam; Enguiries: 083 65 | 5830)
CONSULTING
Motice Is hereby provided, In accordance with the Ervironmentsl Impact Assessment [ELA) regulations, as stipulated under the mEl‘Diﬂ | FEBRUARIE
National Emronmental Management Act, 1998 Act No. 107 of 1998) (NEMA) and the 20114 NEMA ELA Reg [™ - (9:00 - 13:00; NG Kerksaal
a5 publshed in Government Gazatte No, 38182, Governmant Notice R8I, RSB4, and ASES, on 4 Decembaer 2014, to register 353 CW LAguhas; Navrae: 072 601 6168)
interested and Affected Party [IBAP) and provide comments on the P Basic it Repeet far the Prop
R De an af the Farm Na. 281, Struisbaa, Bredasdarp R, DONDERDAG, 6§ FEBRUARIE:
LORNAY REF: REM-Z81 =1 Agulhas Erfenisvereniging besprekingsgroep:
DEADP REF: 16/3,/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23 Tesisskrywe by SA universiteite: erfenis, lindskap,
APPUCANT: Helamdka Number 1 (Pty) Lid uitdagings, impakte, oppe en affe’ deur prof. Braam
LOCATIOM: Remainder of the Farm M. 281, Struishaal, Rust. (16:00; Agulhas Heembuls, Van Drutensingel,
PROJECT QVERVIEW: The proposed developmant invohees the et of the k | L *Agulbias; has.heritage@grmail.com)
comprising of 6 single residential erven and associsted infrastrictine on the Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbaai. d )
USTED ACTIVITIES: The following Listed Acthities are applied for in berms of the NEMA EIA Regulations: VRYDAG, 7 FEBRUARIE:
4 Usting Notice 1 (6N R983): Activities 17; 194 . MmRubypmone: Liefde in die wingerd —

4 Listing Netice 3 (GN RIBS): Activities 12
& copy of the Pre-Agplication Basic Assessment Report is avallable for public review and dowrnload on our website, ar upon
request Interested and Affected Parties (IBAPS) are irvited 1o register and/or provide comaments on the applcation dufing the

'n Valentynskonsert met Koos van der Merwe
(19:30; RI80 p.p.; Drastdy Museum, Swellen-

public participation peried from 31 January 2025 to 03 March 2025 mﬁmm smlﬁém} ndamy; Bespreek by Maira —
Piense register or submit your comment as folows: AR MamCE In accaance with
Lornay Environmantal Cansulting pitechaonseuisipen VRYDAG, | 4 FEBRUARIE:
For Att: Michelis Naylar commansing & an [BAF your name s *{ Vriende van die Museum: Valentynsdag-langtaidete
Tak: 083 245 6556 sommeni wil be mas pusic. (R330 p.p.; Ou Tronk, Hoopstraat, Bredasdorp:
Emalk: michelledlomay coa . Bespreek by 076 712 9026)
Waebsite: www lornay. co.0a LORKA - — [ﬂm SEs5hOn.
Address: Uniit 5/1F, Hemed & Azrde Wine \ilage, ENVIRONAENTAL CONELILTING ap&%;ma.nﬂl éﬂm lﬁenr:s and
Hermaaus 245 Anienn singlas welcome (18:00; R450 p.p.; Saht @ Earth
Restaurant & Shop, Struisbaai; Book via whatsapp —
071431 4742)
KENNISGEWINGS | NOTICES KENNISGEWINGS | NOTICES
CAPE AGULHAS MUNICIPALITY
OVERSIGHT REPORT ON THE 2023/24 ANNUAL REPORT OF
CAPE AGULHAS MUNICIPALITY

Motice is hereby given in terms of Section 129 (3) of the Local Govemment

Municipal Finance Management Act, 56 of 2003 read togetherwith Section 21 (A)

of the Local Government Municipal Systems Act, 32 of 2000, that the Oversight

Report on the 2023/24 Annual Report as well as the final 2023724 Annwal Report

of the Cape Agulhas Municipality is available fo the public during office hours at
ces.

the following "
Athegmone=: o NOTICE
Caravan Parks at Struisbaai, L'Agulhas and Waenhuiskrans/Amiston
Ris abo avalable on the Muricipal Website _ DRAFT ANNUAL REPORT 2023/2024

Nolice 1s hareby given in tefms of Seclion 127(5) of the Local Government: Municipal Firarnse
Agulhas Management Act (MIFMA), 2003 (Act 53 of 2003, read in conjunction with Section
214 of the Local Government: Municipal Systems Act, 2000 {(Act 32 of 2000, that the

a""?'?“i"pbs “é"’“‘;‘i "redasdory 7280, Tel 028 255500, & mai

unicipality, ox ; Bregasdo e-maill 4

Lim:\%mmm» Fersons who cannot read or write, may also mmﬁﬁgﬁuﬁ%u o year as besn tabied 8 i Municoal
contaci

aferementioned person during normal office hours ferassistance.
The Drall Annual Report for the 20232024 financial year i open for comments and
KAAP AGULHAS MUNISIPALITEIT can be viewed on the municipal website at mmn% and at the Head Office of
OORSIGVERSLAG VAN DIE 2023/24 JAARVERSLAG VAN the Overberg District Municipal Office, 26 Long Street, asdorg.
KAAP AGULHAS MUNISIPALITEIT Tha subméssion of comments and represantation regarding tha Draft Annwal Repart

for the 202312024 financial s be emalled to mmdodm orazs br later
Ksmlsgmmng ssklad hiermee in ge artikel 128 (3) van die Wet op Plaaslike than 24 February ;;zng ﬂﬁf;;gr?u yne

?A ng Mun le Finansiéle Bestuur, 56 van 2003, saamgelees met Artikel

& van dle t op Plaaslike Regering: Munisipal eSlelsels 32 van 2000 dat Persons who are unable ko read or wrile may visil Mr K Theunsssen al the Head Office

n during wdlnaryoﬁw hours, for assistance in compiling their writhen comment, inputs
ars?mal:n opsigte van die 2 2302 Jaarvenﬂ sowed as die finale

2023J'24 van KaapAgulhas Munlwdnedbes ar s vir die publiek ar
tydens kantoorure by die onderstaande plekke:
R BOSMAN
. MUNICIPAL MANAGER
. ‘SE.'.‘,".‘.:I'J:‘ pale Kantore OVERBERG DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY
»  Karavaanparkete Strulsbaal, L'Agulhas en Waenhulskrans/Amiston. ARNAVALSCH
Dit is onk beskh:aarup dle mmah ‘Mmmlm
Mawvrae kan gerig word aan Me Lindy Gallant-Valentine, Kaap Agulhas " Donations:

Munisipaliteit, Posbus 51, Bredasdorp 7280. Tel 028 4255500 & pos
Persone wat nle kan lees of skryf nie, kan ook vir
bovermelde persoon kontak gedurende gewone kantoorure vir bystand.

e

AACL Bredasdorp,
Nedbank

EO PHILLIPS

MUNICIPAL MANAGER / MUNISIPALE BESTUURDER 082 898 0787 Account number:
BREDASDORP " 1470012383

7280 rarke >

2810112025 sy
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6. NOTICEBOARDS
Noticeboards were placed on sji&s requiredn terms of the legislation:

@1 ORNAY
NSULTING

O R PATTEPATON 08 BASIC EWVISONMENTAL IMPACT

ASHSVONT N TCkws OF NebtA
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7. COMMENTS AND RESPONSE REPORT AND REGI®SIHBRARNIROF STATE

During the first round of Public Participatiotihe Registerfor Interested and Affected Parties (I&ARas
compiled. The register records the details of all I&APs who requested to be regidtassd on the
information they provided.

In addition, a Comments and Response Reportalss openedOne for the Organs of State and one for the
generalpublic. Thesereports documentall comments received from I&APs and relevant authorities, together
with the formal responses provided by the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (&#sgtE)than 1000
comments were received during the public participation process.

- Refer toAppendixR2a, F2b and Ecfor Public Comments report which includes@imments
Receivedrom the I&APs

- Refer toAppendix B for Summaryof Interestedand Affected Parties (I&APGpmments.

- Refer toAppendix F4or Generic Public Objection comments

- Refer toAppendixF5for Agulhas Heritag8ocietyComment

- Refer toAppendixF6 for Interested and Affected PaesRegisterfor general public
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LORNAY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

NOTE:The Comments and Response Report included in thBroof of PPP Reportontains the comments received fromOrgans of Stateonly. More than 1000comments
were received from Interested and Affected Parties (I&APduring PPP1 and therefor¢hese areincluded in the AppendixF2a, F2band F2c of the BAR

PROJECTREZ281 Struisbaai
DRAFT BAR / PREPPLICATION
NAME: COMMENT: RESPONSE: DATE & REF:
1. Rhett Smart | Email dated 03 March 2025
(Cape
Nature) Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report for the Proposed Subdivisiol

and Rezoning for the Spookdraai Residential Development on th
Remainder of the Farm Paapekuilsfontein 281, Struisbaai.

CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the application and would like to make the following comments. Please
note that our comments only pertain to the biodiversity related impacts
and not to the overall desirability of the aplication.

Desktop Information

According to the latest version of the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatia
Plan (BSP) which was adopted by the competent authority on 1
December 2024, the section of the property below the highvater mark of
the sea is classified as Ecological Support Ared (ESA) with a narrow
buffer of Critical Biodiversity Area 1 (CBA) in the central and easter,
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sections. The remainder of the property is mapped as No Natural. In th
previous version of the BSP, the ESA extended further inland in the we|
there was no CBA and two sections of Other Natural. The scale of th
mapping of the BSP must be taken into caideration for a small urban
property surrounded by residential development such as this case.

The vegetation on site according to the current official National
Vegetation Map (2018) is Overberg Dune Strandveld listed ¢
endangered. In the draft update to the National Vegetation Map (2024
the site is mapped as Southwestern Strandveld in the centltand eastern
sections and Agulhas Limestone Fynbos in the western section. A
Southwestern Strandveld is a new vegetation type, it has not yet bee
assigned a threat status, and Agulhas Limestone Fynbos is listed a
critically endangered. The section belav the highwater mark is mapped
as Agulhas Mixed Shore in the mapping of coastal and marin
ecosystems for the National Biodiversity Assessment (2018). There ai
no freshwater features mapped for the site.

Screening Tool and Site Sensitivity Verification

The results from the National Wekbased Screening Tool reveal a ver
high sensitivity for terrestrial biodiversity, medium sensitivity for animal
species and plant species and low sensitivity for aquatic biodiversity. The
Site Sensitivity Verification Repa confirms that the terrestrial
biodiversity, animal species and plant species themes are covered in thg
botanical impact assessment and no aquatic biodiversity studies were|
undertaken as there are no freshwater features on the site or immediats
surroundings.

Botanical Impact Assessment

The botanical impact assessment verifies that the vegetation occurring
on site consists of Southwestern Strandveld, however there is also Cap|
Seashore Vegetation occurring adjacent to the section of sandy shoreling
and elements on Cape Seashore Vegetatiofurther inland due to the
proximity to the coastline and effects of sea spray. We wish to note tha
although Overberg Dune Strandveld has been replaced by Southwester
Strandveld on this site, Overberg Dune Strandveld has not been replace
in its entirety and still occurs to the north of Struisbaai amongst other|
locations.
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The general description in 6.1. indicates that there is no limestone fynbo{ Refer to the updated Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment.
occurring on site, but it does occur further inland. However elsewhere ir
the report there is reference to Agulhas Limestone Fynbos on the site
therefore confirmation must be provded whether it does in fact occur. It
is noted that the description of the waypoints does not indicate any
localities which are typical of limestone fynbos.

The botanical impact assessment references the previous 2017 BS| Refer to updated Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment refers to both
which was accurate when the report was compiled. The relevant versiol 2017 and 2023 BSP.

in terms of the legislation depends on the date of the application
initiation, however both versions can be referred todr informing the
application.

The condition of the habitat is relatively degraded in sections due t(
impacts associated with coastal access and edge effects from the
adjacent residential area, with a stormwater outlet where gully erosion
has taken place. Clearing of alien invasive Rokians (Acacia cyclops) has
taken place however, due to the exposed nature of the site, re
establishment of indigenous vegetation in these areas has been slow an
the cleared vegetation has been stockpiled on site.

No plant species of conservation concern (SCCs) were observed on sit§ Refer to the updated Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment.
The plant species sensitivity is therefore verified as low, with the
exception of the small section in the west which is medium associated
with the mapping as Agulhas Limestone FynbosWith regards to the
latter, we wish to refer to the above discussion regarding the presence ¢
limestone fynbos on site.

The impact assessment for the two norpreferred development layouts | The Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact assessment has been updated. The layo
is high prior to mitigation and the residual impact and impact after] has revolved and the new alternative layout (Alternative 5) have the low residu
mitigation is rated as high. The impact assessment for the preferre( impacts.

development layout which avoids the western sectio with the mapped
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos is rated high prior to mitigation, the residug
impact is medium and the impact after mitigation is low. We wish to note
that the term residual impact relates to the mitigation hierarchy, which is
enshrined in the National Environmental Management Act (Act 108 o
1998, NEMA) and accordingly in the National Biodiversity Offse
Guidelines. It is the impact that remains after following the mitigation
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hierarchy of avoid, minimize and then mitigate/rehabilitate. The residua
impact should therefore be the same as the impact after mitigation.

Clarification is therefore required regarding the residual impact for the Refer to the attached updated Terrestrial Impact Assessment Report.
preferred development layout. It is noted that the section pertaining to
mitigation (Section 9.4) states that it is not possible to mitigate the
impacts. We therefore wish to query bw the impact significance can be
reduced after mitigation if there is no mitigation possible. In terms of the
National Biodiversity Offset Guidelines, a biodiversity offset is required tq
remedy a residual impact of medium negative or higher. Therefore
clarification is required regarding the proposed mitigation and associated
impact significance. If the residual impact is confirmed to be medium
significance or higher, a biodiversity offset must be implemented in terms
of the National Biodiversity Offset @idelines.

Animal Species Theme

The botanical assessment indicates that the field sampling included| A Terrestrial Animal Species Report has been undertaken and is attached.
observations of animals and birds and under terrestrial biodiversity
sensitivity indicates that no bird species were observed using the habita
or feeding or breeding and no insect commuries were evident. The
observations are qualified that it was a snapshot and is not definitive
According to the Procedures for the Assessment and Minimum Criterig
for Reporting on Environmental Themes for Animal Species (GG 4385
GN 1150, October 202G 1 3n 131 | T Wq VY We t Wbad VWG
is required to confirm the presence of the SCCs flagged in the screenin
tool as medium sensitivity. If confirmed, a terrestrial animal species
specialist assessment must be undertaken, otherwise a terresial

animal species compliance statement is required. The two species listed
are a reptile, Southern AdderRitis armata),and an insect @neuryphymus
montanus).

The botanical assessment does not provide sufficient evidence o
compliance with the protocols with respect to the animal species theme.
There is no reference to the two species flagged or the other faunal SC(
that could be present on site. The report dog not indicate whether
coastal species, including coastal bird species, were observed or if the
observations were only within the terrestrial habitat. CapeNature has
highlighted the gaps in the screening tool for the coastal and estuaring
environment in agplications where this is relevant. African Oystercatcher
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(Haematopus moquini) is sensitive to disturbance during the breeding
season and could be present along the adjacent coastline. Although this
species is currently listed as least concern in both the international IUCN
listing and the national SANBI listing, prior to 2017 itas IUCN listed as
near threatened. There are other coastal bird species which could b
affected by disturbance. Mitigation may be necessary during the
construction phase.

Coastal Setback and Access

Three iterative alternative layouts have been developed, with thg
preferred layout avoiding the highwater mark and only one of the six
residential erven encroaching slightly into the lowrisk line (1 in 100year

storm surge). No hard infrastructure shouldoe permitted in front of the 1
in 100-year storm surge line.

We wish to note however that the coastal management line for th¢ DEADP:CMU and CAM comments are attached below.
Overberg District Municipality is located relatively far inland from
Struisbaai. Development islands have been delineated for existing
development in front of the coastal management line; howver the
property is not located within a development island. The property is
therefore in front of the coastal management line. Coastal management
lines are intended to be implemented through municipal planning and
therefore we recommend that input should be provided by the
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning
(DEA&DP): Coastal Management and the Cape Agulhas Municipality
this regard.

Apart from the six residential erven, there are three open space ervel The new updated layout Alternative 5 nowncorporates an Admiralty Zone below
consisting of one public open space erf for a public footpath along the the High-Water Mark. The building footprint has been shifted inland and all th
western boundary, a small private open space erf at the entrance and | structures are above the HighWater Mark. Additionally, the Bar has beer
large private open space erf over the reainder of the current property. | amended and it includes reference to Sections 7A, 13, 14 and 18 of NEM:ICM
We wish to note that according to the National Environmenta| Also see Appendix K for ICMA legal opinion.

Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act (Act 24 of 200¢
NEM:ICMA), areas below the higlwvater mark of the sea form part of the
coastal public property. A lage proportion of the large private (not public)
open space erf falls below the highwater mark. We recommend that it
must be ensured that Sections 7, 7A, 13, 14 and 18 of NEM:ICMA wij
regards to coastal public property and coastal access are taken intg
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account in the application and DEA&DP: Coastal Management shoulg
provide inputs in this regard.

Services

With regards to services, the development is proposed to be connecte( Refer toAppendix G9b for clear illustration.
to the municipal and Eskom reticulation for potable water and electricity.
There is no piped municipal sewerage for this area therefore the propos:
is for conservancy tanks linked to aentral system that will be serviced
by the municipality. The location of the conservancy tanks and the centra
servicing tank must be indicated on the layout and it must be ensure(
there is adequate mitigation to minimize the risk of pollution of the
coastal environment through the sewage system.

As noted above, there is an existing stormwater outlet which has resulteg
in gully erosion on the property. The gully occupies a large section of th
easternmost proposed residential erf. The proposal is to redirect the
stormwater drainage to the west of he current alignment along the
boundary between the two erven as observed in Figure 3 of the Bas
Assessment Report. It is assumed that infill of the gully will be requireg
for the development of a house on the easternmost erf.

Refer toAppendix G9a of the Civil Engineering Report.
Broad principles are stated with regards to stormwater management|
however the Environmental Management Programme Report states thé
no stormwater management plan is required due to the small scale of the¢
project. The existing stormwater entering the sitehowever must be
addressed before the proposed development can proceed and therefore
we recommend that a detailed stormwater management plan must be
compiled in collaboration with the municipality who are responsible for
the bulk stormwater flow on to thesite resulting in erosion. The infill of the
gully must also be addressed and included in the assessment of impacts

Conclusion

In conclusion, recommends that the following must be addressed before

the application can be considered further: The BAR and the Specialist Reports have been updated:
1 A stormwater management plan must be compiled in
collaboration with the Cape Agulhas Municipality to address the 1 Stormwater management onsite is addressed in the Civil Engineering
stormwater currently entering the site as well as the Report underAppendix G9a.
development itself. The current stormwater erosion gully must 1 The BAR has been updated and incorporates reference to NEM:ICM4

also be addressed.
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1  The requirements of NEM:ICMA must be addressed, includin| 1 The Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment was updated; th
the coastal management line, coastal public property and western portion will not be impacted by the proposed development.
coastal access. Comment must be obtained from DEA&DP The development will result to low residual impact and therefore, ng
Coastal Management in this regard. biodiversity offset is applicable.

9 Clarification is required regarding the following in the botanical 1 Alternative 5 (preferred) development option will result to low residual
impact assessment: impact, therefore, a biodiversity offset report is not required.

0o The presence of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos on th I The animal species compliance statement has been undertaken ang
property is attached asAppendix G8.
o Whether any mitigation measures are available to Ll

reduce the impact
o0 The residual impact after following the mitigation
hierarchy

M If it is confirmed that the residual impact on terrestrial
biodiversity is of medium significance or higher, a biodiversity
offset must be implemented in accordance with the National
Biodiversity Offset Guideline.

I The animal species theme must be adequately addressed ir
accordance with the protocols. Confirmation must be provided
regarding mitigation measures for disturbance to coastal birds.

T Impacts associated with service provision must be adequately|
addressed.

CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments and reques
further information based on any additional information that may be
received.

Regards
ATTACHMENTS TO AHS Comment

Attachment 1T Fisherman Objection

Attachment 2 T Generic signed objections from residents of Struisbaai
North T all the names have been added to the register

Attachment 3 - The gentrification of Spookdraai our portal to paradiseT
information document

2. Rulien Email dated 03 March 2025
Volschenk
(ODM)
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PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND REZONING FOR THE CONSTRUCT]
OF RESIDENTIAL ERVEN ON REMAINDER OF THE FARM
STRUISBAAI, BREDASDORP RD

REFERENCE NUMBER: Ref: 16/3/3/6/7/E1/13/1406/23

Overberg District Municipality takes cognisance of the preapplication
Basic Assessment Report for the proposed Spookdraai Residentiz
Development on Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbaai, Bredasdor
RD.

With reference to the sensitivity mapping, it is noted that reference has
been made to the 2017 Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan. Pleag
note that this plan has been reviewed and adopted in December 2024.
is advised that the project team consult vith Cape Nature to obtain new
data and amend the application if wand where applicable.

The proposed development is situated on an isolated piece of the RE ¢
[¢l GW=ZYNIKWI RgsW I Inl JURJUW qYLW 9 ¢
Development Framework of 20222027, a large portion of the property is
situated within the urban edge of Struisbaai. Whyas no site alternative
on the same property been presented or investigated as part of the BAF

The property falls within the Costal Protection Zone (CPZ). The functic
of the coastal protection zone is defined in section 17 of the
Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act p
2014 (Act 36 of 2014). The current proposal will mostkély have a
negative impact on the CPZ as it will intrude on the natural character, an|
economic, social and aesthetic value of the neighbouring coastal public

property.

Marine Drive has been defined as a Gateway area/ scenic route in th
9¢GUW Neiéct WW~2URARGEORq! kK WEGE q

N6 WWwaeUenWaRWUqWG!I YEYt ca Wt WqWYye qly
the scenic quality of Marine Drive (R319) between Struisbaai an
XK Del6c¢ct wloll dqbéYaN6W qé6llW 2Rt 2¢
architectural design the development will impact on this tarism asset.

Noted.

The specialist assessments, specifically the botanical impact assessment was
amended and made reference to the WCBSP 2024.

No other site alternatives have been investigated besides the RE/281 based ¢
qélWwlcqel WWYn W6 WWGI YGYt ¢ 0 tOWNS JWGI Y
coastal residential development.

The concern is noted and the proposed development is situated within the
Costal Protection Zone (CPZ). The development considered the location of th
residential dwellings inland, this ensures that all the erven are setback furthe
way from the High WateMark, the costal risks zones. The preferred layout als
acknowledges the Admiralty zone and the SDP is reflected as such
Furthermore, an open space has been incorporated into the layout alternative
to ensure thatcommunal activities

Noted.

Comment is noted. The proposed preferred layout alternative, in line with thg
architectural guidelines that have been adoptedand will ensure that the
development will be minimised as far as possible. Refer to of the Architectura
Guidelines attached as Appendix G6 as well as the Landscape Guideling
attached as Appendix G11la.
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Itis acknowledged that the application address objectives of the National Noted. The preferred layout alternative ensures that the public access i
Environmental Management Act: Integrated Coastal Management Aci retained around the property as well as via open spageErf 7 ensuring the
2008 (NEMA:ICMA) as it promotes public accessibility as well a continued access.

improved access to the cat (such as the proposal foa private beach).
Both ICMA and the Western Cape Coastal Access Strategy specks abo
the reasonability of the Costal access. These principles are supported by
the District and should inform development along our coastline.

In the Civil R@ads and Services Report a brief description is given of th
stormwater works that will be required for the development. Mention is The stormwater system has been addressed in the amended report.
made that the current stormwater system drains onto the property and
would need to redirected around the property. The impacton the
Gl YGYt UT W ml BT RIWDAEqRYUwW YNWt qYI ¢
incorporated into the report. Please provide detail regarding the proposa
and impacted area.

The ODM reserves the right to revise it comments and request furthe
information based on any additional information that may be received.

3. Jeffrey Email dated 03 March 2025
Manuel (SAN
Parks)

RE: COMMENT ON THE DBAR FOR THE PROPOSED SPOOKDI

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, REMAINDER PORTION 2

STRUISBAAL

1. Introduction

The proposed Spookdraai Residential Development is located on th
Remainder of Farm Paapekuilsfontein 281, Struisbaai. The site is les
than 0.75 ha, and is located between Marine Drive and the high wate
mark.

The proposed development involves the construction of six residentia
dwellings, as well as associated road, water and electrical infrastructure,
and a stormwater management system. An open space system i
included, as a means to reduce the ecological andisual impacts, whilst
also providing recreational space to residents as well as the public.
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2. SANParks comments:

E ACIt’iKLLIHVClﬁIJquLIJCIIJLLI’nYHaiIJT Ly
alternative.

Although there is development between the road and the shoreling
further along Marine Drive towards George Street, it must be noted thé
the area is wider; and also that a continuous stretch of undeveloped
shoreline is maintained. This provides for publi@access and mitigates the
impact of that access, as well as the visual impact. Additionally, it
functions as storm surge protection.

The proposed site for this development, however, is a narrow section ¢
rocky shore with a small beach, making it particularly sensitive tc
disturbance. This development would significantly impact the scenic and
natural character of this coastal stretch. e site is also weltused by the
public. Although the development is making provision for public access,
the spatial restriction of such access would result in an increased
impact.

Although the DBAR recognises all of these impacts, typically as MEDIUN
HIGH, they are typically downrated to LOWERY LOW after mitigation
essentially through the combination of greening, limited development
footprint and use of permeable fencing, and estblishing a buffer zone
between the development and the highwater-mark. The downrating of
these impact significance ratings are not clear, based on the mitigatior
measures. In many instances, it is our view that the ratings would stay th|
same.

With regards to the loss of Southwestern Strandveld, for example, the
GYHY WYNW2UINWaqe qRYULWT 2 W6 IWT 132130
specialist report, it appears that clearing of vegetation is required, i.e. this
ROGEHqUWt 6 Ye 0 L théhldcledd moR thik onphct dilifd dqel
downrated from Medium to Low, without further mitigation, simply on the
basis of avoided development. The fact that the whole site is not beini
developed is why the premitigation impact was rated as Medium,

instead of High.

The new preferred layout, Alternative 5, now designates an area below the Hi
Water Mark, including the Littoral Active Zone, as an Admiralty Zone. The layo
also incorporates open space along the western boundary, allowing the
community to continue using the area for recreation, fishing, and picnicking
This ensures that the shoreline is not privatized and public access to the coas
is maintained.

The significance ratings prior to mitigation represent the potential level of impac
in the absence of any mitigation measures. Once the recommended mitigatior
measures are implemented in fully including the use of permeable fencing, the
establishment of a coastal buffer between the development and the higiwater

mark, the limitation of the development footprint, and extensive greening ang
landscapingy the associated visual and environmental impacts are expected
to be substantially reduced. These measuresdirectly address the primary
sources of impact, such as visual exposure, disturbance to coastal character
and vegetation clearance. Therefore, the postnitigation ratings reflect the
reduced residual impact following the effective application of these masures.

The impact rating table clearly assessed the impact of the development throug
four alternatives being employed during the assessment. The previousl
preferred Alternative (Alternative 4), as highlighted in the Terrestrial Biodiversi
Impact Assessment, excludes the development in the western portion of the
site. Additionally, the New preferred Alternative layout (Alternative 5) als
excludes development on the western portion of the site, however, and it onl

incorporates a walkway for public access. It important to note, this will not
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Furthermore, the loss of public access and amenity, although
recognised, is not adequately assessed.

We are also concerned that the traffic impact assessment only considers
the localised disruption of traffic in peak hours. The R319/Marine drive i
q6 W aYt qW RAGY!I qe¢Uql dRUt ¢NIIW A
Bredasdorp.

Given the location of the proposed site below the road and on a bend, w
are concerned about potential impacts on the structural integrity and
stability of the road. Deterioration of this road will severely impact
qYel Rt GlWgqYWxk Naid6cParklc UT W Nad6ct

1. Summary and Recommendations

SANParks is not satisfied with the impact significance ratings in the
attached DBAR and we recommend that the application is peer reviewe
by a suitably qualified EAP.

This is particularly important in this case, given the location of this
Gl YGYt WT WT W2RNaYGaWUqW cUTlT WhnRUOWI
development footprint is at the limits of demarcated risk zones, and does
not adequately consider potential impacts of clmate change or extreme
weather events. We do not believe that this application adheres to the
precautionary principle. Given the sensitivity of the site location, we are
also concerned that if this were to be approved, subsequent engineerin
may be required to protect these properties from storm surges and other
environmental risks. Any such activities would then compound the
impact on the coastal environment as well as impacts on biodiversity,
sense of place (visual) and public access.

have an impact on the vegetation present in this boundary and therefore, n
vegetation clearance is expected as a result of placement of the timber, this i
included as a condition of authorisation.

Nf &+ Wel ywyOaG! W Yhe RI T Wn VI W 321330 Y(d
hour trips. For this development only a Site Assessment is required, whic
means that only the access and site layout needs to be assessed. The loc
transport impact associated with the six peak hour trips will be insignificant and
it will be even less on the larger road network as the traffic disperses along th
road network.

The project team acknowledged that impacts on the public road reserve ar
2Uc2YRT cAGNWT e WqYWaqé Wt RagWkt WaYHG
construction and development activities will be carefully managed to ensure
that the structural integrity and stability of Marine Drive are not compromised.
Appropriate engineering and mitigation measures will be implemented tg
safeguard the road while allowing the development to proceed.

The BAR has been amended and altogether with the specialist report
Additionally, a new site development plan has been provided and has addresse
all concerns raised during the public participation process.

The concern regarding the location of the proposed development and th
¢ttt YRR qUT WenRUWDWE ¢l DRUY wlWRY WOY qT K
residential footprints in the updated layout plan (Alternative 5) have beer
carefully positioned above the demarcated risk zones, thereby ensuring that ng
dwellings fall within areas identified as being directly vulnerable to sedevel

rise, storm surges, or flooding. This approach was deliberately adopted t
adhere to the precautionary principle and to redue exposure to climaterelated

risks from the outset.

Furthermore, the application has been assessed in line with the Nationa
Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act (NEM: ICM
and other relevant legislation, which collectively emphasise responsible and
sustainable use of the coastal zoe. By ensuring that the development is
situated beyond the risk zones, the need for future hard engineerin
interventions, such as sea walls or other forms of shoreline protection, ig

significantly reduced. This in turn helps to prevent potential knoclon impacts
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to biodiversity, sense of place, visual character, and public access. The update
Alternative 5 layout represents a more precautionary and sustainable optior
qécqWActc U/t W aqdlWeéeGGIRAcUqkt WT 132
safeguarding the coastal evironment. It achieves this by avoiding development
within the most sensitive and vulnerable portions of the site, thereby reducing
long-term environmental risks associated with climate change and extreme
weather events.

4, CeliaVan Email dated 04 March 2025
Zyl-Lourens
(Suidpunt DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23 LORNAY Ref: RE2@1
Residents The above refers.
Association) i RaéYeqlll DGUeqRUNWs 6¢cqll! Yek 213WUOY,

comment as follows:

1. The application is based on the misconception that your client N6 IJWWI W& ¢ RURUNWGI YGUI q! WRt WRUOWG ¢ UOT W(
has only 7,000+ square meters to develop. It is based on th| vision.
misconception that 450+ hectares are not enough to develop:

2. Erf 3495, Struisbaai, more than 12 hectares, was subdivide(
from RE/281 for development.

3. We believe that your client is attempting to develop what i§ The application site has always been a private land. Public access across this
supposed to be a public open space. (Helemika 1 already land has always been allowed. The applicant wants to develop his land now
developed on the opposite side of Marine Drive, as well as th| and will provide more than adequate public access across the private land (Erf
entirety of Oceanview Heights.) 7) towards the beach, wlch will be accessible via a formal walkway.

Apart from various other reasons, this development will have a lasting The concern regarding potential visual impacts and changes to the character ¢
negative visual impact and change the landscape for humans, small the landscape is acknowledged. The proposed development has been carefull
animals, and flora forever. It should not be allowed, and the develope| designed to limit visual intrusion into the surrounding landscape by confining
should be forced instead to disclose what thei intentions are with the | the built form to a modest footprint. Furthermore, the preferred layout
almost 450 hectares they still own in Struisbaai. (Alternative 5) incorporates an open space areas and provides a widened publ
access route via Erf 7. These measures collectively reduce the overall impact g
sense of place and support a more balanced intgration of the development
within the coastal environment.

It is important to note that the remaining land owned by the applicant does no
form part of the current application. Any future proposals for development on
the larger property would be subject to a separate environmental authorisatior
process under NEMAand associated legislation. Such processes would again
require specialist input and public participation to ensure that potential impacts
are thoroughly assessed and responsibly managed.
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Danie
Schutte
(Agulhas
Heritage
Society)

Email dated 04/03/2025

Attention: Michelle Naylor
Lornay Environmental Consulting
Email: michelle@lornay.co.za

25 FEBRUARY 2025

RE: COMMENTS ON THE RREBPLICATION BASIC ASSESSME
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED SPOOKDRAAI RESIDE
DEVELOPMENT ON REMAINDER OF THE FARM NO. 281, STRUISB,

The Agulhas Heritage Society (AHS) is an association not for g
registered as a conservation body in terms of Section 25(1)B of th
National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999) and has been allocate
an area of responsibility which encompasses the aa of the proposed
Spookdraai residential development on Remainder of the Farm no. 281
Struisbaai.

AHS is a registered 1&AP with Lornay Environmental consulting, th
appointed Environmental Assessment Practitioner (registered on 2¢
February 2025.)

The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) of 1999 (Act 25 of 19
prescribes a threetier system for heritage resources management. Thig
three-tier system ensures that heritage management is decentralizec
and handled at the most relevant level, allowing for effective
conservation, legal protection, and sustainable management of South

nl RACKkt WHz20qeal ¢aWeUT W6Rt qVYIl RAC T

For the context of this development proposal:

MWNRII WNLWRY W aréthe Bouth shRAAr idefitide Redddraeld
Agency (SAHRA)responsible for Grade | heritage resources, which have
national significance.

n W N R1JthdllPEoMincial Level is Heritage Western Cape (HWG)

responsible to manage Grade Il heritage resources, which have provincig
significance. HWC oversees heritage sites, buildings, and landscape!
that are important at the provincial level.

n W N R thélllOdHl Level, is Cape Agulhas Municipality (CAM)

responsible for the formal protection, management, and enhancement of
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Grade Il heritageresources i.e. heritage resources, which are of local ol
regional significance.

Also within this tier 3 are the registered conservation bodies (registereq
with HWC) who play a key role in grassroots heritage management, whi
also contributing to provincial and national efforts when relevant.

mll Nadéct WelDl ROENWWEYHRRUq! We ¢ EH
the areaof the proposed development site on the Remainder of the Farn
no. 281, Struisbaai. As the Registered Conservation body , AHS herewit
t 2HORqt WRakt WHY L Gdinthents BritdilopsHW LieéGoiel g

2. Comments on the integration of the HIA into the Pre -application
Basic Assessment Report (BAR)

A ANWNWawWoYaaWUaqt wyOWwi I ¢ngllc Il Raq
public participation for Basic Environmental Impact Assessment (BARN)
qll Gt WYnW E~ mwWHcGGWnY! W UNRE qlJl
q Y W/bG kovhehddis tih the Preapplication Basic Assessment Report
for the Proposed Spookdraai Residential Development on Remainder ¢
the Farm No. 281, Struisbaai7 | 131 ¢t Powht 1GéD(page 5 of 186) the
wf UnYl GecqRYUWqYWAKW WeT WGl RY! WaV
states: /bl 6 131 DWEWHqRYUWOY WY nWagd W ¢ ql
(Act No. 25 of 19991/ ¢ A mwb WRY Waql RNNDII IT Al
9¢GUWkt WnRUcOWRYGGWUqWaeat qWAILWE qq

AHS Comment:

The HWC response to Notification of Intent to Develop (Appendix E
required that a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) be conducted ang
submitted to them. HWC required that that the following must be
included in the HIA:

(a) The identification and mapping of all heritage resources in the are
affected,;

(b) an assessment of the significance of such resources in terms of thi
heritage assessment criteria set out in section 6(2) or prescribed undel
section 7;
(c) an assessment of the impact of the development on such heritagg
resources;
(d) an evaluation of the impact of the development on heritage resource;
relative to the sustainable social and economic benefits to be derived

from the development;

These are included in the HIA
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(e) the results of consultation with communities affected by the proposed
development and other interested parties regarding the impact of the
development on heritage resources;

(f) if heritage resources will be adversely affected by the proposed
development, the consideration of alternatives; and (g) plans for
mitigation of any adverse effects during and after the completion

of the proposed development.

This HIA must in addition have specific reference to the following:
- Archaeological Impact Assessment

- Desktop Paleontological Impact Assessment

- Visual Impact Assessment

The HIA must have an overall assessment of the impacts to heritag
resources whichare not limited to the specific studies referenced above.
The required HIA must have an integrated set of recommendations.

3. The comments of relevant registered conservation bodies; al
Interested and Affected parties; and the relevant Municipality must be
requested and included in the HIA where provided. Proof of these
requests must be supplied.

Appendix G2 T the pre-application phase draft heritage impact
assessmentproposed development of Split Portion Farm 28°RE, Marine
Drive, Struisbaai, doesnot include the following required elements:

mWNG KW Wt ediqt WYnWHYUt ctiqeqRYUWs R
development and other interested parties regarding the impact of the
development on heritage resources.

nWoYaaWwUagt W Phe 3t qUT WYNa

W Wyauwz2eUgql WNRY q1 T weYUt U1 2¢qR
Weaawf Oqdl 3t quUlT Wwe UT W nndAQUT WGE
W6 W Wawz2e¢Uqw~2 URHRGE i Rq!

WAl YYnWYnWadé W Whe 3t qWn Yl WHEY GG

S =S =

These requirements have not been satisfied, and a final comment has nc
been issuedby HWC. Comments on the Specialist report on the HIA hav
not been requested asrequired, nor the results of consultation with

affected communities. Nor any proof ofthe request for comments.

The HIA includes Visual Impact Assessment, Archaeological Impag
Assessment, Paleontologically Impact Assessment have been included in thg
Heritage Impact Assessment Process

The relevant conservation bodies interested and affected parties and organs ¢
state were all consulted during the public participation phase, their comments
are included in the comments and response reports and have been attended tg

The HIA along with the AIA, PIA and VIA were included in the draft BAR and
round of public participation to all applicable organs of state, conservation
bodies and other I&Aps. A newspaper advertisement was placed in th
Suidernuus, a noticeboard wasplaced on site, all adjacent landowners were
notified via email and or post ad the documents were made available fo
download on the EAPS website or provided directly to I&AP on request. T
public participation was conducted in line with the NEMA requirments. This
was the first round of public participation only.

Once all comments have been received, the comments and responses, alon
with the proof of Public Participation, will be submitted to Heritage Western
Cape for their internal decision making procedures.
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It is important to note that the comments requested by HWC, are with
respecttothec Il Raq¢ NUIWEGIUHRC O Rt qWGI ¢ Hql
reference and integratedset of recommendations to the Archaeological
Impact Assessment, the DesktopPaleontological Impact Assessment
and Visual Impact Assessment.

Context of AHS within the National Heritage Resources Management
Landscape.

AHS is one of the registered conservation bodies within the boundaries ¢
Cape Agulhas Municipality(AM). Specifically, AHS is the registerec
conservation body withresponsibility in the Ward 5 within CAM and has
formal representation on the CAM Ward ward committee. AHS also has
formal representation on the Suidpunt ResidentsAssociation (SRA) and
the Public Advisory Committee of the Cape Agulhas Lighthousi
development.

AUDRY quUI DT WEYUOL I 2¢qRYUWAYT RIJY W«
heritageresource protection system. While SAHRA and Heritage Wester|
Cape provide formal oversight, the registered conservation bodies
AYUq!l RAz2 qU W q Y Wt ¢ nlJdversel clltardl Mbid anagitudall
heritage. Their strengthening public participation is cruciafor ensuring
effective heritage conservation in the country.

Since its establishment on 27 April 2019, AHS has diligently:

MWAYGGUHRqUT AWG! 3t 31 20T we UT WI+*6R
books, documents and folklore which has been made available tg
members and thepublic in general; and

4
il Gl Y2RT IJT W ¢ Uanb Rotbiessibnal ¢ resRavch) service to
members, the public, the local government and Western Cape/National
conservation entities;

and

nWéet Wt gec AGRY 63T WeOWW+qUt R21IW
database of available specific Heritage Impact reports conducted to
date, significant reference books, research reports, available
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documents, photo collections, and publications on many of the heritage
resources within its registered area ofesponsibility.

In addition AHS supports heritage conservation, preservation ang
protection through

W T2RE YLD WAYGWt alWlGl Y2RT RUDWT YH
resource site protection to CAM and the community via its representation
on the Ward committee and the SRA, and direct engagement with the
HWC.

mllc I RaeNUWF G GeraqW ++ W31 GU0qt Weic
miW ET edecqRYOW AW s¢l WOt aw 9YU0OT

publications and monthly newsletters and exhibitions.

AHS comment:

AHS strongly objects to the omission by the HIA practitioner and EAP |
requesting comments from AHS with respect to the Heritage Specialist
Gl ¢ Hq R q Repbit lad réqlired by HWC. It is the view of AHS thé
this is a deliberate omission by the by the EIA the HIA in its
recommendations clearly states:

wf OWqUl Gt WYNWEWNAqRYUWOYbIY b W YN LEC
I 2GGYI qUT w

CEWRt WYNWaq8WWYGRURYUW a6 ¢ aqllagqé |l
report, isindependent, professional, factual and containing an integrated
set of recommendations. The comments below are intended to
complement the report with supplementary information available from
our heritage information repository.

Specific comments (in red) on excerpts (in black) of the HIA report

BN W GiRqWGY!I qRYUWY nWq6 DWGI YGL
overalllandholding, from which it is proposed to be subdivided, in the first
instance, is474.8209 ha in extent, for the most part (excluding the subjec
portion) outsideq 6 I We | A¢ UWIT ndwe U7 We 0 G WAY

The proposed site is the coastal portion (0.71 Ha) , of the two portions ¢
the Split Remainder of the Farm 281 and is located within the Coasta

Protection Zone(CPZ). The second portion (448.71 Ha), the larger portiol

All registered Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs), including relevant Orga
of State, were provided with an opportunity to review and submit comments or
the Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR) during the formal Publ
Participation Process. The Hetage Impact Assessment (HIA) report formed par
of the documentation circulated for public comment and was made available to
all stakeholders. All comments received during this process are being
considered and responded to as part of the environmental asssment process

in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental
Management Act (NEMA) and its Regulations. The intent of the process is
ensure that all inputs including those from heritage authorities, specialists, and
interested parties such as AHS are integrated into the decisiemaking process

to inform the final Basic Assessment Report (FBAR) and the compete
ceqdé¥Yl Rq! kt W WHRI RYUIO
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partially falls within the new urban edge identified in the CAM SDF. Th
location of this portion is adjacentto the area where most of the recent
BERNEWIWOT W6 Yet RUNDWT 1J2Nadi takd pldden amtl
presents a large area in which a number of suitable alternativsites are
available. (See figures 1 and 2 below).

Figure 3 indicates (the yellow shaded rectangle) a portion of Remainde
of Farm 281 thaffalls within the new Urban Edge, as presented in the Fine
CAM SDF 202Z 2027 (Council approved on 31 May 2024 ; Resolutior
YTo=M=ZNb OWNGE WWE GG R H cpdrtiph of thetRemamtel]
of Farm 281 is the only site for the proposed development, fallacious.

Boc Y5201 AWRqUWRY WaqYWARADWIOYqUT Waé
accessible to the public, the fishing community in particular (see remarks
relating to the retention topublic rights to fishing in the original Title Deed
NMePoNYOSAWRUWgS R W WGY! qb OwWeGE N
BEql eRt HEcRW qYsUWRYE WEREqY!I RHAG
confirmed in remarks relating to the retention to public rights to fishing in
the original Title? 13T WM ®Po NY O IOwWeGE NIJWNY b

The proposed development site is approximately 7113 m2. Of this
1 WO N Qvill hedzoned residential,

n WO = Mas1@pén Space (Private) i.e. private beach and shoreline!
n LWZ ¥ aslArvate Street and refuse.

n W§ U G *will Yebrihied as Open Space (public) !

Thus Only 89 m will be accessible to the public and to the fishing
community (traditional community and visiting fisherman.)

This not only contravenes the original title Deed, but more importantly the
Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICM).

The ICM Act ensures that the public has the right of physical access { The comments raised during the public participation process were duly noteg
coastal public property, as well as access to the benefits and and have been addressed through a revision of the site layout. This proce
opportunities provided by thecoastal zone. resulted in the evolution of a new layout alternative, namely Alternative 5, th
preferred option. The evised layout provides for a designated open space erf (E
7. Attachment 1 is an objection to the proposed development, supported| 7), a communal space, thereby ensuring improved accessibility to the coasta
by 44 localfishermen. Their objection is to the denial of access to theil environment for the broader public and local fishing community. This alternative

traditional fishing spots. is considered more consistent with theintent of the ICM Act and responds
Attachment 2 is an objection to the proposed development, supported by directly to the concerns raised by I&AP during the first round of publi
74 local fishermen from Struisbaai North. participation process.
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B WAGeHIDY WRUWSsS RASWYI ¢alWlaql ¢T F
consideredz UG Rt 0! Ow Wb Gé NIJWOMb OLL

AHS has documented many of these, as presented below.

The coastal portion of the Remainder of Farm 281 (the propose
development site)is not a discrete land unitT it is a small portion of a
contiguous landscape whichhas a high degree of integrity, particularly
the portion below Marine Drivedesignating this a very good quality
G¢UTt AeGUIOWNGSRY Wie¢UT t+ #He GUWRY WRat
before the development site (from the historical site ofbN 6 1J L~ ¢ (
6Yat WwAlle U7 WAKW! YUT wWe OUq R We q Uil 13¥ea
¢UT WmeceUNUWt WYaqt G Unllt RqUtow~c¢ O
GicHNKk WRUAG2T RUNWS WIWEGY Yt T I ¢ ¢RL

AHS has documented many of the oral traditions attached to Spookdrag
from sparse data from the National Archival Databases and very few pee
reviewed articles. The research therefore relied on local books, media
unreferenced amateur historian accounts and folklore

The recorded oral tradition includes accounts of :
mWNeXIW21I1 ! WYl RORUWY n Waé BWUe & 1 WmsE
WNSUWms ¢ ql Wal YaNEw

WNS KW WHI BeqRYUWe OT Wl It GRq I WE q U
WNS WWmp~cUWedYUWEYet U

WE6RGs | DAt WYnNnWEGYYtT 1 ¢¢R
WIJq H O

S =S S=S =

Attachment 3 is a journal article that will be published in the April 2025
quarterly AHS journal, recounting some of the oral traditions collected.
Attachment 4 includes recent AHS newsletters to its membership that
also recount some of the oral tradition.

@d) Landscapes and Natural Features of Cultural Significance: (page 3(
BNEUWE RqUWHzlI I JUqa! WnYl Gt WGeE! ql
includes areas, views and component resources of high scenic, cultural
Y1 W6 Rt qYI RAC O W RN URinaRdssoEAt) O LW ¢ E
@ h) Graves and burial grounds (page 32)

No burial sites are known to have been found on the site. The site is

small portion of a contiguous landscape which has a high degree g
integrity, particularly the portion below Marine Drive designating this &

very good quality landscape. The larger cdiguous landscape is dotted

Noted.
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with many sandstone or wooden constructed benches, many of them
commemorative plaques, commemorating the memories of family
members and their final wishes to be remembered at a spot on thg
pristine coastal landscape. While these benches are not graves orupial

grounds per se, they are undisputedly of cultural and heritage
F RDURNRA¢UHDWe UT Wel ywe UWRUqINIrasi
such the whole piece of the coastal belt is worthy of heritage protection.

i) Sites of significance relating to the history of slavery.

The Cape Agulhas Lighthouse was commissioned in 1847, with the ligl
being lit for the first time on 1 March 1849. Oral tradition records thal
occasionally workers from Hotagterklip were also responsible for keeping
the candle light aflame. The initial fuéwas rendered fat made out of the
tails of fat tailed sheep, and later the fuel was paraffin. The fuel way
presumably transported along a coastal pathway, which, due to the
qYGYNI ¢G6! WYNWa8WWBEGYYt T 1 ¢¢RmwlIE
the development site.

Although the date of construction of the Hotagterklip dwellings is
unconfirmed, it is estimated to have been between 1820 and 1850. Th
original inhabitants of Hotagterklip were apprenticed (freed) slaves from
the local farm Zoetendalsvlei, owned by Van Bda, the owner of the
original farm Paapekuil Fontein 281. The site of Hotagterklip is on lan
donated by van Breda to his freed slaves and is located on the origin
Farm 281. These are the people who would have worked at the Lighthou
and transported thiJ L 2 130 FOWN 6 131 W IWRY WY ¢ @ Wql
I YeqUWwW ¢ UOT WHRYUL Jue JUqd! AW cELW ¢
significance to the history of slaves in the area.

15 Heritage Impact Assessment (page 44)

Botanical (all alternatives)

The specialist concludes that the proposed subdivision and development
of the site would result in a High Negative direct impact that would be ver
difficult to mitigate.

In overall terms, the heritage (and related visual) impacts are expectey
to be High, negative. (page 45)

See updated HIA.

See Updated HIA and VIA reports attached .
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BVISUAL SENSITIVITY OF AREA (LANDSCAPE SENSITIVITY)

9 However the typical landscape quality and the intrusion into this unique
setting creates a visual sensitivity that is deemed to have a Medium f
High Visual Sensitivity. Noted.

BVISUAL SENSITIVITY OF RECEPTORS

The Receptors of the anticipated visual impact include residential areas
which are considered to have High Visual Sensitivity Noted.

B SIGNIFICANCE OF SENSITIVITY TO VISUAL CHANGE

As a function of landscape sensitivity and anticipated magnitude of
change as a result of the development, above, the sensitivity to visug Noted.
change is deemed to be of High Significance

VISUAL INTRUSION OF DEVELOPMENT (MAGNITUDE OF VIS|
CHANGE)

The development is proposed to occupy a portion of the coastline whic
is pristine and with no adjacent development to form a continuous| Noted.
pattern. This urban intrusion will result in a High Visual Intrusion

BVISUAL ABSORPTION CAPACITY OF SITE (page 46)

The particular landscape quality of the site and the fact that there are n(
adjacent development along this portion of the coast results in a Low
Visual Absorption Capacity.

B SIGNIFICANCE OF ANTICIPATED VISUAL IMPACTS

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of the nature, duration
intensity, extent and probability, the Operational Phase Visual Impact if The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) has been updated to incorporate th
of High Negative Significance, having a significant influence on th| revised layout and additional mitigation measures. The assessment nov
environment, and requiring mitigation. reflects a reduction in impact significance during the operational phase
As a function of receptor sensitivity and anticipated magnitude of changg following the implementation of these measres. Furthermore, Landscape and
as a result of the development, above, the sensitivity to visual change i Architectural Guideline documents have been developed and incorporated tg
deemed to be of Major Significance, negative. inform the updated site layout and design parameters. These guidelines provid
clear direction on building form, materials, colours, landscaping, andvisual
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Due to the lack of architectural and landscape parameters and the lack
of a landscape plan and mitigation measures, the proposed developmen
will have a Significantly High Negative Visual Impact and cannot b
supported.

AHS fully endorses the impact and sensitivities as reported by the Hl|
practitioner.

15.3 Sustainable Socieeconomic benefits

There are no identifiable sustainable socieeconomic benefits that
outweigh the high, negative impacts of the proposal. AHS agrees the
there are no identifiable sustainable socieeconomic benefits that
outweigh the high, negative impacts of the proposal tathis the only
preferred site.

10. A comparative assessment as required by the EIA guidelines betwee
this site and other possible alternative sites may have identified ar
alternative site on the larger portion of the Remainder of Farm 281 tha
might have had socioeconomic benefits that outweigh the heritage
impacts identified on those sites.

17 Public Comment

CEWG6 ¢t WYUG! WADPWUWet t 13T gWet We wi 1
Preapplication Basic Assessment Report (BAR).

screening measures, ensuring that the proposed development integrates mors
effectively with the surrounding landscape and visual context. As a result, thg
potential visual impact during the operational phase has been significantly
reduced from the initialassessment.

The concern is acknowledged. It should be noted that the property is privatel
Ys 0T WwWe UT W6 DWGI YGYH T Wl 3213daYGaWUaql
and rights to pursue residential development within the applicable planning ang
zoning framework. Wihile the scale of the development is relatively small, it will
nevertheless contribute to local socio-economic benefits through shortterm

employment opportunities during construction, the use of local contractors and
suppliers, and long-term economic contributions through rates, taxes, and local
spending by future residents. These benefits, though modest, are considere
sustainable and aligned with the scale and nature of the proposed development

The comment is acknowledged. The proposed development is in line with th
¢cGGURAcUqkt W2Rt RYUWNYI Waé Wt q¢ HE R
Remainder of Farm 281. The site selection process took into account th
property boundaries, existig environmental sensitivities, and the desired
TRH200YGaNU0UqW YATUARqR2UW s Rag6 RUW 6 13W
ciqll U¢qR21DWE Rt Ws I WWageéet JOWNY!I 5 ¢l
vision specifically relates to a coastal residential nodewithin the coastal portion
of the property. The comparative assessment of alternatives therefore focuse
on variations in layout design and configuration within the same cadastra|
boundary to avoid and minimise environmental and visual sensitivities, ragr
q6cUWl DaYHecqRYUWWIGY W5 6131 13WYULWad UWn e
intended development purpose.

The HIA along with the AIA, PIA and VIA were included in the draft BAR and
round of public participation to all applicable organs of state, conservation
bodies and other 1&Aps. A newspaper advertisement was placed in th
Suiderpos, a noticeboard wasplaced on site, all adjacent landowners were
notified via email and or post ad the documents were made available fo

download on the EAPS website or provided directly to I&AP on request. T
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AHS as the relevant local registered conservation body, not been aske
to comment on the draft HIA report per se, as required by the initial HW(
response.

The HWC requirement is specifia it requires AHS to comment on the HIA
report specifically, hence this separate comment by AHS on the HI/
report specifically and separately from its comments on the BAR . Thi
will be directed to HWC directly.

Recommendations

It is recommended that Heritage Western Cape provides interimn
Comment to the following effect:

MWEUT YI+ Ut Wag6RY W WGYI qWet wWee2RUN
the NHRA;

mWf OWg! Gt WYNWEWNHqRYUWOY Y b WY n Wq
supported.

AHS endorses this recommendation, but with one significant difference
AHS will recommend that these recommendations should be endorsed
ctWei 9kt WnRUcOWRYGOGUWUqAW ¢ qll q6 R
recommendation will be set out in PART 2 of this submission

PART 2 : Comments on the integration of the HIA into the Papplication
Basic Assessment Report (BAR)

N6 UWl WnRURqRYUWYnWmWIU2RI YUOGUUqeE
capniTRUT WeUT WUOYsW I PWeTt Wms60W 2t
authorisation by a competent authority of a listed activity or specified
activity in terms of this Act, and includes a similar autbrisation
BHYUqUGGuecqUl WROWe Wt GUHRNRAWIUZ2 RI

The relevant SEMA in this case is the National Environment Managemei
Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICM Act) (Act no.24 of 2008). T
assessment process to be followed in this case must be in accordance
with the requirements of both the EIA Regulatios, together with the
specific requirements of the ICM Act.

The application for authorisation under the ICM Act for the listed activities
of this application, requires and EIA as per the EIA regulations of NEMA

public participation was conducted in line with the NEMA requirements. Thig
was the first round of public participation only.

Once all comments have been received, the comments and responses, alon
with the proof of Public Participation, will be submitted to Heritage Western
Cape for their internal decision making procedures.

All comments have been received, the comments and responses, along with th
proof of Public Participation, will be submitted to Heritage Western Cape fo
their internal decision making procedures.

The BAR has been amended and is in accordance with the NEMA and ICMA
requirements

The HIA along with the AIA, PIA and VIA were included in the draft BAR and

round of public participation to all applicable organs of state, conservation
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11. The HWC response to Notification to Develop (NID) was that | bodies and other I&Aps. A newspaper advertisement was placed in th
Heritage Impact Assessment in terms of Section 38(1) of the Nationg Suiderpos, a noticeboard was placed on site, all adjacent landowners werg¢
Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) (Act 25 of 1999) is required. The respor notified via email and or post ad the documents were made available fo
included specific requirements that needed to beincluded into the HIA | download on the EAPS website or providedirctly to I&AP on request. The
report, prior to delivering a HMC final response. public participation was conducted in line with the NEMA requirements. Thig
was the first round of public participation only.

The HIA report is specifically required to include the results o
consultation with communities affected by the proposed development| Once all comments have been received, the comments and responses, alon
and other interested parties regarding the impact of the development or] with the proof of Public Participation, will be submitted to Heritage Western
heritage resources i.e. the HIA report needs incluet Cape for their internal decision making procedures.

MW YaawUaqt W Whe I3t q T WY™Na

Wl ¥aw2¢Uql WNRE gl IT wWwaY UL DI 2¢ qR
e ad W Uqul 3t qUT WwWe UT W nnlHEqUT WGE
g6 W BaW2¢Uqlu~2 URARGE O Rq!

MWAT YYnWYn W6 W Whe 3t qWn Yl WHEY GG
These have not been included, hence the inclusion of the AHS comment
on the HIA REPORT per se in PART 1 above.

Herewith the AHS comments with respect to the integration of the
findings and recommendation of the HIA into an integrated assessmen
of all heritage impacts and significance into the Preapplication BAR.
(Section | of the BAR refers).

7. Explain how the findings and recommendations of the differeni
specialist studies have been integrated to inform the most appropriate
mitigation measures that should be implemented to manage the
potential impacts of the proposed activity or developmentpage 171)

wilc DI RaeNUWF GGeraqW +1+ I+t GL0q

The Heritage Impact Assessment highlighted the site's location within ¢
coastal cultural landscape of Grade IlIA significance, emphasizing its
visual and contextual importance. In response to this, the development
design has been carefully planned to presere key landscape features
and ensure that public access to culturally significant areas is
maintained. To address the visual impact of the development, mitigation
measures such as the inclusion of visual buffers have been incorporated
These buffers, alorg with the use of appropriate architectural styles and
materials, will help reduce the visual intrusion of the development and
ensure that it complements the surrounding environment. This approach
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respects the heritage value of the area and aims to minimize an
disruption to the sense of place for both residents and visitors. (page 72

The EAP fails to disclose the assessment and final recommendation ¢
the HIA report:

cf W UGEY!I quwl WARYGGWUT ¢ qrYUa Wnf Ullq
Hel | DUqUWG!I YGYt ¢OWRt WOYqUWt e GGYI qlJ

12. The EAP only presents the case where the mitigatio
recommendations are fully implemented. With the nondisclosure of the
EIA reports recommendations verbatim , the EIA implies that the Hlj
supports the application if the remediation recommendations ae
implemented. AHS believes this is disinformation and deliberately,
misleading.

cf WIWGYI quw!l IHYGGWUT ¢qRYUa Wl BEGSY
mitigation recommendations of Section 16 of this HIA must be
incorporated directly and in full into the Environmental Management Plar|
BIE~Ab WnY! Wagd WWGI YGYH T W W200YGa

In other words, only if the development receives an environmenta
authorisation, then all the full recommendations must be incorporated
directly and in full into the Environmental Management Plan (EMP).

The EIA report unequivocally states:

NG JWwel 3wWwOYWRT U q RéedRamit tbenifits ahiata
Yeqs DRNDG6 W6 WW6 RN AWUOWINE qR2 JWRYG Ge¢

AHS fully endorse this assessment for the following reasons:
1. The pre¢ GGUIRA¢ qRYUW A¢ ! W T YWt W UOYql
| Jhue RI DG WUqt WY WG YGUI a! waY U RT 1

nlWl 9¢GUW Neaidct W~2URARGETRq! W 6¢
determined its strategic context for informing need and desirability.

MWNEWWY ~WE?2[ WHGWE! 0! Wt Dat WYeaql
ROqUI 3t qt OWRNE WWsULET we OT Wi 3t RI ¢ A
Q6 WAl YeT I WHYaGGaURq! k+ WOWWIT + we U

& SDF.

Refer to the updated HIA report.

Refer to the updated HIA report.

Noted.

The Need and Desirability section has been amended.
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M WNG IWUOIT we UT Wil 3t RI ¢ ARG Rq! WRU WY
not been quantified against the totality of the CAM SDF. It does n¢
HYOGI W60t R21G! WHYUL RT I Waqd Wt q
needs and interests which are clearly identifiedn the SDF.

vl YW AGWUOqRYUWRY WAGET YW Ynll qé W n
development site is deviant from:

- 2 of the 5 spatial development objectives

MWAI YagUegqWwe OT WY Ot 31 2 0 Waqé JWUE qe
w WAL 131 U1 2 0We 0T WGI YaqUHEqWs 1 Rage NIL
- The spatial development vision

A municipality that offers a good quality of life, rich life experience anc
diverse economic opportunities, ensures spatial justice and
sustainability, and protects natural and heritage assets.

- At least 3 of the 8 key strategies

midu 3! Wt ql ¢qdN! WO

13. Protect and conserve protected areas, critical biodiversity areas anc
ecological support areas by keeping these areas in a natural or ned
natural state and only allowing low impact, biodiversity sensitive land
uses as appropriate.

mlu 3! W ql ¢qRN! Wn

Create diverse economic opportunities by promoting agriculture and
tourism.

mlWu 3! W gl ¢ qlIn! WP

Protect and enhance historic and culturally significant precincts and
places.

Ml YWGI YYnWwé et WAMWUOWG! Y2RT T Wab ¢
TH200YGaNUqWt RgUAWY DG WHUT Wet Waq
consideration of alternative sites available on the inland portion of the
Remainder of Farm 281) are

- justifiable

- meet the needs of the community, and

- that the development is still desirable.
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2. The preapplication BAR does not meet the requirements of EIA to
comparatively assess alternative sites: There are no site alternative options available for this kind of developmern
proposal.

vl YW cadqWl UcqR21J1 W qYW qé60W GI Y@
investigated or assessed i.e. No discrete alternative sites have bee
identified and comparatively assessed.
MWNG-BEEFIT Weecdqll U¢cqR21It mWHEYUL R
G¢! Yeaqt WYnWad WY Ua! WG Ini3l 1 13T Wy,
vl WUz GHDI WYnWt eRageAHGNWWeaaql Ue q
Remainder of Farm 281

MWNSVWHRIEROWgE e quiYWedaqdl UécqR21IU
Wl YWIFWaGqRYUWE ¢t WAWWUWE GGI RIT U
vl YWT Wqe RAGWT WRUNY!I e qRYUWYULqé
been provided in the relevant reports.

nwf Oql 3t qT We UT WennWHqUT WGE ! qRU
to provide inputs into the consideration of alternative sites.
mWNEWWG!I YEYH UT Wi W20aYGaWwUqlURt WY
100m of the highwater mark (HWM) line. It is the duty of the state a{
trustee to ensure that coastal public property is used,

14. managed, protected, conserved and enhanced in the interests of the
whole community, as opposed to only a few individuals or groups.
MWNSUWYSRt RYUWYnWaqéWWRU2 It qRN(
available is a deliberate attempt to withhold significant information

from the competent authority and equates to deliberate disinformation.
3. The pre¢ GG RA¢ qRYUW?7 AWecqqulaGqt Wa?
Gl Unl I DT Wedqll Ué qR2 I ls Ratér Rng laf M |
coastal public property in contravention of the ICM Act.

MWNS DWGI YEYH T WT W20 YGGWUqUWt Rl
the competent authority may NOT issue an environmental authority:
These concerns and indicated that they have been taken into consideration i
- It is likely to cause irreversible or longasting adverse effects on the evolution of the new preferred layout (Alternative 5). This layout incorporate
the coastal environment that cannot be properly mitigated; an open space erf on the western portion of the property, ensuring continue
- It is situated within coastal public property and is inconsistent with the| public access to the shoreline, preserving sensitive areas, and minimizing
objective of conserving and enhancing coastal public property for thg potential impacts on the coastal environment while accommodating the
benefit of current and future generations. proposed development.

- It will not be in the interests of the community as a whole.

- The applicant has alternative sites that have not been assessed a
alternatives to the proposed development site.
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SUMMARY

AHS endorses the recommendation of the HIA Report (with it
subordinate specialist impact assessment findings) as a final HWG
I 3t GYUt WY W6 W f ?2almf OWadl Gt WY
Gl YGYt ¢ WRt WUOYqUt e GGYI qT Ow

AHS agrees that there are no identifiable sustainable socieconomic
benefits that outweigh the high, negative impacts of the proposal. AHS
will strongly object to the granting of an environmental authorisation ang
retains its right to appeal should an autorisation be granted.

ATTACHMENT [ f Ec EA~ k E W& Bexe EcdnihénBinclEdad
ROWq6WWwEaGGc¢c! ! WYnWAa AGRAWF AW9Y

ATTACHMENT 2Handwritten forms of objection from Struisbaai North.
This list of I&APS has been added to the I&AP register and commer
addressed in the Summary of Public IAP Comments

ATTACHMENT BSpookdraai History information

Due to the size of the Attachments above they are attached separatel
under the full AHS CommentAppendix F 5)

5. DEADP
Landuse
Bernadette
Osborne

Email dated 05 March 2025

COMMENT ON THE PREPPLICATION DRAFT BASIC ASSESSM
AEASANW im7 AwbW f WRNEA~EW §[ W Nc |
~ ]E~E NW 9NAWN®dY W 9NLW §HOWN
SMNMOWE éfAs ~E N xwWf~A 9NW EEEE
FOR THE PROPOSED RESIDENTIAVEMOPMENT ON THE REMAIND
OF FARM NO. 281, STRUISBAAI.

1. The electronic copy of the preapplication Draft BAR received by this
20Gel qt Ukt W?2RI WHQY! ¢qlall?2 32130
2RI UFEqYl ¢cqUws Wl YOW NW [ WAl 2¢l ! W
acknowledgement thereof issued on 7 February 2025, refer.

2. Following the review of the information submitted to this Directorate,

the following is noted:
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0 The proposed development entails the construction of the Spookdraal
residential development on the Remainder of Farm No. 281, Struisbaai.
6 The housing complex will consist of the following 10 erven,

st ROUNDGUIW Wt RTIUqReG W s DadaRrRUNE 4
NWGe HIRAWYGUUW Ge ARIIA

SWGI R2e¢qlwycuniwt Ge I awe U1

f UGl R2¢qWt ql WWqWwe UT W Unet WO

S ===

The site is 7100m?2 in extent.

No watercourses are present on the site or within 32m of the site.
The site is located within 100m of the higlwater mark of the sea.

6 Indigenous vegetation is present on the site.

6 The site is zoned for agricultural purposes and is located outside the
urban area of Struisbaai.

o O O

N6RFW?RI WHqQY! ¢ qUlkt WARYGaWOqt Wel 0w
a. Listed Activities Since the proposed development willl Refer toAppendix G9b Civil layout plan for the stormwater pipeline. Activity 9
include a 375mm stormwater pipeline with an unspecified| | jsting Notice 1 is not triggered, as the length of the stormwater pipeline will onl

length, the applicability of Activity 9 of Listing Notice 1 pe approximately 132.41m in length and will not exceed 1000m.
should be confirmed. If applicable, it should also be

included and addressed as part 6the application.

The BAR has been amended to address this issue. It now clearly indicates th

The motivation for the applicability of Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 i{ Southwestern Strandveld, classified as an Endangered vegetation type, will b
inadequate. The motivation must clearly indicate whether 300m? or mor¢ cleared as part of the proposed development.

of vegetation classified as a critically endangered or endangere(
ecosystem will be cleared.

It was indicated that the maximum width of the road will 4m, however, ir The road will be a maximum of 6m wide and 160m in length. This activity is no
the Civil Engineering Report it was indicated that the road will have | applicable to the proposal.

maximum width of 5.5m. Please provide the correct width of the road ang
confirm the applicability of Activity 4of Listing Notice 3.

3.2 Activity description
3.3 Planning concern
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3.2.1. It is noted that the proposed development will include a public
access pathway. However, the length and width of the pathway has ng
been included in the activity description.

3.2.2. Furthermore, the length of the stormwater, water and sewage
pipelines have not been specified in the activity description.

3.2.3. The activity description must be updated to include details of the
above. diameter stormwater pipeline.

3.3.1. Page 32, section 4.3 of the BAR stategy f UOqJI Gt 1O
approved Cape Agulhas Municipality Spatial Development Framewor|
(CAM SDF), the proposed

site is situated in an area identified as a gateway area. However, the SI
does not provide further clarification regarding the implications or|
Fal ¢eqUNRAIORUqUIUqOY ntOq6 Rt 1O 13t RNU¢

3.3.2. Clarification must be obtained from the planning component of the,
municipality regarding this designation and whether the proposed
development is line with the municipal SDF.

3.3.3. Should the development not be consistent with the municipal SDF
this may prejudice the outcome of the application.

3.4 Consideration of Section 63 of the Integrated Coastal Managemer
Act

3.5 Service Confirmation

3.5.1 Written confirmation from Cape Agulhas Municipality that they have
sufficient capacity for potable water supply, effluent management and
solid waste management.

3.5.2 Written confirmation from Eskom should also be if they have
sufficient capacity for electricity supply.

3.6 Alternatives

3.6.1 It is noted that four (4) Layout Alternative were considered of whic
x¢c! Yeqll @aqldl U4dqR2UY &N RK 0 KNGS 13 Ws0 Y
O = WAG et NWOY e lINIG 6 & & IR WBY ¥ Lc
must be corrected in the BAR.
OWTWERUARNWc I RagéeNWIWi Wt qll OW9 ¢ Gl

faGerqW 1t W GWUqWei/be f e WRE W I
be obtained regarding the HIA.

The formal walkway proposed on Erf 7 will be 20 m in length and 12 m width.
No additional vegetation clearance will be required. Refer téppendix G11b of
the Landscape Plan for illustration.

The length of the stormwater, water and sewage pipelines will not exceed 100
meters in length.

Stormwater pipeline; £132.41m length.

Water Pipeline: £160 m length

Sewage pipeline: £160m length.

The property falls within the urban edge of the Cape Agulhas Municipality, refe
to Appendix G12.

A service confirmation letter is attached underAppendix J.

This has been amended.

A Final approval from HWC will be submitted with the Final BAR.
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3.8 The proposed development will be located within 100m of thg Comment is attached below.
6RN6s¢cqlll W YnW q60Wt W3e¢aWl #YaaWUql
management unit must be obtained.

3.9 The proposed development will result in the clearance of indigenouj Comment from Cape Nature, DoA and Cape Agulhas Municipality are attacheg
vegetation classified as an endangered ecosystem. Comment fron| Department of Infrastructure: Road Planning, have also been consulte
CapeNature is required regarding the loss of endangered vegetatior regarding the proposed access of Provincial Road MR 261, over the road rese

Department of Agriculture; to the development site.
" Relevant road authority: and
" Cape Agulhas Municipality.

3.11 The Public Participation Process must comply with the requirementy Noted.
of Regulation 41 of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, and proof
compliance with all the steps undertaken must be included in the BAR.

3.4.1. It is noted that the development has been setback from the
coastline and that provision has been made for public access to thg Noted.
coast.

3.4.2. Please indicate what other measures were considered in the
proposed development to address coastal processes. To be included in the Final BAR.

3.10 In addition to the above, comment from the following authorities
must be obtained and included in the BAR: Department of Agriculture and Cape Agulhas Municipality are attached
1 Department of Agriculture; However, comment form Western Cape Road is still pending.
1 Relevant road authority: and
1 Cape Agulhas Municipality.

3.12 Please note that a comprehensive Comments and Response Repo
that includes all the comments received and the responses thereto must
be included in the BAR. In addition, please ensure that copies of all th|
comments received are attached to the BAR.

3.13 In terms of Regulation 34 of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, t
holder must conduct environmental audits to determine compliance with
the conditions of the Environmental Authorisation, the EMPr and submi
Environmental Audit Reports to the Competenfuthority. Please advise
what the estimated duration of the construction phase will be. In
addition, you are required to recommend and motivate the frequency aj
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which the environmental audits must be conducted by an independent
person.

3.14 Please be advised that the signed and dated applicant declaration i
required to be submitted with the final BAR to this Department fol
decision-making. It is important to note that by signing this declaration,
the applicant is confirming that they ae aware and have taken
cognisance of the contents of the report submitted for decisioamaking.
Furthermore, through signing this declaration, the applicant is making &
commitment that they are both willing and able to implement the
necessary mitigation, management and monitoring measures
recommended within the report with respect to this application.

3.15 In addition to the above, please ensure that the signed and date
EU2RI YUOGUWUqeéedw ++ 34+ aL00qw Al ¢ Haq
declarations are also submitted with the final BAR for decisiommaking.

Kindly quote the abovementioned reference number in any future
correspondence in respect of the application.

Please note that it is an offence in terms of Section 49A(1)(a) of the NEN
for a person to commence with a listed activity unless the Competent
Authority has granted an Environmental Authorisation for the undertaking
of the activity. Failure to comply wih the requirements of Section 24F of
the NEMA will result in the matter being referred to the Environmentg
Compliance and Enforcement Directorate of this Department. A person
convicted of an offence in terms of the above is liable to a fine ng
exceeding R10 million or to imprisonment for a period not exceeding 1(
years, or to both such fine and imprisonment.

This Directorate reserves the right to revise or withdraw initial comments
or request further information from you based on any information
received.

6. DEADP
CMU
Mercia Liddle

Email dated 05 March 2025

RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENT FROM THE $MBECTORATE]
COASTAL MANAGEMENT ON THE PRBPLICATION BASIC
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ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED SPOOKDI
DEVELOPMENT ON THE REMAINDER OF PORTION 281, STRUISBA

Good day Madam

Your request for comment from the Sukdirectorate: Coastal
Management on the abovementioned pre-application basic assessment
report received on 03 February 2025, refers.

1. CONTEXT
1.1. The Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act No. 24 of 200
bi/b E~allf 9~ wb WRY We WEGUHRNRHAWEU2
umbrella of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act Ng
NMTWYNWNODPY b Wbi/b E~ b OWNG ¢IIMWII He & I
coastal resources, promote social equity and best economic use of
coastal resources whilst protecting the natural environment. In terms of
Section 38 of the NEM: ICMA, the Department of Environmental Affail
cO0T W20200YGaW0IGmW ARE 0D IO Mapkhealld R 1
agency for coastal management in the Western Cape as well as th
HYGGUqUUqWéaqéVY!l Ra! WnVYl WaéWeT GR
dcaUR6Wt RqUWt WRUWq6WIWHYEt q¢ dWAYU
LaunchSiteRINa2 ¢ qRY Ut wtO
1.2. The Department, in pursuant of fulfilling its mandate, is
ROGINWENWUqRUNWa6 WWAI Y2RUHRRCE G W9 Y
N6 1WWi Ut qul Uwo ¢ GUWAI Y2RUHRc O W9 Y
PCMP 20222027) is a five (5) year strategic document, and ifgurpose is
to provide all departments and organisations with an integrated,
coordinated and uniform approach to coastal management in the
Province. This WC: PCMP 2022027 was adopted by the Provincial MEC
for Local Government, Environmental Affairs and Deelopment Planning
on 19 May 2023 and available upon request.
1.3. A key priority of the PCMP is the Estuary Management Programm
which is implemented in accordance with the NEM: ICMA and thg¢
cqRYUCOWEt qa¢l ROUWDW~¢ UenNaUqA
Estuarine Management Plans, Mouth Management Plans need be
considered when any listed activities are triggered in the Estuaring
Functional Zone. The Department is in the process of approving a serie
of Estuarine Management Plans.
1.4. The facilitation of public access to the coast is an objective of the

NEM: ICMA as well as a Priority in the WC PCMP. The Departm¢
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developed the Provincial Coastal Access Strategy and Plan, 201
bi/bA9 EAwb WcUT WHYGORE t RYUDT WHYCH

district to assist municipalities with identifying existing, historic, and

desired public coastal access. These coastal access adits also identify

hotspots or areas of conflict to assist the municipalities with facilitating

public access in terms of Section 18 of the NEM: ICMA. The PCASP as v
as the coastal access audits are available upon request.

1. COMMENT

21 Thesubl RI DHqY! ¢qllalloYeét qé¢al~¢U¢nl
the information as specified above and have the following commentary:

2.1.1. The development proposal entails the subdivision and rezoning ¢
Farm RE/281 Struisbaai for the construction of six single residentis
dwellings. The development will feature associated infrastructure,
including utilities such as water and electricd connections, roads and
stormwater management systems. Furthermore, open spaces will also
be incorporated into the design to provide residents with recreational
¢l et weUT WG ¥t W 20Wq6WWel ekt W
proposed developmentis located within the urban area and aligns with
the Cape Agulhas Municipal Spatial Development Framework, IDP a
well as the Provincial Spatial Development Framework for the Wester|
Cape. The applicant also indicated that the development proposal has
considered the provisions of the NEM: ICMA and other relevant legislatio
as the proposed development and its associated activities will occur
above the 5m contour of the sea and behind the various coastal ris
zones.

2.1.2. Be advised that the 2023 Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plg
(WC BSP) was formally adopted into law on 13 December 2024 (Gazetl
Extraordinary 9017) in alignment with the Western Cape Biodiversity A
(Act No 6 of 2021). This marks the replacemémf the 2017 WC BSP witl|
the 2023 WC BSP. The SD: CM notes that there are no Critical Biodivers
Areas along the subject area and the applicant accurately mapped the
Ecological Support Areas for the subject area on page 33 of the DBAR.

2.1.3. Farm RE/281 in its entirety is located within the Coastal Protectiol
UYUUWb WY At Wet W WnRUOWT WRUWEWHGR

of the CPZ is to avoid increasing the effect or severity of natural hazarg

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.
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in the coastal zone and to protect people and properties from risks arising
from dynamic coastal processes, including the risk of sea level risks. Du
qYWag6 Wt e AHTUHqWG!I YGUI q! Kkt WaYHEqR
ICMA must be considered where a authorisation is required in terms of
Chapter 5 of the NEMA. Furthermore, Section 62 of the NEM: ICN
obliges all organs of state that regulates the planning of land to apply tha
legislation in a manner that gives effect to the purpose of the CPZ. A
such, Section 63 should be considered by local authorities for land use
decision making. The applicant indicated that the proposed development
aligns with the intentions and purpose of the CPZ, and the preferres
development alternative ensures that the layotidoes not encroach upon
identified coastal risk areas.

2.1.4. Farm RE/281 is located seaward of the Overberg District Coast;
~¢UenWGNUqx RUNDWBLIHY9 ~X b s 6 RAG LW
stated that the development proposal was reviewed against the risf The new updated layout (Alternative 5) has taken into account the Mediur
zones including erosion, storm surge and sedevel rise projections. At a | Density Housing zoning provisions, which allow for-Bnetre street building lines
pre-application meeting, the SD: CM recommended that the applicant and O-metre internal building lines. This zoning flexibility has enabled the
should ensure that the entire development should be located as fay dwellings to be set backfurther inland from their original proposed positions.
landward of the coastal risk zones as possible which the applicant
adhered to, however it is concening that from the proposed designs as
illustrated in Figure 33 of page 83 of the DBAR, that the propose
dwellings are all located towards the seaward boundary of the proposec
residential erven which are all in close proximity to the highwater mark
The applicant did not provide alternative positions for the proposed
dwellings nor provided an explanation why these properties cannot b¢
located towards the landward boundary of the proposed subdivided
Erven.

Regardless of whether the proposed developments would be located
above the 5m contour and outside of the coastal risks zone, the subjec
property is not considered a development island and it is located
seaward of the CML and in close proximity to the highater mark. Any
development on this site is at high risk from coastal processes including
storm surges and impacts from climate change.

2.1.5. Considering the abovementioned, the SD: CM noted that part of th
development proposal is to incorporate a Public Open Space (Erf 7) an
a Private Open Space (Erf 8). Be advised that much of the propos¢ The comment regarding the designation of land below the higivater mark as
hGl R2¢ qlk W8 GIULWE G¢ # 1JHwatdr mhidrkYwHichaphtilis| Coastal Public Property in terms of the NEM: ICMA is acknowledged. T
therefore considered to be Coastal Public Property in terms of the NEM applicant takes note of the risks associated with potential inland movement of|
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ICMA. The applicant must be informed of risk pertaining to the loss @
property should the highwater mark of the sea move inland of the
property boundary. In this regard, Section 14 of the NEM: ICMA and tt
Advisory Note from the Office of the Chief Suryer-General, dated 15
§HqVYAWI W=M=ZNAWR}! Wé¢ GGURAEAGWIOWNRNG
gesture to incorporate a public footpath leading to the coast via the
proposed Erf 7 however the land below the highwater mark on th
proposed Erf 8 cannot be privaied or used for the exclusive use of the
residents of the subject property. The applicant is advised to conside
Sections 7, 11, 13 and 14 of the NEM: ICMA in this regard.

2.1.6. The SD: CM notes that the applicant did their due diligence t
consider the impacts of the recent storm events and demonstrated how
the subject property was unaffected by these events due to its rocky
nature. No concerns were therefore raised in tans of flooding, sand
movement and erosion. The applicant also indicated that the proposec
built infrastructure was set back as far as possible within each proposec
erf, however as stated in item 2.1.4. the SD: CM does not support th
proposed locations ofthe dwellings there is insufficient buffer to absorb
any possible effects of coastal processes given the proximity to the
highwater mark.

2.1.7. In terms of the Departmental Circular, DEA&DP 0004/2021
I INéel TRUNDWANSUWWHY UL RT U1 ¢qRYUWY U
as the way forward with respect to the establishment and
implementation of Coastal Management Lines in terms of the EM:
f 9~ kAWEWGI WAcaqRYUE! ! We GGl YeHG U
use decisions within coastal risk areas. The Circular also suggests the
development parameters be considered for development within general
risk areas. This includes maintaining coatl quality; reducing public
liability; reducing risk to human life; preventing intensification of
development in general risk areas but allow the exercising of existin
rights; prevention of encroachment that will impact the integrity of the
shoreline ecology; and enables safe evacuation in an emergency. Th
Circular further states that any development that is proposed along the
coast, be scrutinised and that caution is applied when considering such
proposals.

2.1.8. In terms of the Coastal Access Audit for the Overberg District, thy

subject coastline has been identified as a coastline with unrestricted

the high-water mark and the implications set out under Section 14 of the NEM
ICMA and the Advisory Note issued by the Office of the Chief Survey®eneral

(15 October 2021). The area that was previously designated as Private Op
Space (Erf 8) under Altnative 4, is now designated as an Admiralty Zone
Moreover, an open space is incorporated in the western portion of the propert
for use by public and will be accessed through a formalised walkway. Th
RUAG 2t RYULWIYNnWE Wn Yl G¢ 0 Wsscdmminieht tH lerddmidg|
coastal access in line with the requirements of the NEM: ICMA.

Comment is noted. The built footprint of the residential dwellings in the new
updated layout (Alternative 5) has been shifted further inland, away from th
demarcated risk zones. This revised positioning reduces potential exposure t
flood and coastal processes while maintaining functional site access and visual
integration with the surrounding landscape. Please refer to the updated
preferred layout (Alternative 5) for detailed illustration of the new dwelling
positions and their relationship to the identifed coastal risk zones.

The precautionary approach advocated in Departmental Circular DEA&D
0004/2021 is acknowledged. The updated layout plan (Alternativetspreferred)

has been specifically designed to align with this principle by ensuring that the
proposed residential ervenare located outside of the demarcated coastal risk
zones. No development is proposed within the identified high, medium and lov
risk zones. Public access is maintained through the dedicated footpath (Erf 7
ensuring that the development does not impede castal access rights.
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pedestrian access and the following recreational activities have been
identified for the subject area: swimming; fishing (recreational,
subsistence and commercial); walking, bird watching and dog walking
These accessibility of the coastline adds considerble value to coast
from a tourism, sense of place and social perspective. The SD: CM

aware that there is great concern by some of the public regarding th
impact of the proposed development on their historical access to the
coast and if the developmentwould be in the interest of the whole
community (including fauna and flora) as defined in NEM: ICMA
especially given that it is located in the CPZ.

2.1.9. The applicant must be reminded, due to the proximity of the
development proposal to the highwater mark, that the erection of any
protection measures against erosion or accretion is prohibited in terms
of Section 15 of the NEM: ICMA, which states:

(1) No person, owner or occupier of land adjacent to the seashore or othe
coastal public property capable of erosion or accretion may require any
organ of state or may require any organ of state or any other person

take measures to prevent the erosioror accretion of the seashore or such
other coastal public property, or of land adjacent to coastal public
property, unless the erosion is caused by an intentional act or omissior,
of that organ of state or other person;

(2) No person may construct, maintain or extent any structure, or takg
measures on coastal public property to prevent or promote erosion o}
accretion of the seashore except as provided for in this Act, the NEMA ¢
nay other specific environmental managemen Act.

As such, any measures proposed to counter the processes of erosion @
accretion may only occur within the boundaries of the subject property.
The SD: CM is aware that the subject coastline is predominantly a rock
shore and erosion, and storm surges may rtobe a big concern for the
subject area, however the applicant must note this for future reference
as the development may be impacted by sea level rise as a result (
climate change.

The importance of maintaining unrestricted pedestrian access to the coastline
as highlighted in the Coastal Access Audit for the Overberg District, is full
acknowledged. The proposed development has been carefully designed t
retain and formalise public access through the inclusion of a widened public
footpath via Erf 7, which will lead directly to the coast.

The proposal recognises the significant social, tourism, and sensef-place

value of the coastline, and has therefore incorporated measures to safeguar
public access while confining residential development to a limited footprint. The
layout also takes inb consideration the provisions of the NEM: ICMA by ensurin
that development within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) is planned in

GecUUNI WaéecqWAcac UHNDYE W6 WWe GG RAE Uq

community, as well as the need to protect castal biodiversity.

In this regard, the preferred layout (Alternative 5) is considered a mor
appropriate option as it provides a structured solution that both maintains
community access to the coast and minimises environmental impacts, thereby
aligning with the objectives ofthe ICMA.

Noted.

Noted.
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2.1.10. Be advised that on page 42 of the DBAR the applicant incorrect
stated that Sections 14 and 15 of the NEM: ICMA were considered whi
referring to coastal access. The applicant is reminded that Section 14
relates to the position of the highwater nark and Section 15 explains
measures affecting erosion and accretion. Sections 13 and 18 of thg
NEM: ICMA are the relevant sections for Public Access to Coastal Publ
Property.

2.1.11. Given that the proposed subdivided Erven will be in closi
proximity to the highwater mark the applicant should be informed that
they may not create individual pathways or walkways beyond their lege
property boundary towards the coast and any actities on the subject
Gl YGUI q! Waeé¢! WRUWUOYWs ¢! WRGGUT IWY (
coastal public property.

2.1.12. Based on all the abovementioned items, be advised that the SD:
CM does not support the development proposal for subdivision ang
rezoning for the purpose of residential development. The site would b
more suited for use that is in the interest of ke whole community as
defined in the NEM: ICMA. The proposed development will result i
privatisation of a stretch of coast that is historically well utilised by the
public and is also located on a scenic route.

2.1.13. It is the opinion of the SD: CM that the proposed development i
not aligned to the purpose of the CPZ as stated in Section 17 of the NEI
ICMA, as it does not protect the ecological integrity or natural characte|
of the coastline and also does nofprotect the social and aesthetic value
of coastal public property. The proposed development does not protect
people, property or economic activities from risks arising from dynamic
coastal processes including the risk of sea level rise. Furthermore, the
proposed development does not maintain the natural functioning of the
littoral active zone or the productive capacity of the coastal zone.

This section has been amended

Noted.

The concern is noted. The new updated layout (Alternative 5) has beé
specifically revised to address issues related to public access and coastal use
This layout now incorporates @ Open Space zone and a formalised publig
walkway (Erf 7)that ensures continued and managed access along thevestern
portion of the property. Thecoastal front, an area falling below theHigh-Water
Mark has been designated asAdmiralty zone, allowing public access and
coastal processesto occur. These design changes directly respond to concern
I INcl TRUNWSEVWGYqUUqReOWGI R2¢ qRt ¢ qR
right of access, in line with the objectives of the National Environmenta
Management: Integrated Coastal Management ActNEM: ICMA). The inclusion
of an open space also provides opportunities for community use and enhanceg
the visual and recreational experience along this scenic route, while the
residential component has been positioned further inland to reduce conflict
between private and public use areas

Comment is noted. The updated preferred layout (Alternative 5) has bee
specifically revised to improve alignment with the purpose of the Coasta
Protection Zone (CPZ) as outlined in Section 17 of the National Environment
Management: Integrated Coastal Mnagement Act (NEM: ICMA). The new layo
significantly reduces impacts associated with coastal environment and climate
change by shifting all residential dwellings further inland and outside of the
identified risk zones, thereby enhancing protection of th ecological integrity,
natural character, and visual quality of the coastline.
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3. The applicant must be reminded of their general duty of care and th
remediation of environmental damage, in terms of Section 28(1) of NEM/
56 RAHG ALY GUHRNRACTG! W q¢ qlt Wab ¢ qa
or may cause significant pollution or degadation of the environment
must take reasonable measures to prevent such pollution or degradatior]
from occurring, continuing or recurring, or, in so far as such harm to thg
environment is authorised by law or cannot reasonably be avoided o
stopped, to minimise and rectify such pollution or degradation of the
WU2RI YUOGWUqB wlWagYNWaq6Jl Ws Raé WE WIHG
qYW YOWkt WTeaq! WaqYWeée2YRT WHcE2t RO
environment.

4. The SD: CM reserves the right to revise or withdraw its comments ai
request further information from you based on any information that may
be received.

In addition, an Admiralty zone has been incorporated into the design to maintai
and enhance the social and aesthetic value of the coastal public property whilg
ensuring that public access via Erf 7 is safeguarded and appropriately manage
The revised laput avoids disturbance to the littoral active zone, retains natural
drainage, and introduces mitigation measures to prevent erosion and maintair
the productive capacity of the coastal zone.

Noted.

Councill
orA

Eksteen
(Ward 5)

Email Ward dated 05 March 2025
SUMMARY

A. The pre-application bar does not meet the requirements of EIA to
comparatively assess alternative sites:

nll YW caqWl Ué¢qR21Dt W qYW qé60W Gl Y@
investigated or assessed i.e. No discrete alternative sites have bee
identified and comparatively assessed.

MWRNE-BHEFIT Wrecdqll UcqR2 It mWEY UL R
¢! Yeaqt WYnWgd WWmYUd! WGl Indl | 3T WY

vl WUz@AWI WYnWt eRaqeAGUWeEaqUl Uéq
Remainder of Farm 281, the claim that no alternative sites exist i
fallacious and disingenuous.

Site alternatives are not available for consideration of the development proposa
at hand.

Noted.

The remainder portion is not included in the current development proposal
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W YWI+FWAGGqRYUW6E ¢t WANWULWE GGU RIIT L The site is privately owned land and is situated within the demarcated urban
edge.

MW YWT WgeRGWT WRUNY!I ¢ qRYUWYULq6 | Site alternatives are not available for consideration of the development
been provided in the relevant reports. proposal at hand.

nwf Oql 3t qT Wwe UT WennlHEqUT WGeE | qR I The public was given an opportunity to comment on the Draft BAR wherein
to provide inputs into the consideration of alternative sites. alternatives are assessed in line with the NEMA Requirements

MWNSWWGI YGYH T W W2WdYGaWUqWRY WG Y| Noted.
100m of the highwater mark (HWM) line. It is the duty of the state aj
trustee to ensure that coastal public property is used, managed,
protected, conserved and enhanced in the intersts of the whole
community, as opposed to only a few individuals or groups.

MWRNSUWYaRt RYOWYnWaqé W RU2 13t g RN No alternative viable alternative site alternatives which align with the
available is a deliberate attempt to withhold significant information from| development proposal at hand.
the competent authority and equates to deliberate disinformation.

B. The pre¢ GGURA¢ qRYUW A¢ T WT YWt wWwOYqL
Il JhueRI WG WUqt WqYWGI YGUII @! wAHYUt RT 1IJ

MW 9¢GUW Neai6¢ct W~2URARGETRq! W 6 ¢| The Need and Desirability section in the BAR has been amended.
determined its strategic context for informing need and desirability.

MWNSUWY9 ~WE?[ WHGWE! 4! Wt Uat WYeql
ROUqUI 3t qt OWR6 WWsULET Wwe OT Wi 13t RI ¢ A

Q6 WWAI YT I WwRYGGaURq! Kt WOLWIT + Wwe U
& SDF.

MWRNE IWOPUEIT we 0T Wi Wt RI ¢ ARG Ra! WR U LN
not been quantified against the totality of the CAM SDF. It does nc
HYOGI D6WUt R21JG! WrHYUO RT Ul Wagdé Wt q
needs and interests which are clearly identifiedn the SDF.

vl YWGWUOqRYUWRY WaeT IWYNnWaéWhn ¢ F
Gl InI 1 VT it RgUWRY W W2RecUqnl YGa

- 2 of the 5 spatial development objectives
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- The spatial development vision

- At least 3 of the 8 key strategies

nW? 10t GRaqUWedqll UcqR21IW Rt WHIIR(
Farm 281, no feasible and reasonable alternatives to the developmen
have been identified nor comparatively assessed.

MW YWGI YYnWwéet WARWUOWG! Y2RT UT Whis
qécaqlaqé Wl W2Re¢qRYUt WNI YalWqé W9
FRaUwALWE ! 1

- justifiable

- meets the needs of the community, and

- is still desirable.

C.Thepre¢ GG RA¢ qRYUWAE! We qqllad Gat WaV
Gl Unl 1 BT Wwedagqldl Ué qR2 Umlls RwaeRitelihaM
coastal public property without a comparative assessment of
available alternate sites:

MWNSIWYUOG! Wett D+ RDT Wedqll UeqR21)
circumstances under which the competent authority may NOT issue ar|
environmental authority:

- It is likely to cause irreversible or longasting adverse effects on the
coastal environment that cannot be properly mitigated,;

- It is situated within coastal public property and is inconsistent with the
objective of conserving and enhancing coastal public property for the
benefit of current and future generations.

- It will not be in the interests of the community as a whole.
MWNSUWe GG RAcUqWée et Wedqlldl UeqR2 1
alternatives to the preferred option.

2ROWN6 IWet + Bl qRYUWq6¢c qlgqd Rt W Ral
disingenuous, deceptive and fallacious.

mll E~ WeUT W6 WWET W WNadcaqRYUL WH
management. Firstly, alternatives must be investigated to avoid negative
impacts altogether. Only after it has been found that the negative impacts
cannot be avoided, must alternaties be investigated to reduce (mitigate
and manage) unavoidable negative impacts.

MWNSWWe GGURAEc UqyYs Ut wWla @Il Yat We
Remainder of Farm 281, within the defined urban edge of Struisbaai an

The comment regarding the consideration of alternatives is noted. In terms ¢
the NEMA EIA Regulations, the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EA
has applied the mitigation hierarchy by investigating layout alternatives withir
the subject property to avoid and minimise potential negative impacts. The
alternatives assessment considered four layout options, culminating in the
revised and preferred Alternative 5, which significantly reduces potentia
environmental risks by avoiding sensitive areas and ewring public access to
the coastline.

i Raqé Wl Wt GUHqWqY Waqd WIWe GG RACUgkt WHI Y
that this application relates specifically to the development of a portion of Farm

281, which is the subject of the current environmental authorisation process.
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X K Ne-taGigrifitdnt fact that has not been disclosed in this pre| 8§ 6 W1 WGI YGUI qRIJt We UT Il WqéWWe GGl RAC
application bar. Eql eRt HE¢ RWe UT Wxk Nedéct W YWIY qln Y

nll YqWwWécec2RUNWqYWHYUT eHaqllc lWHYO G
enables a fallacious and misleading conclusion that the significant
potential negative impacts identified by the specialist reports (as good as
they may be) on heritage resources and plas of cultural significance,
archaeology, palaeontology, cultural landscape context and visual
sensitivity are unavoidable. The applicant, by making this assertion
assumes that the NEMA requirement of comparative alternative analysis
is thereby reduced toa comparison of layouts only, to optimise the
mitigation against the potential impacts. This is obviously not allowed,
since none of the other potential alternative sites have beer
comparatively analysed.

Apart from various other reasons, this development will have a lasting
negative visual impact and change the landscape for humans, smal
animals, and flora forever. It should not be allowed, and the develope
should be forced instead to disclose what thei intentions are with the
almost 450 hectares they still own in Struisbaai.

Yours sincerely
Dr. A Eksteen

8. Whale Email dated 05 March 2025

Coast

Conserv

ation COMMENT ON PREAPPLICATION / DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMEI
Pat Miller REPORT

Proposed Spookdraai Residential Development Remainder Portion
281, Struisbaai

LORNAY REF; REMS81: DEA&DP REFERENCE
16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23

Dear Michelle

The proposal aims to construct a housing development on a smal
greenfield site in Struisbaai of just over .7Ha. The site has one owner af
is a remnant of a larger farm. This is no doubt the reason for its currel
zoning as Agricultural as it is totallyriappropriate for farming.
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The site is located between Marine Drive and the sea in a curve on tf
| YET WeEGYYt Tl ¢eRwbWeUT WH211 WU0q
shore and sandy beach. The site is long and narrow, running parallel wif
the road, and sloping between the sea andhe 11m contour of Marine
Drive. It is within 200m of the higkwater mark and thus within the Coastal
Management Zone (CMZ).

The envisaged development will contain six sidéy-side residential units
with associated roads and paths located mostly on the eastern side. Thy
vegetation of the western side is classified as Critically Endangered
being Agulhas Limestone Fynbos and ishus a nogo area for
development.

Whale Coast Conservation (WCC) opposes the proposed developmer
for reasons that include the following:

1. Does not comply with relevant planning documents

Development on the site does not comply with the Western Cape
Provincial Spatial Development Framework (WCSDF), in that it will ng
protect natural resources, nor will it reduce pressure on natural
landscapes, despite bland assertions in the Basic Assessma Report
(BAR) (page 18) that it will do so.

Developing the site will destroy natural resources and landscapes.

N6IWi 9E?2[ Weat YWSEt We WNYedWwyYn WA

cultural and scenic landscapes) and strengthened resilience of natural
¢cUl WHz2RUqWUWU2RI YOGWUqt wiOW?2 132130 Y
resilience of the natural environment and the altural and scenic

landscape so characteristic of the area (see 8 below).

The Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF) envisages th
ml Wt RTW0qt Wet YWaeO7T wWwe UT WnRURq W
DHYt 't qGt wioWl G q6 Ye NS Wad IW7 ALt
q6 Wl ¢ qRYUE O WWRY WG Jthelditd will i6 RdD db st thé
opposite.

Development will also be counter to the 2010 Need and Desirability
Guidelines, in that it will not respect local environmental integrity. Rather,

than respecting the integral wholeness of the local environment,

The development site is situated within the Cape Agulhas demarcated urba
edge, refer toAppendix G12. The vegetation type that will be removed is situateq
on the Eastern boundary of the site, resulting to residual impacts of low fo
Alternative 4 and 5, based on the botanical specialist findings.

Alternative 5 reflects a substantial reduction in the overall development
footprint, with residential units repositioned further inland to avoid sensitive
coastal areas and to maintain the visual integrity of the scenic coasta
landscape. The revised layotiincorporates an open space zone and a formal
coastal access pathway via Erf 7, collectively enhancing the social and aestheti
value of the site while ensuring continued community use and appreciation o
the coastline. Furthermore, an area previously deignated as Private Open
Space (Erf 8) that falls below the High Water Mark is now designated as

Admiralty Zone, ensuring public access and protection of coastal publig

property.

The proposal, therefore, does not seek to substitute or degrade the locg

environment but rather to integrate with it through sensitive design, low
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development will replace this with substitutions for destroyed elements
(see 6 below).

2. Site is inherently unsuitable for development

The shape, size and position of the site makes it vulnerable to elements
unpredictability. Any development on the site will be at high risk of these,

As noted, it is within 100 metres of the higlwater mark and Figure 2 on
page 16 of the BAR indicates that the 1 in 10 high water mark will swan
a considerable portion of the site.

The southern Cape coast is notorious for these events, as well as fc
episodic waves. These can be expected to increase in frequency an
magnitude as the effects of climate change become increasingly
apparent (see 12 below).

gslWwGenUIWNY W6 3W7 AwWUYqdt Wab ¢ qllmN
relates to the transformation of the land that is currently covered with
indigenous vegetation to the landscape which will be transformed ang
built. The desirability from a development prspective relates to the

proximity of the erf to the coast...it incorporates all of the highwater

mark, the 5m contour, and the low, medium and high risk coastal risk
AYUUWGE RUWY OwWNG Rt WRY WUW*¢Hal! Ws 6 ¢
development from an environmental perspective- it is far too proximate

to the coast.

intensity residential use, and public access enhancement, aligning with the
principles of responsible development and prudent resource use as envisage
by the PSDF and the 2010 Need and Desirability Guidelines.

These risks have been carefully considered in the BAR and the application
relevant coastal management legislation, including the NEM: ICMA and DEA&LD
Circular 0004/2021 on coastal risk.

The proposed development has been designed with a precautionary approach
taking into account sealevel rise, storm surge events, and the potential inland
movement of the highwater mark. Infrastructure has been located outside of
the highestrisk areas asfar as practically possible

The revised layout ensures that all proposed residential dwellings an
associated infrastructure are positioned above the Smetre contour line,

thereby placing them outside of the identified coastal risk zone and reducing
potential exposure to flood or stam surge impacts. Moreover, house positions
have been moved further inland from their original positions. This approac
directly responds to concerns raised about sedevel rise and climate change

related risks. An admiralty zone has been incorporated into theipdated layout

alternative to accommodate natural coastal processes, allowing for buffering of
wave action and potential water level fluctuations without compromising
infrastructure integrity or public safety.

Furthermore, the coastal setback lines and development restrictions have bee
informed by current Coastal Management Line data ensuring that th¢
development does not occur within areas of high dynamic risk.

The development will be situated landward and above the demarcated ris
zones. The previously preferred (alternative 4) layout showed that one of th
erven slightly encroaches into the low risk zone, however, the new preferre
(Alternative 5) includes thebuilding footprint which are positioned further inland
and away from the demarcated risk zones, see
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3. Proposal is in conflict with the Coastal Protection Zone

The Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) as defined in Section 63(1) of t
Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICMA) aims to manage, regulats
and restrict the use of land adjacent to coastal public property while
preserving and enhancing the coastal ecosystem, awell as to safeguard
natural coastal processes and biodiversity.

N6IWuwz Auwt q¢ gt WYUWGe NIWOOWg6 ¢ q Ly
(but) the layout does not encroach upon identified coastal risk|
Cl et BObICt bW WWT N2NGYGEWNUqNnYY
0T RedWe UT Wa VYs W Rt t Wi R U dted@i@ia 200 2l
of (the high water mark), (but) the coastline is predominantly a rock]
shore therefore erosion and storm surges are less likely compared to
FeOT ! W 6Y1 DIOwWNGRY WRY WUY qllgl 2 1JHOLW
of elemental geologyand is no protection against storm surges.

ACDUWNNWYnWq6 W7 AWt qé¢qldt Wb ¢ qll
required, the development is located above the 5m contour and outside
the low, medium and highl Rt t WA Y UIJt IOwW] R2 JU Wq ¢
is a major omission and a coastal environmet study should have been
done. (It should be noted that the arrow in Figure 4 on page 32 of the B/
indicating the proposed site is in the incorrect place. If it is adjacent to the
DEGYH DT W6WeT dcUT WaqYW q60WYE Yeqbld
environmental vulnerability.)

4. Development will prevent the site from performing its ecesystem

services The site in its undeveloped state performs many eesystem

services. For example, the site acts as a buffer for the town agains
extreme events. Sea events such as storm surges nabe dissipated and
land events such as floods can be filtered by the site before entering th
marine environment.

The photographic image in the Terrestrial Impact Assessment of th
stormwater culvert from Marine Drive that opens onto the site, togethel
with one showing the depth of erosion this has caused, indicates that the
site currently processes a considerable amaint of external water as well
as the importance of the vegetation on the site in binding the aeolian san

and preventing erosion.

Noted.

The property is considered to be at a lower risk of coastal erosion due to th
underlying rocky substrate, which provides natural protection and stability.
Furthermore, the site is located within a relatively sheltered bay, where wav
action and inundation are significantly reduced compared to more exposed
coastal areas. Based on these site characteristics and available risk mapping,
dedicated coastal environment study was not deemed necessary. However, thg
positioning of the site will be verified and clafied in the final documentation to
address concerns raised regarding the figure reference in the BAR

The concern regarding the stormwater culvert and associated erosion i
acknowledged. The existing stormwater culvert from Marine Drive will b
redirected eastward, away from the development footprint, so that it flows along
the eastern boundary of the sitedirectly to the sea. Within the proposed
development, all erf and road levels will be designed and shaped to ensur
adequate falls toward a formalised stormwater system. This system wil
discharge to the sea, but with safeguards in place to prevent envinmental

degradation. These include the installation of a stormwater dissipation
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structure, a silt and debris trap to prevent contamination at the coast, and the
Development will mean that functions such as these will be adjusted to use of renomattresses at the overflow point to minimise erosion risks.
the protection of the infrastructure on site and will critically affect their| Collectively, these measures will manage stormwater more effectively than the
efficiency. current situation and will ensure the protection of coastal processes and
vegetation integrity.

5. Terrestrial Impact Assessment is inadequate The Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been updated.

Although titled a Botanical Impact Assessment, the introduction to this
specialist study states its main objective as being to determine botanical
and/or terrestrial biodiversity constraints on development.

A desktop assessment was done, as well as one site visit of some tw
hours on 20 December 2022.

The specialist found a welvegetated and diverse mixture of
Southwestern Strandveld and Cape Seashore Vegetation on deep sar
above a rocky shore of Table Mountain Group sandstone, as well as son
alien species (which is usual in a site close to urbanisedreas). The depth
of the sand was exposed by erosion caused by a stormwater culvert fror
Marine Drive. Despite this erosion, natural revegetation is taking place
indicating a healthy ecosystem. The western portion of the site consists
of Agulhas Limestore Fynbos, classified as Critically Endangered.

YW2INWUgqeqRYUWs ¢t WnYe OT WyYUWa6 13wl

¢cUT We Al ¢t R21IW Y1 WaRUWwWe UT Waqé6 1L
on the site is not covered. Different biological communities are found in
these habitats depending on the amounbf shelter they offer, the impact
of wave action and their stability. Life forms in these habitats are ofter,
microscopic, but nevertheless essential to the functioning of the
ecosystem, which is highly dynamic.
An Animal Species Compliance Statement was undertaken.
This dynamism means that the site has functions that also change a:
needed, sometimes rapidly. For example, it will have an importani
foraging function as well as a shelter and refuge function in times o
extreme weather but the areas used for this are trasient. Thus the
absence of signs of fauna noted in the report does not necessarily mea
that none is present as concludedr only that they were not evident during
the two hours in high summer of the site visit.
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The study also concluded that according to the field observations at the
site there are no species of concern present and that the sensitivity o
terrestrial biodiversity according to the screening tool as High to Ven
High is not warranted; it should be o higher than Medium. However, it
DNYWt wYOWqVYWwt ¢! WeuNsWWnRIGT W2 Rt Ra L
GeT DWwRre¢ OUYqUWARDWaget 3OWet Wi JnRURR

Despite this caveat, the BAR accepts the downgraded rating and takes
nal q6 31 WA! Wt q¢ qRUNWYnWaqé6 Wt RaldwWw
exposed bedrock and beach, leaving less than 0.5 ha that is tru
Strandveld or Agulhas Limestone Fynbos. Thefore, although there
would be total loss of the vegetation on the eastern part of the site, this
loss would not be great over the extent of the vegetation type as a whols
I YWWAR2020¢c qR2UVDWRAOGE At Ws Yadl WHIDLW
Botanical specialist highlights that no bird species were observed using
the habitat for feeding or nesting. In addition, no insect communities were
W2RT DUqUWRUWaq6 Wl 2 UNWEq! ¢ 0T 213071 W6

N6 Rt We GGl YeHS WY nWmnt GRUURUND®WWNRUT
best possible light is misleading and disingenuous. There are man
examples throughout the BAR.

6. Need and desirability is neither proven nor convincing

Both the need and the desirability of the proposed development arg
overstated, and a case cannot be made for either beyond the gains to b
made by the developer. The usual buttons of job creation, economig
growth and the like are pressed, but essentiallytte proposal will provide
a few temporary employment opportunities during construction and
residential/tourism opportunities in six small properties. (See also Point;
1 above) In attempting to sell the need and desirability the BAR constant
attempts to downplay the negative impact on the environment, stating for
D¢ GIUWYUWGENUWOT Waé ¢ aqlmbNe6 1wl 132
portions of the site that are currently degraded, enhancing the ecologica
RUqUNI Rq! WYnWadJWel 1J¢ Ionitdl 6fRHe Libikalg
destruction of the vegetated dunes as well as damage to the rocky shore

7. Visual impact will be jarring

The concern regarding the interpretation of the botanical findings is noted. Th
Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment has since been updated t
incorporate the most recent information. The specialist study acknowledges
that the field assessment represents a pointin-time observation and that
certain ecological processes may vary seasonally. However, the conclusion
regarding the relative sensitivity of the site and the absence of species ¢
conservation concern were informed by both fieldwork and a ngew of available
background information, including the national screening tool and vegetation
mapping. The determination that the sensitivity rating should not be higher tha
~UT Rz W I UndlHEqQt W qb6JW+ GUHRE IR qkt W
integrated assessment. It is important to emphasise that the Basic Assessmen
Report (BAR) did not seek to misrepresent these findings, but rather {
transparently incorporate them into the broader impact assessment.
Accordingly, the BAR has been amended to alignitlv the updated Terrestrial
Biodiversity Impact Assessment, ensuring that the assessment reflects the
most current botanical information available.

The Need and Desirability section has been revisited and updated to provide
more balanced motivation for the proposed development. Importantly, the
development layout has been refined (Alternative 5 preferred) to avoid high
sensitivity areas, minimiseenvironmental disturbance, and retain open space
linkages, thereby integrating both ecological and social considerations into the
planning process.
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The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) notes that the site is a pivotal poi
in the typical coastal landscape with a small inlet and beach opposite a
green vegetated open space on the opposite side. The sense of place
rugged and exposed to the elements andlthough there is residential
development, these are placed on the far side of Marine Drive from th
ocean, leaving a green buffer between ocean and road. Any developmel
on the site will be an intrusive interruption of this visual pattern.

8. Natural landscape is a cultural heritage to be protected

The Heritage Impact Assessment notes that the site is part of a coaste
landscape of high significance and visual integrity, enhanced by the
general lack of intrusions into its intactness, particularly below Marine
Drive. Its low position along a curve ithe road means that it is very visible
from not only Marine Drive, but also from surrounding areas including thg
town of Agulhas.

The cultural landscape of the site warrants a Grade IlIIA rating. Ar
intrusion onto the site will result in significant and highly negative
impacts. The specialist notes that the vagueness of the assurances

given that development parameters will adequately address these
ROGeHqt AllgYNWUqdé 1l Ws Raé Wadé W Raldk
Gl YGYt ¢ctiWwWRr¢UUYqWARUWE GGl Y2 13T towf OU
no identifiable sustainable socio-economic benefits that outweigh the
GRN6AWUNNE qR2IJWRGGe Hat WY Waé VWG

9. Socio-economic benefits are minimal

As noted, the proposal is for six small residential housing opportunities|
Apart from financial benefit for the developer, the socieeconomic

stimulation opportunities for the broader community will be very few, and
temporary during the construction phase.The BAR (pages 84 and 85f|
spins the positive and negative socieeconomic impacts, overstating the

nYl U1 We Ul WaRURGRY RUNW @6 WWEE aqald
2t Unedd! WAHRDWY 2 At qRaa q T Wn Yl Wmkaeé

impacts.

The spin continues in the exposition of the positive and negative impact
of the various alternatives/iterations of the development proposal. With

Noted. The overall visual impact of the proposed development under th¢
updated layout (Alternative 5) has been reduced, provided that the Architecturg
Guidelines and Landscape Plan are fully implemented.

Noted.

The concern regarding the extent of soci@conomic benefits is noted. It is
acknowledged that the proposed development is relatively small in scale ang
that the majority of socio-economic benefits will be limited to temporary
employment opportunities during the construction phase, along with some
indirect stimulation of the local economy through the use of local contractors,
suppliers, and service providers. The BAR has been updated to reflect this mo
proportionately and to avoid overstating the potentiabenefits.
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regard to the No Go/Status Quo retention option, the positive impacts are
blandly stated as:

WAL 13t 1 26 qRYUWY N W6 IWI+RE qRUN W
vegetation and fauna.

Ml YW Rt qel AcURDWqY W WUt RgR2 1JLWE |

zones, or cultural heritage sites.

nll YWRrYUql RA2 qRYUWqVY W2 Rt 2 ¢ 0 WY Wy
Whereas the negative impacts are given as:

Wi Raé6YeqWaqéWT W20 YGGWUqAaWOYWT
construction or operational phases, limiting socio-economic benefits for

the local community.

MWNG WG e HE WYNWT W20 YGGWUqWwa e Ut

address the needs of the growing population in the area, potentially
exacerbating existing housing shortages.

This is an extreme ovestatement of the benefits that could accrue
through the construction of six residences.

10. Climate change risks are ignored

N6 1Iw7 AWRY W Whe Rl BT WeiGée NIJWNT Mb g
may influence the proposed activity or development and how has the
GYqUUqRCUOWRGGEHqt WYNWHIGRGAGC qUWHGE ¢
N6WWw7 Akt WRUOW+ Ga RAC A atlthisl Is Mot Epplicablé. |
Climate change is without question the most pressing problem of
development planning. In 2024 the 1.50C target average temperatur
increase reached under the Paris Agreement in 2015 was breached, ar
average temperatures are nowon track for a 2.830C increase. For
various reasons, South Africa is facing even higher temperatures; th
influences of these on largescale weather drivers such as the ocean
currents will be profound. Changing wind patterns and the warming of the
Agulhascurrent will undoubtedly increase extreme weather events along
the coast. Predictions are for extreme weather and an increased numbe
of disasters, including fire and flood. A range of modelling confirms thay
climate change is supercharging risk and a logrterm lens should be
applied to all planning decisions.

This section has been amended in the BAR.
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The position of the site makes it particularly vulnerable to the impacts o
climate change, and no development of the site should be approved (sef
also section 4 above on Ecesystem functioning).

11. Conclusions and recommendations

After careful consideration of the BAR for the proposed development ol
RE281 Struisbaai, including the various specialist reports, WCC is of th
opinion that the proposal should be rejected and recommends the No Gg
option. This is for reasons that include:

MWNS VWG YGYH DT W W20aYGaWUaq Wl Yt U
documents, particularly the provincial spatial development frameworks.
It will neither protect natural resources, nor reduce pressure on natural
landscapes, but will destroy them.

nWNE W RqUWGI YGYH WT WnY!l W W200YGHh
shape, size and position makes it particularly vulnerable to elemental
unpredictability, within a context notorious for this.

n The proposal is in conflict with the Coastal Protection Zone; it will
jeopardise natural coastal processes and biodiversity. A Coasta
Environmental Study should have been done.

MW?2W200YGaWUqWs ROGWGH W213U0q Wa 6 1 UH
system services, such as acting as a buffer for the town against extrem
events.

M WRNE WWRII 1T Wt ql RedWf GGeHaql +t 13F 1t G
vegetative botanical elements, ignoring the dynamic ecology of the rock]
and sandy shore. In addition, it adjusts the screening tool results
downwards on the basis of fieldwork finding, while stating that the two
hours spent on this could not give definitive results.

vl WR6 Wl WagdWURYT wiY! Wads IWT 3t R
proven. Financial benefit will accrue to the developer at the cost of ar,

irreplaceable environment.

VYA NWUqUWRt WOYqUT towN6 JweY UOHII OWwl yne |

the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) and its implications for natural coastg
processes and biodiversity has been carefully reviewed and addressed throug
both the specialist assessments and the updated layout design (Alternative 5)
The revised preferred layout (Alternative 5) has significantly reduced th
development footprint within the CPZ, with all residential dwellings and primary,
infrastructure repositioned further inland andoutside of the identified sensitive

coastal risk and ecological zones. This ensures that natural coastal dynamicsg
including sediment transport, and tidal influence, remain largely uninterrupted.

Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been updated accordingly

This section has been amended in the BAR.

Comment is noted. The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) has been updated
reflect the revised site development layout (Alternative 5), which wag
specifically amended in response to public input and the findings of the initia

visual assessment. The updatedlayout has repositioned the residential
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MWNEWW2R 2¢ G WROGGEHqWYNWa6 W 13213
seaward visuals will be marked, even if design mitigation measures ar,
put in place.

nWNSWWUeqeal ¢caWaceUlt e GUIWRY We WHez |
and retained wherever possible.

n W N6 1J Uedonomi® Benefits of the proposed development are
minimal, but are repeatedly overstated, whereas the environmental
Te¢OeNUWWRgWs RiIGWHE2t WWRY We UT 31+ q¢
recurrent feature of the BAR.

MWRNSGIWNI Ys RUNDWI RY t 4 WGYH T WAH! WHGR
any development on the site are ignored.

dwellings further inland, reducing the overall visual exposure from key publi
viewpoints, particularly from the coastal access route and adjacent open
spaces.

In addition, design and landscaping measures have been incorporated to furthe
mitigate potential visual intrusion. These include the use of natural materialg
and colours that blend with the surrounding coastal landscape, lowprofile
architectural forms, and strategic vegetation screening to soften the visual
transition between built and natural elements.

While some degree of visual change is inevitable due to any new development
a coastal setting, the updated design has minimised visual contrast ang
cumulative visual effects, ensuring that the proposal remains consistent with
the rural coastal character and scenic quality of the area. The updated VIA
concludes that, with the mitigation measures implemented, the visual impact
ma be reduced to low negative impact.

9. Departm
ent of
Agricult
ure
Cor Van Der Walt

Letter dated 19 June 2025

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND ASSOCIA]
INFRASTRUCTURE: DIVISION BREDASDORP REMAINDER OF
FARM NO. 281

Your application of 03 February 2025 has reference.

Application is made for the subdivision and rezoningf the remaining
portion of Farm Paapekuilsfontein No. 281, Struisbaai, where thg¢
proposed Spookdraai Residential Development is situated. The sitg
spans approximately 0.71 hectares and lies adjacent to Marine Drive. Th
development proposal includes the mnstruction of six single residential
dwelling.

From an agricultural perspective, the Western Cape Department o
Agriculture: Land Use Management has no objection to the subdivisiol
and rezoning of the property.

Please note:
M That this is comment to the relevant deciding authorities in
terms of the Subdivision of Agricultural Land Act 70 of 1970.
1 Kindly quote the abovementioned reference number in any

future correspondence in respect of the application.

Noted. No further action required.
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1 The Department reserves the right initial comments and
requests further information based on the information received.
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LORNAY

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

NOTE:The table below includes only the Register of Organs of State, listing all relevant names and contact details. The I&AP Regsnot incorporated within this Proof of
Public Participation document due to its volume ands instead provided as a separate documenin Appendix F6.

PROJECTRE/281

NAME: ORGANISATION: POSTAL TEL: EMAIL: COMMENT: DATE & REF:
ADDRESS:

Rhett Smart | Cape nature rsmart@capenature.co.za | Email dated 03 March 2025 Date: 03/03/25

Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report for the Proposeq
Subdivision and Rezoning for the Spookdraai Residentig
Development on the Remainder of the Farm
Paapekuilsfontein 281, Struisbaai
CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the application and would like to make the
following comments. Please note that our comments only
pertain to the biodiversity related impacts and not to the
overall desirability of the agplication.

Desktop Information
According to the latest version of the Western Cape

Biodiversity Spatial Plan (BSP) which was adopted by th
competent authority on 13 December 2024, the section of
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the property below the high water mark of the sea i
classified as Ecological Support Area 1 (ESA) with a narro
buffer of Critical Biodiversity Area 1 (CBA) in the central an
eastern sections. The remainder of the property is mappec
as No Natural. In theprevious version of the BSP, the ES
extended further inland in the west, there was no CBA an
two sections of Other Natural. The scale of the mapping o
the BSP must be taken into consideration for a small urbar
property surrounded by residential developent such as
this case.

The vegetation on site according to the current officia
National Vegetation Map (2018) is Overberg Dun
Strandveld listed as endangered. In the draft update to th¢
National Vegetation Map (2024), the site is mapped a
Southwestern Strandveld in the centrh and eastern
sections and Agulhas Limestone Fynbos in the westerr
section. As Southwestern Strandveld is a new vegetatio
type, it has not yet been assigned a threat status, ang
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos is listed as critically endangered
The section belav the high water mark is mapped ag
Agulhas Mixed Shore in the mapping of coastal and marin
ecosystems for the National Biodiversity Assessment
(2018). There are no freshwater features mapped for the sitg

Screening Tool and Site Sensitivity Verification

The results from the National Wekbased Screening Tool
reveal a very high sensitivity for terrestrial biodiversity
medium sensitivity for animal species and plant species and
low sensitivity for aquatic biodiversity. The Site Sensitivity
Verification Repat confirms that the terrestrial biodiversity,
animal species and plant species themes are covered in the
botanical impact assessment and no aquatic biodiversity
studies were undertaken as there are no freshwater feature
on the site or immediate surroundngs.

Botanical Impact Assessment
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The botanical impact assessment verifies that the
vegetation occurring on site consists of Southwestern
Strandveld, however there is also Cape Seashore Vegetatio
occurring adjacent to the section of sandy shoreline and
elements on Cape Seashore Vegetatiofurther inland due to
the proximity to the coastline and effects of sea spray. We
wish to note that although Overberg Dune Strandveld ha
been replaced by Southwestern Strandveld on this site
Overberg Dune Strandveld has not been replaced in it
entirety and still occurs to the north of Struisbaai amongst
other locations.

The general description in 6.1. indicates that there is ng
limestone fynbos occurring on site, but it does occur further
inland. However elsewhere in the report there is reference t¢
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos on the site, thereforg
confirmation must be provided whether it does in fact occur.
It is noted that the description of the waypoints does not
indicate any localities which are typical of limestone fynbos.

The botanical impact assessment references the previoug
2017 BSP which was accurate when the report wa
compiled. The relevant version in terms of the legislation
depends on the date of the application initiation, however
both versions can be referred to dr informing the
application.

The condition of the habitat is relatively degraded in sectiong
due to impacts associated with coastal access and edge
effects from the adjacent residential area, with a
stormwater outlet where gully erosion has taken place.
Clearing of alien invasive Rodirans (Acacia cyclops) has
taken place however, due to the exposed nature of the site
re-establishment of indigenous vegetation in these areas
has been slow and the cleared vegetation has bee
stockpiled on site.

No plant species of conservation concern (SCCs) werg¢
observed on site. The plant species sensitivity is thereforg
verified as low, with the exception of the small section in the
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west which is medium associated with the mapping as
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos. With regards to

the latter, we wish to refer to the above discussion regarding
the presence of limestone fynbos on site.

The impact assessment for the two norpreferred
development layouts is high prior to mitigation and the
residual impact and impact after mitigation is rated as high.
The impact assessment for the preferred development
layout which avoids the western sectim with the mapped
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos is rated high prior to mitigation
the residual impact is medium and the impact after
mitigation is low. We wish to note that the term residual
impact relates to the mitigation hierarchy, which is
enshrined in the National Environmental Management Act
(Act 108 of 1998, NEMA) and accordingly in the Nation
Biodiversity Offset Guidelines. It is the impact that remains
after following the mitigation hierarchy of avoid, minimize
and then mitigate/rehabilitate. The regdual impact should
therefore be the same as the impact after mitigation.

Clarification is therefore required regarding the residual
impact for the preferred development layout. It is noted that
the section pertaining to mitigation (Section 9.4) states that
it is not possible to mitigate the impacts. We therefore wish
to query how the impact significance can be reduced after
mitigation if there is no mitigation possible. In terms of the
National Biodiversity Offset Guidelines, a biodiversity offset
is required to remedy a residual impact of medium negative
or higher. Therefore, tarification is required regarding the
proposed mitigation and associated impact significance. If
the residual impact is confirmed to be medium significance
or higher, a biodiversity offset must be implemented in
terms of the National Biodiversity Offset @Gidelines.

Animal Species Theme
The botanical assessment indicates that the field sampling

included observations of animals and birds and under
terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity indicates that no bird
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species were observed using the habitat or feeding o
breeding and no insect communities were evident. The
observations are qualified that it was a snapshot and is no
definitive. According to the Procedures for the Assessmen
and Minimum Criteria for Repeoting on Environmental
Themes for Animal Species (GG 43855, GN 1150, Octob
202071 Wn 3l | UT WaqVYWet Wqd WG Y
required to confirm the presence of the SCCs flagged in th
screening tool as medium sensitivity. If confirmed, a
terrestrial animal species specialist assessment must be
undertaken, otherwise a terrestrial animal species
compliance statement is required. The two species listed
are a reptile, Southern Addergitis armata), and an insect
(Aneuryphymus montanus).

The botanical assessment does not provide sufficient]
evidence of compliance with the protocols with respect to
the animal species theme. There is no reference to the twi
species flagged or the other faunal SCCs that could be
present on site. The report dos not indicate whether
coastal species, including coastal bird species, were
observed or if the observations were only within the
terrestrial habitat. CapeNature has highlighted the gaps in
the screening tool for the coastal and estuarine environment
in applications where this is relevant. African Oystercatcher
(Haematopus moquini) is sensitive to disturbance during the
breeding season and could be present along the adjacen
coastline. Although this species is currently listed as least
concern in both the international IUCN listing and the
national SANBI listing, prior to 2017 it as IUCN listed as
near threatened. There are other coastal bird species whicl
could be affected by disturbance. Mitigation may be
necessary during the construction phase.

Coastal Setback and Access

Three iterative alternative layouts have been developed
with the preferred layout avoiding the high water mark ang
only one of the six residential erven encroaching slightly intg
the low risk line (1 in 100 year storm surge). No har|
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infrastructure should be permitted in front of the 1 in 100
year storm surge line.

We wish to note however that the coastal management ling
for the Overberg District Municipality is located relatively far
inland from Struisbaai. Development islands have been
delineated for existing development in front of the coastal
management line, however the property is not located
within a development island. The property is therefore ir
front of the coastal management line. Coastal management
lines are intended to be implemented through municipal
planning and therefore we recommend that input shoulde
provided by the Department of Environmental Affairs ang
Development Planning (DEA&DP): Coastal Managemetr
and the Cape Agulhas Municipality in this regard.

Apart from the six residential erven, there are three opel
space erven, consisting of one public open space erf for §
public footpath along the western boundary, a small private
open space erf at the entrance and a large private ope
space erf over the renainder of the current property. We
wish to note that according to the National Environmental
Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act (Act 24
of 2008, NEM:ICMA), areas below the high water mark of th
sea form part of the coastal public property. A lege
proportion of the large private (not public) open space erl
falls below the high water mark. We recommend that it must
be ensured that Sections 7, 7A, 13, 14 and 18 of NEM:ICM
with regards to coastal public property and coastal access|
are taken into acount in the application and DEA&DP:
Coastal Management should provide inputs in this regard.

Services

With regards to services, the development is proposed to be
connected to the municipal and Eskom reticulation for
potable water and electricity. There is no piped municipal
sewerage for this area therefore the proposal is fo
conservancy tanks linked to acentral system that will be
serviced by the municipality. The location of the
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conservancy tanks and the central servicing tank must bg
indicated on the layout and it must be ensured there ig
adequate mitigation to minimize the risk of pollution of the
coastal environment through the sewage system.

As noted above, there is an existing stormwater outlet which
has resulted in gully erosion on the property. The gull
occupies a large section of the easternmost proposed
residential erf. The proposal is to redirect the stormwater
drainage to the west of he current alignment along the
boundary between the two erven as observed in Figure 3
the Basic Assessment Report. It is assumed that infill of the
gully will be required for the development of a house on the
easternmost erf.

Broad principles are stated with regards to stormwater
management, however the Environmental Managemen
Programme Report states that no stormwater managemen
plan is required due to the small scale of the project. The
existing stormwater entering the site however must be
addressed before the proposed development can proceed
and therefore we recommend that a detailed stormwater
management plan must be compiled in collaboration with
the municipality who are responsible for the bulk
stormwater flow on to the ste resulting in erosion. The infill
of the gully must also be addressed and included in the
assessment of impacts.

Conclusion

In conclusion, recommends that the following must be
addressed before the application can be considered further:
1 A stormwater management plan must be compiled

in collaboration with the Cape Agulhas
Municipality to address the stormwater currently

entering the site as well as the development itself.

The current stormwater erosion gully must also be
addressed.

1 The requirements of NEM:ICMA must be
addressed, including the coastal management

line, coastal public property and coastal access.
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Comment must be obtained from DEA&DP
Coastal Management in this regard.

9 Clarification is required regarding the following in
the botanical impact assessment:

0 The presence of Agulhas Limestone
Fynbos on the property

0 Whether any mitigation measures are
available to reduce the impact

0 The residual impact after following the
mitigation hierarchy

M If it is confirmed that the residual impact on
terrestrial biodiversity is of medium significance or
higher, a biodiversity offset must be implemented
in accordance with the National Biodiversity Offset
Guideline.

1 The animal species theme must be adequately
addressed in accordance with the protocols.
Confirmation must be provided regarding
mitigation measures for disturbance to coastal
birds.

1 Impacts associated with service provision must be
adequately addressed.

CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments
and request further information based on any additional
information that may be received.

Regards

Rulien ODM rvolschenk@odm.org.za Email dated 03 March 2025 03/03/25
Volschenk

PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND REZONING FOR T
CONSTRUCTION OF RESIDENTIAL ERVEN (
REMAINDER OF THE FARM 281, STRUISBA
BREDASDORP RD

REFERENCE NUMBER: Ref: 16/3/3/6/7/E1/13/1406/23
Overberg District Municipality takes cognisance of the pre
application Basic Assessment Report for the proposed
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Spookdraai Residential Development on Remainder of th¢
Farm No. 281, Struisbaai, Bredasdorp RD.

With reference to the sensitivity mapping, it is noted that
reference has been made to the 2017 Western Cap
Biodiversity Spatial Plan. Please note that this plan has bee
reviewed and adopted in December 2024. It is advised tha
the project team consult with Cape Nature to obtain new
data and amend the application if wand where applicable.

The proposed development is situated on an isolated piece
of the RE of Farm 281. With reference to Cape Agulhg
~2URHRGCEURq! kKt WWEGE qRe T W ? 132
2027, a large portion of the property is situated within the
urban edge of Struisbaai. Whyras no site alternative on the
same property been presented or investigated as part of th
BAR?

The property falls within the Costal Protection Zone (CPZ
The function of the coastal protection zone is defined in
section 17 of the Environmental Management: Integrateq
Coastal Management Act pf 2014 (Act 36 of 2014). TH
current proposal will most likely have a negative impact on
the CPZ as it will intrude on the natural character, ang
economic, social and aesthetic value of the neighbouring
coastal public property.

Marine Drive has been defined as a Gateway area/ scen
| YequUWw RUW qé60W 9¢GUIW Neaiié
Development Framework

The management proposal set out in the SDF reads 4
nYOaVYst 6WBAL DI 20Waé W HII
Adags JODUWEq! eRYA¢ce¢RW¢ UT WxK
impact could be minimised by architectural design the
development will impact on this tourism asset.

It is acknowledged that the application address objectives
of the National Environmental Management Act: Integrated
Coastal Management Act, 2008 (NEMA:ICMA) as
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promotes public accessibility as well as improved access to
the cat (such as the proposal for a private beach). Both ICM
and the Western Cape Coastal Access Strategy speck
about the reasonability of the Costal access. Thesg
principles are supported by tre District and should inform
development along our coastline.

In the Civil Rods and Services Report a brief description i
given of the stormwater works that will be required for the
development. Mention is made that the current stormwater
system drains onto the property and would need to
redirected around the propety. The impact on the proposed
ml BT RIDAQRYUwW YnWt qYI G5 ¢ qld
incorporated into the report. Please provide detail regarding
the proposal and impacted area.

The ODM reserves the right to revise it comments an
request further information based on any additional
information that may be received.

Jeffrey SAN Parks Jeffrey.Manuel@sanparks | Email dated 03 March 2025 03/03/25
Manuel .org

dhiraj.nariandas@sanpar | RE: COMMENT ON THE DBAR FOR THE PROPOS
ks.org SPOOKDRAAI RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, REMAINDO
PORTION 281, STRUISBAAI.

Bongani.Mnisi@sanparks.
org 1. Introduction

Kristal.Maze@sanparks.or| The proposed Spookdraai Residential Development i
g located on the Remainder of Farm Paapekuilsfontein 281
Struisbaai. The site is less than 0.75 ha, and is locate
between Marine Drive and the high water mark.

The proposed development involves the construction of six
residential dwellings, as well as associated road, water and
electrical infrastructure, and a stormwater management
system. An open space system is included, as a means t
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reduce the ecological and visual impacts, whilst also
providing recreational space to residents as well as the
public.

2. SANParks comments:

E Acl tt kwARYGGWUqQt Wel JWnYH
the preferred alternative.

Although there is development between the road and the
shoreline further along Marine Drive towards George Stree
it must be noted that the area is wider; and also that &
continuous stretch of undeveloped, shoreline is
maintained. This provides for publicaccess and mitigates
the impact of that access, as well as the visual impact.
Additionally, it functions as storm surge protection.

The proposed site for this development, however, is g
narrow section of rocky shore with a small beach, making i
particularly sensitive to disturbance. This development
would significantly impact the scenic and natural character
of this coastal stretch. The site is also weltused by the
public. Although the development is making provision for
public access, the spatial restriction of such access would
result in an increased impact.

Although the DBAR recognises all of these impacts, typicall
as MEDIUMHIGH, they are typically downrated to LOW
VERY LOW after mitigation, essentially through th
combination of greening, limited development footprint and
use of permeable fencing, and esiblishing a buffer zone
between the development and the highwater-mark. The
downrating of these impact significance ratings are not
clear, based on the mitigation measures. In many instances
it is our view that the ratings would stay the same.

With regards to the loss of Southwestern Strandveld, fo
example, the loss of vegetation due the development ig
0RI qUT Wét WhGI YACAHGUR OW[ | Y
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that clearing of vegetation is required, i.e. this impact should
AUWAhT nRURqUK OWf qWRt Wags oy
downrated from Medium to Low, without further mitigation,
simply on the basis of avoided development. The fact tha
the whole site 5 not being developed is why the pre
mitigation impact was rated as Medium, instead of High.

Furthermore, the loss of public access and amenity,
although recognised, is not adequately assessed.

We are also concerned that the traffic impact assessment
only considers the localised disruption of traffic in peak
hours. The R319/Marine drive is the most important linkag
Algs JWIU0Wxk Nzid6c¢t AWEq!l 2 Rt A

Given the location of the proposed site below the road ang
on a bend, we are concerned about potential impacts on the
structural integrity and stability of the road. Deterioration of
q6RY WI YeTl WsRAOGOWE X211 Jd! WR
Agulhas NationalPark.

2.  Summary and Recommendations

SANParks is not satisfied with the impact significance
ratings in the attached DBAR and we recommend that th¢
application is peer reviewed by a suitably qualified EAP.

This is particularly important in this case, given the location
Ynllgé Rt WG YGYH T W 2130 YGa1
proposed development footprint is at the limits of
demarcated risk zones, and does not adequately conside
potential impacts of climate change or extreme weather,
events. We do not believe that this application adheres tq
the precautionary principle. Given the sensitivity of the site
location, we are also concerned that if this were to be
approved, subsequent engineering may be requigk to
protect these properties from storm surges and other
environmental risks. Any such activities would then
compound the impact on the coastal environment as well as|
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impacts on biodiversity, sense of place (visual) and publig
access.

Celia  Van | Suidpunt  Residents cmlourens@gmail.com Email dated 04 March 2025 Date: 04/03/25
Zyl-Lourens | Association
manonmcd1964@gmail.c | DEA&DP Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23 LORNAY Re|
om REM281
The above refers.
neilhaikneywork@gmail.c |1 Rqé Yz ql WGW¢ qRUNWs 6 ¢ qll! Ye
om parties, we will comment as follows:
1. The application is based on the misconception
SwartC2@saps.gov.za that your client has only 7,000+ square meters to develop. |
is based on the misconception that 450+ hectares are no
alidavz50@gmail.com enough to develop:
2. Erf 3495, Struisbaai, more than 12 hectares, was
gieldekockl@gmail.com | subdivided from RE/281 for development.
3. We believe that your client is attempting to develop
raymonddennis1984@gm | what is supposed to be a public open space. (Helemika 1
ail.com already developed on the opposite side of Marine Drive, a
Charl@charliestransporta | well as the entirety of Oceanview Heights.)
ndmovers.co.za Apart from various other reasons, this development will
benbre001@gmail.com have a lasting, negative visual impact and change th¢
srossouwlaw@gmail.com landscape for humans, small animals, and flora
cobus@meridianrealty.co forever. It should not be allowed, and the developer
.za should be forced instead to disclose what thei
alta.dutoit@Iregroup.co.z intentions are with the almost 450 hectares they still
a own in Struisbaai.
tschristinehall@icloud.co
m
Danie Agulhas Heritage dpaschuttel@gmail.com | Email dated 04/03/2025 Date: 04/03/25
Schutte Society Time: 18:36

agulhas.heritage@gmail.c
om

Attention: Michelle Naylor
Lornay Environmental Consulting
Email: michelle@lornay.co.za

25 FEBRUARY 2025

RE: COMMENTS ON THE RRBPLICATION BASI
ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED SPOOK
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON REMAINDER OF
FARM NO. 281, STRUISBAAI

The Agulhas Heritage Society (AHS) is an association not f]
gain registered as a conservation body in terms of Sectio
25(1)B of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 ¢
1999) and has been allocated an area of responsibility whicl
encompasses the aea of the proposed Spookdraai
residential development on Remainder of the Farm no. 281
Struisbaai.

AHS is a registered I&AP with Lornay Environment
consulting, the appointed Environmental Assessment
Practitioner (registered on 28 February 2025.)

The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) of 1999 (Act
of 1999) prescribes a threetier system for heritage
resources management. This thredier system ensures that
heritage management is decentralized and handled at the
most relevant level, allowing for effective conservation,
legal protection, and sustainable management of South

nl RAcCkt WhRz20qel ¢dWweUT W6 R q

For the context of this development proposal:

mWNRIJI WNWRY W ardhd South gffciin(Heritadkes
Resources Agency (SAHRA) responsible for Grade |
heritage resources, which have national significance.

n W N Rridhe LP@icial Level is Heritage Western Cape
(HWC)- responsible to manage Grade Il heritage resources
which have provincial significance. HWC oversees heritage
sites, buildings, and landscapes that are important at the
provincial level.

n WN Rtk Ladal Lievel, is Cape Agulhas Municipality (CAM
- responsible for the formal protection, management, and
enhancement of Grade Il heritagaesources i.e. heritage
resources, which are of local or regional significance.

Also within this tier 3 are the registered conservation bodieg
(registered with HWC) who play a key role in grassroot

87



Lornay Environmental Consulting
Proof of Public Participation

heritage management, while alsocontributing to provincial
and national efforts when relevant.

Ml Nedéc¢ct W clll RgeNUW EYRRW
conservation body in the areaof the proposed development
site on the Remainder of the Farm no. 28K8truisbaai. As the
AUNDRY quUI YT WovYUt Ul 26 qRYUWIAY
comment in two parts 1. Comments on to the HIA repor.

2. Comments on the integration of the HIA into the Pre -
application Basic Assessment Report (BAR)

PART 1 : Comments on draft Heritage Impact Assessmen
N6WUWmp YqRAUWWYNWGz2 AGRAWGE | q
Impact Assessment (BAR)RULW qJI G+ W Yn W

I DRt q1 T Wf Oqdl 3t qT we 0T W
comments on the Preapplication Basic Assessment Report
for the Proposed Spookdraai Residential Development of
Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbaaiy | 13T ¢ 1 1
AYRUqUWNOWY N WeGENUWP WY NWNY X
qYWRYOGGIWqRUNWa6 R WAG 1t Rt LHAD
Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (A
No. 25 of 1999ki/b ¢ A Wb WRY Wal RNNIJI
Pt gl OW9 ¢ Gkt WnRUcGWHYGO I
7 AlOw

AHS Comment:

The HWC response to Notification of Intent to Develog
(Appendix E) required that éHeritage Impact Assessment
(HIA) be conducted and submitted to them. HWGequired
that that the following must be included in the HIA:

(a) The identification and mapping of all heritage resource
in the area affected;

(b) an assessment of the significance of such resources i
terms of the heritageassessment criteria set out in section
6(2) or prescribed under section 7;

(c) an assessment of the impact of the development on such
heritageresources;
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(d) an evaluation of the impact of the development on
heritage resources relative to the sustainable social and
economic benefits to be derived fromthe development;

(e) the results of consultation with communities affected by
the proposed development and other interested parties
regarding the impact of the development on heritage
resources;

(f) if heritage resources will be adversely affected by th¢
proposed

development, the consideration of alternatives; and (g)
plans for mitigation of any adverse effects during and afte
the completion

of the proposed development.

This HIA must in addition have specific reference to the
following:

- Archaeological Impact Assessment

- Desktop Paleontological Impact Assessment
- Visual Impact Assessment

The HIA must have an overall assessment of the impacts t
heritage resources whichare not limited to the specific
studies referenced above.The required HIA must have ar
integrated set of recommendations.

3. The comments of relevant registered conservation
bodies; all Interested andAffected parties; and the relevant
Municipality must be requested and included inthe HIA
where provided. Proof of these requests must be supplied.

Appendix G271 the pre-application phase draft heritage
impact assessment proposed development of Split Portion
Farm 28%:RE, Marine Drive, Struisbaai, doesot include the
following required elements:

MWNS W Ut ecdqt WYnwWHYUt 2l q¢ q
the proposed development and other interested parties
regarding the impact of the development on heritage
resources.

MW YaauUqt W Whe 13t qJT WYNa
Wl Ba2¢U0ql WNRY ql T WaY U4
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nieadwf Uqul 3t quUT We UT W nnide
nWgs W BaW2¢Uq~2 URHRGE O Rq
WAL YYnWYnWgé W e I3t qlin Y
above.

These requirements have not been satisfied, and a fing
comment has not been issuedby HWC. Comments on the
Specialist report on the HIA have not been requested a
required, nor the results of consultation with affected
communities. Nor any proof ofthe request for comments.

It is important to note that the comments requested by
HWC, are with respect to the Heritage Specialist
Gl ¢HqRqRYUUI t kWcf WIUGYI q
integrated set of recommendations to the Archaeological
Impact Assessment, the DesktopPaleontological Impact
Assessment and Visual Impact Assessment.

Context of AHS within the National Heritage Resources
Management Landscape.

AHS is one of the registered conservation bodies within thg
boundaries of Cape AgulhasMunicipality(AM). Specifically,
AHS is the registered conservation body withesponsibility

in the Ward 5 within CAM and has formal representation o
the CAM Ward5 ward committee. AHS also has formal
representation on the Suidpunt Resident#ssociation (SRA)
and the Public Advisory Committee of the Cape Agulha
Lighthouse development.

Registered conservation bodies are essential players ir
EYeqé6ll nl Resaurcelpididdiidr gystend While
SAHRA and Heritage Western Cape provide forma
oversight, the registered conservation bodies contribute to
Fennecel T RUDN Wdipdd) tultlral aqpidY mhtural
heritage. Their strengthening public participation is crucial
for ensuring effective heritage conservation in the country.

Since its establishment on 27 April 2019, AHS has diligently
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wll #YOGOUHqUIT AW GI 13t 31 2137 W 4
photographs, films, books, documents and folklore which

has been made available to members and thepublic in

general; and

4
nll Gl Y2RT JT W ¢ Uhdd Rotblestibnal ¢ repeakcil
service to members, thepublic, the local government and
Western Cape/National conservation entities;

and

MW et Wt q¢ AGRY 6 3T We UWI+qllUd
archive / database of available specific Heritage Impact
reports conducted to date, significant reference books,
research reports, available documents, photo collections,
and publications on many of the heritage resources within
its registered area ofresponsibility.

In additon AHS supports heritage conservation,
preservation and protection through

mlW T2REYI D WAYGWH aWGl Y2RT RO

heritage resourcesite protection to CAM and the community
via its representation on the Warccommittee and the SRA,
and direct engagement with the HWC.

ull cUl ROeNUW faGeHqW 1 1341
development projects

mi ET eHeqRYUW QW s¢l WOt al
lectures, publications and monthly newsletters and
exhibitions.

AHS comment:

AHS strongly objects to the omission by the HIA practitione
and EAP of requestingomments from AHS with respect to
q6 e 1 Ra ¢ NIJLWE GIJH RrépdrR as eptil@dd
by HWC. It is the view of AHS that this is a deliberat
omission by the by the ElA the HIA in itsrecommendations
clearly states:

wf OWg !l 6 WYNWEWDHQRYUWOYbIY b
Rt WOYqWt e GGY!l qlT w
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AHS is of the opinion that the Heritage Specialis
Gl ¢cHqRqRYUIII t Kindepehdent) Iprif&sidnai, §
factual and containing an integrated set of
recommendations. The comments below are intended to
complement the report with supplementary information
available from our heritage information repository.

Specific comments (in red) on excerpts (in black) of the HI4
report

BEpNSUWE GIRqWGY!I qRYUWY nWad 1Y
extent but the overalllandholding, from which it is proposed
to be subdivided, in the first instance, is474.8209 ha in
extent, for the most part (excluding the subject portion)
outsideq 6 e | A¢ UWIT nwe OT We da L
The proposed site is the coastal portion (0.71 Ha) , of the tw|
portions of the Split Remainder of the Farm 281 and ig
located within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ). The
second portion (448.71 Ha), the larger portion, partially fallg
within the new urban edge identified in the CAM SDF. Th
location of this portion is adjacentto the area where most of
g6 Wl WEYUqUWm RN WIWUT W6 Yet H
has taken place and presents a large area in which a numbe
of suitable alternative sites are avaihble. (See figures 1 and
2 below).

Figure 3 indicates (the yellow shaded rectangle) a portion g
Remainder of Farm 281 thatalls within the new Urban Edge,
as presented in the Final CAM SDF 20222027 (Council

approved on 31 May 2024 ; Resolution 87/2024). Th
CGGuURHACUQqKkt WH G ¢ poridhl qfdhé Bemajriddd
of Farm 281 is the only site for the proposed development, i
fallacious.

meYs W20 AULRqWRY WaqVYWAWWU
historically been accessible to the public, the fishing
community in particular (see remarks relating to the
retention to public rights to fishing in the original Title Deed
NMePoNYOSAWRUWqERY W WGYI qb tO
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B wEql 2Rt He¢ RW qVYs Ul Rt W 6 RY q
community, confirmed in remarks relating to the retention to
public rights to fishing in the original Title? 131JT WMN®P
(page 18)

The proposed development site is approximately 7113 m2
Of this

1 WO NQvill kelzoned residential,

n WO = M43 hgen Space (Private) i.e. private beach an
shoreline!

n WS ¥ aslBivate Street and refuse.

n W8 UG ?will Yebzihied as Open Space (public) !

Thus Only 89 Mwill be accessible to the public and to the
fishing community (traditional community and visiting

fisherman.)

This not only contravenes the original title Deed, but morg
importantly the Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICM).

The ICM Act ensures that the public has the right of physicg
access to coastal public property, as well as access to the
benefits and opportunities provided by thecoastal zone.

7. Attachment 1 is an objection to the proposed
development, supported by 44 local fishermen. Their
objection is to the denial of access to their traditional fishing
spots.

Attachment 2 is an objection to the proposed development,
supported by 74 localfishermen from Struisbaai North.
BmpAb WAGECHIY WRUWSE6RASWYI ¢
established, considerede UG Rt 130! IO Wb GE NI

AHS has documented many of these, as presented below.
The coastal portion of the Remainder of Farm 281 (th
proposed development site)is not a discrete land unitt it is
a small portion of a contiguous landscape whichhas a high
degree of integrity, particularly the portion below Marine
Drive designating this a very good quality landscape. Thi
GcUTt AEGUWRY WRat Wi nhWe WG
before the development site (from the historical site ofN §
~cUWeavyYOUWEYet WwAlWe UT WHIJ! Y
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Rt qVY1l Rihd WimssauaUd IUT Wec ¢ UNUL
oral traditions are attached to thisGd ¢ HIJKk W R UH
Spookdraai gorge.

AHS has documented many of the oral traditions attached
to Spookdraai fromsparse data from the National Archival
Databases and very few peer reviewedrticles. The research
therefore relied on local books, media, unreferenced
amateur historian accounts and folklore

The recorded oral tradition includes accounts of :
mWNEXW21I1 L WYl RDPROUWY N Waé 13wd
MWNS WS ¢ qldl Wal YeNEw

wWNS W WHI WeqRYUOWe UT Wl 3+ GR
MWNSWWe~cUWeaYUWWEYet Uw
MWESGRGs | UHt T WYNNWEGYYtTI ¢c¢
n WIJqHIO

Attachment 3 is a journal article that will be published in the
April 2025 quarterlyAHS journal, recounting some of the ora
traditions collected.

Attachment 4 includes recent AHS newsletters to its
membership that alsorecount some of the oral tradition.

d) Landscapes and Natural Features of Cultural
ERNDURNRHAc UANaWbIGE NIIWOMb W/mBKN
coastal cultural landscape which includes areas, views and
component resources of high scenic, cultural or historical
t RDURNR#ACE UHIIOHslHssesemand. U7 Y1 + 1

h) Graves and burial grounds (page 32)

No burial sites are known to have been found on the site. Th
site is a small portion of a contiguous landscape which hag
a high degree of integrity, particularly the portion below
Marine Drive designating this a very good quality landscape
The larger comiguous landscape is dotted with many
sandstone or wooden constructed benches, many of them
commemorative plaques, commemorating the memories of
family members and their final wishes to be remembered af
a spot on the pristine coastal landscape. While these
benches are not graves or burial grounds per se, they an
undisputedly of cultural and heritage significance and are an
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ROUqUNI ¢iWGe!l quyUWGe ITadlsich thiey
whole piece of the coastal belt is worthy of heritage
protection.

i) Sites of significance relating to the history of slavery.

The Cape Agulhas Lighthouse was commissioned in 1847
with the light being lit for the first time on 1 March 1849. Ora
tradition records that occasionally workers from
Hotagterklip were also responsible for keeping the candlg
light aflame. The initial fué was rendered fat made out of the
tails of fat tailed sheep, and later the fuel was paraffin. The
fuel was presumably transported along a coastal pathway,
56RASAWT 2 W WqYWaqéWWqYGYNI ¢
would have undoubtedly traversed the developrant site.

Although the date of construction of the Hotagterklip
dwellings is unconfirmed, it is estimated to have been
between 1820 and 1850. The original inhabitants o
Hotagterklip were apprenticed (freed) slaves from the local
farm Zoetendalsvlei, owned by Van Bda, the owner of the
original farm Paapekuil Fontein 281. The site of Hotagterkli
is on land donated by van Breda to his freed slaves and
located on the original Farm 281. These are the people wh
would have worked at the Lighthouse and transported
na DG OWNS I WWRY WYl ¢dlWagl ¢éT Rq
and consequently, AHS suggests that the site may hav
significance to the history of slaves in the area.

15 Heritage Impact Assessment (page 44)

Botanical (all alternatives)

The specialist concludes that the proposed subdivision and
development of the site would result in a High Negative
direct impact that would be very difficult to mitigate.
In overall terms, the heritage (and related visual) impactg
are expected to be High, negative. (page 45)

VISUAL SENSITIVITY OF AREA (LANDSCA
SENSITIVITY)
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9 However the typical landscape quality and the intrusion
into this unique setting creates a visual sensitivity that is
deemed to have a Medium to High Visual Sensitivity.

BVISUAL SENSITIVITY OF RECEPTORS

The Receptors of the anticipated visual impact include
residential areas which are considered to have High Visug
Sensitivity

SIGNIFICANCE OF SENSITIVITY TO VISUAL CHANGE

As a function of landscape sensitivity and anticipated
magnitude of change as a result of the development, above
the sensitivity to visual change is deemed to be of Hig
Significance

BVISUAL INTRUSION OF DEVELOPMENT (MAGNITUDE
VISUAL CHANGE)

The development is proposed to occupy a portion of the
coastline which is pristine and with no adjacent
development to form a continuous pattern. This urban
intrusion will result in a High Visual Intrusion

BVISUAL ABSORPTION CAPACITY OF SITE (page 46)

The particular landscape quality of the site and the fact that
there are no adjacent development along this portion of the
coast results in a Low Visual Absorption Capacity.

SIGNIFICANCE OF ANTICIPATED VISUAL IMPACTS

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of the nature
duration, intensity, extent and probability, the Operational
Phase Visual Impact is of High Negative Significance, havin
a significant influence on the environment, and requiring
mitigation.
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As a function of receptor sensitivity and anticipated
magnitude of change as a result of the development, above
the sensitivity to visual change is deemed to be of Majo
Significance, negative.

Due to the lack of architectural and landscape parameters
and the lack of a landscape plan and mitigation measures
the proposed development will have a Significantly High
Negative Visual Impact and cannot be supported.

AHS fully endorses the impact and sensitivities as reported
by the HIA practitioner.

15.3 Sustainable Socieeconomic benefits

There are no identifiable sustainable socieeconomic
benefits that outweigh the high, negative impacts of the
proposal. AHS agrees that there are no identifiablg
sustainable socio-economic benefits that outweigh the
high, negative impacts of the proposal & this the only
preferred site.

10. A comparative assessment as required by the El
guidelines between this site and other possible alternative
sites may have identified an alternative site on the large
portion of the Remainder of Farm 281 that might have ha
socioeconomic benefits that outweigh the heritage impacts
identified on those sites.

17 Public Comment

AHS has only been asked, as a registered I&AP to comme
YOWaq6WWE Akt WAI D¢ GGURHAEqQR
(BAR).

AHS as the relevant local registered conservation body, ng
been asked to comment on the draft HIA report per se, a:
required by the initial HWC response.

The HWC requirement is specificT it requires AHS to
comment on the HIA report specifically, hence this separate|
comment by AHS on the HIA report specifically ang
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separately from its comments on the BAR . This will b
directed to HWC directly.

Recommendations
It is recommended that Heritage Western Cape provideg
interim Comment to the following effect:
MWEUOT Y1+ Ut Waqd6RY WI WGY!I quwet U
Section 38(3) of the NHRA,;
Wt OWq! Gt WYNWEWNHQRYULWOY bIY |
is not

supported.

AHS endorses this recommendation, but with one
significant difference. AHS will recommend that these
I DAYGAGWOT ¢cqRYUY Wt 6Yedl WAL
comment, at this site. The reason for the AHS
recommendation will be set out in PART 2 of thi
submission.

PART 2 : Comments on the integration of the HIA into the Pr,
application Basic Assessment Report (BAR)

N6 Wl JnRURqRYUWYnWmWU2RI YU
E~ Wse¢t WedauOT 37 we 0T wOvYs wi
5 means the authorisation by a competent authority of g
listed activity or specified activity in terms of this Act, and
includes a similar authorisation contemplated in a specific

BU2RI YOGWUqecawWieUenWanUagu

The relevant SEMA in this case is the National Environme
Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICM Ac
(Act no.24 of 2008). The assessment process to be followe
in this case must be in accordance with the requirements of
both the EIA Regulatios, together with the specific
requirements of the ICM Act.

The application for authorisation under the ICM Act for the
listed activities of this application, requires and EIA as pe
the EIA regulations of NEMA.
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11. The HWC response to Notification to Develop (NID) wal
that a Heritage Impact Assessment in terms of Section 38(1l
of the National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) (Act 25
1999) is required. The response included specifig
requirements that needed to beincluded into the HIA report,
prior to delivering a HMC final response.

The HIA report is specifically required to include the results
of consultation with communities affected by the proposed
development and other interested parties regarding the
impact of the development on heritage resources i.e. the
HIA report needs incluce:

nwoYaauUqt Wl Whe 3t qT WYnNa
il BaW2e¢UqWl DNRY qdl BT WrY U
e adawf Uqul 3t qu7T Wwe UT W nnide

nlWgs W BaW2¢Uq~2 URHRGE O Rq
M WAL YYnWYnWagd Wl Whe 13t qlln Y
above.

These have not been included, hence the inclusion of the
AHS comments on the HIA REPORT per se in PART 1 abqg

Herewith the AHS comments with respect to the integration
of the findings and recommendation of the HIA into an
integrated assessment of all heritage impacts and
significance into the Preapplication BAR. (Section | of the
BAR refers).

7. Explain how the findings and recommendations of the
different specialist studies have been integrated to inform
the most appropriate mitigation measures that should be
implemented to manage the potential impacts of the
proposed activity or development(page 171)

e DI ROENWIWF GGeHaql 1+ 13 G
The Heritage Impact Assessment highlighted the site's
location within a coastal cultural landscape of Grade IIIA|
significance, emphasizing its visual and contextual
importance. In response to this, the development design
has been carefully planned to preseve key landscape
features and ensure that public access to culturally
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significant areas is maintained. To address the visual impac
of the development, mitigation measures such as the
inclusion of visual buffers have been incorporated. These
buffers, along with the use of appropriate architectural
styles and materials, willhelp reduce the visual intrusion of
the development and ensure that it complements the
surrounding environment. This approach respects the
heritage value of the area and aims to minimize an
disruption to the sense of place for both residents and
visitors. (page 72)

The EAP fails to disclose the assessment and fing
recommendation of the HIA report:

cf Wl UGY!I quwl 3ARYGAGUWUT ¢ qRYUa
g6 W cA AuWgéWwrazl | WUqUWGI YG

12. The EAP only presents the case where the mitigatig
recommendations are fully implemented. With the non

disclosure of the EIA reports recommendations verbatim |
the EIA implies that the HIA supports the application if the
remediation recommendations are implemented. AHS
believes this is disinformation and deliberately misleading.

cf WIWGEY!I qW! IaYaGawUl ¢ qRYU3
proceed, the mitigation recommendations of Section 16 of
this HIA must be incorporated directly and in full into the
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the propose
TW200YGAGWUqtOow

In other words, only if the development receives ar|
environmental  authorisation, then all the full
recommendations must be incorporated directly and in full
into the Environmental Management Plan (EMP).

The EIA report unequivocally states:
NG JWel ywoyw RT W0 q Recéond

benefits that outweigh the high, negative impacts of the
Gl YGY!t ¢ U Ow
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AHS fully endorse this assessment for the following
reasons:

1.Thepre¢ GGURA¢ qRYUWHAE ! Wi Y1+ wo
| Jha RI WG WUqt WaqY WGl YGUII O! WH

W 9¢GUW DNedéet W ~2URHRGCE D
democratically determined its strategic context for
informing need and desirability.

MWNSEWW9 ~WE?2[ WHGWE! d! Wt at
OREIT+ we 0T WRUqII 3t gt HOWN G 1J LWL
TUqUl aROVT WAH! wrY Ot RT I RUNDW
and interests as reflected in the CAM IDP & SDF.
mWNEXIWOET Wwe OT Wi 3+ RI ¢ ARG Rq
provided has not been quantified against the totality of the
CAM SDF. It does not comprehensively consider th
Fagl ¢cqUNREBWARYUqU+FqYnlWad lJWH
which are clearly identified n the SDF.

nl YWGWUqRYUWRY WaeT YWY N6
the development site is deviant from:

- 2 of the 5 spatial development objectives
nll Al YagURqW ¢ U7 W #YUL W1 213W q
Municipality.

WAL 134 31 213We 0T WG Yaqlraqlé 1]
- The spatial development vision

A municipality that offers a good quality of life, rich life
experience and diverse economic opportunities, ensures
spatial justice and sustainability, and protects natural and
heritage assets.

- At least 3 of the 8 key strategies

mWbuB! W ql ¢qlN! WO

13. Protect and conserve protected areas, critical
biodiversity areas and ecological support areas by keeping
these areas in a natural or near natural state and only
allowing low impact, biodiversity sensitive land uses as
appropriate.

mu 3! W gl ¢ qlIn! Wn
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Create diverse economic opportunities by promoting
agriculture and
tourism.

mWu 3! W ql ¢ qlIN! WP

Protect and enhance historic and culturally significant
precincts and
places.

W YWGI YYnWéet WHRWOWGI Y2RI
9 ~WE?[ We¢qWa6IWTI I23aYGa1WUq
Gl InJl | J7T W RaWwlleis R 6 Ye qlig(
available on the inland portion of the Remainder of Farn
281) are

- justifiable

- meet the needs of the community, and

- that the development is still desirable.

2. The preapplication BAR does not meet the requirements
of EIAto
comparatively assess alternative sites:

nll YW caqWl UcqR2101 W qYLW qb61d
identified, investigated or assessed i.e. No discrete
alternative sites have been identified and comparatively|
assessed.

MWNG-REGEYIT Wectdaqlldl UecqR2 1t wiY
caqll UecqR21DWG¢! Yeqt WYNWg6 ]
vl WUz GHWYI WYnWt eRgéc AGIWE O q
the Split Remainder of Farm 281
MWRNEWWHIECRAWqS e quUyYWeaqul U
disingenuous.

il YWI+FWAaGaqRYUWSet WAXWULWEe G
EAP.

vl YW Dagé¢ RGWT WRUNY!I GeqRYULW
sites has been provided in the relevant reports.
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wWf Oql 3t qT We OT We nnDEqIT W
opportunity to provide inputs into the consideration of
alternative sites.
MWRNEPJWGI YEYH BT Wl 320aYGGWUq
property, within 200m of the highwater mark (HWM) line. It
is the duty of the state as trustee to ensure that coastal
public property is used,

14. managed, protected, conserved and enhanced in the
interests of the whole community, as opposed to only a few
individuals or groups.

MWNEIWYGRY Y RYOWY n W6 WWRU2 134
sites available is a deliberate attempt to withhold significant
information from the competent authority and equates to
deliberate disinformation.

3. The preapplication BAR attempts to justify the activity of
g6 lWRYUG! WG WInIJI 1 YT Wedaqdl U
high-water line of a coastal public property in contravention
of the ICM Act.

nWNGE WG YEYH T Wl 3206 YGaGWUq
under which the competent authority may NOT issue ar|
environmental authority:

- It is likely to cause irreversible or longdasting adverse
effects on the coastal environment that cannot be properly
mitigated;

- It is situated within coastal public property and is
inconsistent with the objective of conserving and enhancing
coastal public property for the benefit of current and future
generations.

- It will not be in the interests of the community as a whole.
- The applicant has alternative sites that have not beer
assessed as alternatives to the proposed development site

SUMMARY

AHS endorses the recommendation of the HIA Report (wit
its subordinate specialist impact assessment findings) as a
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nRU¢cOWci oWl Ut GYUt Ula VY Waé6 13 LW
g6 W cA AuWgéwrzl | WUqUWGI YG

AHS agrees that there are no identifiable sustainable socio
economic benefits that outweigh the high, negative impacts
of the proposal. AHS will strongly object to the granting of a
environmental authorisation and retains its right to appeal
should an authorisation be granted.

ATTACHMENT 1r [ f Ec EA~ K ELWl §7 Se&
HYGOaWUqW RU#AG2T WT W RUW q613W
oYaauUqgt w

ATTACHMENT 2 Handwritten forms of objection from
Struisbaai North. This list of I&APS has been added to th

I&AP register and comments addressed in the Summary g
Public IAP Comments

ATTACHMENT BSpookdraai History information

Due to the size of the Attachments above they are attache
separately under the full AHSComment (Appendix F5)

Bernadette DEADP: Development Bernadette.Osborne@w Email dated 05 March 2025 Date: 05/03/25
Osborne Management esterncape.gov.za Time: 12:09
COMMENT ON THE PR&EPPLICATION DRAFT BAS
EEEEE~-E NWAEASANUWb W7 Awsb W
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT ACT, 1998 (ACT NO.
S§[ W NPOPYb W bI/b E~ b W 2 W Nc
f~A 9NW EEEEE~E NWbmEf mwb
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL MBEOPMENT ON TH
REMAINDER OF FARM NO. 281, STRUISBAAI.

1.The electronic copy of the preapplication Draft BAR
I JRUDR2UT WA! W6 Rt W?2WGe!l qa 13y
~¢U0enREWUqAWAINRYULWN Wb /bad R
SMZPW ¢ UT W q86RY W 2RI WAQY! ¢ qld
issued on 7 February 2025, refer.

104


mailto:Bernadette.Osborne@westerncape.gov.za
mailto:Bernadette.Osborne@westerncape.gov.za

Lornay Environmental Consulting
Proof of Public Participation

2. Following the review of the information submitted to this
Directorate, the following is noted:

6 The proposed development entails the construction of the
Spookdraai residential development on the Remainder o
Farm No. 281, Struisbaai.

6 The housing complex will consist of the following 1Q
erven,

mEW RONGUW Wt RTIUOqRE T W 5130
MNWGz AGRAWYGUIUUW GerIA

MZWGlI R2¢qulwycuuout Ge #i1It awe U
nf WG R2¢ qWt ql WWaqWwe UT W Wne

0 The site is 7100m2 in extent.

6 No watercourses are present on the site or within 32m o
the site.

0 The site is located within 100m of the higlwater mark of

the sea.

0 Indigenous vegetation is present on the site.

0 The site is zoned for agricultural purposes and is locateg
outside the urban area of Struisbaai.

N6RYW?2RI WHqYI ¢qlkt WRYAGGWUq
3.1 Listed Activities Since the proposed development wil
include a 375mm stormwater pipeline with an unspecified
length, the applicability of Activity 9 of Listing Notice 1]
should be confirmed. If applicable, it should also be
included and addressed as pat of the application.

The motivation for the applicability of Activity 12 of Listing
Notice 3 is inadequate. The motivation must clearly indicate
whether 300m2 or more of vegetation classified as g
critically endangered or endangered ecosystem will be
cleared.

It was indicated that the maximum width of the road will 4m,
however, in the Civil Engineering Report it was indicated thg
the road will have a maximum width of 5.5m. Please providg
the correct width of the road and confirm the applicability of
Activity 4of Listing Notice 3.
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3.2 Activity description
3.3 Planning concern

3.2.1. Itis noted that the proposed development will include
a public access pathway. However, the length and width o
the pathway has not been included in the activity
description.
3.2.2. Furthermore, the length of the stormwater, water and
sewage pipelines have not been specified in the activity
description.

3.2.3. The activity description must be updated to include
details of the above.

diameter stormwater pipeline.

3.3.1. Page 32, section 4.3 of the BAR states, f 0] Hoq 13|
2024 approved Cape Agulhas Municipality Spatia
Development Framework (CAM SDF), the proposed
site is situated in an area identified as a gateway areg
However, the SDF does not provide further clarificatior
regarding the implications or strategic intent of this
T3t RRDUe qRYUp CIO

3.3.2. Clarification must be obtained from the planning
component of the municipality regarding this designation
and whether the proposed development is line with the
municipal SDF.

3.3.3. Should the development not be consistent with the
municipal SDF, this may prejudice the outcome of the
application.

3.4 Consideration of Section 63 of the Integrated Coasta|
Management Act

3.5 Service Confirmation 3.5.1 Written confirmation from
Cape Agulhas Municipality that they have sufficient capacity
for potable water supply, effluent management and solid
waste management.

3.5.2 Written confirmation from Eskom should also be if they
have sufficient capacity for electricity supply.
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3.6 Alternatives 3.6.1 It is noted that four (4) Layou
Alternative were considered of which Layout Alternative 1 i
q 6 IHDWOIMLY Gq R Y U tow
OO IOZ WA G 3¢t 1 LW UvYauNaGS ap Ry ISR

Alternative. This must be corrected in the BAR.

OWTWERUARDWc Ul RaéeNIWi It ql U
clUl RaeNUW T aGGeHqW +1 1JHE a0
comment from HWC must be obtained regarding the HIA.

3.8 The proposed development will be located within 100m
Ynilgé WWE RNGEs ¢ qldl WY'n a6 1JLWH 134
coastal management unit must be obtained.

3.9 The proposed development will result in the clearance o
indigenous vegetation classified as an endangered
ecosystem. Comment from CapeNature is required
regarding the loss of endangered vegetation. Department o

Agriculture;
" Relevant road authority: and
" Cape Agulhas Municipality.

3.11 The Public Participation Process must comply with the
requirements of Regulation 41 of the NEMA EIA Regulation
2014, and proof of compliance with all the steps undertaken
must be included in the BAR.
3.4.1. It is noted that the development has been setback
from the coastline and that provision has been made fo
public access to the coast.

3.4.2. Please indicate what other measures werg
considered in the proposed development to address coastal
processes.

3.10 In addition to the above, comment from the following
authorities must be obtained and included in the BAR:

3.12 Please note that a comprehensive Comments ang
Response Report that includes all the comments received
and the responses thereto must be included in the BAR. |
addition, please ensure that copies of all the comments
received are attached to the BAR.
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3.13 In terms of Regulation 34 of the NEMA EIA Regulatior]
2014, the holder must conduct environmental audits to
determine compliance with the conditions of the
Environmental Authorisation, the EMPr and submit
Environmental Audit Reports to the CompetentAuthority.

Please advise what the estimated duration of the
construction phase will be. In addition, you are required to
recommend and motivate the frequency at which the
environmental audits must be conducted by an
independent person.

3.14 Please be advised that the signed and dated applican
declaration is required to be submitted with the final BAR tq
this Department for decision-making. It is important to note
that by signing this declaration, the applicant is confirming
that they are aware and have taken cognisance of the
contents of the report submitted for decisionrmaking.

Furthermore, through signing this declaration, the applicant
is making a commitment that they are both willing and able
to implement the necessary mitigation, maaagement and

monitoring measures recommended within the report with
respect to this application.

3.15 In addition to the above, please ensure that the signe
¢cUT Wl ¢ qWT WEU2RI YUGWUqea W t

and Specialist declarations are also submitted with the final
BAR for decisionmaking.

Kindly quote the abovementioned reference number in any
future correspondence in respect of the application.

Please note that it is an offence in terms of Section 49A(1)(q
of the NEMA for a person to commence with a listed activity
unless the Competent Authority has granted an
Environmental Authorisation for the undertaking of the
activity. Failure to comply wih the requirements of Section
24F of the NEMA will result in the matter being referred to th
Environmental Compliance and Enforcement Directorate of
this Department. A person convicted of an offence in terms
of the above is liable to a fine not exceeding10 million or to
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imprisonment for a period not exceeding 10 years, or to botl
such fine and imprisonment.

This Directorate reserves the right to revise or withdray
initial comments or request further information from you
based on any information received.

Mercia DEADP CMU Mercia.Liddle@westernca | Email dated 05 March 2025
Liddle pe.gov.za

RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENT FROM THE $§
DIRECTORATE: COASTAL MANAGEMENT ON THE -P
APPLICATION BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR

PROPOSED SPOOKDRAAI DEVELOPMENT ON T
REMAINDER OF PORTION 281, STRUISBAAI.

Good day Madam

Your request for comment from the Sukdirectorate:
Coastal Management on the abovementioned pre-
application basic assessment report received on 03
February 2025, refers.

1. CONTEXT

1.1. The Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act N
SAWYNW=MMYb Wbl E~allf 9~ wb
Management Act under the umbrella of the National
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 199¢
bi/b E~ b OWNG W E~ alifc 9+4J LS 1Y
coastal resources, promote social equity and best
economic use of coastal resources whilst protecting the
natural environment. In terms of Section 38 of the NEM
ICMA, the Department of Environmental Affairs ang
212 100YGa 10 q WAL W UdilbChepkss |
lead agency for coastal management in the Western Capg
as well as the competent authority for the administration of
qéWWm~cU0enNUaNUqWYnlWGe Al RA LW
bi] W YW NeTAW =TW sa20lW =M
RINDzid¢ qRYUt wiO
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1.2. The Department, in pursuant of fulfilling its mandate, is
implementing the Provincial Coastal Management
Al YDI ¢Ga 1 WbmA9 ~Aws OWNS IIW 131
~¢U0UenuaRU0qWAl YNNI ¢ GG Kkeoeg)isiafiee
(5) year strategic document, and itpurpose is to provide all
departments and organisations with an integrated,
coordinated and uniform approach to coastal management
in the Province. This WC: PCMP 2022027 was adopted by
the Provincial MEC for Local Government, Environmentg
Affairs and Deselopment Planning on 19 May 2023 an(
available upon request.
1.3. A key priority of the PCMP is the Estuary Manageme
Programme, which is implemented in accordance with the
NEM: ICMA and the National Estuarine Managemer
Al YqYHYGW b E~Aws oWl AGI2
Management Plans, Mouth Management Plans neetb be
considered when any listed activities are triggered in the
Estuarine Functional Zone. The Department is in the proces
of approving a series of Estuarine Management Plans.
1.4. The facilitation of public access to the coast is an
objective of the NEM: ICMA as well as a Priority in the W|
PCMP. The Department developed the Provincial Coastg
HEULL W Eql ¢qlnN! W ¢0T W Ade¢(
commissioned coastal access audits per nunicipal district
to assist municipalities with identifying existing, historic,
and desired public coastal access. These coastal access
audits also identify hotspots or areas of conflict to assist the
municipalities with facilitating public access in terms of
Section 18 of the NEM: ICMA. The PCASP as well as {
coastal access audits are available upon request.

1. COMMENT

21 Thesubl RI WA@Y ¢qlall9vYet qe il
has reviewed the information as specified above and havg¢
the following commentary:

2.1.1. The development proposal entails the subdivision ang
rezoning of Farm RE/281 Struisbaai for the construction g
six single residential dwellings. The development will feature
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associated infrastructure, including utilities such as water
and electrical connections, roads and stormwater
management systems. Furthermore, open spaces will alsg
be incorporated into the design to provide residents with
recreational areas and preserve & IJW ¢ 1 IJ¢c Kkt L
integrity. It is noted that the proposed development is
located within the urban area and aligns with the Cape
Agulhas Municipal Spatial Development Framework, IDP a
well as the Provincial Spatial Development Framework fo
the Western Cape. The applicant also indicated that the
development proposal has considered the provisions of the
NEM: ICMA and other relevant legislation as the propose
development and its associated activities will occur above
the 5m contour of the sea and behindhe various coastal
risk zones.

2.1.2. Be advised that the 2023 Western Cape Biodiversit
Spatial Plan (WC BSP) was formally adopted into law on 1
December 2024 (Gazette Extraordinary 9017) in alignmern
with the Western Cape Biodiversity Act (Act No 6 of 2021
This marks the replacemen of the 2017 WC BSP with the
2023 WC BSP. The SD: CM notes that there are no Critig
Biodiversity Areas along the subject area and the applican
accurately mapped the Ecological Support Areas for the
subject area on page 33 of the DBAR.

2.1.3. Farm RE/281 in its entirety is located within the¢
9Yet qc WAl YqURqRYUWG Y U Wb
the NEM: ICMA and the purpose of the CPZ is to avo
increasing the effect or severity of natural hazards in the
coastal zone and to proted¢ people and properties from risks
arising from dynamic coastal processes, including the risk|
YnlWt JeWa2laWl RE 1 OW?ea 1JWa

within the CPZ, Section 63 of the NEM: ICMA must b
considered where an authorisation is required in tems of
Chapter 5 of the NEMA. Furthermore, Section 62 of the NEN
ICMA obliges all organs of state that regulates the plannin
of land to apply that legislation in a manner that gives effec
to the purpose of the CPZ. As such, Section 63 should b
considered by local authorities for land use decision
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making. The applicant indicated that the proposed
development aligns with the intentions and purpose of the|
CPZ, and the preferred development alternative ensureg
that the layout does not encroach upon identified coastal
risk areas.

2.1.4. Farm RE/281 is located seaward of the Overber
?Rt |l REqUW 9Y¢t qedWl~¢cUena

applicant acknowledged, and it is stated that the
development proposal was reviewed against the risk zone
including erosion, storm surge and sedevel rise

projections. At a preapplication meeting, the SD: CM
recommended that the applicant should ensure that the
entire development should be located as far landward of the
coastal risk zones as possible which the applicant adhered
to, however it is concening that from the proposed designs
as illustrated in Figure 33 of page 83 of the DBAR, that th
proposed dwellings are all located towards the seaward
boundary of the proposed residential erven which are all ir
close proximity to the highwater mark. Thapplicant did not

provide alternative positions for the proposed dwellings no
provided an explanation why these properties cannot be
located towards the landward boundary of the proposed
subdivided Erven.

Regardless of whether the proposed developments would
be located above the 5m contour and outside of the coastal
risks zone, the subject property is not considered g
development island and it is located seaward of the CML
and in close proximity to the higwater mark. Any
development on this site is at high risk from coastal
processes including storm surges and impacts from climate
change.

2.1.5. Considering the abovementioned, the SD: CM note
that part of the development proposal is to incorporate a
Public Open Space (Erf 7) and a Private Open Space (Erf
70WET 2R T Wa6¢qllbde #EWYNWa6

is located below the highwater mark which and is therefore
considered to be Coastal Public Property in terms of the
NEM: ICMA. The applicant must be informed of ris
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pertaining to the loss of property should the higiwater mark
of the sea move inland of the property boundary. In thig
regard, Section 14 of the NEM: ICMA and the Advisory No
from the Office of the Chief SurveyoiGeneral, dated 15
October 2021, is appli@ble. The SD: CM appreciated the
¢cGGURHAcC Ukt WNWt qal WY WRUH
to the coast via the proposed Erf 7 however the land belo
the highwater mark on the proposed Erf 8 cannot bg
privatised or used for the exclusive use of the redents of
the subject property. The applicant is advised to consider
Sections 7, 11, 13 and 14 of the NEM: ICMA in this regard.

2.1.6. The SD: CM notes that the applicant did their dug
diligence to consider the impacts of the recent storm events|
and demonstrated how the subject property was unaffected
by these events due to its rocky nature. No concerns wer¢
therefore raised in tems of flooding, sand movement and
erosion. The applicant also indicated that the proposed built
infrastructure was set back as far as possible within each
proposed erf, however as stated in item 2.1.4. the SD: CN
does not support the proposed locations ofthe dwellings

there is insufficient buffer to absorb any possible effects of]
coastal processes given the proximity to the highwatel
mark.

2.1.7. In terms of the Departmental Circular, DEA&DH
MMMMNOo =ZM=NAWI IJN¢l TRONDWAH NG 1JLW
land use decisions as well as the way forward with respec
to the establishment and implementation of Coastal
Management Lines in terms of the E~all f 9 ~
precautionary approach must be adopted with respect to
land use decisions within coastal risk areas. The Circula
also suggests that development parameters be considered
for development within general risk areas. This includeg
maintaining coastal quality; reducing public liability;
reducing risk to human life; preventing intensification of
development in general risk areas but allow the exercising g
existing rights; prevention of encroachment that will impact
the integrity of the shoreline ecdogy; and enables safe
evacuation in an emergency. The Circular further states tha
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any development that is proposed along the coast, bg
scrutinised and that caution is applied when considering
such proposals.

2.1.8. In terms of the Coastal Access Audit for the Overber
District, the subject coastline has been identified as a
coastline with unrestricted pedestrian access and the
following recreational activities have been identified for the
subject area: swimming; fishing (recreational, subsistence
and commercial); walking, bird watching and dog walking
These accessibility of the coastline adds considerable valug
to coast from a tourism, sense of place and social
perspective. The SD: CM is aware that there isaat concern

by some of the public regarding the impact of the proposed
development on their historical access to the coast and if
the development would be in the interest of the whole
community (including fauna and flora) as defined in NEM
ICMA, especially given that it is located in the CPZ.

2.1.9. The applicant must be reminded, due to the proximity
of the development proposal to the highwater mark, that the|
erection of any protection measures against erosion o
accretion is prohibited in terms of Section 15 of the NEM
ICMA, which states:

(1) No person, owner or occupier of land adjacent to the
seashore or other coastal public property capable of erosion
or accretion may require any organ of state or may requir
any organ of state or any other person to take measures {|
prevent the erosionor accretion of the seashore or such
other coastal public property, or of land adjacent to coastal
public property, unless the erosion is caused by an
intentional act or omission of that organ of state or other|
person;

(2) No person may construct, maintain or extent any
structure, or take measures on coastal public property to
prevent or promote erosion or accretion of the seashore
except as provided for in this Act, the NEMA or nay othg
specific environmental managemert Act.
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As such, any measures proposed to counter the processe;
of erosion or accretion may only occur within the boundaries
of the subject property. The SD: CM is aware that the subjec
coastline is predominantly a rocky shore and erosion, and
storm surges may na be a big concern for the subject area,
however the applicant must note this for future reference as
the development may be impacted by sea level rise as
result of climate change.

2.1.10. Be advised that on page 42 of the DBAR the applica
incorrectly stated that Sections 14 and 15 of the NEM: ICM
were considered while referring to coastal access. The
applicant is reminded that Section 14 relates to the position
of the highwater mark and Section 15 explains measureg
affecting erosion and accretion. Sections 13 and 18 of the
NEM: ICMA are the relevant sections for Public Access t
Coastal Public Property.

2.1.11. Given that the proposed subdivided Erven will be i
close proximity to the highwater mark the applicant should
be informed that they may not create individual pathways o
walkways beyond their legal property boundary towards the
coast and any actiities on the subject property may in no
5C! WRAGUT WY UWg6WNIUOWI ¢aw
public property.

2.1.12. Based on all the abovanentioned items, be advised
that the SD: CM does not support the development proposal
for subdivision and rezoning for the purpose of residential
development. The site would be more suited for use that ig
in the interest of the whole community as defined in the
NEM: ICMA. The proposed development will result i
privatisation of a stretch of coast that is historically well
utilised by the public and is also located on a scenic route.

2.1.13. It is the opinion of the SD: CM that the propose
development is not aligned to the purpose of the CPZ a
stated in Section 17 of the NEM: ICMA, as it does not prote
the ecological integrity or natural character of the coastline
and also does notprotect the social and aesthetic value of

115



Lornay Environmental Consulting
Proof of Public Participation

coastal public property. The proposed development does|
not protect people, property or economic activities from
risks arising from dynamic coastal processes including the
risk of sea level rise. Furthermore, the proposed
development does not maintain the mtural functioning of
the littoral active zone or the productive capacity of the
coastal zone.

3. The applicant must be reminded of their general duty o
care and the remediation of environmental damage, in
terms of Section 28(1) of NEMA, which, specifically stateg
gécaqallleBE21J1 ! WG+ YUWs 6 Y WH

significant pollution or degradation of the environment must

take reasonable measures to prevent such pollution or
degradation from occurring, continuing or recurring, or, in sq
far as such harm to the environment is authorised by law o
cannot reasonably be avoided or stopped, to nmimise and

I UHqRN! Wt e H6WGYddeqRYOUWYI W
together with Section 58 of the NEM: ICMA which refers t
YUWKkt Wl aq! WagYWe2YRT WrReat RO
environment.

4. The SD: CM reserves the right to revise or withdraw i
comments and request further information from you based
on any information that may be received.

Mercia DEADP: Biodiversity| Email dated 05 March 2025
Liddle and Coastal
Management

RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENT FROM THE S
DIRECTORATE: COASTAL MANAGEMENT ON THE -P
APPLICATION BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR

PROPOSED SPOOKDRAAI DEVELOPMENT ON T
REMAINDER OF PORTION 281, STRUISBAAI.

Good day Madam

Your request for comment from the Sukdirectorate:
Coastal Management on the abovementioned pre-
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application basic assessment report received on 03
February 2025, refers.

1. CONTEXT

1.1. The Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act N
SAWYNW=ZMMYb Wb E~allf 9~ wb
Management Act under the umbrella of the National
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 199¢
bi/b E~ b OWNG W E~ alife 9+4J L6 1Y
coastal resources, promote social equity and best
economic use of coastal resources whilst protecting the
natural environment. In terms of Section 38 of the NEM
ICMA, the Department of Environmental Affairs ang
2102130 Y G0 130 q WAL DR Udiubhakss L
lead agency for coastal management in the Western Capg
as well as the competent authority for the administration of
qéWWm~cU0enNUaNUqWYnlWGe Al RA LW
bi] W YW NeTAW =TW s200W =M
RINDzdé¢ qRYUt wiO

1.2. The Department, in pursuant of fulfilling its mandate, is
implementing the Provincial Coastal Management
Al YDI ¢ a1 WbmA9 ~Aws OWNS IIW 131
~¢U0UenuaRU0qWAl YNNI ¢ GG Kkeo2g)isi afiee
(5) year strategic document, and itgpurpose is to provide all
departments and organisations with an integrated,
coordinated and uniform approach to coastal management
in the Province. This WC: PCMP 2022027 was adopted by
the Provincial MEC for Local Government, Environmentd
Affairs and Deselopment Planning on 19 May 2023 an(
available upon request.

1.3. A key priority of the PCMP is the Estuary Manageme
Programme, which is implemented in accordance with the
NEM: ICMA and the National Estuarine Managemer
Al YaYHYOW b E~Awbtoll AGU2
Management Plans, Mouth Management Plans neetb be
considered when any listed activities are triggered in the
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Estuarine Functional Zone. The Department is in the proces
of approving a series of Estuarine Management Plans.

1.4. The facilitation of public access to the coast is an
objective of the NEM: ICMA as well as a Priority in the W,
PCMP. The Department developed the Provincial Coastg

HEDH W Eql ¢quN!t w ¢ U7 w Ade(
commissioned coastal access audits per municipal district
to assist municipalities with identifying existing, historic,
and desired public coastal access. These coastal accesg
audits also identify hotspots or areas of conflict to assist the
municipalities with facilitating public access in terms of
Section 18 of the NEM: ICMA. The PCASP as well as
coastal access audits are available upon request.

1. COMMENT

21 The subl RI UHEqVYI ¢cqlall9Yct qedl
has reviewed the information as specified above and havg
the following commentary:

2.1.1. The development proposal entails the subdivision ang
rezoning of Farm RE/281 Struisbaai for the construction g
six single residential dwellings. The development will featurg
associated infrastructure, including utilities such as water
and electrical connections, roads and stormwater
management systems. Furthermore, open spaces will alsg
be incorporated into the design to provide residents with
I WHI BeqRYUctdWwWel Wet weUT WGl

integrity. It is noted that the proposed developmentis

located within the urban area and aligns with the Cape
Agulhas Municipal Spatial Development Framework, IDP a
well as the Provincial Spatial Development Framework fo
the Western Cape. The applicant also indicated that the
development proposal has consdered the provisions of the
NEM: ICMA and other relevant legislation as the propose
development and its associated activities will occur above
the 5m contour of the sea and behind the various coastal
risk zones.
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2.1.2. Be advised that the 2023 Western Cape Biodiversit
Spatial Plan (WC BSP) was formally adopted into law on 1
December 2024 (Gazette Extraordinary 9017) in alignmern
with the Western Cape Biodiversity Act (Act No 6 of 2021
This marks the replacemen of the 2017 WC BSP with the
2023 WC BSP. The SD: CM notes that there are no Critig
Biodiversity Areas along the subject area and the applican
accurately mapped the Ecological Support Areas for the
subject area on page 33 of the DBAR.

2.1.3. Farm RE/281 in its entirety is located within th¢
9Yet qc WAl YqUARqRYUWG Y U W s
the NEM: ICMA and the purpose of the CPZ is to avo
increasing the effect or severity of natural hazards in th¢
coastal zone and to proted people and properties from risks
arising from dynamic coastal processes, including the risk|
YnWt DeWadaW2GWI RE £+ OW?e lJWq

within the CPZ, Section 63 of the NEM: ICMA must I
considered where an authorisation is required in tems of

Chapter 5 of the NEMA. Furthermore, Section 62 of the NEN
ICMA obliges all organs of state that regulates the plannin
of land to apply that legislation in a manner that gives effec
to the purpose of the CPZ. As such, Section 63 should b
considered by local authorities for land use decision
making. The applicant indicated that the proposed
development aligns with the intentions and purpose of the
CPZ, and the preferred development alternative ensureg
that the layout does not encroach upon identifed coastal

risk areas.

2.1.4. Farm RE/281 is located seaward of the Overber
?Rt ql REqW 9Y¢t qedWl~¢cUcnauw
applicant acknowledged, and it is stated that the
development proposal was reviewed against the risk zone
including erosion, storm surge and sedevel rise
projections. At a preapplication meeting, the SD: CM
recommended that the applicant should ensure that the
entire development should be located as far landward of the
coastal risk zones as possible which the applicant adhered
to, however it is concening that from the proposed designs
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as illustrated in Figure 33 of page 83 of the DBAR, that tH
proposed dwellings are all located towards the seaward
boundary of the proposed residential erven which are all i
close proximity to the highwater mark. The applicant did no
provide alternative positions for the proposed dwellings nor
provided an explanation why these properties cannot be
located towards the landward boundary of the proposed
subdivided Erven. Regardless of whether the propose
developments would be located above the 5m contour ad
outside of the coastal risks zone, the subject property is nof
considered a development island and it is located seaward
of the CML and in close proximity to the highwater mark. An
development on this site is at high risk from coastal
processes including storm surges and impacts from climate
change.

2.1.5. Considering the abovementioned, the SD: CM note
that part of the development proposal is to incorporate a
Public Open Space (Erf 7) and a Private Open Space (Erf
7UWET 2R T Waé¢aqllie S WYnWaéd

is located below the hidhwater mark which and is therefore
considered to be Coastal Public Property in terms of the
NEM: ICMA. The applicant must be informed of ris
pertaining to the loss of property should the higtwater mark

of the sea move inland of the property boundary. Ithis

regard, Section 14 of the NEM: ICMA and the Advisory No
from the Office of the Chief SurveyoiGeneral, dated 15
October 2021, is applicable. The SD: CM appreciated th
CGGURAC Ukt WNWt gqal DY WRUH
to the coast via theproposed Erf 7 however the land below
the highwater mark on the proposed Erf 8 cannot bg
privatised or used for the exclusive use of the residents o
the subject property. The applicant is advised to conside
Sections 7, 11, 13 and 14 of the NEM: ICMAtHis regard.

2.1.6. The SD: CM notes that the applicant did their dug
diligence to consider the impacts of the recent storm events|
and demonstrated how the subject property was unaffected
by these events due to its rocky nature. No concerns wer¢
therefore raised in tems of flooding, sand movement and
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erosion. The applicant also indicated that the proposed built
infrastructure was set back as far as possible within each
proposed erf, however as stated in item 2.1.4. the SD: CN
does not support the proposed locations of the dwellings
there is insufficient buffer to absorb any possible effects of
coastal processes given the proximity to the highwater
mark.

2.1.7. In terms of the Departmental Circular, DEA&DH
MMMMNo ZM=ZNAWI IN¢l TRONWA NG 1JLW
land use decisions as well as the way forward with respec
to the establishment and implementation of Coastal
Management Lines in terms of the E~all f 9 ~
precautionary approach must be adopted with respect to
land use decisions within coastal risk areas. The Circula
also suggests that development parameters be considered
for development within general risk areas. This includes
maintaining coastal quality; reducing public liability;
reducing risk to human life; preventing intensification of
development in general risk areas but allow the exercising o
existing rights; prevention of encroachment that will impact
the integrity of the shoreline ecdogy; and enables safe
evacuation in an emergency. The Circular further states tha|
any development that is proposed along the coast, bg
scrutinised and that caution is applied when considering
such proposals.

2.1.8. In terms of the Coastal Access Audit for the Overber:
District, the subject coastline has been identified as a
coastline with unrestricted pedestrian access and the
following recreational activities have been identified for the
subject area: swimming; fishing (recreational, subsistence
and commercial); walking, bird watching and dog walking
These accessibility of the coastline adds considerable valug
to coast from a tourism, sense of place and social
perspective. The SD: CM is aware that there isaat concern
by some of the public regarding the impact of the proposed
development on their historical access to the coast and if
the development would be in the interest of the whole
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community (including fauna and flora) as defined in NEM
ICMA, especially given that it is located in the CPZ.

2.1.9. The applicant must be reminded, due to the proximity
of the development proposal to the highwater mark, that the|
erection of any protection measures against erosion of
accretion is prohibited in terms of Section 15 of the NEM
ICMA, which states:

(1) No person, owner or occupier of land adjacent to the
seashore or other coastal public property capable of erosion
or accretion may require any organ of state or may requir
any organ of state or any other person to take measures t|
prevent the erosionor accretion of the seashore or such
other coastal public property, or of land adjacent to coastal
public property, unless the erosion is caused by an
intentional act or omission of that organ of state or other|
person;

(2) No person may construct, maintain or extent any
structure, or take measures on coastal public property to
prevent or promote erosion or accretion of the seashore
except as provided for in this Act, the NEMA or nay othg
specific environmental managemert Act.

As such, any measures proposed to counter the processes
of erosion or accretion may only occur within the boundaries
of the subject property. The SD: CM is aware that the subjeq
coastline is predominantly a rocky shore and erosion, and
storm surges may na be a big concern for the subject area,
however the applicant must note this for future reference as
the development may be impacted by sea level rise as
result of climate change.

2.1.10. Be advised that on page 42 of the DBAR the applica
incorrectly stated that Sections 14 and 15 of the NEM: ICM
were considered while referring to coastal access. The
applicant is reminded that Section 14 relates to the position
of the highwater mark and Section 15 explains measureg
affecting erosion and accretion. Sections 13 and 18 of thg
NEM: ICMA are the relevant sections for Public Access t
Coastal Public Property.
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2.1.11. Given that the proposed subdivided Erven will be i
close proximity to the highwater mark the applicant should
be informed that they may not create individual pathways o
walkways beyond their legal property boundary towards the
coast and any actiities on the subject property may in no
5¢! WRAGUT WY UWgsWNIUOWI ¢awWw
public property.

2.1.12. Based on all the abovementioned items, be advised

that the SD: CM does not support the development proposal
for subdivision and rezoning for the purpose of residential
development. The site would be more suited for use that ig
in the interest of the whole community as defined in the
NEM: ICMA. The proposed development will result i
privatisation of a stretch of coast that is historically well
utilised by the public and is also located on a scenic route.

2.1.13. It is the opinion of the SD: CM that the propose
development is not aligned to the purpose of the CPZ a
stated in Section 17 of the NEM: ICMA, as it does not prote
the ecological integrity or natural character of the coastline
and also does notprotect the social and aesthetic value of
coastal public property. The proposed development does
not protect people, property or economic activities from
risks arising from dynamic coastal processes including the|
risk of sea level rise. Furthermore, the mposed

development does not maintain the natural functioning of
the littoral active zone or the productive capacity of the
coastal zone.

3. The applicant must be reminded of their general duty o
care and the remediation of environmental damage, in
terms of Section 28(1) of NEMA, which, specifically stateg
qécaqallieB E2131 ! WG+ YULWs 6 Y WH
significant pollution or degradation of the environment must
take reasonable measures to prevent such pollution or
degradation from occurring, continuing or recurring, or, in sg
far as such harm to the environment is authorised by law o
cannot reasonably be avoided or stopped, to nmimise and
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I UHqRN! Wt eH6WGYddeqRYUWY!I W
together with Section 58 of the NEM: ICMA which refers t
YUNDKkt Wl 2q! WagYWe2YRT WHEet RO
environment.

4. The SD: CM reserves the right to revise or withdraw i
comments and request further information from you based
on any information that may be received.

Councillor A | Ward5 Struisbaai Ward5info@gmail.com Email dated 05 March 2025 Date: 05/03/25
Eksteen Committee Time: 13:03
SUMMARY

A. The preapplication bar does not meet the
requirements of EIA to comparatively assess alternative
sites:

nl YW caqWll UcqR2101 W qYLW qb61d
identified, investigated or assessed i.e. No discrete
alternative sites have been identified and comparatively|
assessed.

M WNE-FHEFIT Wwedaqldl UcqR2 It wLY
coqll UcqR21IWG¢! Yeqt WYNWa6
vl WUOeGHDI WYnWt eRgée AGWWE O q
the Split Remainder of Farm 281, the claim that ng
alternative sites exist is fallacious and disingenuous.

il YWI+FWAaGqRYUWSet WAXWULWE G
EAP.

vl YW Wqe ROWT WRUNYI Ge¢qRYUL
sites has been provided in the relevant reports.

mWf Uqdl 13t qUT WeOT WennWeEgqdl W
opportunity to provide inputs into the consideration of
alternative sites.
MWNSUWGI YGYH BT WT y2uayYycawlq
property, within 100m of the highwater mark (HWM) line. It
is the duty of the state as trustee to ensure that coastal
public property is used, managed, protected, conserved and
enhanced in the interests of the whole community, as
opposed to only a few individuals or groups.
MWNSDWYARt RYOWY n Waé WWRU2 134
sites available is a deliberate attempt to withhold significant
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information from the competent authority and equates to
deliberate disinformation.

B. The pre-application bar does not meet the EIA

I JRed¢qRYUL kW DhuaRI JaWUqt W
¢UT Wi Wt RI ¢ARTRQ! wa

W 9¢GUW DNedéet W ~2URHRGCE D
democratically determined its strategic context for
informing need and desirability.

MWNSEWW9 ~WE?2[ WHGWE! d! Wt at
OuRT+ we Ol WRUqUI 13t qt OWRNGE 1JLWA
TUqUl aROVT WAH! wrY Ot RT I RUNDW
and interests as

reflected in the CAM IDP & SDF.
mWNEIWOET Wwe OT Wi 3+ RI ¢ ARG Rq
provided has not been quantified against the totality of the
CAM SDF. It does not comprehensively consider th
Faql cqUNRAWRYUqU+FqWYnWad WA
which are clearly identified n the SDF.

W YWaWUqRYUWRY WGeT DWYnlWaq6
Q6 NWmYUG! WG 3n3l 1 T it RalJLW
- 2 of the 5 spatial development objectives

- The spatial development vision

- At least 3 of the 8 key strategies

MW?2t GRQUWeaaqUl UecqR2IW1Y Raq
Remainder of the Farm 281, no feasible and reasonabl
alternatives to the development have been identified no
comparatively assessed.

W YWGH YYnWéet WHWWOWGI Y2R
alternative sites) that the deviations from the CAM SDF 4
qé6 Wt DaWHqUT WeYOa! WG In1Jl
- justifiable

- meets the needs of the community, and

- is still desirable.

C. The pre-application bar attempts to justify the activity
YnWagdWWmYUd! WGl Undl I U7 Wed
from the high- water line of a coastal public property
without a comparative assessment of available alternate
sites:
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MWNSDWYUG! Wet + 3+ DT Wedaqul U
presents circumstances under which the competent
authority may NOT issue an environmental authority:

- It is likely to cause irreversible or longasting adverse
effects on the coastal environment that cannot be properly
mitigated;

- It is situated within coastal public property and is
inconsistent with the objective of conserving and enhancing
coastal public property for the benefit of current and future
generations.

- It will not be in the interests of the community as a whole.
MWNEWWE GGaRAcCUqWIEEt Wedqlll
assessed as alternatives to the preferred option.
2ROWRs§IW et I qRYUW qé¢ qll aqbH
caqll UecqR2UwWRY W Rt RUNWUea Y
nll E~ WeUT Waq6WWEf WI WNeaidc¢
approach to impact management. Firstly, alternatives must
be investigated to avoid negative impacts altogether. Only
after it has been found that the negative impacts cannot bg
avoided, must alternaties be investigated to reduce
(mitigate and manage) unavoidable negative impacts.
mWRN6WIWe GGIRAc UqWwyYs Ut WUz a1l
within the Split Remainder of Farm 281, within the defineg
2l AcOWUT NIIWY nWE ql e &sigritcanRfdte
that has not been

disclosed in this pre-application bar.

nll YqW ééec2RUNW qYWw #YUT 2 Hq Ll
alternative sites, enables a fallacious and misleading
conclusion that the significant potential negative impacts
identified by the specialist

reports (as good as they may be) on heritage resources ar
places of cultural significance, archaeology, palaeontology,
cultural landscape context and visual sensitivity are
unavoidable. The applicant, by making this assertion
assumes that the NEMA requiement of comparative
alternative analysis is thereby reduced to a comparison of
layouts only, to optimise the mitigation against the potential
impacts. This is obviously not allowed, since none of the
other potential alternative sites have been comparativey
analysed.
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Apart from various other reasons, this development will
have a lasting, negative visual impact and change th¢
landscape for humans, small animals, and flora forever. It
should not be allowed, and the developer should be forced
instead to disclose what ther intentions are with the almost
450 hectares they still own in Struisbaai.

Yours sincerely

Dr. A Eksteen

Chairperson: Ward 5

Pat Miller Whale Coast pat.miller7 @outlook.co Email dated 05 March 2025 Date: 05/03/25
Conservation m Time: 20:02

COMMENT ON PREAPPLICATION / DRAFT BASI(
ASSESSMENT REPORT

Proposed  Spookdraai Residential  Development
Remainder Portion 281, Struisbaai

LORNAY REF; REM81. DEA&DP REFERENCEH
16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23

Dear Michelle

The proposal aims to construct a housing development on g
small greenfield site in Struisbaai of just over .7Ha. The sit
has one owner and is a remnant of a larger farm. This is
doubt the reason for its current zoning as Agricultural as it i
totally inappropriate for farming.

The site is located between Marine Drive and the sea in
Hel 20WYUWq6 Wl YET WelbEGY YT
natural vegetation, rocky shore and sandy beach. The site i
long and narrow, running parallel with the road, and sloping
between the sea andthe 11m contour of Marine Drive. It is
within 100m of the highwater mark and thus within the
Coastal Management Zone (CMZ).

The envisaged development will contain six sidéy-side
residential units with associated roads and paths located
mostly on the eastern side. The vegetation of the wester
side is classified as Critically Endangered, being Agulha;
Limestone Fynbos and istius a no-go area for development.
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Whale Coast Conservation (WCC) opposes the propose
development for reasons that include the following:

1. Does not comply with relevant planning documents

Development on the site does not comply with the Westerrn
Cape Provincial Spatial DevelopmenEramework (WCSDF),
in that it will not protect natural resources, nor will it reduce
pressure on naturallandscapes, despite bland assertions in
the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) (page 18) that it will g
So.

Developing the site will destroy natural resources and
landscapes.

NGIWWI 9E?[ We¢dt YWS et We WNYe dLw
assets (e.g. cultural and scenic landscapes) and
Faql BURq6é60RT W Wt RGRWUHIIWY N
Development on this site will weakenthe resilience of the
natural environment and the cultural and scenic landscape
so characteristic of the area (see 8 below).

The Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDH
WU2Rt ¢NUt Waé6¢aqllml 13t RT resbucksll
Gl el JUqd! WeUT WteéenlNec¢cl T Wq6b
BAR asserts that the proposaaligns with this, the rationale
Rt WA W JWmwt GRUwWe OT WT W200VYG
opposite.

Development will also be counter to the 2010 Need ang
Desirability Guidelines, in that it will not respect local

environmental integrity. Rather than respecting the integral
wholeness of the local environment, development will

replace this with substitutions for destroyed elements (see
6 below).

2. Site is inherently unsuitable for development

The shape, size and position of the site makes it vulnerabl
to elemental unpredictability. Anydevelopment on the site
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will be at high risk of these. As noted, it is within 100 metre
of the highwater mark and Figure 2 on page 16 of the BA
indicates that the 1 in 10 high water mark will swamm
considerable portion of the site.

The southern Cape coast is notorious for these events, a
well as for episodic waves. These can bexpected to
increase in frequency and magnitude as the effects o
climate change become increasingly apparent (see 12
below).

§UWGENUWNY Waé W7 AwWlYqdt W
development relates to thetransformation of the land that is
currently covered with indigenous vegetation to the|
landscape which will be transformed and built. The
desirability from a development perspective relates to the
proximity of the erf to the coast...it incorporates all of the
high-water mark, the 5m contour, and thdow, medium and
GRNDSWI Rt WHYCH qedwl R t WAYUI
the site totally inappropriate for development from an
environmental perspective - it is far too proximate to the
coast.

3. Proposal is in conflict with the Coastal Protection Zone

The Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) as defined in Sectiq
63(1) of the Integrated Coastal Managemenict (ICMA)
aims to manage, regulate, and restrict the use of lang
adjacent to coastal public property while preserving and
enhancing the coastal ecosystem, as well as to safeguarg
natural coastal processes and biodiversity.

N6 W7 Awt qéequt wydwaGcenuywoolu
within the CPZ, (but) the layout does noencroach upon
RTWUqRNRUT W AYCEt qéed W | RY t W

footprints are located above thehigh, medium and low risk
ROt tOOIO? J2 WG YGaWUqWs RideHA
high water mark), (but) the coastline is predominantly a
rocky shore therefore erosion and storm surges are les
likely BYOG Ge | UT WaqVYWe Wt ¢ UT ! Wt 6 Y
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presence of a rocky shore is a function of elementajeology
and is no protection against storm surges.

Page 41 of the BAR states that a coastal environment stud
5Ct WwUYqW Whe RI 1JTIo8dtsg abidvielthélsanl
contour and outside the low, medium and higll Rt t WA
Given the positionof the site, this is a major omission and a
coastal environment study should have been done.

(It should be noted that the arrow in Figure 4 on page 32
the BAR indicating the proposed site is irthe incorrect
place. If it is adjacent to the exposed headland to the
southeast, this underscores the + Rq Ikt W 130 4
vulnerability.)

4. Development will prevent the site from performing its
eco-system services

The site in its undeveloped state performs many ecgystem
services. For example, the site acts as auffer for the town
against extreme events. Sea events such as storm surge
can be dissipated andland events such as floods can be
filtered by the site before entering the marine environment.

The photographic image in the Terrestrial Impac
Assessment of the stormwater culvert from MarineDrive
that opens onto the site, together with one showing the
depth of erosion this has caused,indicates that the site
currently processes a considerable amount of external
water as well as theimportance of the vegetation on the site
in binding the aeolian sand and preventing erosion.

Development will mean that functions such as these will be
adjusted to the protection of theinfrastructure on site and
will critically affect their efficiency.

5. Terrestrial Impact Assessment is inadequate

Although titted a Botanical Impact Assessment, the
introduction to this specialist study states its mainobjective
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as being to determine botanical and/or terrestrial
biodiversity constraints on development.

A desktop assessment was done, as well as one site visit ¢
some two hours on 20 December 2022.

The specialist found a wellvegetated and diverse mixture of|
Southwestern Strandveld and Cape&eashore Vegetation on
deep sand above a rocky shore of Table Mountain Grou
sandstone, as wellas some alien species (which is usual in
a site close to urbanised areas). The depth of the sand wasg
exposed by erosion caused by a stormwater culvert from
Marine Drive. Despite this erosion, naturakevegetation is
taking place, indicating a healthy ecosystem. The wester
portion of the site consists of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos,
classified as Critically Endangered.

No vegetation was found on the rocky shore due to the
mRERNGT! WIVIWI NUqRAWE Gieldcolbdical |
function of the mixed shore on the site is not covered
Different biological communities are found in these habitats
depending on the amount of shelter they offer, the impact of
wave actionand their stability. Life forms in these habitats
are often microscopic, but nevertheless essential tothe

functioning of the ecosystem, which is highly dynamic.

This dynamism means that the site has functions that alsq
change as needed, sometimes rapidly. Foexample, it will

have an important foraging function as well as a shelter ang
refuge function in times of extreme weather but the areas
used for this are transient. Thus the absence of signs g
fauna noted in the report does not necessarily mean that
none is present as concludedT only that they were not
evident during the two hours in high summer of the site visit

The study also concluded that according to the field
observations at the site there are no species otoncern

present and that the sensitivity of terrestrial biodiversity
according to the screening tool asHigh to Very High is not
warranted; it should be no higher than Medium. However, i
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goesontosaybN 6 WM RIJGT W2 Rt Rqlls ¢t
YAt Ul 2¢qRYUL WGeT DWre OUY q WA

Despite this caveat, the BAR accepts the downgraded ratin
and takes it further by stating of the sitasl GE¢ D IJ WY
least a third of which is exposed bedrock and beach, leavin
less than 0.5 ha that idrue Strandveld or Agulhas Limestone
Fynbos. Therefore, although there would be total loss of the
vegetation on the eastern part of the site, this loss would no
be great over the extent of theegetation type as a whole, so|
Hellelc¢qR2UWRAGeHqt Ws Yeal WA
N 6Bdtanical specialist highlights that no bird species
were observed using the habitat for feeding onesting. In
addition, no insect communities were evident in the dune
Eql ¢UT 2007 W8¢HARqe qWIIRqE I 1O

N6Rt W¢ecGGI YeR6WYnWm GRUURUT
proposal in the best possible light is misleadingand
disingenuous. There are many examples throughout thg
BAR.

6. Need and desirability is neither proven nor convincing
Both the need and the desirability of the proposed
development are overstated, and a case cannot benade for
either beyond the gains to be made by the developer. Th
usual buttons of job creation,economic growth and the like
are pressed, but essentially the proposal will provide a fe
temporary employment opportunities during construction
and residential/tourism opportunities in  six small
properties. (See also Point 1 above)

In attempting to sell the need and desirability the BAR
constantly attempts to downplay the negativeémpact on the
BU2RI YOGWUqAWt q¢ qRUNWNYI WI
development includes plans torehabilitate portions of the
site that are currently degraded, enhancing the ecological
integrity of the¢ | 1J¢ HOw LWL

7. Visual impact will be jarring
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The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) notes that the site is
pivotal point in the typical coastal landscapewith a small
inlet and beach opposite a green vegetated open space o
the opposite side. The sensef place is rugged and exposed
to the elements and although there is residential
development, these are placed on the far side of Maring
Drive from the ocean, leaving a green buffer between ocea
and road. Any development on the site will be an intrusive
interruption of this visual pattern.

8. Natural landscape is a cultural heritage to be protected

The Heritage Impact Assessment notes that the site is pa
of a coastal landscape of high significanceand visual
integrity, enhanced by the general lack of intrusions into itg
intactness, particularly below Marine Drive. Its low position
along a curve in the road means that it is very visible from ng
only Marine Drive, but also from surrounding areas including
the town of Agulhas.

The cultural landscape of the site warrants a Grade 114
rating. Any intrusion onto the site will resulin significant and
highly negative impacts. The specialist notes that the
vagueness of the assurancesgiven that development
parameters will adequately address these impacts, together
5 R 6 W q 6ANMEHgRIBIE B2 Rt 2¢O WGY
proposal cannot be approved. In addition the HIA states tha
NG JWel W oyw RT 30 q Recthenld
benefits that outweigh the high, negativeimpacts of the
Gl YGY!t ¢ T Ow

9. Socio-economic benefits are minimal

As noted, the proposal is for six small residential housing
opportunities. Apart from financial benefitfor the developer,
the socio-economic stimulation opportunities for the
broader community will be very few, and temporary during
the construction phase.
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The BAR (pages 84 and 85ff) spins the positive and negati
socio-economic impacts, overstating the former and

CRURGRI RUNW@6NWGEeqaldl oW q |
2t Uneadd! WAKW 2 Ad abfdun af thedidlettified

negative impacts.

The spin continues in the exposition of the positive ang
negative impacts of the variousalternatives/iterations of the
development proposal. With regard to the No Go/Statug
Quo retention option, the positive impacts are blandly
stated as:

WAL 3t 3 2¢qRYUWIY N Wad6 JWI+ R
indigenous vegetation and fauna.

nll YWT Rt gqel AeURDWaqVYWt WOt R
corridors, coastal zones, or culturalheritage sites.

vl YWRrYUql RAe qRYUWqVY W2 Rt 2 ¢
Whereas the negative impacts are given as:

nlWi Raé6YeqWagé IWTI D200 YGGKU0q4A
either the construction or operational phases, limiting
socio-economic benefits for the local community.
MWNGWWae At WY nWT I230YGaWU0ql
provided to address the needs of thegrowing population in
the area, potentially exacerbating existing housing
shortages.

This is an extreme ovestatement of the benefits that could
accrue through the construction of sixresidences.

10. Climate change risks are ignored

Ngluw7 AWRY W WDhe RI T WeiGe NIIL
climate change may influence the proposedactivity or
development and how has the potential impacts of climate
change been considered and¢ 7 T | 13t + 1T O K
inexplicable response is to state that this is Not Applicable.
Climate change is without question the most pressing
problem of development planning.

In 2024 the 1.50C target average temperature increas
reached under the Paris Agreement in 201%as breached,
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and average temperatures are now on track for a 280C
increase. For various reasonsSouth Africa is facing even
higher temperatures; the influences of these on largescale
weather driverssuch as the ocean currents will be profound.
Changing wind patterns and the warming of the Agulhas
current will undoubtedly increase extreme weather events
along the coast. Predictions are foextreme weather and an
increased number of disasters, including fire and flood. A
range of modelling confirms that climate change is
supercharging risk and a longerm lens should be applied to
all planning decisions.

The position of the site makes it particularly vulnerable tg
the impacts of climate change, and nodevelopment of the
site should be approved (see also section 4 above on Eeq
system functioning).

11. Conclusions and recommendations

After careful consideration of the BAR for the proposeq
development on RE281 Struisbaai, includinghe various
specialist reports, WCC is of the opinion that the proposal
should be rejected andrecommends the No Go option. This
is for reasons that include:

MWRNSEWWGI YEGYH 3T WT W2100YGGNWUC
relevant planning documents, particularly the provincial
spatial development frameworks. It will neither protect
natural resources, nor reduce pressure on natural
landscapes, but will destroy them.

MWNS W RUWGI YGYH T Wn Y Wi 134
for such. Its shape, size andoosition makes it particularly
vulnerable to elemental unpredictability, within a context
notorious for this.
MWRNSWWGI YEGYH ¢ WRY WRUWHAHYUn
Zone; it will jeopardise natural coastal processes and
biodiversity. A Coastal Environmental Study should have
been done.
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nW?2 200 YGaWUqs Rad WG W21U0q
its vital eco-system services, suchas acting as a buffer for
the town against extreme events.
MWRNSUWRPIIL T Ut ql RedWf dGe Hqll
concentrates on vegetative botanicalelements, ignoring the
dynamic ecology of the rocky and sandy shore. In addition
it adjusts the screening tool results downwards on the basis|
of fieldwork findings, while stating that thetwo hours spent
on this could not give definitive results.

vl URq6 VI W WWURWIT WOV Waqb
development is proven. Financial benefiwill accrue to the
developer at the cost of an irreplaceable environment.
MWNG W2 Rt 2¢ 0WRAGGEHqWY N W6 1
CWGRWHADI I ¢ 5 ¢ | rhaiked Reven Gf idésiging
mitigation measures are put in place.
nWNeWIWOeqal ¢cawae 0T+ He GUWRY
protected and retained wherevempossible.

n W N é& 1 LWedondbii®k Ybenefits of the proposed
development are minimal, but are repeatedlyoverstated,
whereas the environmental damage it will cause is
understated and played down.
EeH#6Wnt GRUWWRY We Wl ezl 1 J0q

W REXIWNI YsRUNDW I Rt WGYH WIIT
inevitable effects on any development on
the site are ignored.

Cor van der | DoA Cor.VanderWalt@wester | Letter dated 19 June 2025
Walt ncape.gov.za

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT A
ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE: DIviSId
BREDASDORP REMAINDER OF THE FARM NO. 281

Your application of 03 February 2025 has reference.

Application is made for the subdivision and rezoningf the
remaining portion of Farm Paapekuilsfontein No. 281
Struisbaai, where the proposed Spookdraai Residentia]
Development is situated. The site spans approximately 0.71
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hectares and lies adjacent to Marine Drive. The
development proposal includes the construction of six
single residential dwelling.

From an agricultural perspective, the Western Cape
Department of Agriculture: Land Use Management has n
objection to the subdivision and rezoning of the property.

Please note:

1 That this is comment to the relevant deciding
authorities in terms of the Subdivision of
Agricultural Land Act 70 of 1970.

1 Kindly quote the abovementioned reference
number in any future correspondence in respect of]
the application.

1 The Department reserves the right initial
comments and requests further information based
on the information received.
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” C N T CONSERVATION INTELLIGENCE: SOUTH
v Gpe O U re postal 16 17" Avenue, Voelklip, Hermanus, 7200
physical 16 17" Avenue, Volklp, Hermanus, 7200
wabsite WL CADeNALLNS.C0. 28

enguiries Rhett Smart

telephone 0BT 087 8017

email ramar@capenalure.co.za
reference  LS142/6M17/1/281_residential_Struisbaai
date 3 March 2025

Lornay Environmental Consulting
P.O. Box 1990

Hermanus

7200

Attention: Michelle Naylor

By email: michelle@lornay.co.za
Dear Ms MNaylor

Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report for the Proposed Subdivision and
Rezoning for the Spookdraai Residential Development on the Remainder of the

Farm Paspekuilsfontein 281 . Struisbaai

CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the application and

would like te make the following comments. Please note that our comments only pertain to
the biodiversity related impacts and not to the overall desirability of the application.

Desktop Information

According to the latest version of the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (BSF) which
was adopted by the competent authority on |3 December 2024, the section of the property
below the high water mark of the sea is classified as Ecological Support Area | (ESA) with a
narrow buffer of Critical Biodiversity Area | (CBA) in the central and eastern sections. The
remainder of the property is mapped as Ne Matural. In the previous version of the BSP, the
ESA extended further inland in the west, there was no CBA and two sections of Other
MNatural. The scale of the mapping of the BSP must be taken into consideration for a small
urban property surrounded by residential development such as this case.

The vegetation on site according to the current official National Vegetation Map (2018) is
Overberg Dune Strandveld listed as endangered. In the draft update to the Mational
Vegetation Map (2024), the site is mapped as Southwestern Strandveld in the central and
eastern sections and Agulhas Limestone Fynbos in the western section. As Southwestern
Strandveld is a new vegetation type, it has not yet been assigned a threat status, and Agulhas
Limestone Fynbos is listed as critically endangered. The section below the high water mark is
mapped as Agulhas Mixed Shore in the mapping of coastal and marine ecosystems for the
The Wastern Cape Nature Conservation Board trading as Capebature

Board Members: Ms Marguerite Loubser (Chairpersan), Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairperson), Mr Tom Blak, Mr Mervyn Burton, Ms Reyhana
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Mational Biodiversity Assessment (2018). There are no freshwater features mapped for the

site.
Screening Tool and Site Sensitivity Verification

The results from the National Web-based Screening Tool reveal a very high sensitivity for
terrestrial biodiversity, medium sensitvity for animal species and plant species and low
sensitivity for aguatic biodiversity. The Site Sensitivity Verification Report confirms that the
terrestrial biodiversity, animal species and plant species themes are covered in the botanical
impact assessment and no aquatic biodiversity studies were undertaken as there are no
freshwater features on the site or immediate surroundings.

Botanical Impact Assessment

The botanical impact assessment verifies that the vegetation eccurring on site consists of
Southwestern Strandveld, however there is also Cape Seashore Vegetation occurring adjacent
to the section of sandy shoreline and elements on Cape Seashore Vegetation further inland
due to the proximity to the coastline and effects of sea spray. We wish to note thart although
Overberg Dune 5trandveld has been replaced by Southwestern Strandveld on this site,
Owverberg Dune Strandveld has not been replaced in its entirety and still occurs to the north
of Struisbaai amongst other locations.

The general description in 6.1. indicates that there is no limestone fynbos occurring on site,
but it does oceur further inland. However elsewhere in the report there is reference to
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos on the site, therefore confirmation must be provided whether it
does in fact occur. It is noted that the description of the waypoints does not indicate any
localities which are typical of limestone fynbeos.

The botanical impact assessment references the previous 2017 BSP which was accurate when
the report was compiled. The relevant version in terms of the legislation depends on the date
of the application initiation, however both versions can be referred to for informing the
application.

The condition of the habitat is relatively degraded in sections due to impacts associated with
coastal access and edge effects from the adjacent residential area, with a stormwater outlet
where gully erosion has taken place. Clearing of alien invasive Rooikrans {Acacia cyclops) has
taken place however, due to the exposed nature of the site, re-establishment of indigenous
vegetation in these areas has been slow and the cleared vegetation has been stockpiled on
site.

Mo plant species of conservation concern (SCCs) were observed on site. The plant species
sensitivity is therefore verified as low, with the exception of the small section in the west
which is medium associated with the mapping as Agulhas Limestone Fynbos. With regards to
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the latter, we wish to refer to the above discussion regarding the presence of limestone
fynbes on site.

The impact assessment for the two non-preferred development layouts is high prior to
mitigation and the residual impact and impact after mitigation is rated as high. The impact
assessment for the preferred development layout which avoids the western section with the
mapped Agulhas Limestone Fynbos is rated high prior to mitigation, the residual impact is
medium and the impact after mitigation is low. YWe wish to note that the term residual impact
relates to the mitigation hierarchy, which is enshrined in the Mational Environmental
Management Act (Act |08 of 1998, NEMA) and accordingly in the National Biediversity Offset
Guidelines. It is the impact that remains after following the mitigation hierarchy of avoid,
minimize and then mitigate/rehabilitate. The residual impact should therefore be the same as
the impact after mitigation.

Clarification is therefore required regarding the residual impact for the preferred
development layout. It is noted that the section pertaining to mitigation (Section 9.4) states
that it is not possible to mitigate the impacts. We therefore wish to query how the impact
significance can be reduced after mitigation if there is no mitigation possible. In terms of the
Mational Biodiversity Offset Guidelines, a biodiversity offset is required to remedy a residual
impact of medium negative or higher. Therefore, clarification is required regarding the
proposed mitigation and associated impact significance. If the residual impact is confirmed to
be medium significance or higher, a biodiversity offset must be implemented in terms of the
National Biodiversity Offset Guidelines.

Animal Species Theme

The botanical assessment indicates that the field sampling included observations of animals
and birds and under terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity indicates that no bird species were
observed using the habitat or feeding or breeding and ne insect communities were evident.
The observations are qualified that it was a snapshot and is not definitive. According to the
Procedures for the Assessment and Minimum Criteria for Reporting on Environmental
Themes for Animal Species (GG 43855, GMN 1150, October 2020 — referred to as “the
protocols”), a site inspection is required to confirm the presence of the SCCs flagged in the
screening tool as medium sensitivity. If confirmed, a terrestrial animal species specialist
assessment must be undertaken, otherwise a terrestrial animal species compliance statement
is required. The two species listed are a reptile, Southern Adder (Bitis armata), and an insect
(Aneuryphymus montanus).

The botanical assessment does not provide sufficient evidence of compliance with the
protocols with respect to the animal species theme. There is no reference to the two species
flagged or the other faunal SCCs that could be present on site. The report does not indicate

whether coastal species, including coastal bird species, were observed or if the observations
The Western Cape Mature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature
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were only within the terrestrial habitat. CapeMNature has highlighted the gaps in the screening
tool for the coastal and estuarine environment in applications where this is relevant. African
Opystercatcher (Haematopus moquini) is sensitive to disturbance during the breeding season
and could be present along the adjacent coastline. Although this species is currently listed as
least concern in both the international IUCN listing and the national SANBI listing, prior to
2017 it was [UCN listed as near threatened. There are other coastal bird species which could
be affected by disturbance. Mitigation may be necessary during the construction phase.

Coastal Setback and Access

Three iterative alternative layouts have been developed, with the preferred layout aveiding
the high water mark and only one of the six residential erven encroaching slightly into the
low risk line (1 in 100 year storm surge). Mo hard infrastructure should be permitted in front

of the | in 100 year storm surge line.

We wish to note however that the coastal management line for the Overberg District
Municipality is located relatively far inland from Struisbaai. Development islands have been
delineated for existing development in front of the coastal management line, however the
property is not located within a development island. The property is therefore in front of the
coastal management line. Coastal management lines are intended to be implemented through
municipal planning and therefore we recommend that input should be provided by the
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP): Coastal
Management and the Cape Agulhas Municipality in this regard.

Apart from the six residential erven, there are three open space erven, consisting of one
public open space erf for a public footpath along the western boundary, a small private open
space erf at the entrance and a large private open space erf over the remainder of the current
property. We wish to note that according to the Mational Environmental Management:
Integrated Coastal Management Act (Act 24 of 2008, NEM:ICMA,), areas below the high water
mark of the sea form part of the coastal public property. A large proportion of the large
private (not public) open space erf falls below the high water mark. We recommend that it
must be ensured that Sections 7, 7A, 13, 14 and 18 of NEM:ICMA with regards to coastal
public property and coastal access are taken inte account in the application and DEA&DFP:
Coastal Management should provide inputs in this regard.

Services

With regards to services, the development is proposed to be connected to the municipal and
Eskem reticulation for potable water and electricity. There is no piped municipal sewerage
for this area therefore the proposal is for conservancy tanks linked to a central system that
will be serviced by the municipality. The location of the conservancy tanks and the central
servicing tank must be indicated on the layout and it must be ensured there is adequate
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mitigation minimize the risk o ution of the coastal environmen rou e se (=
tigation to the risk of pollut f th tal t through the sewag

system.

As noted above, there is an existing stormwater outlet which has resulted in gully erosion on
the property. The gully occupies a large section of the easternmost proposed residential erf.
The proposal is to redirect the stormwater drainage to the west of the current alignment
along the boundary between the two erven as observed in Figure 3 of the Basic Assessment
Report. It is assumed that infill of the gully will be required for the development of a house
on the easternmost erf.

Broad principles are stated with regards to stormwater management, however the
Environmental Management Programme Report states that no stormwater management plan
is required due to the small scale of the project. The existing stormwater entering the site
however must be addressed before the proposed development can proceed and therefore
we recommend that a detailed stormwater management plan must be compiled in
collaboration with the municipality who are responsible for the bulk stormwater flow on to
the site resulting in erosion. The infill of the gully must also be addressed and included in the

assessment of impacts.
Conclusion

In conclusion, recommends that the following must be addressed before the application can
be considered further:

* A stormwater management plan must be compiled in collaboration with the Cape
Agulhas Municipality to address the stormwater currently entering the site as well as
the development itself. The current stormwater erosion gully must also be addressed.

* The requirements of MNEM:CMA must be addressed, including the coastal
management line, coastal public property and coastal access. Comment must be
obtained from DEA&DP: Coastal Management in this regard.

s Clarification is required regarding the following in the botanical impact assessment:

o The presence of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos on the property
o Yvhether any mitigation measures are available to reduce the impact
o The residual impact after following the mitigation hierarchy

s |f it is confirmed that the residual impact on terrestrial biodiversity is of medium
significance or higher, a biodiversity offset must be implemented in accordance with
the Mational Biodiversity Offset Guideline.

¢ The animal species theme must be adequately addressed in accordance with the
protocols. Cenfirmation must be provided regarding mitigation measures for
disturbance to coastal birds.

* Impacts associated with service provision must be adequately addressed.

I'he Western Cape Mature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature
Board Members: Ms Marguerite Loubser [Chairperson). Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairpersan), Mr Tom Blok, Mr Mervyn Burton, Ms Reyhana
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CapeMature reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information
based on any additional information that may be received.

Regards

Smants

Rhett Smart
For: Manager: Landscape Conservation Intelligence South

cc. Keith Spencer, CapeMature
leptieshaam Bekko, DEA&DP: Coastal Management
Sunel Nel, Cape Agulhas Municipality
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OVERBERG vscrwniceary |

UMASIPALA WESITHILI
MELD ASB/PLEASE QUOTE privaatsak e K22
Ons Verw/Qur Ref.: Eﬁﬁ L
) » Tel.: (028) 4251157
Navrae/Enguiries: Faks/Fax: (128) 4251014
Francois Kotze E-mail'E-pos: fkotze@odm.org.za
Bylyw/Ext.:
03 March 2025
LORNAY ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING
! P.O Box 1990
! HERMANUS
7200

For attention: Michelle Naylor

I
RE: PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND REZONING FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF |
I RESIDENTIAL ERVEN ON REMAINDER OF FARM 281, STRUISBAAI, BREDASDORP RD |

REFERENCE NUMBER: Ref:16/3/3/6/7/1/E1/13/1406/23

[ The Environmental Management Services Department of the Overberg District Municipality [
takes cognisance of the pre-application Basic Assessment Report for the proposed Spockdraai
| Residential Development on Remainder of the Farm No. 281, Struisbaai, Bredasdorp RD. |

| With reference to the sensitivity mapping, it is noted that reference has been made to the 2017

Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan. Please note that this plan has been reviewed and
i adepted in December 2024. It is advised that the project team consult with Cape Nature to |
[ obtain the new data and amend the application if and where applicable. '

| The proposed development is situation on an isclated piece of the RE of Farm 281. With I
' reference to Cape Agulhas Municipality’s Spatial Development Framework of 2022-2027, a |
| large portion of the property is situated within the urban edge of Struisbaai. Why has no site |
' alternative on the same property been presented or investigated as part of the BAR?

The property falls within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ). The function of the coastal
protection zone is defined in section 17 of the Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal |
Management Act of 2014 (Act 36 of 2014). The current proposal will most likely have a
negative impact on the CPZ as it will intrude on the natural character, and the ecenomic, social
and aesthetic value of the neighbouring coastal public property.

Marine Drive has been defined as a Gateway area / scenic route in the Cape Agulhas
Municipality's Spatial Development Framework. The management proposal set out in the SDF
reads as follows: “Preserve the scenic quality of Marine Drive (R318) between Struisbaai and
L'Agulhas®.  Although the visual impact could be minimize by architectural design the
development will impact on this tourism asset
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It is acknowledged that the application address objectives of the Naticnal Envirenmental '
Management Act: Integrated Coastal Management Act 2008 (NEMAICMA) as it promotes ‘
public accessibility as well as improved access to the coast. The proposed development must

not lead to obstruction or hinderance of the general public to access the coast (such as the |
proposal for a private beach). Both ICMA and the Western Cape Coastal Access Strategy [
speaks about the reasonability of coastal access. These principles are supported by the

District and should inform development along our coastline.

In the Civil Roads and Services Report a brief description is given of the stormwater works that
will be required for the development. Mention is made that the current stormwater system
drains onto the property and would need to be redirected around the property. The impact on
the proposed ‘redirection” of stormwater infrastructure has not been incorporated into the
report. Please provide detail regarding the proposal and impacted area,

The ODM reserves the right to revise its comments and request further information based on
any additional information that may be received.

‘|’-:u.[r'=j.rsim::erel‘s.-r

ICIPAL MANAGER

Alle korrespondensie moet aan die Munisipale Bestuurder gerig word. |
All correspondence must be addressed 1o the Municipal Manager
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To develop, expand, manage and promote a system of sustainable national
parks that represent biodiversity and heritage assets, through innovation and
best practice for the just and equitable benefit of current and future generations.

South African
NATIONAL PARKS

For attention:
Michelle Naylor
Lornay Environmental Consulting Pty Ltd

michelle@lornay.co.za; 083 245 6556

RE: COMMENT ON THE DBAR FOR THE PROPOSED SPOOKDRAA| “om¢bo
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, REMAINDER PORTION 281, STRUISBAAL.

1. Introduction

The proposed Spookdraai Residential Development is located on the Remainder of
Farm Paapekuilsfontein 281, Struisbaai. The site is less than 0.75 ha, and is located
between Marine Drive and the high water mark.

Figure 1: Location of the proposed development site fhyhl biue outline]

The proposed development involves the construction of six residential dwellings, as
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well as associated road, water and electrical infrastructure, and a stormwater
management system. An open space system is included, as a means to reduce the
ecological and visual impacts, whilst also providing recreational space to residents as
well as the public.

W05 MeE L) " s

——— R CowTeEm
Figure 2: Proposed layout of the development (alternative 4) as per the DBAR

2. SANParks comments:
SANParks’ comments are focused on Alternative 4, being the preferred alternative.

Although there is development between the road and the shoreline further along Marine
Drive towards George Street, it must be noted that the area is wider; and also that a
continuous stretch of undeveloped, shoreline is maintained. This provides for public
access and mitigates the impact of that access, as well as the visual impact.
Additionally, it functions as storm surge protection.

The proposed site for this development, however, is a narrow section of rocky shore
with a small beach, making it particularly sensitive to disturbance. This development
would significantly impact the scenic and natural character of this coastal stretch. The
site is also well-used by the public. Although the development is making provision for
public access, the spatial restriction of such access would result in an increased impact.

Although the DBAR recognises all of these impacts, typically as MEDIUM-HIGH, they
are typically downrated to LOW-VERY LOW after mitigation, essentially through the
combination of greening, limited development footprint and use of permeable fencing,
and establishing a buffer zone between the development and the high-water-mark. The
downrating of these impact significance ratings are not clear, based on the mitigation
measures. In many instances, it is our view that the ratings would stay the same.

With regards to the loss of Southwestern Strandveld, for example, the loss of
vegetation due the development is listed as ‘probable’. From the specialist report, it
appears that clearing of vegetation is required, i.e. this impact should be ‘definite’. It is
then unclear how this impact would be downrated from Medium to Low, without further
mitigation, simply on the basis of avoided development. The fact that the whole site is
not being developed is why the pre-mitigation impact was rated as Medium, instead of
High.
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9. Botanical

Potential impact and risk: Impact on botanical and biodiversity aspects of the site.

Mature of impact: Negative: Loss of natural vegetation i.e. Southwestern Strandwveld
Extent and duration of impact: Local, Long-term

Consequence of impact or risk: Loss of Southwestern Strandveld

Probability of occurrence: Probable

Degree to which the impact may cause Low

irreplaceable loss of resources:

Degree to which the impact can be reversed: Irreversible

Indirect impacts: HNone

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: Contribukion to loss of Southwestern Strandveld
Significance rating of impact prior to mitigation

{#.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very- Medium negative

High)

Degree to which the impact can be avoided: Wery Low

Degree to which the impact can be managed: Lowy

Degree to which the impact can be mitigated: Low

Since the western end of the site supporting Agulhas Limestons
Fynbos would remain intact, Alternative 4 mitigates the effect of
both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 since the western end of the
site would not be developed.

Proposed mitigation:

Residual impacts: Medium negative
Cumulative impact post mitigation: Low negative
Significance rating of impact after mitigation

(.. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very- Low (-}

High)

Figure 3: Biodiversity Impact ratings table from the BAR (alternative 4]

Furthermore, the loss of public access and amenity, although recognised, is not
adequately assessed.

We are also concerned that the traffic impact assessment only considers the localised
disruption of traffic in peak hours. The R319/Marine drive is the most important linkage
between L’Agulhas, Struisbaai and Bredasdorp. Given the location of the proposed site
below the road and on a bend, we are concerned about potential impacts on the
structural integrity and stability of the road. Deterioration of this road will severely
impact tourism to L'Agulhas and Agulhas National Park.

3. Summary and Recommendations

SANParks is not satisfied with the impact significance ratings in the attached DBAR
and we recommend that the application is peer reviewed by a suitably qualified EAP.

This is particularly important in this case, given the location of this proposed
development and ‘fine margins' at play: The proposed development footprint is at the
limits of demarcated risk zones, and does not adequately consider potential impacts of
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