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Background

Portion 4 of Farm Middelburg No. 643 is situated to the west of the town of Stanford within the Overstrand Local
Municipality, Western Cape Province. The property is bounded to the north by the Klein River and is accessed via
Wortelgat Road. The property easures approximately 13.53 hectares and is characterised by largely fallow land that
has not been under active cultivation for more than a decade. The vegetation is moderately transformed and comprises
a mosaic of dense fynbos thickets interspersed wittea of open shrubland, typical of Agulhas Limestone Fynbos.

The surrounding land use is predominantly agricultural, with adjacent properties comprising a mix-adénsity
residential dwellings and active farming operations. The broader landscape retains a rural character, with gradual
residential expansion occung in the area.

The applicant, Giddles (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 No. 107 of 1998) (NEMdA)tze Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations,
2014 (as amended). The competent authority is the Western Cape Government: Department of Environmental Affairs
and Development Planning (DEA&DP)

Description of the Proposed Development

The proposed development will occupy an area of approximately 4 950 m? within the broaderhEgtaBe property

and consists of two single residential dwellings, a manager's cottage, a gatehouse, and associated infrastructure, including
a jetty. The develpment has been designed to integrate with the natural environment and to minimise impacts on the
sensitive estuarine and biodiversity resources present on the property.

Residential Buildings

The development includes two singgéorey residential dwellings designed to be visually and environmentally compatible
with the surrounding landscape for use by the owners.

1 House 1will be partially constructed within the disturbed footprint of an existing road, thereby minimising
vegetation clearance. The total building footprint will be approximately 1 662 m2 and will be located above the
5 m contour line. Associated recreatioffi@atures, 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 mz.

1 House 2will be located outside of existing road infrastructure and will require limited clearance of indigenous
vegetation. The building footprint will be approximately 1 220 m?, with access provided via an upgraded existing
access road. The layout of House 2 baen refined through the alternatives assessment process to ensure that
it is positioned outside the 50 m rgo buffer associated with confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat and above
the 5 m contour line.

Manager's Cottage
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A manager's cottage is proposed to accommodatesitd management and maintenance personnel. The cottage will
occupy approximately 1 000 m2 and will be located within a previously disturbed area. Its design will be consistent with
the architectural princifes applied to the main dwellings.

Gatehouse

A gatehouse (approximately 595 m?) is proposed at the main access point to the property to provide security and visitor
management functions. The structure will be located within a previously disturbed area and will be designed in keeping
with the characte of the broader development.

Access Roads

Internal access roads will be constructed and/or upgraded, primarily utilising existing disturbed pathways to minimise

vegetation clearance and disturbance to natural habitats. The roads will be kept as informal jeep tracks, similar to existing
tracks on he 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.

Jetty and Estuarine Access

A jetty with a footprint of approximately 53 mz2, together with an associated footpath, is proposed extending northward
from the residential cluster toward the Klein River Estuary. These are the only development components that encroach
into the EFZ of th&lein River Estuary, and their combined footprint has been confined to the minimum extent necessary
to provide access to the river.

0 A jetty with a development footprint of approximately 53 m2 is proposed. The jetty is designed in line
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Application to Enter into a Lease Agreement in temfithe Sea Shore Act, Act 1935 (Act No 21 of 1935).
o Anunpaved pathway with a development footprint of approximately 320 m2 will facilitate access to the
proposed jetty. It is important to note that, the pathway will be less than 3m in width and less than
1000 m in length.
Associated Infrastructure
Water
To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installed within existing disturbed area
of approximately 26 mz2 situated on the western portion of the property. Water will be extracted from the borehole

located near theentrance of the property, the water will be for household use, and therefore no authorisation is required
in terms of National Water Act as it will fall under SchedutdReasonable Domestic Use.

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

A minimum 6 008itre sealed conservancy tank will be provided, sized to adequately accommodate effluent volumes
from the residential units. The tank will be connected to the internal sewer drainage network of the buildings to collect
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both sewage and greywater in a secure, watertight system. The contents of the conservancy tank will be periodically
emptied by a licensed private waste contractor and disposed of at a registered municipal wastewater treatment facility.

Solid Waste

The solid waste will be collected onsite and disposed of at a registered facility by the operator as required.
Environmental Sensitivities

Terrestrial Biodiversity

Specialist studies confirmed that Portion 4 of Farm 643 supports a mosaic of natural foatanal terrestrial vegetation,

largely influenced by historical agricultural disturbance. While the vegetation present does not constitute intact or
pristine exanples of the regionally mapped vegetation types, the botanical specialist confirmed that it remains
ecologically functional and capable of supporting terrestrial biodiversity. The overall botanical impacts were assessed as
low negative, subject to the impteentation of recommended mitigation measures, including the restriction of
vegetation clearance to the minimum necessary, rehabilitation of disturbed areas with locally indigenous fynbos plant
species, and prohibition on the use of alien invasive plantigsefor landscaping.

Faunal Biodiversity

Of particular significance is the confirmed presence of occupied and suitable habitat for the Mute Winter Katydid
(Brinckiella apterp a listed Species of Conservation Concern under the National Environmental Management:
Biodiversity Act (Act No. 10 of 2004) (NEM:BA). The faunal specialist identified this habitat as an area of Very High
Sensitivity and recommended the establishmentaominimum 50 m nago buffer surrounding all mapped katydid
habitat. These areas are to be strictly avoided during constsacnd operation, with no infrastructure development,

hard road surfaces, or landscaping activities permitted within the buffer to prevent habitat loss, fragmentation, and
disturbance. The preferred development layout (Alternative 4) has been refineustare that House 2 and all associated
infrastructure are positioned outside this fgo buffer.

Aquatic Biodiversity

According to the national webased environmental screening tool (DFFE, 2026), the Combined Aquatic Biodiversity
Theme Sensitivity of the site is classified as "Very High". This classification is triggered by the site's locatiorewithin th
mapped extent ofthe Klein River Estuary and within Aquatic Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA 1) as designated by the
Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP, 2023).

An Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement (ABCS) was prepared by Delta Ecology (Morton & van Zyl, 2026) to assess
the aquatic biodiversity implications of the proposed development. Following a site verification assessment and ground
truthing, the ABCSonffirmed that the proposed residential development footprint is located outside of any sensitive
freshwater environments, outside of freshwater wetland and riverine systems regulated as inland watercourses under
NEMA, and more than 32 m from the nearestsihwater feature. The Estuarine Functional Zone (EFZ) boundary,
delineated approximately 45 m downslope from the majority of the residential dwellings' footprint, is associated with

the Klein River Estuary and is regulated under the Integrated Coastalgdiam@at Act (Act No. 24 of 2008) (ICMA) and
associated estuarine management frameworks rather than inland watercourse provisions. The aquatic biodiversity
sensitivity of the development footprint has accordingly been verified as "Low."

The Klein River Estuary is a large temporary open/closed estdakresystem covering approximately 1 153 ha,
classified as a national priority estuary and recognised as an Aquatic CBA 1 under the WCBSP (2023). The estuary holds ¢
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Present Ecological State (PES) of C (Moderately Modified), a High Wetland Ecological Status (WES), and an Estuary
Importance Score (EIS) of 93, ranking it 5th most important in South Africa in terms of botanical value, fish biodiversity,
and bird biodivery. These attributes underscore the importance of stringent environmental management for all
activities undertaken in proximity to the estuary.

The only development components that encroach into the EFZ are the pedestrian footpath and the jetty. Based on the
limited footprint and localised nature of the proposed jetty infrastructure, significant-temngn impacts on the ecological
functioning of he Klein River Estuary are not anticipated, provided that construction and ongoing maintenance activities
are undertaken in accordance with the recommended mitigation measures set out in the Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance
Statement, the Klein River Estiree Management Plan, and the Maintenance Management Plan (MMP) prepared for this
development. Applicable buffer distances determined using the Buffer Zone Tool (Macfarlane & Bredin, 2017) are 25 m
during construction and 15 m during the operational phase.

Alternatives
Alternative 1 fon-preferred)

Alternative 1 proposed the placement of two residential dwellings and associated infrastructure extending below the 5
m contour of the Klein River. Specialist assessments identified this alternative as environmentally and practically
constraineddue toincreased flood risk and vulnerability to fluctuating riverine water levels; encroachment into sensitive
riparian and aquatic zones; and increased lbergn maintenance and safety risks, particularly under projected climate
change conditions. This alteniee was therefore not pursued further.

Alternative 2 fion-preferred)

Alternative 2 relocated 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 habiteloss for a Species of Conservation Concern. In addition, this alternative retained multiple jetties
and slipways, increasing disturbance within the riverine and estuarine environment. Despite improvements in flood
resilience, the biodiversity impacts assated with this alternative are considered unacceptable and it is therefore
regarded as noipreferred.

Alternative 3 fion-preferred)

Alternative 3 represented an evolution of the layout in response to specialist findings. Key features included: relocation
of House 2 outside the 50 m rmyo buffer associated with confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat and above the 5 m
contour line; concefration of access roads within existing disturbed areas; removal of additional jetties to result in a
single jetty and slipway; and retention of the majority of the property in a natural or-netural state. The botanical
specialist confirmed, through aaddendum assessment, that the Alternative 3 layout does not increase botanical or
terrestrial biodiversity impacts and that the overall impact remains low negative, subject to mitigation. However, further
design refinement led to the identification of Alhative 4 as the preferred option.

Alternative 4 (Preferred)

Alternative 4 represents the final preferred development layout, incorporating all specialist recommendations arising
from the assessment of Alternatives 1 through 3. Key refinements relative to Alternative 3 include the removal of the
slipway component,ataining only the single jetty (53 m2) for controlled kimvpact accessvhich will be in a form ofn
informal pathwayto the Klein River Estuary. The development footprint under this alternative is approximately 4 950 m?,
representing the least environméaily impactful configuration that meets the applicant's objectives. All specialist studies
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confirmed that Alternative 4 is acceptable from a biodiversity, aquatic, arithal species perspectivsubject to the
implementation of recommended mitigation measures.

No-Go Alternative

Under the NeGo Alternative, no development would occur on Portion 4 of Farm 643. This option would result in the
least direct environmental impact, as the site would remain in its current undeveloped state. However, risks associated
with improper land maagement or unregulated development exist under this scenario. In addition, this alternative does
not meet the applicant's objectives for the establishment of a familgnted residential development and would result

in no formalised land management or éronmental controls being implemented on the property

Specialist Studies Conducted
The following specialist studies informed this Basic Assessment Report:

1 Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment assessed vegetation types, ecological sensitivity, and potential
impacts on plant species and terrestrial biodiversity.

1 Terrestrial Biodiversity Addendum confirmed that the revised Alternative 4 layout remains acceptable from
a botanical perspective, with low to very low impacts, subject to mitigation.

1 Faunal Impact Assessment identified the presence of animal species of conservation concern, including the
Mute Winter Katydid, and informed the delineation of g0 areas and the refinement of the preferred
development layout through the repositioning of House 2.

1 Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance StatemerfMorton & van Zyl, 202G Delta Ecology)verified the site
sensitivity classification, delineated the EFZ of the Klein River Estuary, assessed the status of the Klein River
Estuary, and provided mitigation measures and buffer zone determinations for all activities within proximity to
the estuarire environment.

Application Process

This document constitutes thHeéinalBasic Assessment Report (BAR) prepared to support the environmental authorisation
application submitted to DEA&DP. The BAR has been informed by a comprehensive suite of specialist studies and
incorporates anew preferred layout (referred to as Alternative 4) and taintenanceManagementfor the longterm
management of infrastructure within and adjacent to the Klein River Estuary EFZ.

Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) have been provided with an opportunity to review the proposed development
and to submit comments through the public participation process conducted in accordance with the EIA Regulations,
2014 (as amended). All commis receivedhave beenrecorded and addressed in theinal BAR Therefore this
document, as it currently standscorporatesall theinformationwhichwas recommended from the Public Participation
Process.
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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.

Lornay Environmental Consulting

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.

9 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
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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
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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
Appendix B4 Alternative Layout 4 Preferred
Appendix C | Photo Report
Appendix C | Photo Report
Appendix D | GIS Mapping
Appendix D | BGIS Mapping
Appendix E |Public Participation
Appendix E | Proof of PPP
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 G Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment Addendurm Alternative 4
Appendix Ga Faunal Impact Assessment
Appendix G Faunal Impact AssessmentAddendum
Appendix G3 Aquatic Compliance Statement
Appendix H | DFFE Site Screening
AppendixH1 Screening Tool Report
AppendixH2 Site Sensitivity Verification Report (SSVR)
Appendix | | Service Confirmation
Appendix| | Pending
Appendix J | Maintenance Management Plan (MMP)
Appendix J | MMP
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SECTIONW: ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS

CAPE TOWN OFFICE:REGION 1 GEORGE OFFICE:REGION 3
Highlight the Departmental
Region in which the intended :
application will fall (City of Cape (Capgi\sl\t/:ir;.‘lgnds (Central Karoo District &
Town, Overberg District) Garden Route District)
West Coast District gX
Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
Proponent Cheddles Pty Ltd
Name of Applicant/ Proponent:
Name of contact person for
Applicant/ Proponent (if other): Hedley Gerhardt
Company/ Trading hame/State
Department/Organ of State: Cheddles Pty Ltd
Company Registration Number: 2023/506072/07
Postal address: | 6 Frere Road, Sea Point,
Cape Town Postal code: 8000
Telephone: | () Cell: +27(0) 72 778 6392
E-mail: | hedleyg@gmail.com Fax: ()

Company of EAP: | Lornay Environmental Consulting
EAP name: | Michelle Naylor
Postal address: | Unit 5/1F Hemel & Aarde Wine Village,

Hermanus Postal code: 7200
Telephone: | () Cell: +27(0) 8345 6556
Email: | michelle@lornay.co.za Fax: ()

Qualifications: | MSc(Rhodes University)

EAP registration no: 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:

As above

Postal code:
Telephone: () Cell:
E-mail: Fax: ()

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

Postal code:
Telephone: () Cell:
E-mail: Fax: ()

Duplicate this section where Overstrand Municipality
there is more than one

Municipal Jurisdiction
Municipality in whose area of
jurisdiction the proposed

activity will fall:

Contact person: Chester Arendse

Postal address: | Hermanus
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Postal code: 7200

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

3.5

36.
Latitude (S)- 0 6
: . 5
Latitude (S)- 0 6
. 5 5
i , .
Latitude(S)- 0 6

4. | Other developments
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Property size(s) of 135300 m?
4.1. | all proposed
site(s): (13.53 ha)
Developed
footprint of the
existing facility >
42 and associated om
infrastructure (if
applicable):
~5000 m?
(05 ha)
Development component Footprint (n?)
House 1 1662
Development House 2 1220
footprint of the = ” 7 %
proposed a I y I = S ND a / 2 uu | 1000
43 development
7 | and associated Gatehouse 595
infrastructure - - - -
size(s)for all Swimming pool and fire pit 100
alternatives :
Jetty 53
Informal access footpath 320
Total 4950
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 Applicdra3 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 198B)he Environmental Impact Assessment (E
Regulations, 2014 (as amended).

The proposed development comprises the establishment oésadential development and associated infrastructune
Portion 4 of the Farm Middelburg 643, located adjacent to the Klein River Estuary, north of Wortelgat Road, wit
Overstrand Local Municipality, Western Cape. The site is bounded to the north by the Klein River, to the south by W
Road, ands traversed by an existing power line along its southern ex{eme property falls within the Rural Risk Zone ¢
Coastal Protection Zone Erimental Management Overlay Zone (EMOZ) of the Overstrand Local Municipality.

The proposed development components, as indicated on the preferred layout plan (Alternative 4), are describec
together with their respective footprint areas:

Primary Residential Structures

Two primary residential dwellings are proposed within the centi@thern portion of the site, positioned on highdring
ground above the 5 m contour line and outside of the delineated Estuarine Functional Zone (EFZ) of the Klein River

1 House 1 situated in the uppecentral portion of the site, has a proposed footprint of approximatehp2 m2and
includes the primary residential unit together with associated ancillary structures and a swimming pool.

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024 Pagel5of 231



Lornay Environmental Consulting

1 House 2is proposed to the east of House 1, similarly positioned outside of the EFZ, with a proposed footj
approximately1220 m2.Both dwellings are accessed via an internal road network connecting to the existing
access tracks on the property.

Manager's Cottage

A manager's cottage with a proposed footprint of approximaf€)p0 m3is situated in the soutlivestern portion of the site,
in close proximity to the existing access gate off Wortelgat Road. This structure is located entirely within the te
environment, well removed from the Klein River Estuary and its associafést kones.

Gatehouse

A gatehouse with a proposed footprint of approximatBB5 mz2is proposed at the primary entrance to the development
Wortelgat Road, forming part of the controlled access arrangement forahiglential development

Access Road

An internal access road will be constructed and / or upgraded, using existing disturbed pathways to minimise ve
disturbance. The applicant will aim to retain the internal access roads as informal as possible, as per the currentsitead
Somenatural surface material or grass blocks may have to be added in sections. All the access roads will have a
length of less tharl000 mand amaximum width of4m.

Associated Infrastructure
Associated infrastructure, including a swimming pool, fire pit, and footpaths, collectively accounts for an ad(
approximately420 m2of development footprint. These elements are located within the terrestrial portion of the site

have been positioned to avoid encroachment into the EFZ.

Jetty and Estuarine Access

A jetty with a footprint of approximatel$3 m2,together with an associated footpath, is proposed extending northward f
the residential cluster toward the Klein River Estuary. These are the only development components that encroach
EFZ of the Klein River Estuary, and their combined fodtpea been confined to the minimum extent necessary to proy
access to the river.

0 Ajetty with a development footprint of approximate§3 mzis proposed. The jetty is designed in line w
0KS a{LISOAFTAO /2yRAGAZ2YyA FyYR {dNHzOGdzZNBE { LISOA
to Enter into a Lease Agreement in terms of the Sea Shore Act, Act 1935 (Act No 21 of 1935).

0 An unpavedpathway with a footprint of approximately820 m2will facilitate access to the proposed jett
It is important to note that, the pathway will be less than 3m in widttd less than 1000 m in length

Water

To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installed within existing disturtd
approximately?26 m2situated on the western portion of the property. Water will be extracted from the borehole located
the entrance of the property, the water will be for household use, and therefore no authorisation is required in ter
National Water Act as it wilhll under Schedule § Reasonable Domestic Use.

Electricity
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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 bagle
and greyvater in a secure, watertight system. The contents of the conservancy tank will be periodically emptied by a |
private waste contractor and disposed of at a registered municipal wastewater treatment facility.

Solid Waste
The solid waste will be collected onsite and disposed of at a registered facility by the operator as required.
Overall Development Footprint

The total proposed development footprint, inclusive of all built infrastructure components, is summarised in the table

Development component Footprint (n?)
House 1 1662

House 2 1220
alyrasSNna /2aGdl1 38 1000
Gatehouse 595
Swimming pooandfire pit 100

Jetty 53
Informalaccess footpath unpaved 320

Total 4950

The total proposed built infrastructure footprint amounts to approximately 4,950 mz2. Of this total, only the jetty (53 dn
its associated footpath encroach into the EFZ of the Klein River Estuary. All remaining infrastructure, repre
approximatey 98.9% of the total development footprint, is situated within the historically disturbed terrestrial environt
outside of any sensitive aquatic or estuarine feature.
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Environmental Constraints and Overlays

The layout plan reflects a number of environmental constraints that have directly informed the placement of all prg
structures. These include the delineated boundary of the Klein River Estuary EFZ along the northern boundary of the
Rural Rik Zone and Coastal Protection Zone EMOZ applicable to the property; a 50 m and 100 m Fauna Impact Zone i
with a Katydid population identified on the site; and the Route of Regional Scenic Significance along Wortelgat Ro
south. The preferd layout alternative has been designed to avoid or minimise encroachment into these sensitive areg
all primary residential infrastructure positioned outside of the mapped environmental constraints.

Figure 1:ProposedSite development plan Preferred Alternative (Alternativé).
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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.

Photo4. Overview of the existing access rod&tbuse 1 will beoncentratedhere which will connedboth house 1 and
House 2 access.

4.5

Indicate how access to the proposed site(s) will be obtained for all alternatives .
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Access off the Wortelgat Road is existing. Existing internal access roads will be used as far as possible to accas=asy

on the site.

SG Digit code(s)
46, | Oftheproposed |~ 1 |9 I3 Iglo|o|lo |0 |0 |0 |0 |0 |6 |4

site(s) for all
alternatives :

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

a7 Latitude (S) 340

Hp

pc d)

Longitude (E) 190

HPp

pc dJ

SECTION CLEGISLATION/POLICIES AND/OR GUIDERRIE®COLS

1. 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
- T : YES NO X
a copy of the exemption notice in Appendix E 18.
2. Is the following legislation applicable to the p roposed activity or development

The National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act No. 24 YESX NO
of 2008) .(f yes, Gtsloh & 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 , . Ifly8s9adtach 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 Environment al Management Waste Act (AQYVYES NO X
The National Environment al Management Biodiversit|YESX NO
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.

3. Other legislation

List any other legislation that is applicable to the proposed activity or development.
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SeaShore Act (Act 21 of 1935)

The proposed developmeimcludes application fathe constructionof ajetty at the edge of the Kinrivier EstauryA
permit from Cape Naturén terms of he Seashoréctisrequiredprior to the constructio of thesestructures

Policies

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

Western Cape Spatial Development Framework (WCSDF, 2014)
Settlement Synthesis

The WCSDF (2014) sets out key settlement and rural development policies for the Western Cape, with
emphasis on concentrating growth within existing urban nodes, protecting-Vagre natural resources an
landscapes, and ensuring that developmemitside the urban edge is compatible, sustainable, and of
appropriate scale and form.

The proposed development responds directly to the WCSDF's settlement synthesis principles in the followin
Development has been concentrated within a previously disturbed and moderately transformed area

property, thereby avoiding encroachmeimto sensitive natural habitats. The Botanical and Terrestrial Biodive
Assessment (McDonald, 2025) confirmed that the terrestrial vegetation within the proposed development fog
is of low ecological sensitivity, and that the Site Ecological Itapoe (SEI) of the site is LOW, supporting

suitability of the location for lowto moderatescale development. The rural character and scenic integrity of
Stanford landscape have been maintained through a-density design approach, the use of nedl building
materials, and the careful siting of all structures to minimise visual intrusion. All infrastructure is entirel
sufficient, relying on offyrid technologies including borehole water supply, solar energy, and conservancy
consisten with provincial policy for developments outside municipal service areas. The proposal supports th
rural economy through employment creation during the construction phase and ongoing property mainte
requirements.

Policy E2: Diversify and Strengthen the Rural Econgrdevelopment Outside the Urban Edge

Policy E2 of the WCSDF (2014) provides that compatible and sustainable rural activities that are appropr
rural context, generate positive soegronomic returns, and do not compromise the environment or
municipality's ability to deliver on ithiandate, can be accommodated outside the urban edge, subject to spe
assessment criteria.

The proposed development satisfies the Policy E2 assessment criteria as follows. Environmental authori
being sought through a formal Basic Assessment process under NEMA, supported by multiple s
assessments. The development is compatiblhwand use activities appropriate in its biodiversity context: {
Botanical and Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment (McDonald, 2025) confirmed that the terrestrial develq
footprint does not support a threatened ecosystem or any plant species a&feceation concern, and that residu
impacts on terrestrial vegetation following the implementation of mitigation measures are expected to be|
NEGATIVE in the short to long term. No biodiversity offset is required. The site does not constitute uthiigire
value agricultural land, and the proposed development does not compromise existing or future farming ac
The proposal does not involve the exploitation of mineral resources. The development is consistent with the
and scenic landscapgharacter of the Stanford rural setting. The development does not involve any extens
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municipal reticulation networks, relying entirely on -gffid services. No real costs or risks to the municipali
service delivery mandate are imposed.

Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP, 2023)

The WCBSP (2023) is the primary biodiversity planning instrument for the Western Cape, identifying
Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) and Ecological Support Areas (ESASs) that must be considered in land use plg
environmental impact assessment preses.

The WCBSP (2023) currently classifies the terrestrial portion of the proposed site as Critical Biodiversity Are
Terrestrial), based on the erroneo8A\VEGMAR2024)classification of the site's vegetation as Agulhas Limest
Fynbos. The Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment (McDonald, 2025) demonstrates that this classification is i
The vegetation on the site is an undescribed secondary shrubland of lowgemllsensitivity, derived fron
historically disturbed agricultural land, and doest meet the criteria for classification as CBA1. The spec
concluded that the site should correctly be classified as Ecological Support Area 2 (ESA2) or Other Nat
(ONA) at most, in accordance with the definitions and management objectétesus in the WCBSP Handbo
(PootStanvliet et al., 2017). Under the ESA2 management objective, the applicable guidance is to rest
manage to minimise impact on ecological processes and ecological infrastructure functioning, particularly
water-related services, and to allow for faunal movement objectives which the proposed development, w
comprehensive mitigation measures, is well positioned to meet.

With respect to aquatic biodiversity, the northern portion of the site falls within Aquatic CBA 1, associated w
Klein River Estuary. All primary residential infrastructure has been deliberately sited outside of the delinea
and the associatedquatic CBA 1. The only development components encroaching into the Aquatic CBA 1
proposed jetty (53 m2) and associated footpath, which have been confined to the minimum necessary footpr
are subject to stringent mitigation requirements aspcribed in the Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Stater
(Morton & van Zyl, 2026).

Overstrand Municipality Spatial Development Framework (OMSDF, 2020)

The OMSDF (2020) promotes sustainable rural development sensitive to environmental and visual constra
site is situated outside the demarcated urban edge of Stanford, within the rural hinterland, where only comp
low-impact activities are sygrted. The proposed development complies with the OMSDF in the following resy|
It is lowdensity in character, with a total built footprint of approximately 4950 m2, confined to a histori
disturbed terrestrial environment confirmed by specialissessment to be of low ecological sensitivity. The de
and siting of structures maintain open space continuity and scenic quality, consistent with OMSDF objec
preserve rural landscape character. All infrastructure isgafl and selsufficiert, in line with the municipality's
policies for rural development outside the municipal service delivery area. The Terrestrial Biodiversity Assg
confirms that the preferred development alternative results in LOW NEGATIVE residual impacts onde
vegetation, supporting the OMSDF's objective of minimising transformation of rural land.

Overstrand Municipality Integrated Development Plan (IDP, 2025/2026)

The proposed development is consistent with the Overstrand IDP's strategic priorities in the following w
promotes sustainable land use through its environmentally responsive design and compliance with all ap
environmental legislation. The frestrial Biodiversity Assessmeabnfirms that no biodiversity offset is require
that no plant species of conservation concern are present within the development footprint, and that re
impacts on terrestrial biodiversity are LOW NEGATIVE, supgottie IDP's objective of sustainable la
management. The development supports local economic development through-&rortemployment creation
during construction and ongoing property management. It ensures responsible resource use through entin
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grid systems for energy, water, and waste management, consistent with the IDP's focus on climate resilie
resource efficiency.

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 deeking
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 Platandbook and Guidelines (262

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

This guideline directly informed the site sensitivity analysisuring that the proposed development footprit
minimise vegetation clearancevithin CBAs, and maintains natural connectivity and ecological functionir|
accordance with provincial biodiversity priorities.

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 Themeg High Sensitivitg The property and adjacent agricultural properties have Ime¢nfarmed for
many yearsnor is the property suitable for intensive farming purpodés.rezoning is applicable to the propog
and therefore the property will retain its Agricultural Zonitp further assessment is required under this them

Animal Species Theme High Sensitivitg In accordanceHigh Sensitivitpf animal specieglentified in the DFFE
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
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within the proposed development footprinfthe Screening Report identified eleven (11) animal species of co
as potentially occurring on the property. These species include-geghitivitybirds species, as well as mediun
sensitivity speciessuch as amphibians, invertebrates, and reptiles (notably snakesd. Faunal Speciali
Assessment verified the site sensitivity and confirmed the presendbreé (3) animal species of conservatig
concern onsite. Confirmed species include the Mute Winter Katydid, Western Leopard Toad, and African
Harrier, while additional highkelihood SCC are considered present within the Potential Area of Influence (H
The property also provides an important ecologiliakage 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 disturbanceaiercourseassociated fauna

Ly NBalLlRyasS G2 GKS Flrdzylf &aLISOAIFTAAGQa 4NBcOrpoMatesSkyy
design revisions, including the reduction of jetty infrastructure from two structures to a single jetty, as well
relocation of House 02 outside the recommended 50 m buffer around the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid h
These dsign changes substantially reduce the extent of habitat disturbance and fragmentation.

LG Aa GKSNBF2NB GKS &aLISOALFfAaGQa 2 LA gignificgntlylrédlicd the
predicted faunal impacts. Consequently, residual impacts are reduced from MeHigm significance unde
Alternative2 to LowgMedium significance undehe Preferred AlternativéAlternative4).

Aquatic Biodiversity Theme Very high sensitivitg The Aquatic Biodiversity Theme Sensitivity was classifie
"Very High" by the national webased environmental screening tool (DFFE, 2026), triggered by the site's lo
within the mapped extent of the Klein River Estuary and its designation as Aqutitial &iodiversity Area 1 (CB
1) under the WCBSP (2023). In response, an Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement was prepared
Ecology (Morton & van Zyl, 2026) in accordance with the Protocol for Specialist Assessment of Enviro
Impacts o Aquatic Biodiversity (GN No. 320 of 20 March 2020).

Following fieldbased grouneruthing and an Initial Site Sensitivity Verification, the aquatic biodiversity sensi
of the development footprint was verified as "Low." All primary infrastructureludingthe two residential
dwellings, manager's cottage, gatehouse, and ancillary strucaressituated entirely within a historically disturbe
terrestrial environment, more than 32 m from the nearest freshwater feature, outside of the Estuarine Fung
Zone (EFZ), and landward of the coastal manageirge. No watercourse or wetland indicators regulated ung
NEMA were identified within the development footprint. The EFZ was delineated approximately 45 m dow
from the residential footprints, marked by a clear transition to deriReragmites australigeedbeds. Thig
assessment was submitted in formal response to the BOCMA letter dated 23 February 2026, confirming
development is not located within or near a wetland.

The only development components encroaching into the EFZ are the proposed jetty (53 m?) and associate
footpath. Given their limited and localised footprint, no significant keign impacts on the ecological functionin
of the Klein River Estuaryeaanticipated, provided construction is undertaken in accordance with the presc
mitigation measures, the Coastal Protection Zone EMOZ of the Overstrand Local Municipality, and the prov
the Klein River Estuarine Management Plan. A 25 m agetgin buffer and 15 m operational buffer have be
determined and incorporated into the site layout accordingly.

Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Thenmge Low sensitivity¢ No further Heritage Assessment will b
implemented
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Civil Aviation Theme Low sensitivity the proposed activity is in line with the existing agricultdazald use zoning
in the area. Therefore, no additional impacts are expected to this theme. No further assessnmemiired

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

PaleontologyThemec 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 landscé&given 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 construction are plannedyamaf
the site has been previousljisturbed. While the site is classified as very high sensitivity galeontological
resources, the propsed residential development is unlikely to cause significant impacts, provided that the eh
find procedure is implemented.

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 specialist assesses the siteaOA¥sensitivity 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 Fyroskecondary 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 L@Wce Agulhas Limestone Fynbos is absent. Furthermore
site should not be classified as CBAL.

SECTION: APPLICABUHSTED ACTIVITIES

List the applicable activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations

Activity No(s): Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed

activity relates.

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

12 The development af (i) dams or weirs, wherg

the dam or weir, including infrastructure an
water surface area, exceeds 100 square meti
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 exig
within 32 metres of a watercourse, measure
from the edge of a watercourse;

The proposed development includes tf
establishment ofa informal footpathwhich is
approximately 320rh(length x width)as well
as the construction of a jetty, both of theg
development components contribute to th
total development footprint of approximately
373n¥ partiallywithin 200m of the High Wate
Mark of the estuary andwithin 32m of the
Klein river.
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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-0
(a) fixed or floating jetties anslipways; If) tidal
pools; (c) embankments; (d) rock revetments
stabilising structures including stabilising wa
or (e) buildings of 50 square metres or more;
() infragructure or structures with @
development footprint of 50 square metres (
more

The proposed development includes tf
establishment  of a pathwaywhich is
approximately 320rh as well as the
construction of ajetty infrastructure within
the estuary edgeboth of these developmen
components contribute to the tota
development footprint of approximately
373n? within 100m of the High Water Maidf
the estuary.

19

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

The construction of the jetty will requir
limited excavation, shaping, and stabilisati
along the riverbank of the Klein River, resulti
in the movement and deposition of more tha
10 m3 of soil and sand within thigparianzone.

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 frontgi) the seashore; (ii) the littora
active zone, an estuary or a distance of 1
metres inland of the highwater mark of the s¢
or an estuary, whichever distance is the great
or (iii) the sea;

The establishment of a pathway and the
construction of the jetty will require
excavation and shaping along the bank of t
Klein River, resulting in the movement a
deposition of more than 5 m3 of soil and sa
within 100 metres of the higlwvater mark.
Additionally, theportions of the dwelling units
falls within 100m of the High WateMark of
the Estuary.

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 propost
development.

14

The development oinfrastructure orstructures
with a physical footprint of 10 square metres
more; where such development occuis (a)
within a watercourse (b) infront of a
development setbackor (c) if no developmen
setback has been adopted, within 32 metres g

The proposed development includes tf
construction of a single jetty (53 m32) anc
informal access footpath (320 m@&hich will
be situatedbelow the 5m contourEstuarine
Functional Zone)
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watercourse measured from the urban edge
a watercoursej. Western Cape i. Outside urbg
areas: (ff) Critical Biodiversity Areas o
ecosystem service areas agdentified in
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by t
competent authority or irbioregional plans; (hh
Areas on the estuary side of the developme
setback lineor in an estuarine functional zon
where such development setback has be

determined.
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 thamm&terswith 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—applicabletisted——
as-setoutin—Category-A— -
activity relates.
. . . L ‘ :
- -
ctivity-Nofs) Describe —the POFO o —the—proposed

SECTION E:PLANNING CONTEXT AND NEED AND DESIRABILITY

1. | Provide a description of the preferred alternative.

The preferred alternative (Alternative 4) entails the srsathledomesticdevelopment m Portion 4 of the Farm
Middelburg No. 643, located northwest of the town of Stanford within the Overstrand Local Municipality, W¢
Cape. The property is the only site under consideration and therefore constitutes both the preferred pr
alternativeand the preferred site alternativel.he dwellings will be for use by the owners of the farm (Applicant).

The property extends to approximately 13.5 ha (135,000 m?) and is situated outside the urban edge, currentl
Agricultural Zone I. The property is bounded to the north by the Klein River Estuary, to the east and west by
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properties historically transformed for agricultural purposes, and to the south by similarly transformed agric
land. The proposed development will cover a total built footprint of approximately 4,950 m2 within the broade
property, representingless than 3.7% of the total property extent. The development has been deliber
concentrated within previously disturbed or transformed areas to minimise the transformation of indige
vegetation and disturbance to the natural environment.

Primary Residential Structures

Two primary residential dwellings are proposed within the centi@tthern portion of the site, positioned on highe
lying ground above the 5 m contour line and outside of the delineated Estuarine Functional Zone (EFZ) of t
River Estuary.

1 House 1, situated in the uppeentral portion of the site, has a proposed footprint of approximafieédg2 m?
and includes the primary residential unit together with associated ancillary structures and a swimming

I House 3s proposed to the east of House 1, similarly positioned outside of the EFZ, with a proposed fo
of approximately1220 m2.Both dwellings are accessed via an internal road network connecting to the ex
farm access tracks on the property.

Manager's Cottage

A manager's cottage with a proposed footprint of approximatedp0 mz2is situated in the soutlwestern portion of
the site, in close proximity to the existing access gate off Wortelgat Road. This structure is located entirely wi
terrestrial environment, well removed from the Klein River Estuary and its associatied bones.

Gatehouse

A gatehouse with a proposed footprint of approximatdéd95 mz2is proposed at the primary entrance to th
development off Wortelgat Road, forming part of the controlled access arrangement for the residential develoy

Access Road

An internal access road will be constructed and / or upgraded, using existing disturbed pathways to m
vegetation disturbance. The applicant will aim to retain the internal access roads as informal as possible, as
current roads on site. Sonreatural surface material or grass blocks may have to be added in sections. All the
roads will have a combined length of less tHA0 mand a maximum width ofm.

Associated Infrastructure

Associated infrastructure, including a swimming pool, fire pit, and footpaths, collectively accounts for an ad
approximately420 m2of development footprint. These elements are located within the terrestrial portion of the
and have been positioned to avoid encroachment into the EFZ.

Jetty and Estuarine Access

A jetty with a footprint of approximatelyb3 m2, together with an associated footpath, is proposed extend
northward from the residential cluster toward the Klein River Estuary. These are the only development compg
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that encroach into the EFZ of the Klein River Estuary, and their combined footprint has been confined to the m
extent necessary to provide access to the river.

0 A jetty with a development footprint of approximateB8 m2is proposed. The jetty is designed
fAYS 6AGK (GKS G{LISOAFAO / 2yRAGAZ2YA YR {1
the Application to Enter into a Lease Agreement in terms of the Sea Shore Act, Act 1935 (Ad
of 1935).

0 Anunpaved pathway with a development footprint of approxima®®) m2will facilitate access tc
the proposed jetty. It is important to note that, the pathway will be less than 3m in width and
than 1000 m in length.

Water

To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installed within existing di
area of approximately26 m2 situated on the western portion of the property. Water will be extracted from
borehole located near the entrance of the property, the water will be for household use, and therefo
authorisation is required in terms of National Water Act as itfaillunder Schedule ¢ Reasonable Domestic Use

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

A minimum 6 00ditre sealed conservancy tank will be provided, sized to adequately accommodate effluent vo
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 system. The contents of the conservancy tank will be perio
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 by the operator as required.

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¢gySNA |NBE SyidAadt SR

as primary rights.

lf 6K2dzZ3K GKS YFIAY FyR YrylF3SNRa 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 developmernising two
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NEaARSYUGAlt RgStt Ay Aces roteehilict with the/ekisdit Mkdkuse/zéningiof tHeSproperty
the zoning scheme makes provision for additional residential units on agricultural land subject to municipal a
processewia 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
additional authorisatios may be requireduch as consent usé€s.g., in relation to the jetty under the Seashore A
these will be obtained in parallel with this application to ensure full compliance.

4. Explain how the proposed development will be in line with the following?
4.1 The Provincial Spatial Development Framework

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:

. 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)

1. Ensure that densification, infill and brownfield regeneration in these areas isaagmtiable first action
in the growth nodes

M. 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
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 development aligns withethiVestern Cape Provincial Spatial Development Framework (2014)

1 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 highlue natural and agricultural resourcesxisting disturbeo
areas will be utilised as far as possible for the proposed developm@ntfocusing on lowlensity
development within already transformed areas, the proposal aligns with the WCSDF principle ofipgo
high-value landscapes while accommodating limited residential growth.

1  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.

1 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 s€
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centre and reduces the need for residents to seek services in more distant locations. This targeted pf
aligns with the WCSDF goal of strengthening existing service hubs rather than dispersing new settlel
isolated locations.

1 The development does not require major new infrastructure investments beyond upgrading internal
roads, minor utility connections, and smatiale waterd I & SR & G NUzOG dzZNBa® ¢ KS
and previously disturbed areas ensures thia¢ project leverages current infrastructure without creati
high-cost, lowproductivity investment demands. This is consistent with the WCSDF principle of alignin
development with efficient infrastructure 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 LINRPLIZAaSR RS@St2LIYSyd Aa Y2RSad Ay aolts
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, responsiblspatial 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 meaees.

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 Oy,
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
recommendations of the specialist studies. The adoption of AlternatiweB ¥ SOiG a | RANB O
emphasis on avoiding and minimising impacts on sensitive environments. This includes:

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

1 ¢KS SaidlotAaKYSyd 2F + pn Y 6dFFSNIT2yS | NRdzy

1 The reduction of jetty and slipway infrastructure from two to one, thereby limiting disturbance toweene
environment.
¢KS4aS YSIHadNBa RSY2YAa(NI GS FEAIyYSyd sAGK GKS L5
biodiversity and ecological systems.
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Spatial Planning and Rural Land Use

The IDP promotes contexippropriate development that respects the rural character of sushan areas and
discourages unnecessary land fragmentation and urban sprawl. It further supportaudengractices that are
compatible with surrounding uses and thdd not compromise longerm environmental sustainability.

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.

¢CKA& FLIINRIF OK &dzLILl2NIa G(KS L5tQa 2062SOGA@GS 2F 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 encoura
developments beyond the urban edge should be sisedlle, environmentally sensitive, and respectful of the ru
character of the area. By proposingfo® (i 62 NBAARSYyGAlIf RgStfAy3Ias |
infrastructure (swimming pool, firepit, pathways), the project maintains a-di@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. Recreationalrigtture (jetty) is designed ¢ follow environmental guidelines to protect th
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 clearancétough the use of exiting disturbed areas.
1 Designs buildings to be sinegg&orey 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.
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1 Integrates with existing infrastructure and road networks to avoid ttgst, lowefficiency investments.
1 Provides limitedo A 0 S YI yI3SYSyd @Al I YIFylFr3aSNRa 020Gl
oversight.

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 patern. By keeping the development footprint minimal and strategically located, the propg
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&dginre2. This designation is linke
G2 GKS LINPLISNIe&Qa €20FdA2y FodzidAy3a GKS YESAy
considerations foenvironmental 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 Highvater Mark (HWM). The proposed residential dwellings will be locg
above the Bmetre contour, while the jef and estuarine access (pathwagje proposed below the Snetre contour,
overlooking the Klein Rivétstuary As a result, an application in terms of the Seashore Act will be required fg
water-based access structures.

Importantly, no ecological corridors, urban conservation areas, or conservabotny 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.
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Portion 4 of the Farm 643

Overbarg Districts

Environmental Management Overlay Zone

Ecological Corridor

s

e

Moumein Catcrment

Figure2: illustrates the Environmental Management Framework overlays as they apply to the subject prope

5. Explain how comments from the relevant authorities and/or specialist(s) with respect to  biodiversity
have influenced the proposed development

The proposed development has been materially influenced by comments received from a number of r¢
authorities and specialisturing thefirst round ofPublic Participation and Draft Basic Assessment Report (BAR) 1
processes. The key comments received and their influence on the development are addressed below.

Cape Nature (letter dated 23 February 2026)

Cape Nature's comments have had the most significant influence on the proposed development, particula
respect to aquatic biodiversity and estuarine management. Cape Nature did not support the motivation that no
biodiversity specialist studyas required, noting that the Klein River Estuary is a national priority estuary that v
be directly impacted by the proposed jetty and slipway. In direct response to this comment, a comprehensive
Biodiversity Compliance Statement was commisstband prepared by Delta Ecology (Morton & van Zyl, 202(
accordance with the Protocol for Specialist Assessment of Environmental Impacts on Aquatic Biodiversity (GN
of 20 March 2020). The findings of this assessment have been fully incorganédethe BAR and the Environment
Management Programme (EMPr).

CapeNature further indicated that it does not support private slipways, noting that the proposed slipway would
a more significant impact on the estuary banks than a jetty through the creation of a hard structure capsé
increasing erosion and alterinflow. Cape Nature also noted that a public slipway is available in Stanf
approximately 2 km from the subject property, which can be used for boat launching. In response to this obge
slipway has therefore been removed in the current preferred layout (Alternative 4) and replaced by a pea
providing access to the jettigut will be subject to further consideration by the DEA&DP Coastal Management
Directorate and CapeNature in terms of the applicable Sea Shore Act provisions and CapeNature's draficetty
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With respect to the jetty, CapeNature's draft policy supports a maximum of one jetty per property. In response
the preferred layout (Alternative 4) has been revised to provide for a single jetty only, a reduction from the two
initially praposed. This revision is explicitly supported by Qdpeire. The jetty must comply with all specifications
out in CapeNature's draft jetty policy, the Klein River Estuarine Management Plan, and the Coastal Protecti
EMOZ of the Overstrand Localnicipality.

CapeNature noted that the Faunal Species Assessment identified 11 Species of Conservation Concern (SC(C
including Black HarrieCfrcus maurys Southern AdderBijtis armatg, and Mute Winter KatydidBfinkiella apter,
and recommended that all mitigation measures identified in the faunal assessment be included as essential m
within the EMPr. In response, all recommended faunal mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
including the designatioof a 50 m higksensitivitybuffer zone from identified Katydid habitat, pmonstruction walk
throughs, strict management of construction activities, and the avoidance of the katydid habitat buffer in the si
House 2. CapBlature also recommended that consideration be given to the conservation of the property thro
stewardship agreement, and this recommendation has been noted and will be explored by the applig
consultation with Cap#&lature following the granting of environmental authorisation.

CapeNature requested that records of plant SCCs on iNaturalist be reviewed and the botanical report an
accordingly It is important to highlight that the botanical specialist assessrfiadings is sufficient and has therefo
informed the proposal

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, DEA&DP (letter dated 23 February 2026)

The DEA&DP reiterated its earlier position, as stated in correspondence dated 22 April 2025, that gi
development's proximity to the Klein River Estuary and its location within the Coastal Protection Zone, ad
specialist input may be requirefihe DEA&DP confirmed that comment from its Coastal ManagemerDBettorate,
CapeNature, and the local and district municipality must be obtained. In response, all required authority con
have been sought and are included in the Béid the Proof oPPP The Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statem
has been commissioned to address the aquatic biodiversity concerns raised.

The DEA&DP required confirmation of whether the recommendations of the Faunal Specialist, includ
assignment of approximately 70% of the retained natural habitat to a formal conservation status thro
stewardship agreement, will be implemented, chnvhether CapeNature supports these recommendations. T
applicant confirms its commitment to exploring the establishment of a stewardship agreement or equi
conservation instrument for the undeveloped portions of the property, and Qégteire’'s comnent on this matter
has been noted and will be pursued pastthorisation.

The DEA&DP noted that the WCBSP classification of the terrestrial development footprint as CBA1 cannot be
without following CapeNature's formal WCBSP verification protddos requirement has beeacknowledgedandit
should be confirmedhat the CBA1 terrestrial designation, as per the WCBSP (2023), is treated as applicable
purposes of this assessment pending the outcome of any formal reclassification process. The findings of the T
Biodiversity Assessment (McDonald, 3D2vhichdemonstrate that the vegetation is not Agulhas Limestone Fyn
but an undescribed secondary shrubland of low ecological sengitivit

The DEA&DP also required that the Site Development Plan (SDP) of the preferred alternative include all buffe
go areas recommended by specialist findings, and that the updated SDP be incorporated into the EMPr. This
addressed in the revisedyout plan for Alternative 4, which reflects, the 50 m Katydid habitagaduffer, and all
other specialistecommended setback requirementadditionally, using the Buffer Zone Tool (Macfarlane & Bre
2017), a construction buffer of 25 m and an ogtgonal buffer of 15 m were determinebly the freshwater specialis
for the Klein River Estuary. These buffers have been incorporated into the site layout to ensure that construct
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operational activities do not encroach on the estuarine environment, except where explicitly required for the fo
and jetty.

Overstrand Municipality (letter dated 23 February 2026)

The Overstrand Municipality's Environmental Management and Conservation Division (EM&C) advised that,
the specialist assessments conducted, Alternative 3 (now amended and referred to as Alternative 4 in the
layout) would be the most suitdé option, as it avoids ecologically sensitive areas and integrates all spe
recommendations. The preferred layout has been revised accordingly. The EM&C's conditions have been incg
into the development design and the EMPr, including

I The requirement that all permanent structures and service infrastructure be maintained above the
contour and more than 100 m from the Higtater Mark of the Klein River;

I That development remain outside the 50 m+go buffer surrounding mapped Katydid habitat;
I That vegetation clearing be strictly limited to the development footprint;

1 That at least 70% of the property be retained under natural vegetation cover;

I That an alien vegetation control programme be implemented across the property; and

I That disturbance to mature wild olive trees and other structurally significant indigenous vegetatic
avoided.

The requirement that the jetty and slipway be designed and constructed to minimise watercourse disturbanc
no infilling, excavation, or pollution within the river, has been incorporated as a condition of the EMPr and is cor
with the findings éthe Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance StatemeXliso important to note, a slipway no longer forn
part of the development components, rather a pathway has been proposed to provide access to the proposed

Overberg District Municipality (letter dated 23 February 2026)

The Overberg District Municipality supported the placement of the proposed development behind both the C
Management Line and the 5 m contour, while noting that the development remains within the designated Ru
Zone. The municipality recommendi¢hat suitable mitigation measures be implemented to safeguard infrastruc
against extreme flood events, and this requirement has been incorporated into the site design, with all p
residential infrastructure sited above the 5 m contour line. Tingnicipality noted the botanical specialist's findin
regarding the vegetation type and emphasised that the protection of indigenous habitat remains impc
recommending the development and implementation of an alien vegetation management plan femtine property.
These requirements have been duly considered and incorporated into the Preferred Layout Alternative. The E
the proposed layout also make reference to the Rural Risk Zone and discuss the development intent, demor
that the amerded layout (Alternative 4)aligns with the primary objectives of the coastal management ling
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Managem
(NEM:ICMA).

BreedeOlifants Catchment Management Agency, BOCMA (letter dated 23 February 2026)
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BOCMA requested confirmation of whether any wetlands occur within or neaptbperty anddirected that all
relevant sections and regulations of the National Water Act (Act No. 36 of 1998) be adhered to. In direct resp
this request, the Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement (Morton & van Zyl, 2026) formally confirms t
freshwater wetlands or watercourses regulated as inland watercourses under NEMA are present within or adja
the proposed development footprint, and that the developmeéstnot located within or near a wetland. The E
boundary is associated with the Klein River Estuary and falls within the coastal environment regulated under th
rather than under NEMA's inland watercourse provisiogisBOCMA's general conditions regarding sewage disp
water abstraction, stormwater management, and the prohibition of water pollution have been incorporated int
EMPr. Thelosedconservancy tank has been designed to comply with the requirements of Sections 22 and 4(
National Water Act, and BOCMA will be furnished with a signed copy of the service contractor agreement as r

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 (WCBSP, 2023) provides a spatial framework to prioritise Bi
Priority Areas for conservation action, including protected area expansion, ecological infrastructure maintenan
informed landuse decigin-making. The guidelines emphasise the value of biodiversity and ecological infrastr
in the province, while recognising their vulnerability to development pressures. To guide responsible planni
WCBSP maps Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAgauogical Support Areas (ESAs), which are considered essen
conserving biodiversity patterns and maintaining ecological procedseaccordance with the WCBSP Handb
(2023), the desired management objective for CBAL areas is to maintain land in a natural-natneat state, with
no further loss of natural habitat, with only leimpact, biodiversitysensitive land uses consideragpropriate.

According to the WCBSP (2023), the terrestrial and aquatic portions of the proposed site are mapped as
Biodiversity Area 1 (CBAL1 Terrestrial and CBA1 Aquktgyré 31). It is noted that the 2017 WCBSP previoy
classified a small portion of the site as ESA2, with the remainder unclassified, while the 2023 WCBSP updat
predominantly CBA1 Terrestrial, with the portion along the Klein River Estuary mappedlas@B#ic.

With respect to the terrestrial CBAL designation, the Botanical and Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment (Md
2025) confirmed through fiekbased groundruthing that the vegetation present on the site does not correspg
with the Agulhas Limestone Riyos vegetation unit that underpins the CBAL Terrestrial classification. The ¢
underlain by shale and mudstone of the Ceres Subgroup, Bokkeveld Group not coastal limestone and the ve
is more appropriately characterised as an undescribed sgagnshrubland formation, more akin to Eastern R{g¢
Shale Renosterveld, which has developed following historical agricultural disturbance and prolonged absenc
No plant Species of Conservation Concern or species characteristic of Agulhas LérRgsators were recorded durin
the field survey. The botanical specialist concluded that the CBA1 Terrestrial classification does not accurate
the ecological condition of the site and that a more appropriate designation would be ESA2 or Otheal Nata
(ONA) at most.
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Portion 4 of the Farm 643

Legend

| BSP 2017 ESA 2 (Restore)

ESA2: Restore from other land
use

BSP 2017 CBA1
" 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.

Notwithstanding the disputed terrestrial classification, the development has been planned conservativ
accordance with the CBA1 management objectives, treating the site as sensitive and applying the avoida
mitigation hierarchy accordingly.

With respect to the CBA1 Aquatic designation, the Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement (Morton &
2026) confirmed that the Klein River Estuary, which borders the northern portion of the property, is co
designated as an Aquatic CBALljtds recognised as a national priority estuary with a Present Ecological Stat
(Moderately Modified), an Estuary Importance Score of 93, and is rated as "Highly Important" nationally (Clai
2015). All primary infrastructure has been sited side of the Aquatic CBA1, with only the single jetty (53 m?)
associated access footpath encroaching into the Estuarine Functional Zone (EFZ), subject to a comprehensi
mitigation and management measures.

The southern portion of the site, which falls within the Coastal Protection Zone and is mapped as CBA1/ES
WCBSP (2017), forms part of a functional ecological corridor linking theRliginwith surrounding fynbos habitat
(refer to Figure 32). The faunal specialist confirmed that several Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) ult
broader landscape, and that the property contributes to faunal movement and dispersal, particularly for specig
as the Western Leopard Toad, the Mute ydid, and foraging habitat for the African Marsh Harrier.

The development footprint of approximately 4950 m2 represents less than 3.7% of the total 13.5 ha property
All primary residential infrastructure comprising House 66(lm?), House 2 (1,220 m?), and the Manager's Cott
(1,000 m2) has been concentrated within historically disturbed and moderately transformed portions of the prg
following existing road alignments and access tracks wherever possible, to minimisarieBormation of natural
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habitat. This approach is directly consistent with the WCBSP principle that development within or adjacent t
areas must avoid further loss of natural habitat and be restricted teitopact land uses.

The faunal assessment confirmed the presence of 11 Species of Conservation Concern (SCCs) on the site, in
Mute Winter Katydid Brinkiella apter3, Black HarrierGircus maurys Southern AdderBitis armatg, and African
Marsh Harrier Circus ranivorys A confirmed record of the Mute Winter Katydid along the eastern boundary o
site directly influenced the placement of House 2. A 50 m-kigtsitivity nego buffer zone was established arou
the mapped Katydid habitat, and the layout of Heu® was redesigned to remain outside this buffer, in dir
compliance with the WCBSP principle of avoiding impacts on sensitive biodiversity features. An additional 100
impact zone was designated and is reflected onnbes preferred site developmerglan (Alternative 4)

All primary residential structures have beeited above the 5 m contour line and outside of the EFZ, more than 3
from the nearest freshwater feature and landward of the coastal management line, consistent with the V|
objective of maintaining the ecological integrity of the Klein River Estuary'atidDBALl. The number of jetties h
been reduced from two to oneand the slipway has beaompletelyremovedin direct response to Capgature's
comment, further reducing the overall footprint of the ddepment within the estuarine environment.

In response to the recommendations of the Faunal Specialist and the comments of the DEA&DP avialt@apehe
applicant commits to retaining at least 70% of the property under natural vegetation cover to maintain eco
connectivity and support faunal movement across the landscape. The undeveloped portions of the property
form part of a funtional ecological corridor linking the Klein River Estuary with surrounding fynbos and shry
habitats, will be managed in accordance with the WCBSRikgical support and connectivity objectives. T|
applicant will explore, in consultation with CapeNature, the feasibility of formalising the conservation managen
the undeveloped portions of the property through a stewardship agreement or equivatergervation instrument
consistent with the WCBSP's objectives for CBA1 and ESA areas.

An alien vegetation management plan will be developed and implemented for the entire property, targetir|
removal of invasive alien plant species includhogcia cyclopgarpobrotus eduljg£ucalyptus cladocalyandSchinus
terebinthifolius in accordance with the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act (NEMBA) a
WCBSP's objective of restoring and maintaining natural habitat within and adjacent to priority biodiversity are

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, cons
and management of the coastal environment. It does so by identifying and regulating activities within specifi
of the coastal protectiormrea, 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 ecostgms.

In the case of Portion 4 of Farm 64@|f of theproperty is located within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) due
proximity to the Klein River. The CPZ is intended to safeguard sensitive riparian systems, protect e
infrastructure, and minimise risks associated with inappropriate devetapinn sensitive coastal area8lthough
someinfrastructurewill besituatedwithin 200m of theHighWaterMark of the KleirRiver the proposed developmen
aligns with this intention by situating the main residential dwellings above theeBie contour line, outside o
sensitive riparian habitat, thereby reducing direct impacts onrikierine system. By limiting development to alrea
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.

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024 Page41of 231



Lornay Environmental Consulting

Theportion of the pool and fire pit, as well as the jetty and pathviaywithin the ambit of the ICMA as watdrased
access infrastructuretheir locationwill be within the 5m contour The intention of the ICMA in this regard is not
prohibit such uses outright but to regulate them to ensure that they are designed, located, and managed in a
that does not compromise the ecological functioning tbé riverine systems. Consistent with this, the projg
recognises thathe jetty will requirea permitin terms of the Seashore Act, and they will be developed in line
CapeNature 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 tookport has not changed from the one submittedth 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 previouysltransformed 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 éssatwith creating entirely new infrastructure.

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 disturk
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 vo
from the residential units. The tank will be connected to the internal sewer drainage network of the buildings to
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both sewage and greywater in a secure, watertight systéhe 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 Departmentdés guideline on NaedD&AdS
Environmental Management Guideline on Need and Desirability . This may be attached to this BAR as
Appendix K.

¢tKS YySSR FYR RSAANIoAftAGE 2F GKS LINRPLI2AaSR RS@St 2
Guideline on Need and Desirability (March 204r3J the principles ontegrated 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 NOSfa IINB | @FAflIofS GAGKAY
accommodate the proposed development. The absence of alternative sites therefore significantly constra
selection options, rendering this property the only viablegliben for achieving the project objectives. In this conte
the preparation of a comparative site selection matrix was not considered applicable.

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 diversificatig
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 laneuse 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 inénded development outcomes and is compatible with the character of the surrounding landsc

Importantly, the desirability of the development has been significantly enhanced through the refinement of the
to Alternative4, which directly responds to the findings and recommendations of the specialist studies. The pre
layout avoids sensitive biodiversity features, including the habitat of the Mute Winter Katydid, through the relo
of one residential unit outsidehe identified habitat and the establishment of a 50 m buffer zone. In addition,
reduction of jetty infrastructure fromwo to one represents a substantial improvement over earlier alternatives
demonstrates a clear commitment to minimising impacts on tiverine environment. Moreover, the slipway has
been completely removed from the proposed development comporthetefore no boat launching will takelace
andvehicleaccess will be permitted beyond the dwellings.
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From a laneuse 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 (Alternadyedemonstrates alignment with the ke
principles of NEMA by:

- Avoiding and minimising environmental impacts where reasonably practicable;

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

- Ensuring that sensitive ecological features are protected through informed planning and speciadiat
mitigation measures; and

- Supporting sustainable land use that does not compromise the ecological integrity of the area or the
of future generations

ECTIONE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Public Participation Process ( 0 P PrRuét fulfil 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
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BOCMA

Cape Nature

DEA&DPCoastal Management

Cape NatureSeashore Act

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

Department of Agriculture

6. Provide a summary of the issues raised by I&APs and an indication of the manner in whi

the development proposal

INELE)
Organization

Comment

ch the issues were incorporated  into

Response

Overstrand
Municipality
(Letter dated:

23/02/26)

Overstrand Municipality advised that Alternative
layout would be the most suitable developmel
option

Comment is noted. However, it should be noted th
the new preferred alternative has been updated, a
the new preferred alternative is Alternative 4 whig
responds to al the concerns raised by the organs
state and is in line with the relevant special
recommendations.

The municipality indicated that the property fal
within the Costal Protection EMOZ and Rural R
Zone and that the following conditions should
adhered to

i  After construction, any exposed ground ar¢
must be stabilized using ground covering plal
or mulches to minimize the risk of erosion.

1 Any new development must be designed a
positioned within reason to limit potential floog
damage and risk to human life, including but n
limited to positioning buildings in suitabl
acceptable elevated portions of properties.

i Planting or harboring of declared alien invasi
vegetation on property is prohibited.

I Discharge of grey water or domestic efflue
within any natural system is prohibited.

1 No land user within this EMO may utilize tf
vegetation in a vlei, marsh or within the flog
area of watercourse in a manner that may cay
deterioration or damage to the naturg
resources.

Comment is noted. These conditions have be
integrated into the BAR and the EMPr.
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i Disposal of cigarette butts, ash or othg
hazardous material in any place or manner otk
than a receptable designated for such items.

BreedeOlifants
Catchment
Management
Agency
(Letter dated:
23/02/26)

BOCMA noted that all relevant sections a
regulations of the National Water Act, 1998 (Act 36
1998) regarding water use must be adhered to

Comment is noted. The proposed major constructi
activities as well as the operational activities of
development shows adherence to NWA legislatio
As indicated in the Aquatic Compliance Stateme
the northern portion of the site falls within thexéent

of the Klein River estuary. No additional aqua
features mapped within the remainder of the site.

The desktop assessment indicates that the propert|
located along the Klein River and is mapped as
estuary. Conformationwhether any wetlands occu
within or near the propertynust be provided

The National Ge&patial Information (NGI) River lir
vector data (2019) indicates the Klein Riy
associated with the estuary along the northe
border of the site, no additional rivers are located
within the 100 m regulated proximity of the stud
site. Additionally, no watercourse or wetlan
indicators were identified within the proposed site.

Overberg District
Municipality
(Letter dated:

23/02/26)

The Municipality supports the placement if th
proposed development behind the Coast
Management Line (CML) and the 5m conto|
However, the applicant should take note that th
proposed residential dwellings remain located with
the designated Rural Riskone (RRZ). Theg
regulatory zones play a critical role in guidi
appropriate development within coastal area
ensuring that environmental sensitivities ar
potential risks are adequately managed. The prim|
objectives of the coastal management (setkptine
include:

1 Protecting costal public property, privat
asserts, and public safety;

1 Identifying and conserving features withi
the coastal protection zone;

1 Preserving the aesthetic, ecological, a
cultural integrity of the costal landscape.

Comment is acknowledged. Thmwastal riskzones
and coastal management linekave been duly
considered and incorporated into the Preferreg
Layout Alternative. The BAR and the proposed lay
also make reference to the Rural Risk Zone i
discuss the development intent, demonstrating th
the amended layout aligns with the primat
objectives of the coastal management line

accordance with the requirements of the Nation
Environmental Management: Integrated Coas
Management Act (NEM:ICMA).

ODM also acknowledgedhe Botanical specialis
conclwsionthat the vegetation type on the property
does not constitute Agulhas Limestone Fynbos
rather an undescribed shrubland. The protection
indigenous habitat remains important, and mitigatic
measures that limit the extent of development ar|
prevent futher degradation of the receiving
environment should be prioritised. In accordani
with the National Environmental Managemen
Biodiversity Act, 2004, and the Conservation
Agricultural Resources Act, 1983, landowners
responsible for the managementnd control of
invasive species on their properties. An ali
vegetation management plan should therefore |
developed and implemented for the entire propert
to avoid further impacts on sensitive ecosystems.

Noted. The specialist studies undertaken for tl
assessment identified the Rgo areas, buffer areay
which need to be incorporated and considered
safeguard the surrounding environment as well ag
protect the ecola@ical integrity of the site and the
adjacent Klein river estuary. All these have beg
taken into consideration in theurrent preferred
layout (Alternative 4).

Cape Nature
(Letter dated:
23/02/26)

Cape Nature notes the motivation of the screeni
tool that no specialist study is required for the aqua|
biodiversity theme, as only the jetty, slipway, fire |
and swimming pool are located below the 5

contour within the EFZ. This motivation is n

supported, as the Klein River Estuary is a natic

The Agquatic Compliance Statement was undertal
and confirms that the development is not locate
within or near a wetland. It is noted that the Nation
GeoSpatial Information (NGI) River line vector dg
(2019) indicates the Klein River associated wité
estuary along the northern border of the site, r
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priority estuary and it will be impacted upon by th
jetty and slipway. It is also likely that authorisatic
will be required in terms of the National Water A
which would require input from an aquati
biodiversity specialist.

additional rivers are located within the 100 |
regulated proximity of the study site. Additionally, 1
watercourse or wetland indicators were identifie
within the proposed site. Therefore, a Water U;
License is not required.

With regards to 3/643, Cape Nature notes that the
was extensive engagement between CapeNature |
the project team regarding the classification of t
vegetation type, including a site visit. There was g
engagement between the environmental assessm
practitioner and SANBI. Cape Nature also that

vegetation occurring on site should be aligned to
existing vegetation type or otherwise would need

be recognised by SANBI as a new vegetation t\
Should the interpretation be that secondal
vegetafon that arises after disturbance which is n
representative of the original critically endangered
endangered vegetation type prior to disturbance |
interpreted as not triggering Listing Notice 3 Activ,
12, this must be officially accepted and apdliand
would need to be more clearly defined in order |

qualify.

It is important to note that half of the property fall
within the Rural Risk Zone EMOZ and the propo
development component incorporates th
establishment of a jetty infrastructure.

Although no plant species of conservation concg
identified onsite, Cape Naturaeote that there are
records of plant SCCs on iNaturalist, despite
statement in the botanical assessment that there g
no other records for the site other than those frol
the botanical study. We therefore recommend th|
these records need to be reviedeand the report
amended as required.

Comment is noted. It is also important to note thi
iNaturalist was consulted by the appointed botanic
specialist.

An extensive species list is provided of the spe
recorded on site during the three diurnal ar
nocturnal field site visits in August and within the fi
habitats encompassing mammals, birds, reptil
amphibians and invertebrates. A total of 11 SCG=Ww
recorded. Bontebok@amaliscus pygargus pygargu
is listed as vulnerable however they were introduc
to the property. The site is however within the natur,
distribution range of the species (Cowell & Bil
2017). Cape Nature is aware that there wasptivity
permit for bontebok on 3/643 and wish to query
they are the same animals. The list of five additio|
SCCs considered likely to occur on site in additiol
those flagged in the screening tool includes fq
species which are included in théstl of species
recorded, therefore it should be one addition
species.

Noted.

We wish to note that it is proposed by members
the Stanford community to encourage all landowne
downstream of Stanford to clear their properties |
reeds as a flood risk mitigation measure. CapeNat
has concerns regarding the ecological impactsh&f |
action as the reedbeds are important faunal habit
e.g. African Marsh Harrier. Although not part of ti
application, we recommend that the faunal special

should provide input on this proposal and it should

It is important to note that the control of reeds ha
been incorporated into the MMP as one of th
method statements.

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: APRIL 2024

Page47of 231



Lornay Environmental Consulting

included as a required mitigation measure/restrictic
for consideration for authorisation.

The primary buildings associated with the propos
development are located outside of the EFZ 3
therefore also behind the coastal management lir
The proposed development is however located witl
the coastal protection zone and therefore th
regulatiors for the Coastal Protection Zor
Environmental Management Overlay Zone (EMOZ
the Overstrand Municipality must be adhered to. T|
Klein River Estuarine Management Plan must alsc
adhered to

The proposal adhereto the Klein River Estuarin
Management Plan.

CapeNature objects to the proposed slipway. Cz
Nature further recommend that the Department ¢
Environmental Affairs and Development Planni
(DEA&DP) Coastal Management component shc
provide comment on the proposed jetty and slipwa

The slipway is completely removed from tk
development component proposed on the subje
property. However, a pathway is proposed to provi
access to the proposed jetty infrastructure.

The proposed jetty and slipway must be assesse|
the aquatic biodiversity specialist study which
recommended above. It must be ensured that tl
location of the proposed jetty will have minim;
impact on the hydrology and ecological function
the sysem. The specialist should ideally hal
expertise in estuarine systems. The potential imp;
of reed clearing should also be assessed in the aqt
biodiversity study.

An Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement |
beenundertaken and involves the assessment of t
proposed jetty and pathway. It is important to not
that the slipway no longer forms part of th
development components, a pathway is propos
instead.

DEAD&DP notes that the latest google earth imag
potential vegetation clearance may have be|
undertaken along the boundary of the site next to tl
RSHSEt2LIYSYyd F220LINRyYy G |
cottage. This may  constitute unlawft
commencement of adisted activity . Clarity must bg
provided in this regard.

The area is approximatelgss than 100

The Terrestrial Animal Site Sensitivity Verification ¢
Species Specialist Assessment Report de
December 2025, compiled by Wildlife Conservat
Decision Support includes a recommendation tk
consideration should be given to assign all retair
naturad habitat (approximately 70% of site) to
formal conservation status, such as a stewards|
agreement, to ensure lonterm ecological
management, and to secure lostgrm management
of estuaryedge natural habitat through stewardshi
or conservation agreeents. Since it is stated that th|
development is deemed acceptable under str
conditions, including the lonterm ecological
management of undeveloped areas, confirmation
required whether these specialist recommendatio
will be implemented. In addibin, comment must be
obtained from  CapeNature  whether th|
recommendations are supported.

recommend
bl G ¢

Cape Nature acknowledged the
mitigation measures{ SS / | LJS
attached above.

CapeNature has developed a WCBSP verificg
protocol. Only CapeNature can provide offic
confirmation whether a change in the mapping
warranted or not. Furthermore, there is a formi
process that must be followed to obtain thi
confirmation. Unlessthe required confirmation is
obtained, the mapping must be considered al
remains applicable. In addition, comment must |
obtained from CapeNature regarding the Terrestr
Biodiversity Impact Assessment findings.

[ LIS bl G§dNBEQa 0O2YY

P
(Vp})
(Vp})
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As stated in the correspondence dated 22 April 20
this Directorate reiterates that given thi
RSOSt2LIYSyiQa LINRBEAYAD
additional specialist input may be required. Especii
given that the proposed development footprint |
within the coastal protection zone, which is generg
not supported. Hence, should any authority that h
jurisdiction in respect of any aspect of the propos
development request that further specialist studig
be conducted, and where the request is suppalrtey
this Directorate, this must take precedence (i
O02YYSyi FTNRY KA & 5
Management SulDirectorate, CapeNature and th
local and district municipality).

Concerns and recommendations raised by f
relevant authorities have been taken into account
the new updated SDP (Alternative 4).

Written confirmation must be obtained from |
registered service provider that they have availal
capacity to regularly empty the conservancy tank g
written  confirmation is required from the
municipality of sufficient capacity at the Wastewat
Treatment Works to service the propose|
development.

The service confirmation report is still pending a
will be included in the final submission of the BAR

Similarly, written confirmation must be obtaine
from a registered service provider that they haj
available capacity to provide the required solid wa:s
removal services and the municipality must confil
that there is sufficient capacity at the landfiltesto
service the proposed development.

The service confirmation report is still pending a
will be included in the final submission of the BAR

Confirmation is required from the Breed®lifants
[ GOKYSy G al yF3aSySyid ! :
the proposed development triggers any water us
that will require approval in terms of the Nationi
2 GSNI I OGZ wmaodhpy o! Oi b
WaterUS [ AOSy OS | LILX A Ok 47
proof of submission of the application to the BOCN
and a copy of the WULA Information must be inclug
in the BAR.

Subsequent to the correspondence from BOCMA
confirmation of the nearby wetlands or watercours
was required. The Aquatic Biodiversity Compliar
Statement was commissioned and confirmed th
the development is not located within or near
wetland. Howeer, the delineated EFZ edge

associated with the Klein River Estuary and theref
falls within the coastal environment regulated

terms of the Integrated Coastal Management Act g
associated estuarine management framewor
Groundtruthing confirmed that the proposed
residential development footprint is located outsio
of freshwater wetland and riverine systems typica
regulated as inland watercourses under NEMA.

¢KS {AGS 5S@St2LIVSyid t
alternative must include any buffer / Ago areas that
will be incorporated, as recommended by tH
specialist findings, especially if is the remainder of |
site will be conserved. The updated SDP musi bk
included the Environmental Managemel
t N23INF YYS 6ad9at NEU X
requirements.

The amended SDP includes the recommen
buffers/no go areas, (see Appendix BAlternative
4, Preferred Site Development Plan).

In terms of Regulation 34 of the NEMA E
Regulations, 2014, the holder must condy
environmental audits to determine compliance wil
the conditions of the Environmental Authorisatiol
the EMPr and submit Environmental Audit Reports
the Competent Authaty. The Environmental Audi
Report must be prepared by an independent pers
(other than the Environmental Assessme
Practitioner and Environmental Control Officer) a
must contain all the information required in Append
7 of the NEMA EIA Regulation2014. It is

recommended on page 170 of the draft BAR tl

Noted. The recommended frequency will be adher,
to.
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independent environmental audits be conducte
every six months during the construction phase, w
one final construction audit at conclusion ¢
construction. The recommended frequency must
included in the relevant section/s of the EMPr. N¢
that this frequency will be included as a conditid
should Environmental Authorisation be granted. T
applicant must therefore confirm that the
recommended frequency can be adhered to, sir
failure will be deemed as a naxompliance.

Since Activity 19A of Listing Notice 1 is triggered The MMP has been compiled and is attached
the proposed development, it is recommended thal Appendix J.

al AyiSylyoS alyl3asSySyi
component of the Environmental Managemel
Programme. Should the Department agree to t
proposed MMP, futte maintenance work specifiel
within the MMP would not require an Environment;
Authorisation prior to the undertaking thereof.

Comment from, but not limited to the followin{ See attached comments from Cape Nature, BOC

Organs of Statement must be obtained: Overstrand ~ Municipality, =~ Overberg  Distri
1 CapeNature Municipality. However, comments from DEA&D
BOCMA CMU and Department of Agriculture are still pendir

Overstrand Municipality
Overberg District Municipality
Department of Agriculture

=) == = =)

Note:

A register of all the 1& A Pdnotified, 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 hsautbmai tted by | &APds becomes public info
Your attention is drawn to Regulation 40 (3) of the NEMA EIA Regulations which states that OPotenti 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 o 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. | 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 dropé 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 adverti sement (onewspaper clippingo) t

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

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
o 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

2. Surface water

2.1. Was a specialist study conducted? YES NO X

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

Aquatic Compliance StatemeqDelta Ecology Morton and van Zyl.

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

23 development .

Aquatic Compliance Statement

The desktop assessment identified the Klein River Estuary as the primary aquatic feature associated with
mapped within the northern portion of the property according to the SANBI National Wetland Map Version 5 (N
2018) and the National Freslater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPA, 2011) datasets. The estuary is classif
national priority water resource and falls within an Aquatic Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA 1) as designatec
Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP, 20@2)dditional watercourses or wetlands were identified with
the remainder of the site or within the 100 m regulated proximity of the proposed development footprint.

The site sensitivity was initially flagged as "Very High" by the nationalaséd environmental screening tool (DF
2026) due to the property's location within the mapped extent of the Klein River Estuary and its associated eg
functional zone (EZ). Following grountluthing and field verification, however, the aquatic biodiversity sensitivity
the development footprint was verified as "Low", as the proposed residential infrastructure is situated entirely w
historically disturbed terrestal environment, more than 32 m from the nearest freshwater feature, and outside of
freshwater wetland or riverine system regulated under the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA).
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The presence of the Klein River Estuary and its associated EFZ has directly influenced the development lay
following ways:

il

In summary, the presence of the Klein River Estuary has been a central consideration in the planning and layg
proposed development. The development footprint has been deliberately located outside of the sensitive es
environment, with only he minimum necessary infrastructure (the jetty and footpath) encroaching into the EFZ
subject to stringent mitigation requirements.

Siting of residential infrastructureThe two primary dwellings (House 1 and House 2), the manager's cot
and the gatehouse have been positioned entirely outside of the EFZ and landward of the coastal mang
line, with the EFZ edge delineated approximately 45 m downslope from theitgajbthe residential footprint
area and upstream of the 5 m contour line.

Buffer zone applicationUsing the Buffer Zone Tool (Macfarlane & Bredin, 2017), a construction buffer
m and an operational buffer of 15 m were determined for the Klein River Estuary. These buffers hav
incorporated into the site layout to ensure that construction agkrational activities do not encroach on tk
estuarine environment, except where explicitly required for the footpath and jetty.

Jetty placement and designThe proposed jetty (53 m?) is the only built infrastructure component t
encroaches into the EFZ. Its placement has been confined to the minimum footprint necessary, and it 1
designed and constructed in accordance with the Coastal ProtectionEZorisonmental Management Overle
Zone (EMOZ) provisions of the Overstrand Local Municipality and CapeNature's specifications. Given th
and localised nature of the jetty, significant letegm impacts on the ecologicaltigtioning of the Klein Rive
Estuary are not anticipated, provided that all recommended mitigation measures are implemented.

Access and footpath routingthe proposed footpath is the only other development component that enters
EFZ. Its routing has been planned to minimise disturbance to the estuarine environment.

Compliance with the Klein River Estuarine Management Plathactivities within and adjacent to the estua
must adhere to the provisions and management objectives of the Klein River Estuarine Manageme
which has shaped the overall approach to infrastructure positioning and operational management

property.

Operational management measure§he presence of the estuary has necessitated a comprehensive s
mitigation and management measures relating to stormwater management, sewage disposal (conse
tank), vegetation management (use of indigenous fynbos species, prohibition of inadisivplants), lighting
design (directed away from the estuarine environment), and construction practicesédson constructior
preference, erosion and sediment controls).

Coastal Environment

3.1. Was a specialist study conducted? YES NO X
3.2 Provide the name and/or company wh o conducted the specialist study

N/A

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

influenced your proposed development.

Section 63 of the Integrated Coastal Management Act (ICMA, Act No. 24 of 2008) provides the regulatory frame
development within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ). Its purpose is to safeguard the natural functioning of
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ecosystems, maintain the ecological integrity of coastal and estuarine environments, and prevent risks associg
inappropriate development in proximity to sensitive coastal features. The relevant provisions of Section 6
carefully considered dimg the planning and design of the proposed development on Portion 4 of Farm Middelbur
Stanford, and have materially influenced the layout and scope of the proposed development as described belo

Section 63(1)(a): The extent to which the applicant has in the past complied with similar authorisations
Not applicable. The applicant has not previously held similar authorisations in respect of this or comparable prg

Section 63(1)(b): Whether coastal public property, the coastal protection zone or coastal access land will be aff
and if so, the extent to which the proposed development is consistent with the purpose for establishing and prote
those areas

The proposed development is situated on privately owned land adjacent to the Klein River Estuary, within the
Protection Zone as defined under the ICI#&t 36 of 2014)as amendedThe site is bordered to the north by the Klg
River Estuary and its associated Estuarine Functional Zone (EFZ). The development does not fall within d
Coastal Public Property, and there are no formalised public coastal access routes traergirgperty. The propose
development will not result in the closum¥ obstruction of any recognised coastal access route, nor will it introduce
barrier to existing public access rights along the Klein River Estuary.

The primary built infrastructure, comprising the two residential dwellings, the manager's cottage, and the gate
has been sited entirely outside of the EFZ and landward of the coastal management line, in a manner consist
the purpose for whiclthe Coastal Protection Zone is established under Section 17 of the ICMA. Only the propos
(53 m?2) and associated footpath encroach into the EFZ, and their placement has been confined to the minimum f
necessary. These structures are intendiedprivate use by the landowner and do not conflict with broader public ac
objectives. The development has accordingly been planned to remain consistent with the purpose for establisk
protecting coastal public property, the Coastal Protectione, and coastal access land.

Section 63(1)(c): The estuarine management plans, coastal management programmes, coastal management lir
coastal management objectives applicable in the area

The following coastal and estuarine management instruments are applicable to the proposed development af
been taken into account during the planning process:

The Klein River Estuarine Management Plan is directly applicable, as the northern portion of the site falls wi
extent of the Klein River Estuary, which is recognised as a national priority estuary with an Estuary Importance
93, rated as "kHyhly Important” (Clark et al., 2015). The provisions and management objectives of this plan n
adhered to at all times for all activities undertaken within and adjacent to the estuary. This requirement has inf
the siting of all infrastructure dside of the EFZ, except for the jetty and footpath, which must be designed
constructed in strict accordance with the plan's objectives.

The Coastal Protection Zone Environmental Management Overlay Zone (EMOZ) of the Overstrand Local Mun
applicable to the entire development. All activities, and in particular the design and construction of the jetty
comply with the specifations and requirements stipulated within the applicable EMOZ provisions and must be de
in line with CapeNature's specifications. This requirement has directly influenced the design approach for tk
infrastructure.

The coastal management line applicable to the site has been incorporated into the development layout, with all
residential infrastructure confirmed as landward of this line.
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Section 63(1)(d): The likely soegzonomic impact if the listed activity is authorised or is not authorised

The proposed development is expected to generate positive sieom sociceconomic benefits through employme
creation during the construction phase, including vegetation clearance, civil works, and building construction
longer term, the developmnt will contribute to the local economy through rates revenue to the Overstrand L
Municipality and the ongoing employment of property management and maintenance staff. Should authorisati
be granted, these socieconomic benefits would not be résed, and the applicant would be deprived of the lawful y
and enjoyment of privately owned land in a manner consistent with its zoning and applicable land use rights.

Section 63(1)(e): The likely impact of the proposed activity on the coastal environment, including cumulative ef
together with those of existing activities

The Agquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement (Morton & van Zyl, 2026) confirmed that the proposed res
infrastructure is situated entirely within a historically disturbed terrestrial environment, more than 32 m fron
nearest freshwater featuregnd outside of any freshwater wetland or riverine system regulated as an inland waterc
under NEMA. The aquatic biodiversity sensitivity of the development footprint was verified as "Low." The Kle
Estuary has a Present Ecological State (PES)ioflicating a Moderately Modified system, and is already subje
cumulative pressures including reduced freshwater inflow, eutrophication, and the effects of surrounding agric
land use (Van Niekerk et al., 2019).

The only development components with the potential for direct impact on the coastal environment are the pro
jetty and associated footpath, both of which encroach into the EFZ. These impacts are anticipated to be local
temporary in nature durig construction andmay include disturbance of estuarine reedbed habitat dominated
Phragmites australigCommon Reed), temporary increases in sedimentation, and localised disruption of eco
functioning within the immediate construction footprint. i¥&n the limited and localised nature of the jet
infrastructure (53 m?), significant lorlgrm impacts on the ecological functioning of the Klein River Estuary arg
anticipated, provided that construction is undertaken in the dry season where feasibte that all recommende
mitigation measures outlined in the Compliance Statement are implemented. These measures include, among
the demarcation of the 25 m construction buffer prior to works commencing, the installation of temporary sed
control structures, the prohibition of direct stormwater discharge into the estuary, and the rehabilitation of all distu
areas upon completion of construction.

Section 63(2)(a): Whether the development is situated within coastal public property and is inconsistent with
objective of conserving and enhancing coastal public property

The proposed development is located on privately owned land. The development footprint does not fall
designated Coastal Public Property, and the proposal does not impede or compromise any public access ri
development is accordingly not ingsistent with the objective of conserving and enhancing Coastal Public Prope
the benefit of current and future generations.

Section 63(2)(b): Whether the development is situated within the Coastal Protection Zone and is inconsistent
the purpose for which the Coastal Protection Zone is established under Section 17

The proposed development is situated within the Coastal Protection Zone and is subject to the requirements
Coastal Protection Zone EMOZ of the Overstrand Local Municipality. The primary residential infrastructure h
sited outside of the EFZ drlandward of the coastal management line. Only the jetty and footpath encroach int
EFZ, and these have been designed and positioned to minimise impacts on the estuarine environment. The dev¢
is therefore considered consistent with the purpdse which the Coastal Protection Zone is established under Se
17 of the ICMA, subject to compliance with all applicable mitigation and management requirements.
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Section 63(2)(c): Whether the development is situated within coastal access land and is inconsistent with the pu
for which coastal access land is designated under Section 18

The proposed development is not situated within designated coastal access land, and this consideration is ac
not applicable.

Section 63(2)(d): Whether the development is likely to cause irreversible or {asging adverse effects to any aspe
of the coastal environment that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated

Based on the findings of the Aquatic Biodiversity Compliance Statement, significatétongr irreversible impacts of
the ecological functioning of the Klein River Estuary are not anticipated, provided that all recommended mit
measures are impleemted and that the development is undertaken in accordance with the applicable estu
management requirements. The impact of the jetty and footpath on the estuarine environment is considered rey
and manageable through the application of the ratign hierarchy.

Section 63(2)(e): Whether the development is likely to be significantly damaged or prejudiced by dynamic cc
processes

The primary residential infrastructure is located above the 5 m contour line and outside of the EFZ, in a positio
not considered vulnerable to inundation or damage from dynamic coastal or estuarine processes under
conditions. The applican$ cognisant, however, that the extent and functioning of the estuarine system may ch
over time as a result of altered catchment land use or climate change, as noted in the Compliance Statement.

Section 63(2)(f): Whether the development would substantially prejudice the achievement of any cog
management objective

The development has been planned in accordance with the applicable coastal management instruments, inclu
Klein River Estuarine Management Plan and the Coastal Protection Zone EMOZ of the Overstrand Local Mu
Subject to compliance with albcommended mitigation measures and management requirements, the prop
development is not considered likely to substantially prejudice the achievement of any applicable coastal mana
objective.

Section 63(2)(g): Whether the development would be contrary to the interest of the whole community

The proposed development comprises lownsity residential use on privately owned land, consistent with

property's zoning and applicable land use rights. It does not restrict public access to any coastal resource, does

in the loss of a sertsie freshwater environment, and is subject to a comprehensive suite of environmental mitig
and management measures designed to protect the Klein River Estuary. The development is accordingly not c(
to be contrary to the interests of the broad community.

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 tRiiktei
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 in

It isacknowledgedy the EAP that thpresenceof the 5 m contour in this scenario demarcathe Estuaring=unctional
Zone (EFZ), however it is noted that the property is located on the upper, narrow reaches of the Kleam&Rdas
not experiencetidal fluduations or saltwater intrusion. The banks are indicative of a riparian zone and not tyj
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estuarinesystemsand it is therefore debateable whether this reach carabeuratelydefined asanestuary Regardless
listed activitiesrelating to the HWNhave beerapplied for and assessed in this application.

The objectives and principles of estuary management planpamticularly the protection of estuarine processes, wa
quality, ecological functioning, and public interdsave directly informed the design and siting of the propos
development.In alignment with these principles, the layout has been structured to avoid unnecessary distur
within the estuarine environment

With regards to the proposed development on the propettye property falls within the Coastal Protecti@one bulk
infrastructure associated with the proposed development has been positioned above the 5 m contour and mo
100 m landward of théligh-Water Mark of the Klein Rivier Estuary.

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 (GRZilevelopment is located within 200m of tiégh
Water Mark of the estuary Additionally, all the residential dwelling proposed will be located abovesthecontour
(Estuarine Functional Zone) the Kleinriver estuarywith limited infrastructure below the 5m contour.

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

Only theportion of the pool and fire pit, as well as the jetty and pathwdgll below the 5m contour.

. 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 (SANBTH223ources were used in conjuncti
with site-specific field surveys undertaken byethppointed specialist.

According to theSouth African Vegetation Mapping (202#)e site is mapped as Agulhas Limestone Fynbos, wh
listed as Critically Endangered in the Revised Natiostdf Ecosystems that arEhreatenedand In Need of Protectio
(2022) ¢ KA & YI LIWAyYy3I faz F2N¥a GKS olaira F2N G64KS 2Sai
Critical Biodiversity Area 1 (CBA1), and for the National Red List of Ecosystems classification of the site ag
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EndangeredThe National Screening Tool similarly indicates Medium sensitivity for the plant specjageandtigtfor
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 Rlens 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.

Legend

Vegetation

VEGMAP 2024 (beta)
Map Code
Azonal

FFI1

Map Center: Lon: 19°26E
Lat: 34°25'59.9"S

Scale: 1:4514
Date created: 2025/26/10

Western Cape
@ Government
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 Kleinrivier. Along the riverbank, the vegeta
is characterised by dense stands of Common Reed (Phragmites australis), forming a continuous fringe a
watercourse. The adjaoé floodplain is strongly dominated b$tenotaphrum secundatuntbuffalo grass), which
establishes a dense grassy sward interspersed with emergent shrubs and trees. These shrubs occur either as
individuals or as mukstemmed thickets comprisingoecies such a&ymnosporia buxifolia, Plecostachys serpyllifg
Senecio halimifoliySearsia glaucgandSearsia rehmannian&ome of these thickets include taller species sucblea
europaea subsp. cuspidatnd 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 TortoiseQhersina angulata Source; 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) classifitatiq
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 possilde)d Alternative 3Both development scenaridélternative 1 and 2include
the construction of jetties and slipwayshereas 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 (Alternativl represents a further refinement of AlternatiBeand directly incorporates the
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 (Alternativd) is further supported by the botanical specialist (refer Appendix 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 (Altemes8) has evolved and the new preferred layout
Alternative 4.

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 Information Framework
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records as well as reports, field guides and scientific literatufieese records were used to determine the spec
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 were recorded. Surveys consisted of meandering search effort on foot by
observers, combined with point surveys (10 min search effort) performed by two of these observers tivéh
development site and surroundgigure5). The PAOI was set considering main SCC likely to be present on or ¢
the development footpriniFigure6).

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 imagerysdad
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 @gparian environments.

The Eucalyptus Habitat (Location 5) is found in the namistern 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 an important ecological core within the site, and its disturbance would have
local population losses. Consequently, one of the originally proposed dwellitase 2)wvas relocated to ensure
minimum 50metre buffer around the confirmed katydid habitét 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 woultiavebeenMedium
to High significanceinder Alternative 2 With the recommendeduite of mitigation measurewhich have beeriully
implementedthrough specialist recommendationsnpactsare reduced toLow- Mediumunder the current preferred
Alternative4.

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 PAOI for the preferred alternative was set considering main SCC likely to be present on or close
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 Portion 4 of Farm €
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 precautionary measure a
buffer around the 95%KDE represents a kigh sensitive zone and the 100 m a medium risk sensitive zone for
speciesSource (Venter, 2025).
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| Development Footprint
Portion_4_Farm_643

] 300 m Buffer Birds and Large mammals
ESA2_Clip

[ cBA1_Clip

Water and Marine Bird SCC

Katydid Buffer 50 m

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 development on the animal species, ther
habitats occurring on Portion 4 of Farm 643. The assessment considered t® Mdternative as well as thre
development alternatives NoRreferred (Alternative 1 and Alternative 2) and Alternative 3 with particular emphas
Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) and faunal landscape connectivity, as detailed in the faunal impact ré
(pages 5672 of the Terrestrial Animal Speciessassment).

The new preferred Alternative (Alternative 4) represents the best practical development option, as it completely
the area of high sensitivity for animal species of conservation concern, particularly the Mute Winter KRsgliddsage
muta), through the establishment of a 50 m buffer zone. It is also important to note that the updated site develo
plan (Alternative 4) was informed by the freshwater specialist's compliance statement, which includes

recommendations that will restiin minimal impacts near the estuary edge. These are supported by the recomme
buffers proposed by the freshwater specialist.

Collectively, the mitigation measures and revised site layout ensure that residual impacts on faunal species g
associated habitats are reduced to an acceptable level, subject to the implementation of the conditions outlined
report.

Thefaunal impactassessment indicates that the site supports a disproportionately high concentration of SCC for
including confirmed records of the Mute Winter Katydid, Western Leopard T®eldrophrys pantherinaand African
Marsh Harrier Circus ranivorys with additional SCC likely present in the broader area of potential impact (PAOI
property also provides a functional ecological corridor, maintaining landscape connectivity between théaeiand
the surrounding fynbos habitats.
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LG Aa GKSNBF2NB (KS &LISOALFt AalQa 2 u¥gyificanyy reducd thie predice
faunal impacts. Consequently, residual impdctsthe updated layout (Alternative ¢ Preferred) is &l Low-Medium
after mitigation

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 [@BAkr Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WC
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 aAidSQa I LioiN@uliNge IndihgheOthah Ecblagieal Suppbrt Area 2 (ESA2), and potentially
Natural Area (ONAMoreover, the absence g@lant species of conservation concerssociated 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 . A2RAGSNEAGE [ LI GALE tflyQa Ay Or2wkides
Biodiversity Importance (Bl) is derived fradbonservation Importance (LOW) and Functional Integrity (MEDIUM)
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 @ fhortion of the propertyln addition toanimal species recorde
onsite, the Mute Katydid, a total of 43 individual species were observed in the central portion of the pro
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 WCBSP (2023) likely stems from the South 4
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 Alternative ®as specifically informed by the WCBSP principles and specialist recommendations t
and minimise impacts on sensitive ecological features. Key design revisions dértledelocation of House 02 outsid
the confirmedMute Winter Katydid population areghroughthe implementation of a 50 m buffer, and the reduction
jetty infrastructure from two structures to a single jetty. In addition, development has been concentrated \
previously disturbed areaas far as possibl@.he vegetation affected is described as modified or degraded veget
of low Site Ecological Importance, resembling Eastern Rlens Shale Renosterveld but not conforming to th
vegetation unit description.

Similar to Alternative 3 layout, the new preferred Alternativeotnpletely removes the slipwand replaces it with the
pathway that will provide access to the proposed jetty infrastructure. Additionally, this Alternative was also inf
by the freshwater specialist, of which additional mitigation measures have been applied to minimise impacthalc
estuarine environment. Of thegaitigationmeasuresapplied, abuffer of 25 m during Construction and 15 m during {
operation of the proposed dwellings was determined for the Klein River Estuary.

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

4.7 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
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activity adjacent to the property, and identified the area as a foraging corridor for African Marsh Harrier. These f
highlighted the ecological sensitivity of the sigpecifically the northern portion of the site adjacent to tieinRvier.

The direct footprint of the three proposed dwellings and associated infrastructure (approximé@&y m2) 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

minimised through the iterative design process guided by the Biodiversity Spatial Plan and the specialist finding
include the relocation of one dslling outside the confirmed katydid population area, retention of a 50 m buffer al
the wetland edge, reduction of jetties from two to one, and the commitment to retain at least 70% of the site
natural conservation buffer. The retained natural sseaill continue to function as part of the broader ecologi
corridor between the upland andverK I 6 A G G&as GKSNBoeé adaAadrAyiy3d GKS

In addition, the recommended mitigation measures have been integrated into the evolution of the Site Develo
Plan, including the reduction of jetties from two to one and the removal of the proposed slipway. The updatg
Development Plan (Alternatv 4), informed by specialist recommendations, now incorporates the requ
environmental buffers and design refinements necessary to safeguard the estuarine environment and ass
biodiversity features.

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 processeblowever, the subject property, being in the upper reaches of teaRivelis not
affected by coastal dynamic process, and tidal influence

The topography of the site is characterised by a gentle slope towards the Klein River, witiméteeScontour line
providing a clear geographical threshold for sensitive areas. This contour has strongly influenced the g
infrastructure. All residg G A £ RgSftftAy3a FyR (GKS al yl 35S NInétre todtdui
ensuring that they are outside th@arianzone and buffered from flood risks. Conversely, the jetty struetsproposed
below this contour due to their functional redrement

¢KS LINRPLISNI&Qa f20FiGA2y 2dziaARS (GKS dz2NBlFy SR3ISIT ¢
influenced the development to adopt a ledensity, ruralcompatible character. The scale, siting, and orientatior]
buildings have been dg&gned 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.
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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.

7. 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 dev
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 yelsd;
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 exterg;Nwt 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.

8. Socio/Economic Aspects
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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 econon
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, adénsiy
residential development. Agriculture, including viticulture, livestock grazind mixed farming, remains a key econor
driver in the region, with farmsteads amdiltivated fields forming much of the surrounding landscepanford itself is
a small but growing settlement that is known for its heritage value;teaoism, and artisanal economy. The tov
attracts visitors for its natural surroundings, access to the Klein River and Walker Bay, and its reputation as pg
h @S Nb S N#E@si arld @iNdvoutes. Tourism and hospitalignging from guesthouses to restaurants and natu
based activitieplay a significant role in sustaining the local economy gdade 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 agriculturaharvesting and tourism peaks is also common. Socially, Stanford has both
established rural households and newer residents drawn by lifestyle antbedsm opportunities.

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

The proposed developmeffitolds 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 shetdrm and longterm economic impacts on the surrounding areawitl
create employment opportunities during the constiction phase which contribute positively to the locg
economy, even though small scale.

- The development will contribute to skills developméat the builders

83 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 ed sheihgged intermsaohnbisewe | |
8.4. . -
odours, visual character and sense of place etc) and how has this influenced the proposed development.

LG A& KAIKEE dzytA(iSte (GKIFIG GKS LINRBLIZaSR RS@St 2LIYS
well-being. Nevertheless, considerations such as noise, dust, and visual character have been taken into accot
planning and execian of the project to minimise potential disturbancisthe 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 vatgand 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 temg
affect travellers along nearby ad (Wortelgatoad), the scale of the developmenbnsisting of only two house|
FYR | YIyl hieanRthat the2otieiiall iBh@act will be very small and of short duratiitigation
measures will be implemented to further reduce this impact.
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- 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.

SECTION: ALTERNATIVEHEETHODOLOGY ARBSESSMENT 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 B4&nwhich is located i
the rural setting outside Stanford towihe propertycovers an area of approximately 13.53 ha in extsittiatedalong
the upper reaches of the Klein Riyeutside the urban edge and is currently zoned Agricultural Zoiiddre are no
existingstructures on the property, however, two access roasikich have been used in the past exist and will be utili
and integratednto the site development plan to provide access to the proposed development in the propEngsite
is accessible via Wortelgat Road.

Portion 4 of the Farm 643 is the only preferred site option for the propamdalopment and nmther alternative site
options have been investigated since the applicant owns the property. As a riémsult,is no other reason far beyon
than this subject propertyThe proposed developmemiakes cognisance of the rural setting wherein this developnier
proposed.Thepropertiesin the surrounding consist of single residential dweltjs, with fewer properties that are bein
farmed, whereas the other are involved in agricultural processifte intent of this application is that the owner wan
toestablishi 62 aAy 3t S NBAARSY (ALl fint&maSatcesh tyasgksithin the prévioysly BefharEate
access roads that wengtilisedin the past, as well agjetty and slipway All the majorinfrastructuresuch as residentia
dwelinge Ay Of dzZRAYy 3 (GKS YIylFI3ISNRa O2GaGF3S gAt taway Bomihe Kle
River

The proposed development will cover a total built footprint of approximately 4,950 m2 within the broader farm pro
representing less than 3.7% of the total property extent. The development has been deliberately concentrated
previously disturbedr transformed areas to minimise the transformation of indigenous vegetation and disturban
the natural environment.

Primary Residential Structures

Two primary residential dwellings are proposed within the centi@thern portion of the site, positioned on high&ring
ground above the 5 m contour line and outside of the delineated Estuarine Functional Zone (EFZ) of the Klein Rive

1 House 1, situated in the uppeentral portion of the site, has a proposed footprint of approximate®hp2 m?
and includes the primary residential unit together with associated ancillary structures and a swimming pg

1 House Zs proposed to the east of House 1, similarly positioned outside of the EFZ, with a proposed foot|
approximatelyl 220 m2.Both dwellings are accessed via an internal road network connecting to the existing
access tracks on the property.

Manager's Cottage
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A manager's cottage with a proposed footprint of approximate®®0 mz2is situated in the southvestern portion of the
site, in close proximity to the existing access gate off Wortelgat Road. This structure is located entirely within ttreate
environment, well removed from the Klein River Estuary and its associatést kones.

Gatehouse

A gatehouse with a proposed footprint of approximatBB5 mz2is proposed at the primary entrance to the developme
off Wortelgat Road, forming part of the controlled access arrangement for the residential development.

Access Road

An internal access road will be constructed and / or upgraded, using existing disturbed pathways to minimise ve
disturbance. The applicant will aim to retain the internal access roads as informal as possible, as per the current
site. Somenatural surface material or grass blocks may have to be added in sections. All the access roads wi
combined length of less thatDO0 mand a maximum width odm.

Associated Infrastructure

Associated infrastructure, including a swimming pool, fire pit, and footpaths, collectively accounts for an adc
approximatelyd20 m2of development footprint. These elements are located within the terrestrial portion of the site
have been positioned to avoid encroachment into the EFZ.

Jetty and Estuarine Access

A jetty with a footprint of approximatel$3 m2,together with an associated footpath, is proposed extending northw
from the residential cluster toward the Klein River Estuary. These are the only development components that e
into the EFZ of the Klein River Estuary, and their combined footmambeen confined to the minimum extent necess
to provide access to the river.

0 A jetty with a development footprint of approximate8 mz2is proposed. The jetty is designed in li
GAGK G(GKS G{LISOAFAO /2yRAGAZ2YE& | yR { GNHzOG dzN]
Application to Enter into a Lease Agreement in terms of the Sea Shore Act, Act 1935 (Act No 21 ¢

0 Anunpaved pathway with a development footprint of approxima®&2p m2will facilitate access to thg
proposed jetty. It is important to note that, the pathway will be less than 3m in width and less than
m in length.

Water

To ensure reliable water availability and pressure regulation, storage tanks will be installed within existing disturb
of approximately26 m2situated on the western portion of the property. Water will be extracted from the borehole loc
near the entrance of the property, the water will be for household use, and therefore no authorisation is required in
of National Water Act as it withll under Schedule ¢ Reasonable Domestic Use

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

Sewage
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A minimum 6 008itre 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 collec
sewage and greyater in a secure, watertight system. The contents of the conservancy tank will be periodically e
by a licensed private waste contractor and disposed of at a registered municipal wastewater treatment facility.

Solid Waste

The solid waste will be collected onsite and disposed of at a registered facility by the operator as required.

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 availake 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 boundarytbg property and will serve as th
main access point to the development. This significantly reduces the need for extensive new road construction a
the clearance of indignous vegetation that would otherwise have been required if a less accessible site were sele

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, Bytitles the
flryR2ySNI (G2 SadroftAaK | YIAY RegSttAy3a a I LINARYIF N
that amanager is formally appointed to oversee or conduct agricultural activities on the property. Should the land
actively farmed, this right cannot be exercisddhis regulatory framework directly influenced the process of identify
the most appropréate 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 PlannibgvBy
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 tg
their housing needs while remaining fully compliant with the applicable planning anelsadegulations.

In identifying this preferred alternative, consideration was given to balancing thedsedights of the owners with th
requirements of the municipal planning framework, as well as environmental sensitivities. The presence of an
access route {a Wortelgat Road) and the rural setting of the property further supported this option, as it minimise
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need for new infrastructure, avoids unnecessary disturbance to the surrounding environment, and remains con
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
26y dzaSs | Y yI| 3it MBnagertedtiand a3sSciaft@rétteatighal infrastructure suehstipway and
the jettyd ¢ KS I LIedtioh @ ltoyeratetn dévelldpment 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 ayv
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, whilefflling the specific objectives of the property owners.

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 Non-preferred)

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 protecatiparianhabitats.

- 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 (V|
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
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- 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 distd
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 displacement iierinebird 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.

Alternative 3¢ Non-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 Conceitb0 m buffer is maintained alorthese speciesprotectingtheir 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 disturbamsestime 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 lmtensity lighting, landscaping, and potential alien plant invasion, may persis
can be effectively managed through mitigation measures.

Alternative 4 (Preferred)

Positive impats

- All proposed residential dwellings and associated infrastructure are located above the 5 m contour, t
significantly reducing flood risk and improving the léagn climate resilience of the development

- The development footprint has been refined through an iterative design process to avoid environmentally se
areas and minimise ecological disturbance.

- House 2 has been relocated outside the confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat, thereby avoiding direct impg
this Species of Conservation Concern (VU).
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- A 50 m buffer has been retained around the confirmed katydid habitat and along the wetland/riparian
contributing to the protection of sensitive ecological features and ecological functioning.

limiting additional habitat transformation and vegetation clearance.

riverine habitat as well as limiting impacts on bird species.

and associated aquatic processes.

ecological connectivity between the upland and riverine habitats.

maintain faunal movement corridors across the site.

The development footprint is concentrated within previously disturbed and low ecological sensitivity areas, t

Jetty infrastructure has been reduced from two structures to a single jetty, reducing disturbance to estuarif

The proposed slipway has been removed from the layout, further reducing disturbance to the estuarine envirg

At least 70% of the property will remain undeveloped and retained as a natural conservation buffer, main

The retained natural areas will continue to support ecological functioning within the CBA1 and ESA2 netw

- The preferred layout incorporates specialist mitigation measures and environmental buffers, resulting
substantially reduced ecological impact footprint relative to the previous alternatives.

Negative impacts

proposed development footprint and associated services infrastructure.

Limited and localised vegetation clearance will still be required within portions of the site to accommoda

- Some habitat transformation and disturbance within low ecological sensitivity areas will occur as a re

construction activities and increased human presence.

noise, lighting, and domestic pets.

invasive plant species, may persist if not effectively managed.

Residual disturbance to fauna, including birds, amphibians, and reptiles, may occur due to increased human

Longterm edge effects, including lowmtensity lighting, landscaping activities, and the potential spread of &

- Temporary constructiomelated impacts, such as noise, dust generation, and localised disturbance to faun

vegetation, are likely during the construction phase.

Visual impacts associated with the introduction of residential structures within a natural landscape setting will 1

although reduced through the refined site layout and retention of natural vegetation buffers.

1.2. Activity alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise positive

impacts.

Provide a description of the p  referred 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.
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N/A

1.3. Design or layout alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise
positive impacts
Provide a description of the p  referred design or layout alternative.

Alternative 4 (Preferred)

The preferred layout alternative (Alternative 4) was developed through an iterative environmental design p
informed by specialist studies, the Biodiversity Spatial Plan, anespéeific ecological constraints. The layout w
specifically refined t@void sensitive ecological features, minimise habitat transformation, and reduce potential im
on the estuarine and terrestrial environments.

All proposed residential dwellings and associated infrastructure are located above the 5 m contour, thereby reduci
risk and improving the lonterm resilience of the development to climate change and storm surge events. The pro
development fodprint has been concentrated within previously disturbed and lower ecological sensitivity are
minimise additional vegetation clearance and habitat fragmentation.

The layout was directly informed by the findings of tfainal specialist and théquatic Biodiversity Complianc
Statement (Morton & van Zyl, 2026), which confirmed that the national-bvabed environmental screening tool (DF}
2026) classified the Combined Aquatic Biodiversity Theme Sensitivity of the site as "Very High", thygiredite's
location within the mapped extent of the Klein River Estuary and the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan
2023) Aquatic Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA 1). Following gtouthéhg and site verification, however, the special
confirmed that the residential development footprint is situated outside of any sensitive freshwater environments
the aquatic biodiversity sensitivity of the development footprint was verified as "Low". The Estuarine Functiona
(EFZ) associated Wwithe Klein River Estuary was delineated approximately 45 m downslope from the majority
residential footprint and upstream of the 5 m contour line, providing a meaningful physical and topographic sep
between the built environment and the esttine system. All primary built infrastructure is located more than 32 m f
the nearest freshwater feature and remains landward of the coastal management line, though within the ¢
protection zone regulated under the Integrated Coastal Managemen(I&&1A).

As part of the design refinement process, House 2 was relocated outside the confirmed habitat area of the Mute
Katydid (a Species of Conservation Concern), and a 50 m ecological buffer has been maintained around the (¢
habitat area as well aalong the wetland/riparian edge. These measures ensure the protection of sensitive biodiy
features and maintain ecological functioning on the site.

The preferred alternative also includes a significant reduction in estuarine infrastructure relative to earlier alterr
(Alternative 1¢ 3), with the number of proposed jetties reduced from two to one and the proposed slipway rem
entirely from thenew preferredlayout. These changes substantially reduce the extent of disturbance to the esty
environment, aquatic habitats, and associated bird speti¢dSy G A FA SR Ay (i Khé singlel&t@ined jetty
(53 m2), together with a defied footpath connecting the residential area to the estuarine environment, are the only|
development components that encroach into the EFZ. The aquatic biodiversity specialist confirmed that, given the
footprint and localised nature of the jetimfrastructure, significant longerm impacts on the ecological functioning of tf
Klein River Estuary are not anticipated, provided construction is undertaken in accordance with the recomr
mitigation measures and applicable estuarine management requents. The jetty must be designed and constructe
accordance with CapeNature's specifications and the requirements of the Coastal Protection Zone Enviro
Management Overlay Zone (EMOZ) of the Overstrand Local Municipality.

The inclusion of a single defined footpath to the estuary, rather than the broader and less defined access f
considered in earlier alternatives, further consolidates estuarine access to a singlapaet corridor, reducing the ris
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of incidental disturbance to the EFZ and surrounding natural vegetation. A 25 m construction buffer and 15 m opeg
buffer, as determinedby the freshwater specialisising the Buffer Zone Tool (Macfarlane & Bredin, 2017), wil
maintained around the Klein River Estuary throughout the construction and operational phases of the developme

REWISION

Figurell: Preferred Site development plan (Alternative 4).

Provide a description of any other design or layout alternatives 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 theer, during rainfall seasons. The 5 m contour serves as an impo
buffer zone that accommodates seasonal changes in water levels and storm events, and development within thi
inherently at risk of inundation. Locating residential dwellings, withia area could lead to longgrm 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 outsideiplaeian
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.
Alternative 3

Alternative 3layout has been carefully designed to avoid negative environmental impacts, mitigate unavoidable in
and optimise positive outcomes. The layout focuses on concentrating most of the infrastructure, specifically roads
previously disturbed or transformeakreas of the farm in order to minimise extensive clearance of indigenous veget
and disturbance of soil elsewhere for road construction.

House 01 is sited along these existing roads making use of the disturbed areas as far as possible, almoetarebtour
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 surrounding natura
gAGK 2yte + ayvyltt INBI 2F @S3SdladArzy Of SI Nisit @dshagedelt
and oversight, esuring ongoing compliance with environmental management measures.

In accordance with specialist recommendations, House 02 is located outside the recommended 50 m buffer as
with confirmed Mute Winter Katydid habitat. This adjustment avoids direct habitat loss for this Species of Conse
Concern and representskey improvement over earlier layout alternatives (Alternative 1 and Alternative 2).

Recreational infrastructure, including the slipway and jetty, is located within the-Wager Mark of the Klein Rivie
Alternative 3 incorporates a single slipway and jetty, thereby substantially reducing disturbance within the r
environment compeed to previous alternatives. These structures are designed to be elevated and of limited
ensuring minimal interference with natural water flow, sediment transport, and aquatic habitats, and supportin
intensity recreational use only.
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