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Background

Portion 4 of Farm 643 is situated to the west of the town of Stanford within the Overstrand Local Municipality,
Western Cape. The property is bounded to the north by the Kldrivier and is accessed via the Wortelgat Road. The
property measures approximately 13.53 hectares and is characterised by largely fallow land that has not been
cultivated for more than a decade.

The surrounding land use is predominantly agricultural, with adjacent properties comprising a mix of ledensity
residential dwellings and active farming operations. The broader landscape therefore retains a rural character, with
gradual residential expanson occurring in the area.

The applicant, Cheddles (Pty) Ltd, appointed Lornay Environmental Consulting (Pty) Ltd as the independent
Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) to undertake a Basic Assessment process in terms of the National
Environmental Management Act (Act 107 0£998) and the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014
(as amended).

Description of the Proposed Development

The proposed development will occupy an area of approximately 5 500 m2 within the broader 13:68ctare (135
300 m2) property and consists oftwo single residential T 5 130 0 RUNt A W¢ Wahanda jet and slipveyy a g ¢ 0 L
designed to integrate with the natural environment.

Residential Buildings

The development includes two singlestorey residential dwellings, designed to be visually and environmentally
compatible with the surrounding landscapefor use by the owners.

House 1 will be partially constructed within the disturbed footprint of an existing road, thereby minimising

vegetation clearance. The total building footprint will be approximately 2 221 m2 and will be located above the 5 m
contour line. Associated recreational features, including a swimming pool, firepit, and pedestrian pathways, are

proposed below the 5 m contour line. These elements will utilise previously disturbed areas and will collectively
occupy a footprint of approximately 100 mz2.

House 2 will be located outside of existing road infrastructure and will require limited clearance of indigenous
vegetation. The building footprint will be approximately 1 220 m2, with access provided via an upgraded existing
access road.

~c¢Uenl bt OIYaqaécnW

W~¢cUcnNWI kt W9 Yaqac NUWRY Wekitem@nageéntiaodyrisiotehihtelparsonnel af lelddttage
will occupy approximately 1 000 m2 and will be located within a previously disturbed area. Its design will be
consistent with the architectural principles applied to the main dwellings.

Access Roads

Internal access roads will be constructed and/or upgraded, primarily utilising existing disturbed pathways to
minimise vegetation clearance. The roads will be kepas informal jeep tracks similar to existing tracks on the
property, and may include natural surfacing or grass blocks where necessary. The total length of internal access
roads will be less than 1 000 m, with a maximum width of 4 m.
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Jetty and Slipway

A jetty and slipway are proposed to provide controlled, lovimpact access to the KleinRivier. These structures have
been designed in accordance with the Sea Shore Act (Act No. 21 of 1935) and CapeNature guidelines for riverine
and estuarine infrastructure.

Associated Infrastructure
Water Supply

Water will be sourced from an existing borehole located near the property entrance and used for domestic
purposes only, falling under Schedule 1 (Reasonable Domestic Use) of the National Water Act. Water storage tanks
covering approximately 26 m2 will beristalled within an existing disturbed area on the western portion of the
property.

Electricity
All dwellings will operate oftgrid using roofmounted solar photovoltaic systems.
Sewage

A sealed conservancy tank with a minimum capacity of 6 000 litres will be installed to collect sewage and greywater.
The tank will be emptied periodically by a licensed waste contractor, with effluent disposed of at a registered
municipal wastewater treatment facility.

Solid Waste

Solid waste generated on site will be collected and disposed of at a registered waste disposal facility by an
approved service provider.

Environmental Sensitivities

Specialist studies confirmed that Portion 4 of Farm 643 supports a mosaic of natural to sematural terrestrial
vegetation, largely influenced by historical agricultural disturbance. While the vegetation present does not
constitute intact or pristine examples of the regionally mapped vegetation types, the botanical specialist confirmed
that it remains ecologically functional and capable of supporting terrestrial biodiversity,however the overall
botanical impacts assessed as low negative, subject to mitigaons.

In terms of Faunal impacts and 6 particular significance is the confirmed presence of occupied and suitable
habitat for the Mute Winter Katydid, a listed Species of Conservation Concern. The faunal specialist identified this
habitat as an area of Very High Sensitivity and recommendeddtestablishment of a minimum 50 m nego buffer
surrounding all mapped katydid habitat. These areas are to be strictly avoided during construction and operation,
with no infrastructure development, hard road surfaces, or landcaping activities permitted within the buffer to
prevent habitat loss, fragmentation, and disturbance.

The subject property is located on theipper reaches of the Klein River, below the town of Stanfor@he KleinRivier
and its associated riparian zonerepresent a highly sensitive ecological system. Informed by specialist input,
development below the 5 m contour has been strictly limited to essential, lowwmpact recreational infrastructure
only. All bulk and permanent infrastructure has been positioned laove the 5 m contour line and more than 100 m
landward of the HighWater Mark (HWM).

The northern portion of the property falls within both the Coastal Protection Zone and the Coastal Management
Line of theKlein River. Listed activities relating to both watercourses and the sea are included in this application,
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however it is important to note that the watercourse at the property does not experience tidal fluctuation or
saltwater inundation and the riparian zone is not reflective of that odin estuary.

Only the jetty and slipway are proposed below the HighiVater Mark and the 5 m contour, and these structures have
been carefully designed and assessed in detail. Through the refinement of the development from Alternatives 1 and
2 to Alternative 3 (preferredl, the footprint and intensity of infrastructurein these zoneswere reduced

Alternatives

The following alternatives were assessed as part of the Basic Assessment process:

Alternative 1 fon-preferred)

Alternative 1 proposes the placement of two residential dwellings and associated infrastructure extending below
the 5 m contour of the KleinRivier. Specialist assessments identified this alternative as environmentally and
practically constrained due to:

- Increased flood risk and vulnerability to fluctuatingriverine water levels;

- Encroachment into sensitive riparian and aquatic zones;

- Increased longterm maintenance and safety risks, particularly under projected climate change
conditions.

Alternative 2 fon-preferred)

Alternative 2 relocates the residential dwellings above the 5 m contour, thereby reducing flood risk. However,
faunal specialist investigations confirmed that House 2 would be located within confirmed Mute Winter Katydid
habitat, resulting in direct habitat loss for a Species of Conservation Concern. In addition, this alternative retained
multiple jetties and slipways, increasing disturbance within theriverine environment.

Despite improvements in flood resilience, the biodiversity impacts associated with this alternative are considered
unacceptable, and it is therefore regarded as notpreferred.

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 3 represents an evolution of the layout in response to specialist findings and is the preferred alternative
for the proposed development. Key features of this alternative include:

- Relocation of House 2 outside the 50 m nao buffer associated with confirmed Mute Winter Katydid
habitat and above the 5 m contoutine.

- Concentration of access roads within existing disturbed areas to minimise vegetation clearancand
disturbance.

- Removal of additional jetties, resulting in a single jetty and slipway, thereby reducing disturbance within
the estuarine environment.

- Retention of the majority of the property in a natural or neamatural state.

The botanical specialist confirmed, through an addendum assessment, that the revised Alternative 3 layout does
not increase botanical or terrestrial biodiversity impacts, and that the overall impact remains low negative,
provided that recommended mitigation measures are implemented.
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No-Go Alternative

Under the NoGo Alternative, no development would occur on Portion 4 of Farm 643. This option would result in the

least environmental impact, as the site would remain in its current undeveloped stateRisks associated with

improper land management or unregulated development exists under this scenario. In additigrihis alternative

TYUt wWOYqUWaWWqags We GGaRAC Uqk t WY H Ppridkey Redidéhtibl deVelofihupt Andl 1J+ q ¢ H
would result in no formalised land management or environmental conmbls being implemented.

Specialist studies conducted
The following specialist studies informed this Draft BAR:

- Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment - assessed vegetation types, ecological sensitivity, and
potential impacts on plant species and terrestrialbiodiversity.

- Terrestrial Biodiversity Addendum - confirmed that the revised Alternative 3 layout remains acceptable
from a botanical perspectivewith low and very low impacts.

- Faunal Impact Assessment - identified the presence of animal species of conservation concern,
including the Mute Winter Katydid habitat and informed the delineation of ngo areas and the refinement
of the preferred development layouthrough the repositioning of House 2.

Application Process

This document constitutes a Draft Basic Assessment Report prepared to support the first round of public
participation. Interested and Affected Parties will be provided with an opportunity to review the proposed
development and specialist findings and to sbmit comments. All comments received will be recorded and
addressed in the Final BAR submitted to the competent authority for decisiemaking.
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IMPORTANT INFORMATION TO BE READ PRIOR TO COMPLETINGIBASIC ASSESSMENT
REPORT

1. The purpose of this template is to provide a format for the Basic Assessment report as set out in
Appendix1ofthe Nati onal Environmental Management Act, 1998
Environment al | mpact As s es s2@Bi{ds anfeaded) Aid grderReulfimdtelyt i on s
obtain Environmental Authorisation.

2. The Environmental Impact As s e s s me n t Redutatns As@éfined in terms of Chapter 5 of the
National Environmental Management Act, 19998 ( Ac t No. 107 of He@ifa®er ( ONE]
referred to as the ONEMA EI A Regul ationsé.

3. Submission of documentation, reports and other correspondence:

The Department has adopted a digital format for corresponding with proponents/applicants or

the general public. If there is a conflict between this approach and any provision in the legislation,

then the provisions in the legislation prevail. If there isa  ny uncertainty about the requirements or
arrangements, the relevant Competent Authority must be consulted.

The Directorate: Development Management has created generic e -mail addresses for the
respective Regions, to centralise their administration. Please make use of the relevant general
administration e -mail address below when submitting documents:

DEADPEIAAdmin@westerncape.gov.za
Directorate: Development Management ( Region 1) :
City of Cape Town; West Coast District Municipal area;
Cape Winelands District Municipal area and Overberg District Municipal area.

DEADPEIAAdmIin.George @westerncape.gov.za
Directorate: Development Management ( Region 3) :
Garden Route District Municipal area and Central Karoo District Municipal area

General queries must be submitted via the general administration e -mail for EIA related queries.
Where a case -officer of DEA&DP has been assigned, correspondence may be directed to such
official and copied to the relevant general administration e -mail for record purposes.

All correspondence, comments, requests and decisions in terms of applications, will be issued to
either the applicant/requester in a digital format via email, with digital signatures, and copied to
the Environmental Assessment pplicabeyi ti oner (O0EAPGS6) ( wh

4. The required information must be typed within the spaces provided in t his Basic Assessment Report
( 6 BA.R3®He sizes of the spaces provided are not necessarily indicative of the amount of
information to be provided.

5. All applicable sections of this BAR must be completed.

6. Unless protected by law, all information contained in, and attached to this BAR, will become public
information on receipt by the Competent Authority. If information is not submitted with this BAR
due to such information being protected by law, the applicant and/or E nvironmental Assessment
Practi ti on enustdedaeAsWidjon -disclosure and provide the reasons for believing that
the information is protected.

7. ThisBAR is current as of April 2024 . It is the responsibility of the Applicant/ EAP to ascertain whether
subsequent versions of the BAR have been released by
website at http://www.westerncape.gov.za to check for the latest version of this BAR.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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This BAR is the standard format, which must be used in all instances when preparing a BAR for Basic
Assessment applications for an environmental authorisation in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations
when the Western Cape Government Department of Environmental Affairs and Development
Pl anning (ODEA&DPG6) is the Competent Authority.

Unless otherwise indicated by the Department, one hard copy and one electronic copy of this
BARmust be submitted to the Department at the postal address given below or by delivery thereof

to the Registry Office of the Department. Reasonable access to copies of this Report must be
provided to the relevant Organs of State for consultation purposes, w hich may, if so indicated by
the Department, include providing a printed copy to a specific Organ of State.

This BAR must be duly dated and originally signed by the Applicant, EAP (if applicable) and
Specialist(s) and must be submitted to the Department at the details provided below.

The Depar tamst Citcdles s pertainingto t he 00One Environment al Manag e
and the EIA Regulations , any subsequent Circulars, and guidelines must be taken into account
when completing this BAR.

Should a water use licence application be required in terms of the National Water Act, 1998 (Act

No. 36 of 1998) (ONWAG6), the 060One Environmental Syste
synchronisation of the consideration of the application in terms of the NEMA and the NWA. Refer

to this Departmentds Circular EADP 0028/ 2014: One Env

Where Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of 1999) ( ONHRi&6)
triggered, a copy of Heritage Western Capeds fim8AR comment

The Screening Tool developed by the National Department of Environmental Affairs must be used

to generate a sc reening report . Please use the Screening Tool link
https://screening.environment.gov.za/screeningtool to generate the Screening Tool Report. The
screening tool report must be attached to this BAR.

Where this Department is also identified as the Licencing Authority to decide on applications under

the National Environmental Management: AirQuality Act ( Act No. 29 of ,2h804) (
submission of the Report must also be made as follows, for -

Waste Management Li cence Applications, this report must also (i.e., another hard copy and

el ectronic copy) be submitted for t he attention of
Directorate ( Tel: 021-483-2728/2705 and Fa x: 021-483-4425) at the same postal address as the

Cape Town Office.

Atmospheric Emissions Licence A pplications, this report must also be (i.e., another hard copy and

el ectronic copy) submitted for the attention of the
Quality Management Directorate (T  el: 021 483 2888 and Fax: 021 483 4368) at the same postal

address as the Cape Town Office.
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The completed Form must be sent via electronic mail to:
DEADPEIAAdmin@westerncape.gov.za

Queries should be directed to the Directorate:
Development Management (Region 1) at:
E-mail: DEADPEIAAdmin@westerncape.gov.za
Tel: (021) 483-5829

Western Cape Government

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development
Planning

Attention: Directorate: Development Management (Region

The completed Form must be sent via electronic mail to:
DEADPEIAAdmin.George@westerncape.gov.za

Queries should be directed to the Directorate: Development
Management (Region 3) at:
E-mail: DEADPEIAAdmIn.George@westerncape.gov.za

Tel: (044) 814-2006

Western Cape Government

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development
Planning

Attention: Directorate: Development Management (Region

1) 3)
Private Bag X 9086 Private Bag X 6509
Cape Town, George,
8000 6530
MAPS

Provide a location map (see below) as Appendix A

1 to this BARthat shows the location of the proposed development
and associated structures and infrastructure on the property.

Locality Map:

sites, if any;
the site(s)
A anorth arrow;

A alegend; and
A alinear scale.

the activity is to be undertaken.

Report.

The scale of the locality map must be at least 1:50 000.

For linear activities or development proposals of more than 25 kilometres, a smaller scale e.g.,
1:250 000 can be used. The scale must be indicated on the map.

The map must indicate the following:

A an accurate indication of the project site position as well as the positions of the alternative

A road names or numbers of all the major roads as well as the roads that provide access to

For ocean based or aquatic activity, the coordinates must be provided within which the activity
is to be undertaken and a map at an appropriate scale clearly indicating the area within which

Where comment from the Western Cape Government: Transport and Public Works is required,
a map illustrating the properties (owned by the
Public Works) that will be affected by the proposed development must be included in the

Western Cape Government: Transport and

alternative properties and locations.

Provide a detailed site development plan / site map (see below) as Appendix B

1 to this BAR and if applicable, all

indicated on the site plan.

site plan.

1 On land where the property has not been defined, the co
the proposed activity or development is proposed must be provided.

1 The current land use (not zoning) as well as the land use zoning of each of the adjoining
properties must be clearly indicated on the site plan.

1  The position of each component
other structures on the site must be indicated on the site plan.

1  Services, including electricity supply cables (indicate aboveground or underground), water
supply pipelines, boreholes, sewage pipelines, storm water infrastructure and access roads
that will form part of the  proposed development must be clearly indicated on the site plan.

1 Servitudes and an indication of the purpose of each servitude must be indicated on the

Site Plan: Detailed site development plan(s) must be prepared for each alternative site or alternative

activity. The site plans must contain or conform to the following:

1 The detailed site plan must preferably be at a scale of 1:500 or at an appropriate scale.
The scale must be clearly indicated on the plan, preferably together with a linear scale.

1  The property boundaries and numbers of all the properties within 50m of the site must be

-ordinates of the area in which

of the proposed activity or development as well as any

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024
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1  Sensitive environmental elements within 100m of the site must be included on the site plan,
including (but not limited to):
o  Watercourses / Rivers / Wetlands
0  Flood lines (i.e., 1:100 year, 1:50 year and 1:10 year where applicable );
0 Coastal Risk Zones as delineated for the Western Cape by th e Department of

Environment al Affairs and Development Pl an
o Ridges;
0  Cultural and historical features /landscapes ;

o  Areas with indigenous vegetation (even if degraded or infested with alien species).
1  Whenever the slope of the site exceeds 1:10, a contour map of the site must be submitted.
1 North arrow

A map/site plan must also be provided at an appropriate scale, which superimposes the
proposed development and its associated structures and infrastructure on the environmental
sensitivities of the preferred and alternative sites indicating any areas that should be avoided,
including buffer areas.

Site photographs

Colour photographs of the site  that shows the overall condition of the site and its surroundings
(taken on the site and taken from outside the site) with a description of each photograph. The
vantage points from which the photographs were taken must be indicated on the site plan, or

locality plan as applicable. If available, plea se also provide a recent aerial photograph.
Photographs must be attached to this BARas Appendix C . The aerial photograph(s) should be
supplemented with additional photographs of relevant features on the site. Date of
photographs must be included. Please note that the above requirements must be duplicated

for all alternative sites.

Biodiversity A map of the relevant biodiversity information and conditions must be provided as an overlay
Overlay Map: map on the property/site plan . The Map must be attached  to this BAR as Appendix D .
Linear activites | GPS co-ordinates must be provided in degrees  , minutes and seconds using the Hartebeeshoek
or development 94 WGS84 co -ordinate system.
and multiple Where numerous properties/sites are involved (linear activities) you must attach a list of the Farm
properties Name (s)/Portion (s)/Erf number (s) to this BAR as an Appendix.
For linear activities that are longer than 500m, please provide a map with the co -ordinates taken
every 100m along the route to this BAR as  Appendix A3 .
ACRONYMS

DAFF: Department of Forestry and Fisheries

DEA: Department of Environmental Affairs

DEA& DP: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning

DHS: Department of Human Settlement

DoA: Department of Ag riculture

DoH: Department of Health

DWS: Department of Water and Sanitation

EMPr: Environmental Management Programme

HWC: Heritage Western Cape

NFEPA: National Freshwater Ecosystem Protection Assessment

NSBA: National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment

TOR: Terms of Reference

WCBSP: Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan

WCG: Western Cape Government

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024
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Appendix A | Locality
Appendix A | Locality Map
Appendix B | Alternatives
Appendix B1 Alternative Layout 1
Appendix B2 Alternative Layout2
Appendix B3 Alternative Layout3 (Preferred)
Appendix C | Photo Report
Appendix C | Photo Report
Appendix D | GIS Mapping
Appendix D | BGIS Mapping
Appendix E |Public Participation
Appendix E | Notice of PPP 1
Appendix F |EMPr
Appendix F | Environmental Management Programme (EMPr)
Appendix G | Specialists
Appendix Gk Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment
Appendix G1b Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment Addendum
Appendix G2 Faunal Impact Assessment
Appendix H | DFFE Site Screening
AppendixH1 Screening Tool Report
AppendixH2 Site Sensitivity Verification Report (SSVR)
Appendix | | Service Confirmation
Appendix| | Pending
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SECTIONW: ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS

Highlight the Departmental
Region in which the intended
application will fall

CAPE TOWN OFFICE:REGION 1

GEORGE OFFICE:REGION 3

(City of Cape
Town,
West Coast District

(Cape Winelands
District &
Overberg District)

X

(Central Karoo District &
Garden Route District)

Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
Proponent
Name of Applicant/ Proponent:
Name of contact person for
Applicant/ Proponent (if other):
Company/ Trading hame/State
Department/Organ of State:
Company Registration Number:
Postal address:

Telephone:

E-mail:

Cheddles Pty Ltd

Hedley Gerhardt

Cheddles Pty Ltd

6 Frere Road, Sea Point,

Cape Town

Postal code: 8000

)

Cell: +27(0) 72 778 6392

hedleyg@gmail.com

Fax: ()

Company of EAP:
EAP name:
Postal address:

Telephone:

E-mail:

Quallifications:

EAP registration no:

Lornay Environmental Consulting

Michelle Naylor

Unit 5/1F Hemel & Aarde Wine Village,

Hermanus

Postal code: 7200

)

Cell: +27(0) 8345 6556

michelle@lornay.co.za

Fax: ()

MSc(Rhodes University)

2019/698

Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
landowner
Name of landowner:
Name of contact person for
landowner (if other):
Postal address:

Telephone:

E-mail:

As above

Postal code:

Cell:

Fax: ()

Name of Person in control of
the land:
Name of contact person for
person in control of the land:
Postal address:

Telephone:

E-mail:

As above

Postal code:

Cell:

Fax: ()

Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
Municipal Jurisdiction
Municipality in whose area of
jurisdiction the proposed
activity will fall:
Contact person:

Postal address:

Overstrand Municipality

Chester Arendse

Hermanus

Postal code: 7200

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024
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Telephone | 028384 8320

Cell: N/A

E-mail: | carendse@overstrand.gov.z

Fax: N/A

SECTIOB: CONFIRMATION (BPECIFIPROJEETAILASINCLUDEIN THE

APPLICATION FORM

1. Is the proposed development  (please tick) : | New

| x

I Expansion

2. Is the proposed site(s) a brownfield of greenfield site? Please explain.

The proposed site can be considered a combination of both a greenfield and brownfield site. While the majority of t
remains undeveloped and has not been disturbed within the last ten years, indicating characteristics of a greenfietesi
arealso existing internal roads and access paths present on the property. These features reflect limited historical dist
and align with a brownfield context in those specific areas. &tigting internal roadwvill be utilised as far as possible in t

design process to minimise additional environmental impact

3

3.2,
3.3
3.4.
35,
36.

Latitude (S)- 0 5

. . 5

Latitude (S)- 0 5

5

4. Other developments

Property size(s) of
4.1. | all proposed
site(s):

135300 m?
(13.53 ha)

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024
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Developed
footprint of the
existing facility 2
4.2. .
and associated om
infrastructure (if
applicable):
~5500 m?
(05 ha)
DEADP & Cape Mature: Symbol Arsa
Exlsting disturbed factprint of mad R WA
Development
footprint of the Proposed bullding foofprint within extstng
proposed Toolprnt of Esturded road | | 206 mF
43 development
" | and associated Proposed House 01 bulding footprnt
infrastructure outsige of exlsing disturted road & | | Tz e
. required disharbed vegatation
size(s)for all
alternatives : Propoeed pool, firepil & patn footrint
below S contous & outside of existing | | 100 me
distured road & required disturbed
vegetation
Proposed House 02 bullding foatpeind
Erimeset | I i
required disharbed vegatation
Proposed Managers cottage tulding
PRt riiee | i
& required disturned vegetation
Propoeed Gate House footprint owske of |
mr?ijng disturbed mad & required r 1 535 m*
disturded vegetation L J
4.4 Provide a detailed description of the proposed development an d its associated infrastructure  (This must include details of
" | e.g. buildings, structures, infrastructure, storage facilities, sewage/effluent treatment and holding _facilities ).

Cheddles (Pty) Ltd (hereinafter referred to as the Applicdraty appointed Lornay Environmental Consulting (Pty) Ltd a
independent Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) to undertake the Environmental Authorisation process in
the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 198Bjhe Environmental Impact Assessment (E
Regulations, 2014 (as amended).

The proposed development is situated on Portion 4 of the Farm Middelburg No. 643, near Stanford in the Western C
proposal entails the establishment of a lalensity residential development comprising two private residential dwelling
a I y I 3 8tldde zan ihternal access road, and associated infrastructure and recreational features.

The design intent is to concentrate the development footprint within previously disturbed or transformed portions of th
to reduce environmental impact and retain the rural character of the area. Although the property has remained
undisturbedover the past decade, several areas exhibit historic disturbance and are now dominated by secondary gra
¢tKSaS INBFa AyOfdzRS LRNIA2y & LINRPLIZASR F2NJ GKS AyidSNY
extent near theadjacent watercourse.

The proposed development will collectively occupy an area of approximzgélym?2 within the broader 13.5&ectare (135
300 m?) property.
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ResidentiaBuildings

The development includes two residential dwellinBsth dwellings will be singlgtorey and architecturally integrated int
the natural surroundings

- House 1will be partially constructed within thelisturbed footprint of an existing road, with the majority of th
structure extending into an area where limited vegetation disturbance will be requilfied total building footprint
will cover approximatel2221m?2 and will be situated above the 5m contour line.

0 Associated recreational features including a swimnpogl|, firepit, and pedestrian pathwagre proposed
below the 5 m contour line. These elements wiillise the disturbed footprintand will be designed t¢
integrate seamlessly with the surrounding topography and vegetafidre total footprint proposed for
these structures is approximateh00n?

- House 2building area is situated outside of the existing road and therefore will require clearance of indig
vegetation The building footprint will be approximately220mz2. Access to the house will be via thgistingaccess
road that will beupgraded.

al yr3asSNna /2a6dl1 38

-1 albyrF3aSNRa /2G04 3S A a-siteInmBEnhderaeStAnd ingintednaDa@ persyrdd | (1 S 2
0 This unit will occupy approximately000 m2and will be situated within an area previously disturb&tie
design will follow the same architectural principles as the main dwellings.

Access Road

An internal access road will be constructaxdd / or upgraded, using existing disturbed pathways to mininviegetation
disturbance. Thapplicant will aim to retain the internal access roads as informal as possible, as per the current roads
Some natural surface material or grass blocks may have to be added in seétidhe accessoadswill have acombined
length of lesghan 1000 mand amaximumwidth of 4m.

Jetty and Slipway

A slipway and jetty are proposed as part of the propo3alese structures have been designed in accordance with
{SFrakK2NB ! O FyR /I LSblGdz2NBQa 3FdzARSt AySa T2NJ NAJSNA
low-impact access to the river while minimising disturbancéhimbed and banks of the Kleinrivier.

House 1(road, jetty and slipway)
For House lanaccess track, slipwand jetty is proposed.

0 An access road covering a footprint of approximag3y m2will link the dwelling to thgetty and slipway
area.

0 A jetty with a development footprint of approximateh8 mz2is proposed. The jetty is designed in line w
thedSpecifid 2y RAGA 2y a FyR { NUHzOG dzZNB  { L& Ore With ©eApplicatiom
to Enter into adleaseAgreement in terms ofhe Sea Shore Act, Act 1935 (Act No 21 of 1935).

o0 A slipway with a development footprint of approximatdly0 m2will facilitate small watercraft launchin
and retrieval.

In total, the combined footprint of thaccess tracietty, and slipway will amount to approximat&ig0 mz2,all situated below
the 5 m contour line
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Thedesign and construction of these structures will adhere to best environmental practices, ensuring minimal disturb
the riverinehabitat and maintaining the natural visual and ecological character of the riverfront.

Associated infrastructure
Water

To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installedexigting disturbedrea of
approximately26 m2situated on the western portion of the propsrtWater will be extracted from the boreholecated near
the entrance of the property, the water will bier household useand therefore ncauthorisationis required in terms of
National Water Acas it will fall under Schedule¢lReasonable Domestic Use.

Electricity
The dwellings will operate off the grid with the use of roof mounted solar installations.
Sewage

A minimum 6 00@itre sealed conservancy tank will be provided, sized to adequately accommodate effluent volume
the residential units. The tank will be connected to the internal sewer drainage network of the buildings to collect beagle
and greyvater in a secure, watertight systerihe contents of the conservancy tank will be periodically emptied by a lice
private waste contractor and disposed of at a registered municipal wastewater treatment facility

Solid Waste

The solid waste will be collected onsite agidposed of at a registered faciliby the operator as required.
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REVISION

® STUDRIO 8HD)|

Photo 1:Aerial view of the site, banks and Klein River. System typical of a river and not a estuary.
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Photo 2:View of theexistingfirebreaks which also act as access rous#tsiated on the right andravelling from south to
north of the propertythat will be upgraded

Photo 3 View of the area proposed for House 2.
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Photo 5. Overview of the existing access ro&tbuse 1 will beoncentratedhere which will connedboth house 1 and
House 2 access.

45 Indicate how access to the proposed site(s) will be obtained for all alternatives .

Access off the Wortelgat Road is existing. Existing internal access roads will be used as far as possible to accassasy
on the site.

SG Digit code(s)

of the proposed
4.6.Site(s)f0ra" c|0 (1|3 0/0(0|jO|O0O |O]|O|O|O |6 |4 |3]|/0]|0]|0]|0]|4

alternatives :
Coordinates of the proposed site (s) for all alternatives :

4 | Latitude (S) 340 Hp pcdy
Longitude (E) 19° HDp pc®j
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SECTION CLEGISLATION/POLICIES AND/OR GUIDERRME®COLS

Exemption applied forin terms of the NEMA and the NEMA EIA Regulations
Has exemption been applied for in terms of the NEMA and the NEMA EIA Regulations . If yes, include
. o ; YES NO X
a copy of the exemption notice in Appendix E 18.
Is the following legislation applicable to the p roposed activity or development
The National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act No. 24 YES NO x
of 2008) .(fyes, atslch & gopy of the comment from the relevant competent  authority as
Appendix E4 and the pre  -approval for the reclamation of land as Appendix E19.
The National Heri tage Resources Act , . Ifly8s9aftach a’.copy of Ng YES NO X
the comment from  Heritage Western Cape as Appendix E 1.
The National Water Act, 1998 (IlAyest attddloa copy 6f the domniedt9 8 )| YES NO X
from the DWS as Appendix E 3.
TheNati onal Environment al Management: Air Quality]|YES NO X
If yes, attach a copy of the comment from the relevant authorit ies as Appendix E 13.
TheNati onal Environmental Management Waste Act (AqYES NO X
The National Environmental Management Biodiversit|YES NO x
The National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act, 2003 (Act No. 57 of 2003) | YES NO X
(ONEMPAAG)
The Conservatio n of Agricultural Resources Act, 1983 (Act No. 43 of 1983). If yes, attach comment YES NO X
from the relevant competent authority as Appendix E5.

Other legislation

List any other legislation that is applicable to the proposed activity or development.

SeaShore Act (Act 21 of 1935)

The proposed developmeiricludes application fathe constructionof ajetty and slipwayon the Klein RiveA permit

from Cape Naturén terms of he Seashordéctisrequiredprior to the constructio of thesestructures

Policies

Explain which policies were considered and how the proposed activity or development complies and respond

policies.

sto these

1. Western CapeSpatial Development Framework (WBDF)2014)

3.3.7 SETTLEMENT SYNTHESIS

GThe key concepts related to the settlement policies are illustrated in Figure 58. In summary these are to:

l. Develop regional planning frameworks to manage the tension between the protection of high
resources and landscapes and urban growth in the growth nodes (i.e. Cape Metro, George/Mo

and Saldanha Bay/Vredenburg functional regions)

1. Ensure that densification, infill and brownfield regeneration in these areasi@raegotiablefirst

action in the growth nodes

Il. Invest in regional service centre towns to support and integrate with the rural hinterlands, prior
investment in housing, health and education in these towns rather than dispersing investm

villages and hamlets
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V. Develop regional rural development frameworks to align settlement planning with large
infrastructure investments (oil and gas, dams, regional movement routes etc).

V. Use ICT and periodic social services to reduce the need for rural dwellers to travel to services.

VI. Support investment of Provincial resources and finance in existing settlements, in line with

understanding of their regional role and potential and limit unproductive or potentially abg
investment in poorly located, isolated new developments.

The proposed activity involves a lamtensity residential development situated on a rural property outside
urban edge, within an area that is largely transformed and previously disturbed. The proposal responds dir
GKS 2/ {5CQa LINAYyOAL} Sa o8&y

1 Concentrating development within previously disturbed areas, thereby avoiding sensitive or undist
natural habitats.
1 Maintaining the rural character and scenic integrity of the landscape througkdéwsity design, natura
building materials, and minimal visual intrusion.
1 Ensuring that infrastructure is sefifficient, using offyrid technologies (borehole water, conservan
tanks, and solar power) in line with provincial policy for developments outside municipal service arg
1 Supporting the local rural economy through job creation during the construction phase and or
maintenance requirements.

3.2.3.3. PROVINCIAL SPATIAL POLICIES
POLICY E2: DIVERSAND STRENGTHEN THE RURAL ECONOMY
RURAL PLANNING

1. Rural considerations to be factored into all municipal IDPs and SDFs, with priority given to gettir
coverage in all district SDFs and then refining the detail of the planning at local municipality leve
should be able to assist in the idertt#ftion of strategically located land for land reform purposes in te
of the Preactive Land Acquisition Strategy (PLAS). Provincial Government should strengthen its par
with DRDLR in giving support to municipalities in their undertaking rzmahjplg.

2. ¢KS t NPOAYOALFf S5SLINILHYSYyd 2F | INROdz (dzZNBQa |
are useful tools to use for detailed planning or assessing farm level land use applications.

3. Where regional SDFs are compiled by Provincial Government, rural considerations are to be deal
the same basis as municipal SDFs.

DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE THE URBAN EDGE

4. Compatible and sustainable rural activities (i.e. activities that are appropriate in a rural context, ge
positive socieeconomic returns, and do not compromise the environment or ability of the municipa
deliver on its mandate) and of an appriate scale and form can be accommodated outside the urban ¢
(except in bona fide wilderness areas).

5. The 2009 PSDF draft Rural Land Use Planning and Management Guidelines to be reviewed and u
serve as basis for clarifying the interpretation of this policy. The following criteria should be apy
assessing consistency with this policy:

() Environmental authorisation

(1 Compatibility with land use activities suitable in the CBA it is situated in, and subject to

(t Does not alienate unique or high value agricultural land, or compromise existing fa
activities.
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(Iv) Does not compromise the current or future possible use of mineral resources

V) Is consistent with the cultural and scenic landscapes within which it is situated.

(V) 528a y2i Ay@o2t oS SEGSyarzya (2 (GKS Y-dod
technologies)

(vll)  Does not impose real costs or risks to the municipality delivering on their mandate.

(VIII)  Does not infringe on the authenticity of rural landscapes.

6. Land use incentives should be used to facilitate rural land use transitions that the State cannot a
fund on its own (e.g. securing priority biodiversity areas or climate adaptation corridors; rural develo
agrarian transformation).

7. The current Provincial Resort Policy to be reviewed to make it consistent with PSDF 2014,
recommendations incorporateth the updated 2009 PSDF Rural Land Use Planning and Manag
Guidelineg

The proposed development is consistent with Policy E2 in that it:

I Constitutes a compatible rural land use that is appropriate in both scale and form.

1 Does not alienate highialue agricultural land or interfere with existing farming operationgf@subject
property or adjacent properties.

1 It follows a brmal process for obtainingnvironmentally authorised under NEMA and subject to speci
inputssuch as the Faunal specialist

1 Is located outside the municipal reticulation network, relying ongritl services (borehole water suppl
solar energy, and conservancy tanks), consistent with WCSDF criteria for developments beyond th
edge.

1 Maintains the cultural and scenic landscape character of the Stanford rural setting.

Overstrand Municipality Spatial Development Framewo{® MSDF}2020)

Thesite is situated outside the demarcated urban edge of the Overstdumdicipalityin Stanford townThe OMSDH
identifies three broad landscape zones: the coastal belt, coastal plain, and mountainous areas, with
promoting sustainable rural development that is sensitive to environmental and visual constraints.

The proposed developmerbmpiles with the OMSDF (2020)

1 The site is located outside the demarcated urban edge of Stanford, within the rural hinterland, wher
compatible, lowimpact activities are supported.

1 The proposed residential units are ledensity, occupy a small footprint 342 m2), and utilise existing
disturbed areas, thereby minimising transformation of rural land.

1 The design and siting of the dwellings maintain open space continuity and scenic quality, consistg
OMSDF policy objectives to preserve rural landscape character.

1 The proposal contributes to controlled, conteseénsitive rural diversification and avoids leapfrog
sprawling urban expansion.

OverstrandMunicipality Integrated Development Plan (2@22026)

¢KS h@SNEONYYyR L5t 2dzif AySa GKS YdzyAOALI fAl&Qa
management, environmental protection, and equitable access to services and opportunities.

1 The development promotes sustainable land use through its environmentally responsive desig
compliance with environmental legislation.
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1 It supports local economic development through shitemm job creation during construction and ongoit
maintenance work.

1 Itensures responsible resource use, employinggoff systems for energy, water, and waste managemg
O2yaraidsSyid ¢A0K (GKS L5t Qa F20dza 2y OfAYFGS N

5. Guidelines

List the guidelines which have been considered relevant to the proposed activity or development and explain how they
have influenced the development proposal.

Guideline for the Review of Specialist Input in the EIA process (June 2005).

This guideline provides direction on the role and quality standards of specialist studies in environ
assessments, ensuring that findings are scientifically sound, relevant, and integrated into the deeiking
process.

Guideline for Environmental Management Plans (June 2005)

This guideline outlines the structure and essential components of an Environmental Management Prog
(EMPr), ensuring that mitigation measures and monitoring actions are clearly defined, implementabl
auditable.

Guideline on Alternatives (March 2013)

This guideline emphasises the importance of identifying, describing, and assessing reasonable and
alternatives in the EIA process.

Guideline on Need and Desirability (March 2013)

This guideline provides a framework for assessing the broader contextual justification for a proposed develq
including its alignment with spatial planning, seemonomic priorities, and sustainable resource uber this
proposal, the guideline assisted in demonstrating that the development is contextually appropriate, aligns wi
and regional planning instruments, and supports sustainable rural residential use while maintaining environ
integrity.

Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Pletandbook and Guidelines (232

The WCBSP provides a spatial biodiversity framework for the Western Cape, identifying Critical Biodivers
(CBAs) and Ecological Support Areas (ESAs) that guidesmptanning and environmental decisioraking.

This guideline directly informed the site sensitivity analysisuring that the proposed development footprit
minimise vegetation clearance withi@BAs, and maintains natural connectivity and ecological functionir
accordance with provincial biodiversity priorities.

6. Protocols

Explain how the proposed activity or development complies with the requirements of the protocols referred to in the NOI
and/or application form

Agricultural Theme High Sensitivitg The property and adjacent agricultural properties have lme¢nfarmed for
many yearsnor is the property suitable for intensive farming purpodés.rezoning is applicable to the propos
and therefore the property will retain its Agricultural Zonitp further assessment is required under this them
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Animal Species Theme High Sensitivity, In accordanceHigh Sensitivityf animal specieglentified in the DFFH
Screening Tool, a Terrestrial Animal Site Sensitivity Verification and Species Specialist Assessment was U
by Venter (2025) to confirm site sensitivity and identify potential species of conservation concern that may
within the proposed development footprinfthe Screening Report identified eleven (11) animal species of co
as potentially occurring on the property. These dpednclude higksensitivitybirds species, as well as mediun
sensitivity speciessuch as amphibians, invertebrates, and reptiles (notably snakes}. Faunal Speciali
Assessment verified the site sensitivity and confirmed the presence of s8yemifmal species of conservatig
concern onsite. Confirmed species include the Mute Winter Katydid, Western Leopard Toad, and African
Harrier, while additional higlikelihood SCC are considered present within the Potential Area of Influence (R
The property also provides an important ecologjiltakage between the Klein Rivand the surrounding fynbo
habitats, contributing to regional landscape connectivity.

Although the proposed development has a limited overall footprint, evenitdensity residential development ha
the potential to introduce longerm edge effects and localised disturbance within this ecologically sensitive sg
Under the original lagut (Alternative 2), impacts were assessed as being of Medium to High significance, pr
due to direct overlap with confirmed katydid habitat and cumulative disturbanceatercourseassociated faunal

Ly NBaLkRyasS (2 GKS TFldzylt aLISOAlIfAailiQa NBO2YYSy
design revisions, including the reduction of jetty infrastructure from two structures to a single jetty, as well
relocation of House ® outside the recommended 50 m buffer around the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid hal
These design changes substantially reduce the extent of habitat disturbance and fragmentation.

Li A& OGKSNBF2NB GKS &LISOALtAaAGQa 2LAYAZY GKI G
predicted faunal impacts. Consequently, residual impacts are reduced from MeHigm significance unde
Alternative2 to LowcMedium significance under the Preferred Alternat(dternative 3)

Aquatic Biodiversity Theme; Very high sensitivitg The site is located along the banks of the KRirier. The
development, except for the jetty(s) and slipway(®)Nimming poolfire pit and a pathwaywill be locatedabove
the 5m contour,andmore than 32 m from the edge of the watercourmed more than 100 m from the HW\Given
this, it is concluded that no further Aquatic Biodiversity specialist input is required.

Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Theme Low sensitivity¢ No further Heritage Assessment will
implemented

Civil Aviation Theme Low sensitivity; the proposed activity is in line with the existing agricultuaald use zoning
in the area. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected to this theme. No further assessnmemired

Deferse Themeg Low sensitivityg the proposed expansion is in line with the existing agricultlaiadl use zoning
in the area. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected to this theme. No further assessmemnired

PaleontologyThemeg Very highg Portion 4 of Farm 643 is located within an area identified as having very|
paleontologicakensitivity. The development of a ledensity residentiatiwellingin a rural agricultural setting ma
involve limited ground disturbance for building foundations, services, and landsc&iiren the smalscale and
low-impact nature of the proposed residential development, a Radleontologicalmpact Assessment (PIA) is n
required. No significant excavation or earthworks beyond typical residential consinuarte planned, anthuch of
the site has been previouslgisturbed. While the site is classified as very high sensitivity faleontological
resources, the proposed residential development is unlikely to cause significant impacts, provided that the

find procedure is implemented.
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Plant Species ThemeMedium Sensitivityc The proposed development site has been classified as having me
sensitivity due to the likelihood occurrence of plants species of conservation condéonplant species o
conservation concern (SCC) were encountered in the study area. The principal reason for this is that the ve
type is not Agulhas Limestone Fynbos and the list of sensitive species generated by the environmental s
tool do not exist on theroperty. Therefore the botanical spedistl assesses the site B®Wsensitivity under thig
theme.

Terrestrial Biodiversity Theme Very high Sensitivitg The site for the proposed residential development
Portion 4 of Farm 643 is located in an area identified as having very high terrestrial biodisensityve, based of
the vegetation type that is mapped for the site (Agulhas Limestone Fyriffoskecondary reason is that the sitg
mapped as CBAL as per the WCBSP (26&8)ever, since the vegetation is not Agulhas Limestone Fynbos
contended here that the terrestrial biodiversity is LOW since Agulhas Limestone Fyalbsgnt. Furthermore, the
site should not be classified as CBAL.

SECTION: APPLICABUHSTED ACTIVITIES

List the applicable activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations

Activity No(s):

Provide the relevant Basic Assessment Activity(ies)
as set out in Listing Notice 1

Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed
activity relates.

12

The development af (i) dams or weirs, wherg
the dam or weir, including infrastructure an
water surface area, exceeds 100 square mett
or (ii) infrastructure or structures with a physic
footprint of 100 square metres or more; whel
such development occurs- (a) within a
watercourse; (b) in front of a developmer
setback; or (c) if no development setback exis
within 32 metres of a watercourse, measurs
from the edge of a watercourse;

The proposed development includes t
installation of two watebased acces
structures jettiesand slipwag along the Klein
River both with the total development
footprint of more than 100rA These
structures are located within 32 metres of
watercourse, specifically within théparian
Zone of the Klein River

17

Development (i) in the sea; (i) in an estuary; (i
within the littoral active zone; (iv) in front of
development setback; or (v) if no developme
setback exists, within a distance of 100 meti
inland of the highwater mark of the sea or a
estuary whichever is the greater;

in respect of- (a) fixed or floating jetties an
slipways; i) tidal pools; (c) embankments; (
rock revetments or stabilising structure
including stabilising walls; or (e) buildings of
square metres or more; or (f) infrastructure

structures with a development footprint of 5
square metres or more

The proposed development includes tf
installation of two waterbased acces
structures, jetties and slipways along the Kilg¢
River, both with the total developmen
footprint of more than 100rA These
structures are located within 32 metres of
watercourse, specifically within theparian
Zone of the Klein RiverNote that the
preferred alternativesees a reduction in th¢
jetty and slip way to one only.
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19

The infilling or depositing of any material of mo
than 5 cubic metres into, or the dredgin
excavation, removal or moving of soil, sar
shells, shell grit, pebbles or rock of more than
cubic metres from (i) a watercourse

The construction of the jetty and slipway w|
require limited excavation, shaping, ar
stabilisation along the riverbank of the Kle|
River, resulting in the movement an
deposition of more than 10 m3 of soil and sa
within the riparianzone.

19A

The infilling or depositing of any material of mo
than 5 cubic metres into, or the dredging,
excavation, removal or moving of soil, saf
shells, shell grit, pebbles or rock of more thar
cubic metres from (i) the seashore; (i) thé
littoral active zone, an estuary or a distance
100 metres inland of the highwater mark of th
sea or an estuary, whichever distance is t
greater; or (iii) the sea;

The construction of the jetty and slipway w
require excavation and shaping along the bz
of the Klein River, resulting in the moveme
and deposition of more than 5 m3 of soil ar
sand within 100 metres of the highater
mark. Certain infrastructure fdhe residential
dwellings also falls within this 100 of the
HighWater Mark.

Activity No(s):

Provide the relevant Basic Assessment Activity(ies)
as set out in Listing Notice 3

Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed
activity relates.

12

The clearance of an area of 300 square metre
more of indigenous vegetation i. Western Cap
Within any critically endangered or endanger
ecosystem listed in terms of section 52 of t
NEMBA or prior to the publication of such a li
within an areathat has been identified a
critically endangered in the National Spat
Biodiversity Assessment 2004

More than 300 A of indigenous vegetatior
will be cleared to accommodate the proposg
development.

14

The development oinfrastructure orstructures
with a physical footprint of 10 square metres
more; where such development occurs (a)
within a watercourse (b) un front of a
development setbackor (c) if no developmen
setback has been adopted, within 32 metres g
watercourse measured from the urban edge
a watercoursej. Western Cape i. Outside urbg
areas: (ff) Critical Biodiversity Areas o
ecosystem service areas afdentified in
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by t
competent authority or irbioregiond plans; (hh)
Areas on the estuary side of the developme
setback lineor in an estuarine functional zon
where such development setback has be
determined.

The proposed development includes tf
construction of two access roads extendi
from the existing disturbed track to provid
access to two jetties and two slipways. The
structures are located below the 5 m conto
line. The combined footprint of these feature
including the two access roads, jettie
slipways, and a portion of the proposed pg
area amounts to approximately 940 m2
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Note:

1 The listed activities specified above must reconcile with activities applied for in the application form . The onus is on the
Applicant to ensure that all applicable listed activities are included in the application. If a specific listed activity is n otincluded
in an Environmental Authorisation, a new application for Environmental Authorisation will have to be subm itted .

1 Where additional listed activities have been identified, that have not been included in the application form, and amended
application form must be submitted to the competent authority.

Lising Notice 3; Activity 4The development of the road wider tharméterswith a reserveof less than 13.5 meters.
Western Cape i. Areas zoned for use as public open space or equivalent zoning; ii. Areas outside urban areas; (aa) Areas
containing indigenous vegetation; (bb) Areas on the estuary side of the development setback line or in an estuarine
functional zone where no such setback line has been determined; or iii. Inside urban areas:

Disturbed areas will batilizedas far as practicable for road construction. All proposed roads will havaxanumwidth
of less than 4 metres and will not include a road reserve. As a result, the proposed development does not trigger Listing
Notice 3, Activity 4.

List the applicable waste management listed activities in terms of the NEM WA
) development—to—which—the—applicabletlisted——
as-set-outin—Category-A— L
activity relates—
. . . L ‘ :
- -
etivity-Nofs) Describe —the POFtio oF—the —proposed

SECTION E:PLANNING CONTEXT AND NEED AND DESIRABILITY

1. | Provide a description of the preferred alternative.

The preferred alternativgAlternative3) entailsthe smaliscale development of 2 private dwellings anda y I 3
cottage onPortion 4 of the Farm Middelburg No. 643, located in the Stanford area within the Overstrand
Municipality. This property is the only site under consideration and therefore constitutes both the preferred prg
and the preferred site alternative

The property is located outside the urban edge and is currently zoned Agricultural Zone |, which permits agr
activities andassociated consent useshe surrounding properties are also zoned for agricultural purposes and
been transformed to support agricultural operations, contributing to the rural character anduaagattern of the
area.Theproperty abutsKlein Riveto the north, vacant propertis to the east and the westyhich appeato have
been historically transformefbr agricultural purposes (farming) as well agansformed portion of the propertieg
situated to the southThe project involves the constructionef aAy 3t S NBAARSYGAlFf R
concentrated within previously disturbed or transformed areasthe site The proposed development will cover
total area of approximatel$500m?2 within the broader 13.5 ha (13®)0 m?) farm property.

Main Residentialdwellings

The development includes twsingleresidential dwellingsBoth dwellings will be singistorey and architecturally
integrated into the natural surroundingsr use by the land owners
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- Housel will be partially constructed within the footprint of an existing disturbed road, with the majorit
the structure extending into an area where limited vegetation disturbance will be requitegltotal building
footprint will cover approximatel2221mz2 and will be situated above the 5m contour line.

0 Associated recreational features including a swimnypogl, firepit, and pedestrian pathwasre
proposed below the 5 m contour line, outside of the existing disturbed road area. These ele
will utilise the disturbed footprineind will be designed to integrate seamlessly with the surroun
topography and vegetationThe total footprint proposed for these structures is approximat
100n?

- House 2building area is situated outside of the existing road and therefore will require clearan
indigenous vegetationThe building footprint will be approximately220mz2. Access to the house will be v
the existing access road that will be upgraded.

al yr3asSNna /2aGdl1 38

-1 albyFr3aSNRa /2G01 3S A a-siteImBnhdg2raeStAnd ingintenaDd@ persyrddl | i
0 This unit will occupy approximately000 m2and will be situated within an area previously disturb|
by human activity. The design will follow the same architectural principles as the main dwellin

Access Road

An internal access roadill be requiredand existing disturbed pathwaysn site have been used as far as possibl¢
minimise vegetation disturbance. The raadill be small scale and kept as natural jeep track type roads, if surfag
required grass pavers will be usédl the accesmadswill have a combined length of less thaB00 mand amaximum
width of 4m.

Slip way and Jetty

A jetty and a slipwayfor the launching of thé | Y R 2 épsivatéNiat,is proposed These structures have bee
RSaA3IySR Ay I OO2NRIyOS gAlGK GKS {SrakKz2zNB ! 04 | yR
The structures will provide controlled, leimpact access to the river while minimising disturbance wrtherbedand
banks.

House 1 (road, jetty and slipway)
For House 1the following is proposed:

0 An accessaute covering a footprint of approximately37 m2will link the dwelling to thgetty and
slipway

0 A jetty with a development footprint of approximate8 m2will be constructed to provide rive
access for recreational purposes.

0 A slipway with a development footprint of approximatelyO0 m2will facilitate small watercraft
launching and retrieval.

In total, the combined footprint of the road, jetty, and slipway will amount to approximdé/mz2,all situated below
the 5 m contour linelong theriverbank

The design and construction of these structures will adhere to best environmental practices, ensuring
disturbance to theiverinehabitat and maintaining the natural visual and ecological character of the riverfront.
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Associated infrastructure
Water

To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installedexigting disturbed
area of approximatel\)26 mz2situated on the western portion of the propert Water will be extracted from the
borehole located near the entrance of the property, the water will before household use, and therefo
authorisation is required in terms of National Water Act.

Electricity
Off the grid withroof mounted solar panels.
Sewage

The conservancy tank will be installed within an already disturbed area situated on the western portion of the pr
located above the 5 m contour line to ensure safety from flooding and to maintain compliance with s¢
requirements.

A minimum 6 00@itre sealed conservancy tank will be provided, sized to adequately accommodate effluent vg
from the residential units. The tank will be connected to the internal sewer drainage network of the buildings to
both sewage and greyater in a secure, watertight systerithe contents of the conservancy tank will be periodic
emptied by a licensed private waste contractor and disposed of at a registered municipal wastewater tre
facility.

Solid Waste

The solid waste will be collected onsite and disposed of at a registered facility.

2. Explain how the proposed development is in line with the existing land use rights of the property  as you
have indicated in the NOI and application form ? Include the proof of the  existing land use rights
granted in Appendix E  21.

Portion 4 of the Farm Middelburg No. 643 is zoned Agricultural Zone | in terms of the Overstrand Municipality|
Scheme. This zoning permits agricultural land uses as the primary function of the property, while also allowing
associated usegia consentus® ¢ KS LINPLISNI & 2¢gySNAR INBE SydaAadt SR
as primary rights.

l'f GK2dzZ3K GKS YIAY FyR YrylI3SNRa RgSttAy3aa Ylesz A
must remain compatible with the agricultural nature of the property and the applicable municipal planning prov

3. Explain how potential  conflict with respectto  existing approvals for the proposed site (as indicated in
the NOIl/and or application form ) and the proposed development have been resolved.

The property is currently zoned Agricultural Zone |, which permits agricultural land uses and allows
establishment of at least one single residential dwelling as a primary right. The proposed developmenising two
NEaAARSYUAlt RgStt Ay Ades roteehilict with the/ekisi Mkdkuse/zéningiof tHeSproperty
the zoning scheme makes provision for additional residential units on agricultural land subject to municipal a
processevia consent use.

No previous or conflicting development rights have been granted for the site that would restrict the proposed p
Accordingly, there is no overlap or inconsistency between the current proposal and any existing approvals
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addition

Seashore Act), these will be obtained in parallel with this application to ensure full compliance.

al authorisations may be requiredich as consent usé€e.qg., in relation to the jetty and slipway under tf

4.

Explain how the proposed development will be in line with the following?

4.1

The Provincial Spatial Development Framework

VII.

VIII.

XI.
XIl.

Extract fromWestern Cape Spatial Development Framework (WCSDF) (2014)
3.3.7 SETTLEMENT SYNTHESIS

GThe key concepts related to the settlement policies are illustrated in Figure 58. In summary these are to:

The proposed development aligns withetiVestern Cape Provincial Spatial Development Framework (2014)

Develop regional planning frameworks to manage the tension between the protection of high
resources and landscapes and urban growth in the growth nodes (i.e. Cape Metro, George/Mog
and Saldanha Bay/Vredenburg functional regions)

Ensure that densification, infill and brownfield regeneration in these areas is-aagmtiable first action
in the growth nodes

Invest in regional service centre towns to support and integrate with the rural hinterlands, prior
investment in housing, health and education in these towns rather than dispersing investment to
and hamlets

Develop regional rural development frameworks to align settlement planning with large
infrastructure investments (oil and gas, dams, regional movement routes etc).

Use ICT and periodic social services to reduce the need for rural dwellers to travel to services.
Support investment of Provincial resources and finance in existing settlements, in line with
understanding of their regional role and potential and limit unproductive or potentially abg
investment in poorly located, isolated new developments.

The proposed residential development is located outside the urban edge, within a property zoned Agric
Zone |. The development footprint has been carefully concentrated within previously disturbe
transformed areas, reducing the impact on higdlue natural and agricultural resourcesxisting disturbeo
areas will be utilised as far as possible for the proposed developn@ytfocusing on lowensity
development within already transformed areas, the proposal aligns with the WCSDF principle ofipgo
highvalue landscapes while accommodating limited residential growth.

While the development site is outside a designated growth node and does not contribute to densifica
infill, the proposal demonstrates sensitivity to the existing rural tasd pattern. The smadlcale, lowdensity
nature of the development ensurehat it does not preemptively compromise opportunities for futur
densification within nearby urban areas. This approach aligns indirectly with the WCSDF policy by &
unplanned expansion into sensitive areas.

Stanford, as the nearest regional service centre, provides housing, health, education, and other serv
locating the development in proximity to Stanford, the project supports integration with the regional se
centre and reduces the need for rdsints to seek services in more distant locations. This targeted prox
aligns with the WCSDF goal of strengthening existing service hubs rather than dispersing new settlej
isolated locations.

The development does not require major new infrastructure investments beyond upgrading internal
roads, minor utility connections, and smattale waterd I & SR & G NUzOG dzZNBa® ¢ KS
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and previously disturbed areas ensures that the project leverages current infrastructure without cr
high-cost, lowproductivity investment demands. This is consistent with the WCSDF principle of alignin
development with efficient infrastructur use.

1 2KAES GKS RS@St2LIYSyid Aa NBAARSYOGALFfT Ay yIlid
provision ensures that travel needs for essential services are minimized. The project does not en
isolated settlement and allows residents to ass existing educational, health, and retail services efficie

1 ¢KS LINRBPLIaSR RS@St2LIYSyd Aa Y2RSad Ay aolrts
recreational infrastructure) and is sited on an already partially transformed portion of the propert
concentrating development within previously tlisbed areas and avoiding unnecessary expansion
pristine agricultural or ecological zones, the project limits the risk of unproductive or abortive investm
ensures that provincial resources, such as permitting oversight and environmental magrigaupport, are
used effectively and responsibly.

4.2 | The Integrated Development Plan of the local municipality.

The Overstrand Municipality Integrated Development Plan (IDP) 2025/26 Review provides the strategic an
framework guiding development within the municipal area. The IDP places emphasis on sustainable devel
environmental protection, responsiglspatial planning, and the efficient use of existing infrastructure, particu
within rural and environmentally sensitive areas.

The proposed development has been assessed against the strategic intent and development principles
Overstrand IDP and is considered to be broadly aligned with its objectives, subject to the implemental
appropriate environmental mitigation meases.

Environmental Sustainability and Biodiversity Management

The IDP identifies environmental sustainability and biodiversity protection as key priorities under its strategic f
sustainable service delivery and environmental governance. It recognises the ecological sensitivity of the Ov
area, includingiverine systems and species of conservation concern, and promotes development that is inforn
environmental assessments and specialist input.
In response to these objectives, the proposed development has been refined to incorporate the finding
NBEO2YYSYyRIGA2ya 2F GKS &aLISOAIFItA&l &addzRASaod ¢KS |
emphasis on avoiding and minimisiimgpacts on sensitive environments. This includes:

1 The relocation of one residential unit outside the identified habitat of the Mute Winter Katydid,

7 ¢KS SaidlotAaKYSyd 2F + pn Y 6dZFFSNIT2yS | NRdzy

1 The reduction of jetty and slipway infrastructure from two to one, thereby limiting disturbance towbene
environment.
¢KS4aS YSHadNBa RSY2YAaiNI GS FEAIyYSyd 6AGK GKS L5
biodiversity and ecological systems.

Spatial Planning and Rural Land Use
The IDP promotes contegppropriate development that respects the rural character of ushan areas ang

discourages unnecessary land fragmentation and urban sprawl. It further supportaudengractices that are
compatible with surrounding uses and thdd not compromise longerm environmental sustainability.
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The proposed development is limited in scale, does not involve subdivision of the property, and retains the
agricultural zoning of Portion 4 of Farm 643. As such, it does not introduce an intensive or incompatible land
remains consistent ith the rural landuse objectives outlined in the IDP.

Infrastructure Efficiency and Resource Use

The IDP emphasises the importance of efficient use of existing infrastructure to reduce environmental disturba
avoid unnecessary expansion of services. In line with this principle, the proposed development utilises the
access via WortelgaRoad, thereby minimising the need for new road construction and additional veget
clearance.

¢CKAA | LIWINRFOK &adzlJll2NBa GKS L5t Qa 202S0GA@S 27F L
infrastructure while limiting environmental impacts.

4.3. | The Spatial D evelopment Framework of the local municipality

Location outside the urban edge

The development site is located outside the demarcated urban edge of Stanford. The OMSDF encoural
developments beyond the urban edge should be sreedlle, environmentally sensitive, and respectful of the ry
character of the area. By proposingfo® (62 NBaAARSYUGAlFIfT RgSttAy3Iaz |
infrastructure (swimming pool, firepit, pathways), the project maintains a-d@nsity profile, in line with OMSD
guidance for rural development.

Compliance with landscape zones

The OMSDF identifies three broad landscape zones: coastal belt, coastal plain, and mountainous areas, wit
promoting sustainable land use and conservation. The site is part of the coastal plain adjacent to tiRvi€ieimhe
proposed development concentrates construction within previously disturbed or transformed areas, th
minimizing impacts on the natural landscape, conserving open space, and maintaining visual integrit
surrounding areas. Recreationaksttures (jetty and slipwayare designed to follow environmental guidelines
protect the ecosystem.

Environmental and visual sensitivity

The OMSDF stresses that rural development should avoid significant disturbance to natural habitats an
corridors. The development plan:
1 Limits vegetation clearancéitough the use of exiting disturbed areas.
1 Designs buildings to be singdtorey with architectural features compatible with the rural character, ensu
minimal visual intrusion on the surrounding agricultural landscape.

Sustainable rural development principles

The OMSDF encourages development that is sustainable, supporting local needs without compromising envirg
quality. The project:
1 Concentrates development within transformed areas to avoid unnecessary land conversion.
1 Integrates with existing infrastructure and road networks to avoid fugst, lowefficiency investments.
f Provides limitedo A S YI yIF3ISYSyd @Al | YIylFI3ISNRa O02d40dl
oversight.
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Integration with surrounding land uses

The OMSDF promotes development that complements existing agricultural and rural land uses. The site is su
by properties transformed for agriculture, and the srredble, lowimpact residential development will not disruy
the prevailing lanelse pdtern. By keeping the development footprint minimal and strategically located, the prog
respects the continuity of rural operations and landscape aesthetics.

4.4, | The Environmental Management Framework applicable to the area.

The Overstrand Public Viewer and the Overstrand Municipality Spatial Development Framework (SDF, 20
consulted as part of this application. According to the Environmental Management Overlay Zone layers, appro
half of the property falls withi the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ), as illustrat&diginre2. This designation is linke
G2 GKS LINPBLISNIe&Qa €20FdA2y FodzidAy3a GKS YESAy
considerations for environmental sensitivity and the protection of riparian areas.

The property is situated along the banks of tKé&in River more than 32 metres away from the edge of t
watercourse, but within 100 m of the Hightater Mark (HWM). The proposed residential dwellings will be locg
above the 5metre contour, while the slipwaandthe jetty are proposed below the Bnetre contour, overlooking the
Klein River. As a result, an application in terms of the Seashore Act will be required for thebassdracces
structures.

Importantly, no ecological corridors, urban conservation areas, or conservatioiny areas have been mappe
within the boundaries of the property. While the site is therefore subject to environmental manage
considerations under the Integrated Coaskhnagement Act due to its proximity to the Klein River and its r
setting, it is not formally identified as part of a critical biodiversity area or conservation priority network.

Portion 4 of the Farm 643
P N\ (& %)

Ovarbarg Districts

Environmental Management Overlay Zone

Ecological Corridor

Figure2: illustrates the Environmental Management Framework overlays as they apply to the subject prope
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5. Explain how comments from the relevant authorities and/or specialist(s) with respect to biodiversity
have influenced the proposed development

To be included after the public participation process.

6. Explain how the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (including the guidelines in the handbook) has
influenced the proposed development.

The Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCB&R) provides a spatial framework to prioritise Biodiver
Priority Areas for conservation action, including protected area expansion, ecological infrastructure maintenan
informed landuse decisiormaking. The guidelines emphasise the valubiofliversity and ecological infrastructui
in the province, while recognising their vulnerability to development pressures. To guide responsible planni
WCBSP maps Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) and Ecological Support Areas (ESAs), whidbradcessantial for
conserving biodiversity patterns and maintaining ecological processes.

According to the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP, 2023), the property is mapped as
Biodiversity Area 1 (CBAXgrrestrial and aquati¢Figure3-1). However, sitdbased botanical verification confirme
that the vegetation present does not correspond with the Agulhas Limestone Fynbos vegetation unit that un
the CBAL classification. No plant Species of Conservation Concern or species chicadttris vegetation type werg
recorded during the field survey. Based on thig thotanical specialist concluded that the mapped CBAL1 cate
does not reflect the actual ecological condition of the site and that a more appropriate ecological classificatior
be ESA2, or possibly Other Natural Area (ONA).

Portion 4 of the Farm 643

Legend

BSP 2017 ESA 2 (Restore)

ESAZ2: Restore from other land
use

BSP 2017 CBA 1
“ CBA River
= CBA: Estuary

= CBA: Wetland

Map Center: Lon: 19°25'55 7"E
Lat: 34°25'58.4"S
Scale: 1:4514
Date created: 2026/13/01

Western Cape
Government
FOR YOU

Figure3-1: 2017 WBSP maps the small portion of the site as ESA2, whereby the rest of the property remg
unclassified.
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Portion 4 of the Farm 643

Legend
Critical Biodiversity Areas
(Degraded)
CBA2: Aquatic

CBAZ2: Terrestrial
Critical Biodiversity Areas

- CBA: Estuary

= CBA: River
CBA: Terrestrial

= CBA: Wetland

Map Center: Lon: 19°25'%55 7"E
Lat: 34°25'58.4"S

Scale: 1:4514
Date created: 2026/13/01

Western Cape
Government
FOR YOU

Figure3-2: 2023 WCBS$hows thatthe site ismostlymappedas CBAL1 (terrestrial) with the small portion situate
along theKleinRiverthat is mappe as CBAL.

Despite the discrepancy between the mapped and verified vegetation sensitivity, the proposed development h
guided by the broader ecological functions recognised in the Biodiversity Spatial Plan, particularly the mainter|
ecological connectiwt and biodiversity processes. The southern portion of the site, which falls within the C
Protection Zone and is mapped as CBA1/ESA in the WCBSP (2017), forms part of a functional ecological corri
the KleinRvier with surrounding fynbos fmtats (refer to Figure3-2). The faunal specialist confirmed that seve
Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) utilise this broader landscape, and that the property contributes

movement and dispersal, particularly for species such as the Western Leopard Toad, the Mdid, kaud foraging
habitat for the African Marsh Harrier.

A confirmed record of the Mute Winter Katydid along the eastern boundary of the site directly influence
development layout. A buffer area was implemented to avoid disturbance to this species and to prevent encroa
of development into sensitive lgtat, in line with WCBSP avoidance and mitigation principles.

In line with the WCBSP Handboakd Guideline (2023)the desired management objective for CB&&as is to
maintain the land in a natural or neaatural state, with strict avoidance of further habitat loss and transformatio
is crucial to note that the proposed development is considered aitopact development, as it concentrate
structures within previously disturbed areas and avoids hglie conservation zone¥&ey components of thé
development, particularly the internal access roads, have been strategically concentrated within historically dis
or transformed portions of the propertyfollowing existing road alignments. This approach minimizes disturban
intact natural areas and reduces pressure on critical habitats. The residential dwellings are carefully sited alo
existing roads, above therbetre contour line, and outde sensitive riparian zones, demonstrating clear complia
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with biodiversity spatial planning guidelines. While a small portion of the swimming pool falls withinrtietr&
contour.

In addition, the proposal integrates mitigation measures aimed at limiting vegetation clearance and disturbance
measures are consistent with the WCBSP principle that onlyingact, biodiversitysensitive land uses ar|
appropriate within CBA1 areatn this way, the development approach seeks to balance the functional use ¢
property with the overarching objective of conserving its ecological integrity.

7. Explain how the proposed development is in line with the intention/purpose of the relevant zones as
defined in the ICMA.

The Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICMA, Act 24 of 2008) seeks to promote the sustainable use, cong
and management of the coastal environment. It does so by identifying and regulating activities within specifi
of the coastal protectiomrea, the coastal public property, and the coastal access land, among others. The pur
these zones is to ensure that development along coastal areas does not compromise ecological integrity, publi
or the longterm resilience of coastal ecostigms.

In the case of Portion 4 of Farm 64lf of theproperty is located within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) due
proximity to the Klein River. The CRZ intended to safeguard sensitive riparian systems, protect ecolo
infrastructure, and minimise risks associated with inappropriate development in sensitive coastal Athasgh
someinfrastructurewill besituatedwithin 200m of theHighWaterMark of the KleinRiver, the proposed developmen
aligns with this intention by situating the main residential dwellings above tineetie contour line, outside o
sensitive riparian habitat, thereby reducing direct impacts onrilierine system. By limitig development to already
disturbed or transformed areas, the project avoids unnecessary intrusion into intact natural habitats within th
The definition of this portion of the Klein River as part of the sea is questionable since the area dot experience
tidal influence.

The proposed jetty and slipway fall within the ambit of the ICMA as Wadsed access infrastructyrtheir location
will be within the 5m contour The intention of the ICMA in this regard is not to prohibit such uses outright b
regulate them to ensure that they are designed, located, and managed in a manner that does not comprorm
ecological functioning dhe riverine systems. Consistent with this, the project recognises that these structure
require separate authorisation in terms of the ICMA and the Seashore Act, and they will be developed in li
CapeNature and municipal specifications.

8. Explain whether the screening report has changed from the one submitted  together with the
application form.  The screening repor t must be attached as Appendix .

The screening tool has not changed from the one submiitétl the NOI.

9. | Explain how the proposed development will optimise vacant land available within an urban area.

The propertyis not situated within an urban area.

10. | Explain how the proposed development will optimise the use of existing resources and infrastructure.

The proposed development has been designed to optimise the use of existing resources and infrastrug
leveraging previously disturbed areas on the property. Internal access roads and building footprints are align
historic pathways and previoysltransformed zones, reducing the need for new land clearing and minim
constructionrelated impacts. By using these existing alignments, the development limits soil disturbance, pre
natural drainage patterns, and reduces construction costs éateacwith creating entirely new infrastructure.
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11. Explain whether the necessary services are available and whether the local authority has confirmed
sufficient, spare, unallocated service capacity. ( Confirmation of all services must be included in
Appendix EL6).

Associated infrastructure
Water

To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installed within a designat,
of approximately26 m2situated on the western portion of the property, within the footprint of an existing disturt
road.Water will be extracted from the borehole for household use, and therefore no authorisation is required in
of National Water Act.

Electricity

Off the grid options will be included in the design andf mounted solar panels will be used to cover the electr
requirements of the site.

Sewage

Sewage generated from the proposddvelopmentwill be managed through a closed prefabricated conservancy
system. The conservancy tank will be installed within an already disturbed area situated on the western portio
property, located above the 5 m contour line to ensure safety from flogénd to maintain compliance with coast
andwatercoursesetback requirements.

A minimum 6 00@itre sealed conservancy tank will be provided, sized to adequately accommodate effluent vg
from the residential units. The tank will be connected to the internal sewer drainage network of the buildings to
both sewage and greyater in a secure, watertight systerithe contents of the conservancy tank will be periodic
emptied by a licensed private waste contractor and disposed of at a registered municipal wastewater treatment

Solid Waste

The solid waste will be collected onsite and disposed of at a registered facility.

12. In addition to the above, explain the need and desirability of the proposed activity or development in
terms of this Departmentdf&s guideline on NeaedD&AdS
Environmental Management Guideline on Need and Desirability . This may be attached to this BAR as
Appendix K.

¢tKS ySSR FYR RSAAN}IoAfAGE 2F GKS LINRPLI2ZAaSR RS@St 2
Guideline on Need and Desirability (March 204r3] the principles ointegrated Environmental Management (IE|
as set out in the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) (Act No. 107 of 1998).

Need for the Proposed Development

The preferred site for the proposed development is Portion 4 of Farm 643, situated west of Stanford. This p
was identified as the only feasible site for the proposed activity, as it is under the ownership and control
applicant. No alternativef Yy R LJ NOSfta IINBE | @FAfloftS SAGKAY @
accommodate the proposed development. The absence of alternative sites therefore significantly constra
selection options, rendering this property the only viablegliban for achieving the project objectives. In this conte
the preparation of a comparative site selection matrix was not considered applicable.
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From a broader socieconomic perspective, the Overstrand area continues to experience demand for housir|
smallscale development opportunities that support local livelihoods, taaded investment, and the diversificatic
of rural land use. While th@roposed development is limited in scale, it contributes to this need by ena
appropriate, lowintensity residential use within an existing rural landscape, without triggering ‘scgke
transformation or urban sprawl.

The proposed activity further responds to the need for landowners to utilise their property in a manner t
economically viable while remaining compliant with environmental legislation. In this regard, the development
to balance lanelse rights vith environmental responsibility, as envisaged by NEMA.

Desirability of the Proposed Development

The desirability of the proposed development is informed by its location, scale, layout design, and responsivg¢
environmental constraints. The site is located within a rural setting that offers a tranquil living environment,
aligns with the inended development outcomes and is compatible with the character of the surrounding landsg

Importantly, the desirability of the development has been significantly enhanced through the refinement of the
to Alternative 3, which directly responds to the findings and recommendations of the specialist studies. The pr|
layout avoids sensve biodiversity features, including the habitat of the Mute Winter Katydid, through the relocs
of one residential unit outside the identified habitat and the establishment of a 50 m buffer zone. In additio
reduction of jetty and slipway infrasicture from two to one represents a substantial improvement over ear
alternatives and demonstrates a clear commitment to minimising impacts onitegne environment.

From a lanelise perspective, the property remains zoned for agricultural use and will not be subdivided, th
maintaining consistency with surrounding land uses and avoiding fragmentation of the rural landscape. The
the proposed activity is caidered appropriate to the receiving environment and does not introduce land uses
are incompatible with existing activities in the area.

The site further benefits from existing infrastructure, including an established access route via Wortelgat Roag
runs along the southern boundary of the property. Utilising this existing access significantly reduces the need
road constructio and limits additional vegetation clearance and soil disturbance. This approach aligns with the
principles of resource efficiency, avoidance of unnecessary environmental degradation, and sustainable devel

Alignment with NEMA Principles

The proposed development, particularly in its refined form (Alternative 3), demonstrates alignment with th
principles of NEMA by:

1 Avoiding and minimising environmental impacts where reasonably practicable;

1 Promoting development that is socially and economically beneficial while remaining environme
responsible;

1 Ensuring that sensitive ecological features are protected through informed planning and spelciadint
mitigation measures; and

1 Supporting sustainable land use that does not compromise the ecological integrity of the area or the
of future generations.
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FECTIONE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Public Participation Process ( 0 P PrRuét)ulfil the requirements as outlined in the NEMA EIA Regulations and must be attached
as Appendix F. Please note that If the NEM: WA and/or the NEM: AQA s applicable to the proposed development , an
advertisement must be placed in at least two newspapers

1. Exclusively for linear activities : Indicate what PPP was agreed to by the competent authority.  Include proof of this agreement
in Appendix E 22.

N/A

2. Confirm that the PPP as indicated in the application form has been complied with. All the PPP must be included in Appendix
F.

N/A

3. Confirm which of the State Departments and Organs of State indicated in the Notice of Intent/application form were
consulted with.

DEA&DP Landuse

DOA Elsenburg

DEA&DP Coastal Management
Cape Nature

Cape Nature Seashore Act
BOCMA
OverstrandMunicipality

Overberg DistricMunicipality

4. If any of the State Departments and Organs of State were not consulted, indicate which and why.
N/A
5. if any of the State Departments and Organs of State did not respond , indicate which

To be included after PPP.

6. Provide a summary of the issues raised by I&APs and an indication of the manner in whi ch the issues were incorporated  into
the development proposal

To be included after PPP.
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Note:

A register of all the 1& A Psnotified, including the Organs of State , and_all the registered I&APs must be included in  Appendix F .
The register must be maintained and made available to any person requesting access to the register in writing.

The EAP must notllifnyf olr@®aPtdisont hsautbrmai tted by | &APds becomes public info

Your attention is drawn to Regulation 40 (3) of the NEMA EIA Regulations which states that oOPotenti al or registere
and affected parties, including the competent authority, may be provided with an opportunity to comment on reports and

plans contemplated in subregulation (1) prior to submission of an application but must be provided with an opportunity to

comment on such reports once an application has been submitted to th
All the comments received from I&APs on the pre -application BAR (if applicable and the draft BAR must be recorded,

responded to and included in the Comments and Responses Report and must be included in  Appendix F .

All information obtained during the PPP (t  he minutes of any meetings held by the EAP with I&APs and other role players wherein
the views o f the participants are recorded) and must be included in Appendix F.

Please note that proof of the PPP conducted must be included in AppendixF. I n terms of the requiried opr o
required :

1 a site map showing where the site notice was displayed, da  ted photographs showing the notice displayed on site
and a copy of the text displayed on the notice;
1 interms of the written notices given, a copy of the written notice sent, as well as:

o] if registered mail was sent, a list of the registered mail sent (showing the registered mail number, the name of the
person the mail was sent to, the address of the person and the date the registered mail was sent);
o] if normal mail was sent, a list of the mail sent (showing the name of the person the mail was sent to, the address

of the person, the date the mail was sent, and the signature of the post office worker or the post office stamp
indicating that the letter wa s sent);
o] if a facsimile was sent, a copy of the facsimile Report;

o] if an electronic mail was sent, a copy of the electronic mail sent; and
o] if a omail drop6 was done, a signed register of omail dropsé
was handed to, the address of the person, the date, and the signature of the person); and
T a copy of the newspaper advertisement (0Onewspaper clippingo)

newspaper and date of publication (of such quality that the wording in the advertisement is legible).

SECTIOR: DESCRIPTION OHERECEIVINENVIRONMENT

All specialist studies must be attached as Appendix G.

1. Groundwater

1.1. Was a specialist study conducted? YES NO X

1.2. Provide the name and or company who conducted the specialist study.

N/A

13 Indicate above which aquifer your proposed development will be located and explain how this has influenced
- your proposed development.

N/A

14 Indicate the depth of groundwater and explain how the depth of groundwater and type of aquifer (if present) has
o influenced your proposed development.

N/A
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2. Surface water

2.1. Was a specialist study conducted? YES _

2.2. Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist study.

N/A

23 Explain how the presence of watercourse(s) and/or wetlands  on the property(ies) has influenced your proposed
development .

N/A

3. Coastal Environment

3.1. Was a specialist study conducted? YES _

3.2. Provide the name and/or company wh o conducted the specialist study

N/A

Explain how the relevant considerations of Section 63 of the ICMA were taken into account and explain how this

33 influenced your proposed development.

Section 63 of the Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICMA, Act 24 of 2008) provides the framework for re
development within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ). The purpose of this section is to safeguard the
functioning of coastal ecosystemsaintain the ecological integrity of riparian areas, and prevent risks associated
inappropriate development in proximity to watercourses. These provisions were carefully considered duri
planning of the proposed development on Portion 4 of F&#8.

Section 63 (1)

(b) the extent to which the applicant has in the past complied with similar authorisations;

(c) whether coastal public property, the coastal protection zone or coastal access land will be affected, a
the extent to which the proposed development proposal or listed activity is consistent with the purp
establishing and protecting thoseeas;
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(d) the estuarine management plans, coastal management programmes, coastal management lines and
management objectives applicable in the area;

(e) the likely socieeconomic impact if the listed activity is authorised or is not authorised;

(H The likely impaatf the proposed activity on the coastal environment, includingulativeeffects on itSmpacts
together with those of existing activities.

Section 63 (2)rhe cometent authority may not issue an environmental authorisation if the development or actauit)
which authorisation is sought

(a) is situated within coastal publfropertyand is inconsisterwith the objectiveof conserving and enhancing coas
public property for the benefit of current and future generations.

(b) Is situated within the coastal protection zone and is inconsistent with the purposéhicin a coastal protectior
zone is established as set out in section 17:

(c) Is situated within the coastal accelsd and is inconsistent with the purpose for whadastal access land
designated as set out in secti@B;
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(d) Is likely tocause irreversible or loAgsting adverse effect® any aspect of the coastal environment that cannot
satisfacorily mitigated:

N/A
(e) Is likely to besignificantlydamagedor prejudiced by dynamic coastal processes;

N/A

() Wouldsubstantiallyprejudice the achievement if any coasteéinagemenbbjective; or

N/A

(g) Would be contrary to the interest of the whole community;

N/A

3.4. ‘ Explain how estuary management plans (if applicable) has influenced the proposed development.

Portion 4 of the Farm 643 is located to the west of Stanford town and is adjacent to the upper reaches of tRwiktei
The northern portion of the property falls within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ), the Coastal Management Lin
andthe 5m contour is located on the watercourse side of the property. The 5 m contour was surveyed on site i

It isacknowledgedy the EAP that thpresenceof the 5 m contour in this scenario demarcatbe Estuarine~unctional
Zone (EFZ), however it is noted that the property is located on the upper, narrow reaches of the Klean&Rdaeas
not experiencetidal flucduations or saltwaterintrusion. The banks are indicative of a riparian zone and not tyj
estuarinesystems and it is therefore debateable whether this reach camdoeratelydefined asanestuary. Regardless
listed activitiesrelating to boththe HWM andwatercourses are applied for and assessed in this application.

The objectives and principles of estuary management plannpayticularly the protection of estuarine processe
water quality, ecological functioning, and public interes$tave directly informed the design and siting of the propos
development. In alignma& with these principles, the layout has been structured to avoid unnecessary disturk
within the watercourse.

With regards to the proposed development on the propettye property falls within the Coastal Protection Zobelk
infrastructure associated with the proposed development has been positioned above the 5 m contour and mo
100 m landward of thélighWater Mark.

Explain how the modelled coastal risk zone s, the coastal protection zone, littoral active zone and estuarine functional

3.5. zones, have influenced the proposed development.

Half of thepropertyis mapped as a Coastal Protection Zone (GRZjlevelopment is located within 100m of tiégh
Water Mark of the estuary, 32 m of a river courseAdditionally, all the residential dwelling proposed will be loca
above thebm contour(Estuarine Functional Zonefthewatercourse, with limited infrastructure below the 5m contol

The bulk infrastructure is located above the 5m contoaind more than 100 m from the river edge.

Only the jetty, slipwayand part of therecreational area (pool, firpit) fall partially below the 5m contour.
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4. Biodiversity

4.1. Were specialist studies conducted? YESX NO

4.2. Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist stud ies.

Faunal Impact Assessmentan Venter, Wildlife ConservatiorDecisionSupport

Terrestrial and Botanical Impact AssessmeBave Mc Donald

Explain which systematic conservation planning and other biodiversity informants such as vegetation maps, NFEPA,

43 NSBA etc. have been used and how has this influenced your  proposed development.

Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment
Vegetation

A range of systematic conservation planning tools and biodiversity informants were consulted to assess the e
sensitivity of Portion 4 of Middelburg 643, Stanford. These included the National Vegetation Map of South
(VEGMAP, SANBI 2024), thational Webbased Environmental Screening Tool, the Western Cape Biodiversity §
Plan (CapeNature, 2024), and the National Red List of Ecosystems (SANBTH&223ources were used in conjuncti
with site-specific field surveys undertaken byethppointed specialist.

According to theSouth African Vegetation Mapping (202#h)e site is mapped as Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, wh
listed as Critically Endangered in tRevised\ationalListof Ecosystems that afEhreatenedand In Need of Protectio
(2022) ¢ KA & YI LIWAyYy3I faz2z F2N¥a GKS olaira F2N G64KS 2Sai
Critical Biodiversity Area 1 (CBA1), and for the National Red List of Ecosystems classification of the site a¢
EndangeredThe National Screémg Tool similarly indicates Medium sensitivity for the plant species ¥edy Highor
terrestrial biodiversity theme based on this underlying vegetation classification.

Field verification conducted on 5 October 2025, corroborated by consultation with regional vegetation expert M
Privett, established that the site contains no limestone substrate and that the vegetation does not conform to A
Limestone Fynbos substrate, structure, or species compositibmstead, the vegetatiosimilarto Eastern Rens Shal
Renosterveld even though it does not fit easily into the described concept of this vegetationTiypespecialis
confirmed that the vegetation has low tamical and terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity and that no plant specie
conservation concern were recorded. Because the conservation planning products depend on the incorrect
classification, their associated sensitivity ratings do not refleetactual ecological conditions on the property.
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Vegetation

» 2 Legend

VEGMAP 2024 (beta)
Map Code
Azonal

FFI1

Map Center: Lon: 19°26'E
Lat: 34°25'59.9"S
Scale: 1:4514
Date created: 2025/26/10

Western Cape
) : @ Government
tQ'M'\ - FOR YOU

Figure4: The vegetation type for the study area (black outline) as given in VEGMAP. This classification and |
mapping is incorrectSource(McDonald, 203).

Vegetation found in the study area

According to the botanical specialist, the vegetationtba subject propertycomprises two primary vegetation sul
types, which correspond to distinct ecological gradients across the property.

The first subtype occurs within the lowying riparian floodplain of the KleinrivieAlong the riverbank, the vegetatio
is characterised by dense stands of Common Reed (Phragmites australis), forming a continuous fringe a
watercourse. The adjacent floodplain is strongly dominatedStgnotaphrum secundaturfbuffalo grass), whick
establishes a dense grassy sward interspersed with emergent shrubs and trees. These shrubs occur either as
individuals or as mukstemmed thickets comprising species suchzgsnnosporia buxifolia, Plecostachys serpyllifg
Senecio halimifols) Searsia glauceandSearsia rehmannian&gome of these thickets include taller species sudblea
europaea subsp. cuspida@nd Melianthus major, reflecting a structurally diverse riparian zone that is seasol
inundated when river levels rise.
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Photo 6: The lowlying part of the property close to the Kleinrivier. This area is flooded when the river level is h
SourceMcDonald (2025).
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Photo 7: The reed, Phragmites australis fringes the riverbank. The dense shrub in the centre of the image
Gymnosporia buxifolisSource McDonald (2025).

Photo 8. A spreading shrub &earsia glaucéblue khunibush)SourceMcDonald (2025).
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Photo 9. Melianthus majowith brown inflorescences forming part of a thicket with falea europaea subsp.
cuspidata(wild olive).SourceMcDonald (2025).

Further upslope, beyond the floodplain, the vegetation transitions into a distinctly different shrublantygebThis
upland area is dominated by dense to nudnse stands of mitligh to tall shrubs, witiPasserina corymbosa, Gnid
squarrosaand Muraltia spinosaorming the cedominant upper stratum. The lower stratum includes a combinatior
low shrubg such as multiple Helichrysum species and a mixture of indigenous and exotic grasses, includi
maxima andBromus diandrusWithin this matrix shubland, occasional dense thickets ®éarsia crenat@r Searsia
glaucaoccur, sometimes accompanied Bymnosporia buxifoliaScatteredOlea europaea subsp. cuspiddtaes are

also present throughout this upland area.

The specialist further notes that portions of this upland shrubland are moribund, with patches of tall shrubs s
signs of senescence and diack. This condition is typical of fikependent shrubland systems where ecologi
rejuvenation is hinderethy the absence of natural fire cycles
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Photo11. The light grey plants anfdelichrysum spgn the understorey of the dense shrublarfsiource McDonald
(2025).

Photo 12. Gnidia squarros& ceadominant in places in the dense miigh to tall shrublandSource McDonald
(2025).

The birds and animals observed onsite

The specialist recorded relatively few bird and animal species during the site survey, reflecting both the dense r
the vegetation and the limited open foraging areas. Bird species detected acoustically included Bokmakierie, Cay
Chat and Kam Prinia. An adult Angulate Tortois€Hersina angulafa a South African endemic was observ
confirming the presence of resident vertebrate fauna within the system.

Although no small antelope were seen, the specialist notes that their presence is plausible given the habitat st
Signs of Cape Porcupindystrix africaeaustral)sactivity were recorded in the form of characteristic digging me
where individuals had foraged for roots and bulbs. The porcupines themselves were not observed due to their n
behaviour.
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Photo 13. Angulate TortoiseGhersina angulafaSource; McDonald (2025).

Photo 14. A hole dug by a porcupine in search of edible bulbs and cdsmsiceMcDonald (2025).
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Plant Species Theme Sensitivity

The National Welbbased Environmental Screening Tool classifies the site as having Medium sensitivity un
GwStFGAGS tflyld {LISOASE ¢KSYSdéE 1 26SOSNE FASER | a
rating. The sensitivity raig generated by the Screening Tool is based on the assumption that the site supports A
Limestone Fynbos, a Critically Endangered vegetation type. Field verification confirmed that this classification is
asno limestonederived vegetation oturs on the property, and the vegetation present is more consistent with a 1
of Eastern Rlens Shale Renosterveld, although not fully aligned with its typical description.

Based on ossite surveys, the specialist concluded that the vegetation exhibits Low botanical and terrestrial biodi
sensitivity. No plant species of conservation concern were recorded during the assessment. The suite of sensitiv,
listed by &NBI for the Screening Tool pertains exclusively to Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, none of which were 1
the property. In accordance with the Screening Tool protocol, sensitive species names are not published in thi
Overall, the field results detny a G NI} 4GS GKI G GKS {ONBSyAy3d ¢22fQa as$
ecological conditions on site.

Relative Terrestrial Biodiversity Theme Sensitivity

The National Screening Tool classified the terrestrial biodiversity theme as Very High sensitivity, based aga
assumption that the property supports Agulhas Limestone Fynbos and falls within a Critical Biodiversity Area 1
¢ KS & LJS é&ifidatiorh shaw® #hat fiis vegetation type is absent, and therefore the foundation for the
sensitivity rating is incorrect.

In light of the actual vegetation present and the absence of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, the specialist determi
the terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity of the site is Low, and the property should not be classified as CBAL.

Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan

The specialist disputes the current Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (CapeNature, 2024) classifitaiq
subject propertyas Critical Biodiversity Area 1 (CBA1). Given the absence of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos and
evidence of low botanical sensitivity, the specialist considers the CBA1 designation incorrect for this prope
O2y i SyRa {(KI (G G Kl&ssif@akidn Sveuid be ralhiyir i Ecol&icaDSupport Area 2 (ESA2
potentially Other Natural Area (ONA).

The specialist confirmed that no plant species of conservation concern were recorded within the study area
primarily because the vegetation present is not Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, meaning that the list of sensitive
generated by the Natical Screening Tool does not apply to the site. Based on field observations, the Site Ec
LYLRZ2NIGFYOS 6{9LO ¢l & NBOFtOdz F iSR NI GKSNJ dKIy NBf
classification. Using the standard methodgyo where Biodiversity Importance (Bl) is derived from Conserva
Importance (LOW) and Functional Integrity (MEDIUM), and Receptor Resilience (RR) is assessedizs SBMvag
RSGSNYAYSR (2 0SS [h2d ¢KAA NBT SKnitall capai§y to Buppiod Spacied

habitats of high conservation value. According to the interpretation guidelines for a LOW SEI rating, the ¢
accommodate mediurimpact development, provided that appropriate minimisation and restoration measare
implemented.

Impact Assessment (Specialist Summary)

The specialist assessed the-No Alternative and two development alternatives, with Alternative 1 representing
non-preferred option (development below the 5 m contou#iternative2 (development above the 5 m contour usir
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existing roads and paths where possitdep Alternative 3 (preferred)Both development scenarigélternative 1 and
2)include the construction of jetties and slipwayghereas Alternative & only limited to one jetty and slipway.

For the NeGo Alternative, the specialist notes that the site would remain largely unchanged, with the existing veg
remaining undisturbed and ecological processes continuing without direct anthropogenic interference. As a re
direct impacts o terrestrial or riparian vegetation would occur.

Under Alternative 1, which involves development below the 5 m contour, the specialist finds that the pro
construction of residences, jetties, and slipways would generate a low negative impact during the planning, des
development phase. This @ue to the loss of lovsensitivity terrestrial vegetation and riparian vegetation situat
within the floodprone zone of the Klein River. The development footprint would result in local,-&rontvegetation
loss and increase the risk of compromisingth NS Qa oAt AdGe G2 sAlKadalyR
medium significance before mitigation, recommended measurgsch as restricting development to above the 5
contour, limiting infrastructure within the riparian zone, using existingess routes, and clearing invasive alien phanf
would reduce risks but still result in a medium negative residual impact. During the operational phase, the co
presence of infrastructure in the floodplain would maintain a medium negative impadt, mitigation opportunities
limited. The decommissioning phase is not applicable, as the development lifespan exceeds 25 years.

For Alternative 2, the specialist concludes that impacts would be substantially reduced. Vegetation clearing w
limited to the undescribed shrubland above the 5 m contour and small areas of riparian vegetation where je
slipways are planned.rier to mitigation, this alternative would produce a medium negative impact; however
avoiding the estuarine functional zor{demarcated by the 5m contourlsing existing roads, limiting watbased
infrastructure to one jetty and one slipway, and rewirag alien invasive plants, the residual impact is reduced to
negative. During the operational phase, some ongoing loss of vegetation may occur due to fire management an
presence, but these impacts remain low in significance and can be man#getively. The specialist emphasises t
importance of avoiding disturbance to mature wild olive trees where possible. As with Alternative 1
decommissioning phase is not applicable.

The new preferred layout (Alternative 3) represents a further refinement of Alternative 2 and directly incorporat
findings and recommendations of ti@unal specialisiThe layout was specifically revised to ensure improved avoid
of species sensitivareasas identified by the Faunal specialist.

The revised layout (Alternative 3) is further supported by the botanical specialist (refAppendix G1h, who
highlighted that the findings of the faunal assessment confirmed the presence of an endangered katydid specig
a specific habitat area on the property. In response to this finding, the preferred development layout was amer
avoidallde$t 2 LIYSYy(d 6AGKAY GKS {lFG@RARQA KFoAlGlFdZ GKSNBQ
As a result of this revision, the previously preferred layout (Alternative 2) has evolved and the new preferred I
Alternative 3.

The conclusions of the Addendum to the Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment, confirm that the revised layout ©
introduce any additional botanical or general terrestrial biodiversity impacts beyond those already assessed. F
careful consideratin of the revised layout, it is concluded that the significance of impacts on botanical and terr
biodiversity remains unchanged, and continues to be rated as Low Negative, as previously determined in Tablg
main report.

Faunal ImpacAssessment

Terrestrial Animal Site Sensitivity Verification and Species Specialist Assessmen({fRepatImpact Assessmens
undertaken The desktop study included the use of iNaturalist and Global Biodiversity Infornfat@mnework (GBIH
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records as well as reports, field guides and scientific literatufieeserecords were used to determine the speci
recorded in the area and the presence of poten8&lC, witparticular emphasis on the SCC listed by the screening

Three site visits werperformed 16th of August 2025 and again on 25 and 26 of Augpsties and signs of presen
(sounds, tracks, scats etc), observed wereorded. Surveys consisted of meandering search effort on foot by 11 s
observers,combined with point surveys (10 min search effort) performed by two of these obsewithin the

development site and surroundgigure5). The PAOI was set considering main SCC likely to be present on or ¢
the developmenfootprint (Figure6).

Descriptionof habitat onsite

The faunal specialist describes the habitat on Portion 4 of Farm 643, Stanford, as being predominantly cov
Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, a Critically Endangered vegetation type as listed under the National Envirg
Management: Biodiversity Act (At0 of 2004) and the Revised National List of Ecosystems That Are Threatened
Need of Protection (2022). Through a combination of desktop analysis using Google Earth imagerysdac
verification, the specialist identified and mapped five distifaztnal habitat types within the study area. These inclu
Open Fynbos scrubland, Dense Fynbos scrubland, Phragmites reedbeds, Eucalyptus habitat, and Kikuyu gra
(Figure9)® 9+ OK 2F (KSaS KFoAdlFd GeLlSa O2yiNARo6dziSa RA
assemblages of fauna associated with the Agulhas Limestone Fynbos ecosystem.

The Open Fynbos Habitat, located mainly in the nedistern section of the property (Locations 1, 7, 8, and 9
characterised by sandy soils with a wadiveloped grassy ground layer interspersed with low fynbos shrubs. This h
supports a varietpf small mammals, reptiles, and invertebrates, providing open foraging and movement areas fo
associated with fynbos ecosystems.

The Dense Fynbos Habitat, which covers the majority of the property (Locations 2,5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14
of dense fynbos scrub vegetation, typically under 2.5 metres in height. The soils are sandy, and the vege
dominated by in@genous shrubs with sparse grass cover. Occasional small trees occur within this habitat,
structural diversity and suitable shelter for bird and small mammal species.

The Phragmites Habitat, occurring along the mudflats of the K¥iler in the northeastern part of the property
(Locations 3 and 4), is dominated by reedbeds that form part ofrijp&rian ecosystem. This area provides critig
foraging and breeding habitat for aquatic and sexguatic species, particularly waterbirds and amphibians,
contributes significantly to the ecological connectivity between terrestrial @parianenvironments.

The Eucalyptus Habitat (Location 5) is found in the ramtistern corner of the property and consists of a stand of
Eucalyptus trees with several dead stumps. This area represents a transformed habitat, offering limited ecologic
although somebird species may utilise the tall trees for perching or nesting.

The Kikuyu Grass Habitat occurs in scattered patches across the site and is characterised by dense stands of K
interspersed with low fynbos shrubs under 1.5 metres tall. This habitat type reflects past disturbance and veg
modification andsupports fewer faunal species compared to natural fynbos areas.

Animal species recorded onsite

During the site surveyg number offaunal species was recorded across these habitat types, including mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, and invertebratebhese also includesanimal species of conservation conceanfirmed onsite
during site investigationincludingconfirmed records of the Mute Winter Katydid, Western Leopard Toad, and Af
MarshHarrier, with additional highikelihood SCC present in the PAOI.
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The Mute Winter Katydid, listed as Vulnerable, was the most significant faunal finding of the survey. A toteg
individuals were recorded during targeted nocturnal and diurnal sear(leésr to Figure9), with a population density
estimated at approximately 1.17 individuals per hectare. The species was concentrated in the central and
portions of the property, primarily within dense Agulhas Limestone Fynbos habitat, which is itself a CriticaligeEed
vegetation type.This habitat forms amiportant ecological core within the site, and its disturbance would have le
local population losses. Consequently, one of the originally proposed dwellitase 2)wvas relocated to ensure
minimum 50metre buffer around the confirmed katydid habitat establishedThe report further recommended tha
at least 70% of the property remain undeveloped and under natural cover, with ongoing alien vegetation mana
to maintain habitat integrity.

The Western Leopard Toad, an Endangered amphibian, was confirmed through a verified iNaturalist record of ¢
individual along the main access road adjacent to the propgfigure8). The surrounding wetland aniparianzone
dominated by Phragmites reedbeds, provides suitable breeding and foraging habitat for this species. Althg
breeding sites were found directly within the proposed footprint, the proximity to suitable habitat necessitated ¢
management of the deslopment interface with the wetland.

The proposed development is small in footprint, but even -latensity residential usantroduces irreversible
disturbance and longerm edge effects in a sensitive landscayéthout mitigation, impacts woulthavebeen Medium
to High significanceinder Alternative 2 With the recommendedsuite of mitigation measurewhich have beeriully
implementedthrough specialist recommendationsnpactsare reduced toLow- Mediumunder the current preferred
Alternative 3.

O site locations
[ portion_4_Farm_643
Survey Tracks
-=== JanVenter
===~ Techl

Tech2
-=== Tech3
Techd
Techs
Tech6

===~ Teodorel
===~ Teodore2
===~ Teodore3
-==- Teodored

W ---- Teodores

Teodoreb

===~ Teodore7 !
{ Survey Area Covered
Google Satellite

Figure5: A map indicating the areas within the property investigated during the site Sisitrce(Venter, 2025).
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Portion_4_Farm_643
[ 100 m Buffer Herpitofauna, Small mammals and Invertebrates

] 300 m Buffer Birds and Large mammals
I Development Footprint

Google Satellite

Figure6: The PAOfor the preferred alternative was set considering main SCC likely to be present on or close t
development footprint.Source(Venter, 203).

O site locations X
Open schrubland Fynbos

| Phragmites reedbeds
| Kikuyu grass

| Eucalyptus habitat
7] Dense schrubland Fynbos
3 portion_4_Farm_643
Google Satellite

Figure7: The broad faunal habitats in the study area
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§ [P Development Footprint
O Western Leopard Toad Records Stanford Y
[ 100 m Buffer Herpitofauna, Small mammals and Invertebrates |
] Western Leopard Toad Stanford 1 km Buffer
Portion_4_Farm_643
(] 300 m Buffer Birds and Large mammals

Google Satellite

Figure8: Western Leopard Toad records in the Stanford area in relation to the location of PortioiRadm 643
Source (Venter, 2025)

[ Katydid core habitat zone 50%KDE
Katydid habitat 95%KDE

[ Katydid Buffer 50 m

[ Katydid Buffer 100 m

[® Development Footprint

[ Portion_4_Farm_643

Google Satellite

Figure9: The modelled distribution of the B. aptera population on the property. As a precautioneagure a 50 m
buffer around the 95%KDE represents a high sensitive zone and the 100 nmedium risk sensitive zone for the
speciesSource (Venter, 2025)
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| Development Footprint
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[ cBA1_Clip

Water and Marine Bird SCC
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B Terrestrial SCC

Google Satellite

Figurel0: The SEI of the SCC faunal habitats on Portion 4 of Farm 643, St&dorde(Venter, 2025).
Impact Assessment

The faunal specialist assessed the potential impacts of the proposed developméme @nimal speciegtheme and
habitats occurring on Portion 4 of Farm 643. The assessment considered tk® Mdternative as well asiree
development alternativesNon-Preferred(Alternative 1 (Alternative 2)and the Preferred (Alternative 3yith particular
emphasis on Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) and faunal landscape connectivity, as detailed in the fay
rating table (pages %G 2 of the Terrestrial Animal Species Assessment).

The assessment indicates that the site supports a disproportionately high concentration of SCC for its size,
confirmed records of the Mute Winter Katydid, Western Leopard T&uetophrys pantherinaand African Marsk
Harrier Circus ranivorgswith additional SCC likely present in the broader area of potential impact (PAOI). The pr
also provides a functional ecological corridor, maintaining landscape connectivity between theRiieinand the
surrounding fynbos habitats.

Although the proposed development has a limited overall footprint, evenildensity residential development has th
potential to introduce longerm edge effects and localised disturbance within this ecologically sensitive setting.
the original laput (Alternative 2)impacts were assessed as being of Medium to High significance, primarily due to
overlap with confirmed katydid habitat and cumulative disturbancever-associated fauna.

Ly NBaLRyasS G2 (GKS Fldzylft &aLISOAFIfAAGQa NBO2YYSYyRI {
revisions, including the reduction of jetty infrastructure from two structures to a single jetty, as well as the reloda
House @ outside the recommended 50 m buffer around the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat. These ¢
changes substantially reduce the extent of habitat disturbance and fragmentation.
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LG Aa GKSNBF2NB (KS aLISOAFfAaGQa 2LAYA2Y GKFG GKS
faunal impacts. Consequently, residual impacts are reduced from Megigh significance under Alternative 2 to L@
Medium signifiance under the Preferred Alternatii@lternative3).

Explain how the objectives and management guidelines of the Biodiversity Spatial Plan have been used and how

4.4. has this influenced your proposed development.

Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessmefotanical Impact)

The study area is mapped as a Critical Biodiversity Area j@BAkr Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Pld@BSP
2023); however,the botanicalspecialist disputes the current Western Cape Biodiversity SpatialcRlasification of
Portion 4 as Critical Biodiversity Area 1 (CBA1). Given the absence of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos and the fiel
of low botanical sensitivity, the specialist considers the CBAL designation incorrect for this property and camér
GKS aAGdSQa FLILINBLNRFGS OftFraaiAFAOLIGAR2Y g2dd R 0SS y2
Natural Area (ONAMoreover, the absence oplant species ofanservation concerassociated with Agulhas Limesto
Fynbosnone of which were recorded during the sury#ye specialist concluded that the actual plant species sensit
is Low. The sensitive species listed in the screening tool are not relevant to the vegetation presitgednd were not
encountered duringite survey

Based orbotanicalfield observations, the Site Ecological Importance (SEI) was recalculated rather than relying
2 S3aGSNY /LIS . A2RAGSNEA G &lasdifitdtion. AUsifg the fstanddddi methoddogykadids
Biodiversity Importance (BI) is derived from Conservation Importance (LOW) and Functional Integrity (MEDIU
Receptor Resilience (RR) is assessed asth©BE| was determined to be LOW.

Terrestrial Animal Site Sensitivity Verification and Species Specialist Assesdfr@anhal Impact)

The faunal assessment utilised the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP, 2017) to evaluate the se
the site. The property is located within the Coastal Protection Zone, and the southern portion of the site, situ
close proximity o the KleinRivier, falls within CBA1 and ESA areas according to the WCBSP (2017). This clas
NEFt SOGa GKS ariasSqQa S02t 2 3A Oivetandity ol iNduppytidéregivaabbiodivarsit

The faunal specialist highlights that maintaining landscape connectivity in this context is particularly important
persistence of faunal species that rely on the Agulhas Limestone Fynbos and the Kleinrivier Estuary for foral
breeding. Seveltderrestrial animal species, including Species of Conservation Concern (SCC), were recorded d
surveys, underscoring the ecological sensitivity @ fiortion of the propertyln addition toanimal species recorde
onsite, the Mute Katydid, a tal of 43 individual species were observed in the central portion of the props
predominantly within the short grass adjacent to shrub areas (refdfignire9). No records of the Mute Katydid wel
encountered in proximity to the KleRvier.

Further to the animal species observed during site investigation, @henal species of conservation concern inclug
Western Leopard Toadlhe faunal specialist notes the confirmed record of this speatiacent to theproperty;
however, none were recorded in the development footprint.

The botanical specialist report notes that the property should not be regarded as a Critical Biodiversity Area
identified in the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (2023). Although the WCBSP (2023) maps the site as
botanist confirmghat the vegetation on the property does not reflect Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, nor were any
Species of Conservation Concern or species typically associated with this vegetation type recorded during the sit
It is based on the assumptiathat the CBA designation in the WCB@&B23) likely stems from the South Afric
Vegetation Map (2024), which classifies thgbject propertyas Agulhas Limestone Fynbascritically endangerec
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vegetation type. However, field verification indicates that species characteristic of this vegetation unit are abse
the site.

Explain what impact the proposed development will have on the site specific features and /or function of the

45 Biodiversity Spatial Plan category and how has this influenced the proposed development.

According to the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP, 2023), the property is mapped as a Critical E
Area 1 (CBA1). However, shased botanical verification confirmed that the vegetation present does not corresj
with the Agulhas kmestone Fynbos vegetation unit that underpins the CBALl classification. No plant Spe
Conservation Concern or species characteristic of this vegetation type were recorded during the survey. Base
the botanical specialist concluded that the ppeed CBA1 category does not reflect the actual ecological condition ¢
site and that the appropriate ecological categorisation is more aligned with ESA2 or possibly Other Natural Are

Despite the discrepancy between mapped and verified vegetation sensitivity, the proposed development neg
consider the ecological functions associated with the broader BSP categories, particularly the maintenance of e
connectivity and biodivesity processes. The southern portion of the site, which falls within the Coastal Protectiorn
and is mapped as CBA1/ESA in the WCBSP (20ii7as stated by the faunal specialist, thiems part of a functiona
ecological corridor linking the Klefivier with surrounding fynbos habitats. The faunal specialist confirmed that se
animal Species of Conservation Concern utilise this broader landscape, and that the property contributes tc
movement and dispersal, particularly for species sucthasWestern Leopard Toathe Mute Katydidand foraging
grounds for the African Marsh Harrier

Under earlier layout iterations (Alternative 2), the proposed development would have resulted in localised habit
and fragmentation, particularly through the placement of House 02 within confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habit
well as disturbanceatriparianrassociated habitats and reedbeds below the 5 m contour due to the proposed place
of two jetties and slipways. These impacts were assessed by the faunal specialist as being of Medium to High sig

The evolved Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) was specifically informed by the WCBSP principles and s
recommendations to avoid and minimise impacts on sensitive ecological features. Key design revisions inc
relocation of House 02 out# the confirmedviute Winter Katydid population areghroughthe implementation of a 5C
m buffer, and the reduction of jetty infrastructure from two structures to a single jetty. In addition, developmen
been concentrated within previously disturbedeasas far as possibl@he vegetation affected is described as modif
or degraded vegetation of low Site Ecological Importance, resembling Eastern Rlens Shale Renostervelg
conforming to the formal vegetation unit description.

If your proposed development is located in a protected area, explain how the proposed development is in line with

4.6. the protected area management plan.

The site is not located withiaprotected area.

Explain how the presence of fauna on and adjacent to the proposed development has influenced your proposed

4l development.

The presence of several faunal species, including Species of Conservation Concern (SCC), both on and adja
property played a significant role in shaping the proposed development layout, footprint, and mitigation mea
Specialist surveys reated the Mute Katydid within the central portion of the site, confirmed Western Leopard 7
activity adjacent to the property, and identified the area as a foraging corridor for African Marsh Harrier. These f
highlighted the ecological sensitivity the sitg specifically the northern portion of the site adjacent to tiginRvier.

The direct footprint of the three proposed dwellings and associated infrastructure (approxinG2e mz2) will
transform a limited section of the fynbos, while increased human activity could introduce edge effects such as
lighting, noise, and potential alien plant spread. However, these impacts, as highlighted by the faunal specialist
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minimised through the iterative design process guided by the Biodiversity Spatial Plan and the specialist finding
include the relocation of one dwelling outside the confirmed katydid population area, retention of a 50 m buffer
the wetland edg, reduction of jetties from two to one, and the commitment to retain at least 70% of the site
natural conservation buffer. The retained natural areas will continue to function as part of the broader eco
corridor between the upland andverhado A (i F a3 GKSNBoeé adzadlrAyAy3d GKS a

Geographical Aspects

Explain whether any geographical aspects will be affected and how  has this influenced the proposed activity or development.

The geographical context of the proposed development site has played an important role in shaping the deg
layout of the projectlt is important to note that,Portion 4 of Farm 643 is locatesh the upper reaches of th&lein
River however some of theroperty fals within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ). The riparian habitats repr
sensitive geographical features, which require that development activitielse carefully managed to avoid dire
interference with natural processeslowever, tle subject property, being in the upper reaches of theifikRivelis not
affected by coastal dynamic process, and tidal influence

The topography of the site is characterised by a gentle slope towards the Klein River, witimtsteeScontour line
providing a clear geographical threshold for sensitive areas. This contour has strongly influenced the g
infrastructure. All residg G A f RgSttAy3I& FyR GKS al yl 35S Ndnatre todtdud
ensuring that they are outside thgparian zone and buffered from flood risks. Conversely, the jetty and slip
structures are proposed below this contour due to thiginctional requirement

¢CKS LINPLISNIe&Qa t20F0iA2y 2dzidARS GKS dzNbly SR3IST ¢
influenced the development to adopt a ledensity, ruralcompatible character. The scale, siting, and orientatior|
buildings have been dégned to blend with the surrounding rural landscape, minimising visual intrusion and pres
the overall geographical character of the area.

Heritage Resources

6.1. Was a specialist study conducted? YES NO X
6.2. Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist study.

N/A

6.3. | Explain how areas that contain sensitive heritage resources have influenced the proposed development.

The presence of sensitive heritage resources has not significantly influenced the proposed development, as no
sites or features of cultural, archaeological, or palaeontological significance were identified within or adjacent
development fodprint. Although the project will alter the existing landscape, including the loss of the curr
undescribed vegetation type during the construction phase, this change does not impact any known heritage reg
As a result, no heritageelated constaints required modification of the layout or design, and the development
proceed without posing a risk to heritage features.
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Historical and Cultural Aspects

Explain whether there are any culturally or historically significant elements as defined in Section 2 of the NHRA that will b e
affected and how has this influenced the proposed development.

The development proposed ismall scale single residential use by the landownaitigation measures can b
implemented for the construction phase in the unlikely event that finds are uncovered. Based on the scope
development, it does not trigger the requirements set out under the National Heritage Resources Act (NHRAen
described as below.

Section 38 of the Act states as follows:

38. (1) Subject to the provisions of subsections (7), (8) and (9), any person who intends to undertake a dey
categorised as

(a) the construction of a road, wall, powerline, pipeline, canal or other similar form of linear development or
exceeding 300m in lengthNot applicable

(b) the construction of a bridge or similar structure exceeding 50m in lenitbt applicable
(c) any development or other activity which will change the character of-a site

(i) exceeding 5 000Hin extent; org Not applicable

(ii) involving three or more existing erven or subdivisions theregfNat applicable

(i) involving three or more erven or divisions thereof which have been consolidated within the past five yelb;
applicable

(iv) the costs of which will exceed a sum set in terms of regulations by SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources
¢ Not applicable

(d) the rezoning of a site exceeding 10 000 m2 in extergNwt applicable

(e) any other category of development provided for in regulations by SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources
must at the very earliest stages of initiating such a development, notify the responsible heritage resources auth
furnish it with details regarding the location, nature and extent of the proposed developméldt applicable

Given the above it is confirmed that no further Heritage application is required or applicable.

Socio/Economic Aspects

8.1. Describe the existing social and economic characteristics of the community in the vicinity of the proposed site

The area surrounding the proposed site is therefore best described as a-mseediral landscape, where econonm
activity is primarily rooted in agriculture and tourisithe property is situated to the west of Stanford town, withir
predominantly rural setting. The broader area is characterised by a mixture of agricultural land, adensity
residential development. Agriculture, including viticulture, livestock grazind mixed farming, remains a key econor
driver in the region, with farmsteads and cultivated fields forming much of the surrounding landStapérd itself is
a small but growing settlement that is known for its heritage value teaoism, and aranal economy. The tow
attracts visitors for its natural surroundings, access to the Klein River and Walker Bay, and its reputation as pg
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h @S Nb S N@g# anld @itldoutes. Tourism and hospitalitianging from guesthouses to restaurants and natu
based activities play a significant role in sustaining the local economy alongside agriculture.

The local community is diverse, with employment opportunities largely tied to farming operations, conser
initiatives, smalkcale enterprises, and service industries supporting tourism and residential needs. Seg
employment linked to agriculturdharvesting and tourism peaks is also common. Socially, Stanford has both
established rural households and newer residents drawn by lifestyle antbecdsm opportunities.

8.2. Explain the socio -economic value/contribution of the proposed development

The proposed developmeittolds several socieconomic values and contributions to the community and the broa
area of Overstrand Municipality in the following ways:

- One of the significantontributions is the creation of employment opportunities, both directly and indirec
The development will have both sheerm and longterm economic impacts on the surrounding areawitl
create employment opportunities during the constiction phase which contribute positively to the loca
economy, even though small scale.

- The development will contribute to skills developméot the builders

8.3 Explain what social initiatives will be implemented by applicant to address the needs of the community and to uplift
- the area.
N/A
Explain whether the proposed development willi mpact on peopl e sbeihggedl. ih termsohndisewe | |
8.4. - -
odours, visual character and sense of place etc) and how has this influenced the proposed development.

LG A& KAIKEE@ dzyftA(1Ste (GKFIG GKS LINRBLIZASR RS@St 2LIVS
well-being. Nevertheless, considerations such as noise, dust, and visual character have been taken into accot
planning and execidn of the project to minimise potential disturbanciesthe vicinity

- Construction activities and the temporary increase in human presence during the construction phas
contribute to elevated noise levels on a local scale. However, this potential impact is expected to be lim
adjacent properties are currently vatigand the site is located in a rural setting. The impact on nearby resiq
will therefore be minimal and shotived.

- Localised dust generation may occur during earthworks and construction activities. While this could temy
affect travellers along nearby adl (Wortelgatroad), the scale of the developmentconsisting of only twg
K2dzaSa | yR | Y ImyansgtsaNteiove@?ithpact @ik be very small and of short durat
Mitigation measures will be implemented to further reduce this impact.

- Given the small scale and low intensity of the development, no significant alteration to the visual chara
sense of place of the broader area is anticipated. The rural setting will largely be maintained, and the pr
structures are consistent witthe surrounding land use character.
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SECTION: ALTERNATIVESETHODOLOGY ARBSSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

1. Details of the alternatives identified and considered

1.1. Property and site alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise
positive impacts.
Provide a description of the p  referred property and site alternative.

Thepreferred property and the only site proposed for the development is Portion 4 of the Bd&nwhich is located i
the rural setting outside Stanford towithe propertycovers an area of approximately 13.53 ha in extent and is situ
along the upper reaches of the Klein RivHEnere are no existingtructures on the property, however, two access roa
which have been used in the past exist and will be utilised and integnatedhe site development plan to provide acce
to the proposed development ithe property. Thesite is accessible via Wortelgat Road.

Portion 4 of the Farm 643 is the only preferred site option for the propamelopment and nmther alternative site
options have been investigated since the applicant owns the property. As a ribmult, is no other reason far beyon
than this subject propertyThe proposed developmemdékes cognisance of the rural setting wherein this developnief
proposed.Thepropertiesin the surrounding consist of single residential dwelja, with fewer properties that are bein
farmed, whereas the other are involved in agricultural processiifte intent of this application is that the owner wan
toestablishi 62 &Ay3If S NBAARSY (ALl {int&maSatcess tyagksithin the prévioysly Befhaldate
access roads that wengtilised in the past, as well agjetty and slipway All the majorinfrastructuresuch as residentia
dwelinge Ay Of dzZRAYy 3 (GKS YIylF3ISNRa O2GaGF3S g At taway Bomihe Klei
River

The proposed development will cover a total area of approximaiey2 m2 within the broader 13.53 ha (135,300 m
farm property.

Residential Buildings

The development includes two residential dwellings. Both dwellings will be sitagley and architecturally integrate
into the natural surroundings:

- House 1will be partially constructed within the footprint of an existing disturbed road, with the majority of
structure extending into an area where limited vegetation disturbance will be required. The total bu
footprint will cover approximatel2221 m2and will be situated above the 5m contour line.

0 Associated recreational features including a swimming pool, firepit, and pedestrian pathwa
proposed below the 5 m contour line, outside of the existing disturbed road area. These elemer
utilise the disturbed footprint and will be designed totégrate seamlessly with the surroundir
topography and vegetation. The total footprint proposed for these structures is approxiniz8ly?

- House 2building area is situated outside of the existing road and therefore will require clearance of indig
vegetation. The building footprint will be approximatel?220 m2.Access to the house will be via the existi
access road that will be upgraded.

al yF3SNna /2ddF 38

-1 albylF3aSNRa /2G4 3S A a-sitemBnhd2raeStAnd ingintdnaDd@ perserddk | (i S
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0 This unit will occupy approximately000 m2and will be situated within an area previously disturbed
human activity. The design will follow the same architectural principles as the main dwellings.

Access Road

An internal access road will be constructed or upgraded, using existing disturbed pathways to minimise ve
disturbance. The road will be surfaced with permeable material (e.g., gravel) to support natural drainage and
erosion. ltwill provid® 2 yy SOGAGA (e 0SisSSy (KS SyiNlIyOSz NBaARS
roadswill have a combined length of less th&800 mand amaximumwidth of 4m. the internal roads will be kept &
natural jeep track routes as far as possible.

Jetty & Slipway
Adedicated access route and watbased facilities are proposed as follows:

0 An access roatb slip waycovering a footprint of approximatel$37 m2will link the dwelling to the
river-based structures.

o Ajetty with a development footprint of approximatebd m2will be constructed to provide river acce
for recreational purposes.

0 A slipway with a development footprint of approximatelyyO mz2 will facilitate small watercraft
launching and retrieval.

In total, the combined footprint of the road, jetty, and slipway will amount to approximéiély m?2

The design and construction of these structures will adhere to best environmental practices, ensuring minimal dist
to the watercoursehabitat and maintaining the natural visual and ecological character of the riverfront.

Provide a description of any o ther property and site alternative sinvestigated.

No other property or site alternatives that have been investigated.

Provide a motivation for the preferred p roperty and site alternative including the outcome of the site selectin matrix

The preferred site for the proposed development is Portion 4 of the Farm 643, situated west of Stanford. This p
was identified as the only feasible alternative because it is under the ownership of the applicant, and no other land
are availabe within their ownership or control. The absence of alternative sites therefore restricts the options ava
making this property the only viable choice for meeting the development objectives. Given the singular nature|
available landholding, #hpreparation of a comparative site selection matrix was not considered applicable in this

The motivation for selecting this property is further strengthened by the broader context of the Overstrand area,
there is a need to accommodate housing and syeedlle development opportunities. The proposed site also offers un
locational attritutes, such as being located within a rural setting that provides a tranquil living environment, which
with the intended development outcomes.

From a practical perspective, the property is already zoned for agricultural use and will not be subdivided, which m
consistency with existingurrounding land useAdditionally, the site benefits from existing infrastructure, including
established access road (Wortelgat Road) thavérse along the southern boundarytbe property and will serve as th
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main access point to the development. This significantly reduces the need for extensive new road construction a
the clearance of indigenous vegetation that would otherwise have been required if a less accessible site were se

Provide a full description of the process followed to reach the preferred alternative within the site.

Portion 4 of the Farm 643 is zoned for agricultural land use, which, in terms of the Municipal Plarbaw, Byptitles the
flrYyR26ySNI G2 SadrotAak | YFAY RgSttAy3a Fa + LINARYLF NJ
that amanager is formally appointed to oversee or conduct agricultural activities on the property. Should the land
actively farmed, this right cannot be exerciséthis regulatory framework directly influenced the process of identify
the most approprate development option within the site. In accordance with the planning provisions, a formalitan
planning application (consent use) will be required for the establishment of an additional dwelling unit.

The property is jointly owned by two brothers, each of whom wishes to construct a single residential dwelling on t
To accommodate this, the preferred alternative involves exercising the right to establish the primary dwelling
simultaneously pplying for consent use to permit an additional dwelling unit. In terms of the Municipal PlannibgvB)
the landowner is entitled to establish a main dwelling as a primary right; however, an additional dwelling may
considered through a consent@spplication and may not exceed 250 m2. This approach enables both owners to
their housing needs while remaining fully compliant with the applicable planning anelsandegulations.

In identifying this preferred alternative, consideration was given to balancing thedaadights of the owners with th
requirements of the municipal planning framework, as well as environmental sensitivities. The presence of an
access route fa Wortelgat Road) and the rural setting of the property further supported this option, as it minimise
need for new infrastructure, avoids unnecessary disturbance to the surrounding environment, and remains com
with the character of the area.

Accordingly, the preferred alternative was determined to be the most feasible and sustainable option, providing a p
solution for the ceowners while aligning with legal, planning, and environmental requirements.

Provide a detailed motivation  if no property and site alternatives were considered .

No property or site alternatives were considered for this development because the subject property, Portion 4 ¢
Middelburg No. 643, is the sole property owned by the applicants under Cheddles (Pty) Ltd. The development is
to fulfil a specift personal and family vision, whereby the two brothers aim to establish two residential dwellings fo
2oy dzaSz | Yl yI 3it MBEnageraedtjiand a3sSciafERrébteatighal infrastructure suehstipway and
the jettyd ¢ KS | LJedtioh @ ltoyergateta ddvelapment that is in harmony with the rural character and tra
setting of the area, reflecting both the natural environment and the historical context of the farm.

Given the ownership constraints and the personal nature of the development, no alternative properties were ay
for consideration. Furthermore, the design has been carefully optimised to minimise environmental impa
concentrating infrastructure whin previously disturbed areas, avoiding sensitive riparian and aquatic habitats
limiting vegetation clearance. This approach ensures that the project is both feasible and aligned with the ecq
visual, and rural context of the site, whileffliing the specific objectives of the property owners.
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List the positive and negative  impacts that the property and site alternatives will have on the environment.

The poposed development will contribute to:

Alternative 1 (Nonpreferred)

Positive impacts

- There are no notable positive environmental impacts associated with this alternative.

Negative impacts

- Both proposed residential dwellings fall below the 5 m contour, placing permanent infrastructure at significant|
flooding during higkrainfall or stormsurge events.

- Development below the 5 m contour may alter natural hydrological functioning, disvatgrcourseprocesses, and
reduce the natural buffer zone that proteatiparianhabitats.

- Increased disturbance to sensitive riparian vegetation, with associated loss of ecological integrity and
function.

- Direct habitat loss for Species of Conservation Concern (SCC), particularly the Mute Winter Katydid (VM
approximately 43 individuals recorded on the central portion of the property

- Fragmentation of habitat and reduced faunal connectivity between the estuary and upland areas.

- Disturbance and displacement gparianbirds due to increased human presence and jetty usage.

- Increased mortality risk for amphibians and reptiles as a result of vehicles, domestic pets, and intentional pers

- Longterm edge effects associated with outdoor lighting, garden establishment, and the potential introducti
spread of alien plant species

Alternative 2(Non preferred)

Positive impacts

- The proposed residential dwellings are located above the 5 m contour, significantly reducing flood risk and im
longterm safety and climateesilience of the development.

- The proposed layout largely utilises previously disturbed or impacted areas, reducing the extent of new distu
relative to Alternative 1.

Negative impacts

- Some vegetation clearance wslill be required, although the development mostly utilises the previously impa
areas onsite.

Direct habitat loss for Species of Conservation Concern (SCC), particularly the Mute Winter Katydid (M
approximately 43 individuals recorded on the central portion of the property.

Visual impacts associated with the introduction of new dwelling units.

- Fragmentation and reduced faunal connectivity betwemerineand upland habitats.

Disturbance and displacementierinebird species due to increased human activity and use of slipways and je
Increased mortality risk for amphibians and reptiles resulting from vehicles, pets, and persecution.

Longterm edge effects including lighting impacts, landscaping and gardening disturbance, and potential alie
invasions.
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Alternative 3¢ Preferred

Positive impacts

All residential dwellings are located above the 5 m contour, substantially reducing flood risk and ensuring
longterm resilience to climate change.

Development footprints are concentrated within previously disturbed areas, minimising additional vege
clearance and habitat transformation.

House 2 has been relocated outside the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat, avoiding direct impacts
Species of Conservation Conceyf0 m buffer is maintained alorthese speciegrotectingtheir habitats.
Additional access has been provided to house 1 to reduce vehicle traffic within the katydid proximity.

Jetty infrastructure has been reduced from two structures to a single jetty, limiting disturbamoestme processes
and bird habitat.

Negative impacts

- Limited and localised vegetation clearance will still occur within areas of low Site Ecological Importance.
- Lowlevel disturbance to fauna may occur due to increased human presence, including noise and movemen
the developed portions of the site.
- Residual edge effects, such as {mtensity lighting, landscaping, and potential alien plant invasion, may persis
can be effectively managed through mitigation measures.

1.2. Activity alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise positive
impacts.
Provide a description of the  preferred activity alternative.

N/A

Provide a description of  any ot her activity alternative s investigated.

N/A

Provide a motivation for the preferred activity alternative

N/A

Provide a detailed motivation if no activity alternatives exist.

N/A

List the positive and negative impacts that the activity alternatives will have on the environment.

N/A
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1.3. Design or layout alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise
positive impacts
Provide a description of the  preferred design or layout alternative.

Alternative 3 (preferred)

The preferred development layout, Alternati has been carefully designed to avoid negative environmental imp
mitigate unavoidable impacts, and optimise positive outcomes. The layout focuses on concentnatiigof the
infrastructure speciftally roads,within previously disturbed or transformed area$ the farm in order to minimise
extensive clearance of indigenous vegetation and disturbance oélseilvherefor road construction.

House 01 isited along these existing roadsking use of the disturbed areas as far as possithieve the 5metre contour
line, and outside sensitive riparian and aquatic zones, further protecting ecological features. House 01 is partially
within an existing disturbed road footprint, while House 02 is positioned to minimize impact on sdingunatural areas
gAGK 2yte | avYlrtt FINBF 2F @S3SaGrdAiazy Of SI Nisitg ddhaghdelt
and oversight, ensuring ongg compliance with environmental management measures.

In accordance with specialist recommendations, House 02 under the Preferred Alternative is located outs
recommended 50 m buffer associated with confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat. This adjustment avoids direct
loss for this Species of Czmrvation Concern and represents a key improvement over earlier layout alterng
(Alternativel and Alternative 2)

Recreational infrastructure, including the slipway and jetty, is located within the-Wigter Mark of the KleifRvier. The
revised layout(Alternative 3)incorporates a single slipway and jetty, thereby substantially reducing disturbance
the riverineenvironment compared to previous alternatives. These structures are designed to be elevated and of
scale, ensuring minimal interference with natural water flow, sediment transport, and aquatic habitats, and sup
low-intensity recreationalise only.

Additional recreational features include a swimming pool and a firepit. A portion of the swimming pool footprint a
firepit are located below the Bnetre contour line. Their placement has been carefully considered during the pla
process to limitdisturbance to sensitive riparian and aquatic habitats, and their footprint remains small relative t
overall extent of the site.

Summary okvolution of Alternative 3 (new preferred):

House 2 footprint shifted to be outside of 50m Fauna impact zone and above 5m contour line

Additional road added to reduce frequency of use for the current road that goes through 50m fauna impa
zone

1 Jetty removed to reduce impacted vegetation as well as frequency of road use through 50m fauna impac

f
f

Overall, Alternative 3 represents a biodiversignsitive layout that aligns with specialist recommendations and
objectives of the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan, while retaining the majority of the property in a natural
natural state.
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Figurell: Preferred site development plan (Alternati@epreferred).

Provide a description of any other  design or layout alternative s investigated.

Alternative 1 (Non-preferred)

Alternative 1 proposes the construction and placement of two single residential dwellings on Portion 4 of Farm 64
of which extend slightly above the 5 m contour of the Klein RiVle siting of the proposed dwellings and associa
infrastructure in close proximity to theiver raises a number of concerns, both from an environmental and a
perspective.

The primary issue associated with this alternative is the vulnerability of the proposed structures to natural hazar|
as flooding and fluctuating water levels within thHeer, during rainfall season¥he 5 m contour serves as an importg
buffer zone that accommodates seasonal changes in water levels and storm events, and development within thi
inherently at risk of inundation. Locating residential dwellings, within this area could leadg#don maintenance ang
safety challenges, partiarly under conditions of climate chang®d increased flood intensity. This would not only pc
risks to property and infrastructure but could also result in significant costs for the owners in the future.
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Figurel2- 1: Alternative 1 (norpreferred) site development plan.
Alternative 2 (Nonpreferred)

Alternative 2 relocates the proposed residential dwellings above thaeefe contour, thereby reducing flood risk ar]
improving resilience to climateelated impacts. Under this layout, the major infrastructure is situated outsideipiaeian
zone, representing a notable improvement over Alternative 1 from a risk management perspective.

However, this alternative introduces significant biodiversélated impacts. House 2 is located within confirmed M
Winter Katydid habitat, which would result in direct habitat loss for this Species of Conservation Concern. In a
Alternative 2 etains two slipways and jetties within théverine area, increasing the footprint of development af
contributing to greater vegetation clearance, disturbanceit@r habitats, and disruption of faunal movement and b
activity.

Despite improvements in flood risk avoidance, the biodiversity impacts associated with this layout remain unaccs
Consequently, Alternative 2 is also considered-pogferred when assessed against specialist recommendations an
objectives of thaNestern Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan.
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Figurel12-2: Alternative2 ¢ Non preferred.
Noc¢ Go

The NeGo Alternative assumes that no development occurs on Portion 4 of Farm 643 and that the property ren
its current, largely undeveloped condition. Under this scenario, no new residential dwellings, recreational infrastr,
or associated se&ices would be constructed, and the environmental features of the site would remain undisturbed

From an environmental perspective, the {&m Alternative would result in the least impact, as no vegetation clea
infrastructure placement, or disturbance of soils, fauna, or hydrological processes would occur. The natural ch
ecological functining, and visual qualities of the property and its surroundings would remain intact.

However, the ND2 ! f i SNY I 6A GBS R2Sa y2i YSSi GKS -ofientidiresidentil
development aligned with their lonterm vision for the property. It would also mean that the site remains underutili
with no improvementgo land management, infrastructure, or recreational function. Therefore, while environmen
favourable, the NeGo Alternative is not aligned with the intended seeimonomic and personal objectives of tf
landowners.

Provide a motivation for the preferred design or layout alternative.

Alternative 3 is identified as the preferred design or layout alternative as it represents the most environm
responsible andrisk S NARS 2LJiA2y > gKAES adAtt YSSiAay3da GKS I LI
through an iteratie design process informed by specialist studies and the principles of the Western Cape Biod
Spatial Plan (WCBSP), with a strong emphasis on impact avoidance, minimisation, and mitigation.
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From an environmental perspective, Alternative 3 achieves the greatest reduction in ecological impact compare
other development alternatives. All residential dwellings are located above fimetée contour, significantly reducin
the risk of floodng, erosion, and climateelated impacts. This improves lotgrm sustainability and avoids placir
permanent infrastructure within highisk and ecologically sensitive areas.

The preferred layout also responds directly to biodiversity constraints identified by the faunal specialist. House
been relocated outside the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat and beyond the recommended 50 m buffer, th
avoiding direct habit loss for this Species of Conservation Concern. In addition, the reduction of jetty infrastructur
two structures to a single jetty substantially limits disturbanceiterine habitats, reduces vegetation clearance, a
minimises disruption to birsland aquatic ecological processes.

Alternative 3 further minimises environmental impacts by concentrating development within previously disturbed
and along existing road alignments. This approach reduces the extent of new vegetation clearance, limits
fragmentation, and preseps ecological connectivity between the Kl&wmier and adjacent upland habitats. At least 7
of the property is retained in a natural or neaatural state, ensuring the continued functioning of the site as part
broader ecological corridor.

While some residual impacts remain, these are limited in extent and can be effectively managed throu
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures. In contrast, Alternatives 1 and 2 present either unacceptabl
risk, significant biodiversitynpacts, or both. The NGo Alternative, although environmentally favourable, does not m
0KS | LILX wusgeland a@icecorfomiy dRjectives.

For these reasons, Alternative 3 provides the best balance between environmental protection, climate res
NE3IdzA FG2NB O2YLX AlFyOSs yR GKS LI AOFYy(iQa RS@St 2L
layout alternative.

Provide a detailed motivation if no design or layout alternatives exist.

N/A

List the positive and negative impacts that the design alternatives will have on the environment.

Alternative 1 (NonPreferred)
Positive Impacts

- Provides direct residential and recreational use of the riverfront, potentially improving the aesthetic
recreational value of the site for the owners.

- Minimal additional road or infrastructure construction may be required since existing access points are u
Negative Impacts

- Residential dwellings are located within the 5 m contour of the Klein River, placing them inr&skifihod zone
(1:100vyear flood line), which may lead to property damage and risk to human safety.

- Encroachmeninto the RiparianZone could disrupt sensitive riparian and aquatic habitats, alter hydrolo
processes, and negatively affect flora and fauna.
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- Construction within theiver may increase erosion and sediment deposition, degrading water quality and hg
conditions.

- Swimming pools, jetties, and slipways located within the flood zone may suffer damage during flood of
events.

- Development within the estuarine buffer may contravene environmental management guidelines, pote
resulting in legal or regulatory challenges.

Alternative 2 fion-preferred)

Positive impacts

- Residential dwellings are placed above the 5 m contour, reducing vulnerability to flooding, storm surgg
climaterelated events.

- By keeping dwellings outside thiparian zone, the integrity of sensitive habitats and natural hydrolog
processes is maintained.

- Minimises longerm maintenance costs and environmental impacts by avoiding-hghareas.

- Jetties and slipways are strategically located below the 5 m contour, providing controlled accesguertiveh
minimal ecological disturbance.

Negative impacts

- Construction of residential dwellings and associated infrastructure may result in the loss of some indi
vegetation and temporary disturbance to fauna.

- Noise, dust, and soil disturbance during the building phase may have temporary effects on the local envirg

- While mitigated by careful placemenijgtties and slipways are strategically located below the 5 m cont
providing controlled access to thizer with minimal ecological disturbance.

Alternative 3 (Preferredl

Positive impacts

- Allresidential dwellings are located above the 5 m contour and outsiddghganzone, substantially reducing flog
risk and ensuring greater lortgrm resilience to climate change.

- Development footprints are concentrated within previously disturbed areas, minimising additional vege
clearance and habitat transformation.

- House 2 has been relocated outside the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat, avoiding direct impacts
Species of Conservation Conceirb0 m buffer is maintained alortgese speciegrotectingtheir habitats.

- Jetty infrastructure has been reduced from two structures to a single jetty, limiting disturbaneatercourse
processes and bird habitat.

- Additional access to house 1 included to redueaicle traffic in the sensitive katydid area.

Negative impacts

- Limited and localised vegetation clearance will still occur within areas of low Site Ecological Importance.
- Lowlevel disturbance to fauna may occur due to increased human presence, including noise and movemen
the developed portions of the site.
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- Residual edge effects, such as {mensity lighting, landscaping, and potential alien plant invasion, may persis
can be effectively managed through mitigation measures.

1.4. Technology alternatives (e.g., to reduce resource demand and increase resource use efficiency) to avoid negative
impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impact s and maximise positive impacts.
Provide a description of  the preferred technology alternative:

N/A

Provide a description of  any other technology  alternative s investigated.

Roof mounted solar power.

Provide a motivation for the preferred technology alternative.

N/A

Provide a detailed motivation if no alternatives exist.

N/A

List the positive and negative impacts that the technology alternatives will have on the environment.

Positive impacts

- The use of roofmounted solar panelgliminatesdependence on fossiliel-based power generation, lowerin
greenhouse gas emissions.

- Incorporating energefficient technologies (lighting, insulation, and optimised building orientation) redl
overall electricity demand, contributing to sustainable resource use.

- Adoption of solar technology demonstrates the integration of renewable energy in -soaé residentia
developments, supporting broader municipal and national sustainability goals.

Negative impacts

- The production of solar panels, inverters, and batteries has upstream environmental impacts, including
use, resource extraction, and emissions.

- Roof-mounted solar panels may alter the visual character of the residential dwellings, although this is ge
minimal when sensitively designed.

- Solar panels and associated batteries require maintenance, and eventual disposal or recycling could ¢
waste or environmental pollutants if not managed properly.

1.5. Operational alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise positive
impacts .
Provide a description of the  preferred operational alternative.

N/A

Provide a description of any other operational alternative s investigated.

N/A
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Provide a motivation for the preferred operational alternative.

N/A

Provide a detailed motivation if no alternatives exist.

No operational alternatives have been considered for this development, as the proposed project is limited in scop
SadlofAaKYSyd 2F (g2 aArAy3atS NBaAaARSYydGAlft RgStftAy3Ia
of the devel@ment are inherently constrained by the ownership, size, and zoning of the property.

The primary motivation for this approach is that the property is jointly owned by two brothers, each of whom inte

02y aidNHz2OG I NBaARSYyOS:I gsKAtS GKS Ylyl3ISNRa O2ddl 3§
property.

List the positive and negative impacts that the operational alternatives will have on the environment.

N/A

1.6. The option of not i mpl emer3oidn Optthieongdcti vity (the 6No

Provide an expl anatNodGm da O pisaooweieyredt he 06

CKS Db 2LIiA2YyS 6KAOK g2dzZ R SyidlAft y20 LINROSSRAYy3 4
FYR I YFylFr3aSNRa O2Gdd013S 2y t2NIA2y n 2F CIFINXY cnoxX
result in theunderutilisation of the property, which is zoned for agricultural land use and capable of supporting resi
development in accordance with municipal planning provisions.

Furthermore, the NéGo option would prevent the landowners from exercising their legalHas®l rights, including the
establishment of a primary dwelling and, through consent use, an additional dwelling. This would hinder the abilit
owners to meetheir housing needs and would preclude the development from contributing to broader-socoimomic
objectives, such as local employment during construction and associated ecormmtiibutionin the area.

While the NeGo option would avoid potential environmental impacts associated with construction and human ac
the preferred development has been carefully designed to minimise ecological disturbance, ensure complian
environmental regulationsand situate all dwellings outside sensitive flgpne andriverine areas. Therefore, the
benefits of responsibly developing the property outweigh the option of leaving the site undeveloped.

1.7. Provide and explanation as to whether any o ther alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable
negative impacts and maximise positive impacts, or detailed motivation if no reasonable or feasible alternatives exist

No otheralternative options that have been considered

1.8. | Provide a concluding statement indicating the preferred alternatives, including the preferred location of the activity.

Following a detailed assessment of potential development options for Portion 4 of Farm 643, Alternative 3 ha
identified as the preferred layout for the proposed residential and recreational development. This alternative ha
carefully designedté I £  yOS GKS 1 yR2ySNEQ RS@OSt2LIYSyid 20250
negative impacts while optimising positive outcomes.

Alternative 3 (Preferred)

The preferred layout concentrates infrastructure, particularly roads, within previously disturbed or transformed
thereby reducing the need for extensive vegetation clearance and soil disturbance. House 01 is sited along exis
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footprints, above the Hnetre contour, and outside sensitive riparian and aquatic zones, maximising protecti
ecological features. House 02 has been repositioned to remain outside the 50 m buffer associated with confirme
Winter Katydid habitat, @2 A RAy 3 RANBOG AYLI OGa 2y GKAa {LISOASa 2
to support onsite oversight and ensure ongoing environmental compliance.

Recreational infrastructure has been rationalised under Alternative 3, with a single slipway and jetty designe
elevated and of limited scale, minimising disturbanceit@rine habitats and natural water flow. Additional feature
including a swimming pool and firepit, have been sited with consideration of sensitive riparian areas, ensurir
footprints remain small relative to the overall property. Key refinements in Adtéve 3 include:

1 Relocation of House 02 outside the 50 m fauna impact zone and above the 5 m contour.
1 Addition of an alternate road alignment to reduce traffic through sensitive areas.
1 Removal of a secondary jetty to minimise vegetation clearance and disturbance.

Overall, Alternative 3 represents a biodiversignsitive and risinformed layout that aligns with speciali
recommendations and the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan, while retaining the majority of the property in a
or nearnatural state.

Alternative 1 (Nonpreferred)

This option situates two dwellings close to thiger, below the 5 m contour. While feasible from a constructi
perspective, it exposes structures to flooding, storm events, and-teng climaterelated risks. Proximity to sensitiv
habitats also increases potential environmental impacts.

Alternative 2 (Nonpreferred)

Relocating development above the 5 m contour reduces flood risk but introduces direct biodiversity impacts, in
disturbance to confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat. Retention of two slipways and jetties further increases eco
disturbance. Wh# improved in terms of risk management, the ecological impacts render this alternativpraterred.

No-Go Alternative

The NeGo scenario would preserve the property in its current natural state, resulting in the least environmental ir
I 26SOSNE Al R2S& y20 YSSG GKS flFyR26ySNEQ 2028004
recreational use, anditherefore not considered a viable option.

hy oFftlyOSs 1t 0SNYIFGABS o NBLNBaSyda GKS Yz2ad adz
development objectives while avoidingnd mitigating significant environmental impacts. The layout ensures
protection of key ecological features, reduces biodiversity loss, and minimises disruption to sensitive ripariar
making it the preferred alternative for Portion 4 of Farm 643.

ONdGodbd areas

Expl ai n wghoadt adrneca (s) have been identified during i dent-ordinatessoftheo
Ongod6 4a9.ea

During the assessment of development alternatives for Portion 4 of Farm 643, a criti€ab [dcea was identified i
relation to sensitive faunal habitat. The Faunal Specialist mapped the presence of the Mute Winter Katydid (Sg
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Conservation Concern) and recommended a strict buffer zone to protect this sp&&8sn no go buffer for the mappe
katydid habitat was identified by the Faunal Specialist:

Mute Winter Katydid

Critical buffer: Keep development outside the 50 mgwbuffer surrounding mappekiatydid habitat.

Avoid hard road surface construction

Habitat protection: Mark and protect occupied patches as stricgnareas duringnd after construction.
Management restrictions: Prohibit mowing, gardening or herbicide or pesticidevitsm buffers.
Monitoring: Regularly survey katydid populations poshstruction to verifypersistence and recolonisation

= =4 —a —a A

Figure 123: lllustrates the Very High Sensitivity area associated with the Katydid species
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