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Comments and Response Report 
 

The Proposed Construction of a Residential Dwelling and Four Self-Catering guest cottages on Erf 2003, 

Wilderness 

 

DEA&DP Ref. No: 16/3/3/1/D2/55/0001/24 

 
                                                                             

COMMENTS RESPONSE 
COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO DRAFT APPLICATION REPORT -  

STATE DEPARTMENTS 

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP) – Shireen Pullen – 01.03.2024 

 
 

1. The abovementioned document received by the Directorate: 

Development Management (Region 3), hereinafter referred to as 

“this Directorate” via electronic mail on 19 January 2024 refers.  

 

 

2. This letter serves as an acknowledgment of receipt of the Draft 

Basic Assessment Report by this Directorate on 19 January 2024. 
 

mailto:ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za
mailto:janet@ecoroute.co.za
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3. It is understood that the proposal has been amended and now 

entails the clearance of more than 300m2 critically endangered 

vegetation and the establishment of tourism accommodation 

outside the urban area of Wilderness, within 5km of the Garden 

Route National Park and Kaaimans River Gorge Reserve to establish 

the following:  

 

• 1 x main dwelling house of 200 m² with a deck of 175m² and 

a 30m² swimming pool = Total footprint 405m²  

• 4 x self-catering 2-storey tree-top pods of 98m² each with a 

42m² deck for each unit = Total footprint 560m²  

• Associated infrastructure consisting of:  

➢ parking areas in the northwestern section of the property 

that also makes provision for a total of 8 x vehicles of      

approximately 337m2  

➢ a wooden decking walkway of approximately 194m2 

that will be 0.5m above the forest floor meandering through 

the trees to the pods, from the parking areas to the main 

dwelling; and  

➢ a sewage treatment plant.  

 

Agreed 

4.  This Directorate has reviewed the draft BAR and comment as 

follows: 

 

4.1. The draft BAR states that the proposed development will blend 

in with the natural surroundings and will not be visible from the 

adjacent properties or the N2 and will therefore not impact on 

the visual character or sense of place in the area. However, it 

is re- iterated that it is not clear on what findings and 

assessment the statement is based, as there is no Visual Impact 

Assessment attached to the draft BAR that complies with 

Appendix 6 of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended 

2017). The Visual Impact Photomontage is not regarded as a 

Visual Impact Assessment and   it is noted that you have re-

submitted the Photomontage, despite the fact that this 

issue/concern has been raised previously by this Directorate in 

the comment on the application form. Please ensure that you 

implement the Guideline for Involving Visual and Aesthetic 

Specialists in EIA Processes of this Department.  

 

4.1 Please see attached Appendix G7 for VIA.  
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4.2. The inclusion of the Visual Impact Photomontage and the input by an 

Architect is therefore considered insufficient to assess the landscape 

impact (such as tranquillity, beauty, a sense of place) and visual 

impact of the proposed development on people (i.e. 

neighbouring/surrounding residents and public road users, which this 

Directorate regards to be the main visual receptors that will be 

affected by the potential changes in views, visual amenity at different 

places, including publicly accessible locations and residential 

properties). Failure to undertake a visual impact assessment that 

complies with Appendix 6 may prejudice the success of the 

application.  

 

4.2 Please see attached Appendix G7 for VIA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3. Furthermore, the specific section in the draft BAR that deals with the 

assessment of the identified alternatives should be informed by the 

findings and recommendations of the Visual Impact Assessment and 

not be based on the result of a photomontage constructed by an 

Architect, which is not a visual specialist.  

 

4.3 The DBAR has been amended to include the findings of the visual specialist.  

 

4.4. It is further evident that there will be disturbance to and removal of 

indigenous vegetation, trees, topsoil, animal and plant habitat. The 

applicant must ensure that he/she consults with, and obtains the 

necessary permits for the removal of any indigenous or protected 

vegetation/tree species from the relevant authorities, prior to any form 

of land clearing or disturbance.  

 

4.4 This recommendation is included in the BAR and EMPr.  

 

4.5. It is stated in the report that; “The system provides optimised nitrification 

and effluent quality to a standard that meets the requirements of the 

South African Department of Water Affairs and sanitation (DWS) for the 

release of such treated effluent back into the environment to meet the 

General Limit Values (GLV) in terms of Section 9 of the National Water 

Act No. 36 of 1998 (Re Source Water Solutions).” However, it is not clear 

where in the environment the treated effluent will be released or 

whether there will be a secondary use of the treated effluent that will 

be discharged from the treatment system, given the fact that the mid-

section of the property represents a drainage valley and channel, 

which could be subjected to possible pollution.  

4.5 Very little treated effluent water will be produced, and it will be pumped to 

irrigation storage and re-used. The property owner will have a sprinkler system 

that can disperse the water into the surrounding forest. BOCMA have confirmed 

that a General Authorisation registration for Activity 21(e) is required. This 

registration will be applied for should Environmental Authorisation be granted.  
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4.6. The management of stormwater on the subject property is critical, as 

the property is characterised by a prominent drainage valley and 

channel, which drains water and surface runoff down towards the N2 

national road that runs below it with very slippery sandy and clayey 

slopes that have collapsed on numerous occasions in the past, due to 

disturbance activities occurring at the top. The cumulative effect of 

activities occurring at the top of mountainous properties or slopes can 

have a detrimental impact on both ecological or man-made 

infrastructure, which cannot be ignored. The impacts of the nature, 

extent and scope of the proposed development and its associated 

activities/infrastructure must be assessed holistically from both a site 

specific and cumulative perspective, given the location of the subject 

property in the context of the surrounding environment that are 

sensitive to any form of indiscriminate disturbance. It is acknowledged 

that the methodology to determine the significance ratings of the 

potential environmental impacts and risks associated with alternatives 

relates to direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. However, EAP is 

required to comparatively assess all identified reasonable and feasible 

alternatives based on the findings of both site specific and cumulative 

impacts to inform the best practicable environmental option.  

 

 

 

 

4.6 Noted and agreed. Stormwater has been addressed by the engineer in the 

services report and the geotechnical specialist (Appendix G); however, the 

DBAR has assessed stormwater impacts. The use of SuDS principles will be 

implemented.  

 



 PO Box 1252, Sedgefield, 6573  www.ecoroute.co.za 

5 

4.7. According to the draft BAR the southern portion of the property has 

very steep slopes that were not surveyed, as it is not suitable for 

development. The draft BAR is however silent on the steepness of the 

slopes and the findings of the geotechnical studies for the proposed 

site or area that will be developed. The stability and suitability of the 

slopes or area that will be developed must be confirmed by the 

appointed geotechnical specialist and geologist. The specialist 

consulting geotechnical engineers and geologists makes no mention 

of the steepness of slopes in the area that will be developed.  

 

4.7  The DBAR has made mention of the specialist’s findings on pages 31, 52, 

53, and 54 of 64. In addition, on page 6 of the geotechnical report (Appendix 

G) the specialist has included a 5m contour map that indicates the steepness 

and slope of the property.  

 

In addition, the EAP has included results of a land survey previously conducted 

for the development area as Appendix B3.  

 

4.8. Written confirmation on the supply of both domestic and fire water as 

stated in the draft BAR must be obtained from George Municipality. 

 

4.8 TBC –The engineer has requested this from the municipality on several 

occasions – 

 
 

 
4.9. The draft BAR mentions fire risks caused by vagrants that may illegally 

clear protected trees on the property. The report however fails to 

explain how potential fires that occur on the property will be addressed 

or managed and what mitigation measures will be employed, besides 

the use of fire water (supply still to be confirmed by the municipality) to 

mitigate the effects and impacts of unforeseen fires on the property.  

 

4.9 Fire risk on the site has been rated as Low by specialists due to the lack of 

alien invasive plants on the site. However, the applicant is currently in contact 

with the SCFPA to implement any recommended protection methods.  
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4.10. It is further noted that the draft BAR recommends that effective 

stormwater management systems must be implemented to collect and 

discharge stormwater in a controlled manner down slope. As such, a 

detailed Stormwater Management Plan must be developed and 

included as part of the Environmental Management Programme 

(EMPr).  

 

 

4.10 Please see point 4.6 above. The engineer has confirmed that due to the 

minimal hard surfaces proposed on site, the information he has provided in his 

services report is sufficient to deal with the impacts of Stormwater on the 

property.  

 

4.11. The draft BAR identifies solid waste as a negative impact, but fails 

to identify specific mitigation measures as to how this impact will be 

addressed or managed. 

4.11 Pages 23, 43, 59 of 64 state that: “waste will be minimised and re-used or 

recycled where possible and otherwise disposed of in a responsible manner; 

sorted according to the waste hierarchy and be disposed of in the appropriate 

manner.” 
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4.12. The issue regarding Erf 2003 forming part of Dolphin’s Leap 

Development and that its part of a conservation area needs to be 

addressed and more comprehensive background and feedback on 

this particular issue or concern must be provided in the final BAR to 

ensure that the development proposal is not in conflict with the 

Constitution of the Homeowners Association, as claimed by I&APs in 

the draft BAR. 

 

4.12 Appendix L has been added to the BAR – this includes a letter from Fiona 

Williamson Attorneys stating: 

 
 

4.13. Interested and Affected Parties (WRRA) raised objections against a 

separate designated parking area along the eastern boundary of the 

property that will also be accessed from the current servitude road in 

the north-eastern corner of the property (Gate#2), which makes 

provision for 4x parking bays. The revised Site Development Plan (SDP) 

must demonstrate or reflect that this issue has been satisfactorily 

addressed in the final BAR.  

 

4.13. Revised Site Development Plan only shows 1 entrance with a designated 

parking areas in the northwestern section of the property that makes provision 

for a total of 8x vehicles. 

 

 

4.14. Your response to the need for a boardwalk is noted. However, your 

motivation should be aligned and informed by the criteria set out in the 

Guideline on Need and Desirability, as well as the findings of the 

specialist assessment. Note that the Need and Desirability Guideline 

should be applied to the whole development.  

4.14 Please refer to Appendix K which has dealt with the Need and Desirability 

of the proposed activity in terms of the department’s guideline: Guideline on 

Need and Desirability, EIA Guideline And Information Document Series (March 

2013) 

4.15. Section H of the draft BAR comparatively considered the identified 

alternatives but fails to include the “no-go” option as a baseline against 

which all other alternatives must be measured. The No-Go alternative 

is considered in isolation in the draft BAR and must be comparatively 

considered with the other two identified alternatives. Please refer to the 

Guideline on Alternatives (March 2013) of this Department.  

 

4.15 This has been undertaken.  

 

5. This Directorate awaits the submission of the final Basic Assessment 

Report.   

 

5. There is currently a Revised Draft BAR out for public review and commenting.  

6. Please note that the proposed development may not commence 

prior to an environmental authorisation being granted by this 

Directorate.  

 

6. Noted.  
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7. This Department reserves the right to revise or withdraw initial 

comments or request further information from you based on any 

new or revised information received. 

 

7. Noted. 

Department of Infrastructure – Vanessa Stoffels – 25/01/2024 

 

 
1. Your unreferenced and undated notice of the abovementioned 

public participation running to 19 February 2024 refers.  

 

 

2. This Branch is not affected by this development proposal, and from 

an environmental point of view this Branch offers no objection to it. 

 

 
Thank you for your comments. 
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Forestry, Fisheries & the Environment (DFFE) – Melanie Koen – 16/2/2024 

 
1. Forestry is responsible for the implementation and the enforcement of 

the National Forest Act (NFA), Act 84 of 1998 as amended and the National 

Veld and Forest Fire Act, Act 101 of 1998 as amended (NVFFA).  

 

1. Noted  

2. Section 15 of the National Forest Act (NFA) (Act No. 84 of 1998) as 

amended prohibits the cutting, disturbing, damaging or destroying of 

protected tree species without a licence. Section 7 of the National Forest 

Act (NFA), act no 84 of 1998 as amended provides for the prohibition of 

the destruction of indigenous trees in any natural forest without a license. 

Under Section 7 of the NFA the whole forest ecosystem is protected and 

not just the indigenous/ protected trees within the forest. “Forest” is defined 

in the NFA to include i.a. “a natural forest… and the ecosystems which it 

makes up”, thereby including all components of the forest, not only the 

trees.” Under section 62 (1) of the NFA any person who contravenes the 

prohibition of certain acts in relation to trees in natural forests referred to in 

Section 7 (1) is guilty of a second category offence. A person who is guilty 

of a second category offence may be sentenced on a first conviction for 

that offence to a fine or imprisonment for a period of up to two years, or to 

both a fine and such imprisonment.  

 

2. All relevant licenses will be applied for prior to the disturbance of the forest 

and any protected tree species within it.  

 

3. According to the report: the whole of the property consists of 

pristine Indigenous Forest; the property is currently zoned as Open space 

III. 

 

3. This is correct.  

 

4. According to the report: “Proposed Development: Buildings and 

Structures: 1 x main dwelling house of 200 m² with a deck of 175m² and a 

30m² swimming pool = Total footprint 405m², 4 x self-catering 2-storey tree-

top pods of 98m² each with a 42m² deck for each unit = Total footprint 

560m²; Proposed Development: Infrastructure: There will be designated 

parking areas in the northwestern section of the property that also makes 

provision for a total of 8x vehicles = Total footprint 337m2 

 

4. Correct. 
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5. Forestry conclude/ request the following:  

a. Forestry request that the developmental footprint be kept to an 

absolute minimum- and thus does not support above proposal. 

b. The above Landowner has no property rights for above proposal.  

c. Forestry further strongly object to above proposal  

d. Forestry request that one dwelling unit be maintained- as per past 

Land-Use approvals- and future proposals be forwarded for comment to 

accommodate previous said request; and further suggest that Bed & 

Breakfast options be looked into within the parameters of the one dwelling 

unit.  

e. Kindly note that this letter is not a NFA licence. Continuing above 

activity without a valid NFA licence is illegal and a criminal offence under 

the NFA.  

 

5(a) – The development proposal equates to the development of only 

approximately 3.58% of the total site area. This is a very minimal area.  

 

5(b) – Please see attached Appendix L included in the BAR.  

 

Response provided by Marike Vreken Town Planners: 

 
The Dolphins Leap HOA is not a functional HOA nor is there a chairman acting 

on behalf of the homeowners Dolphins Leap, this was confirmed by George 

Municipality. Therefore, the landowner did not take this into consideration. 

 

As per Clause 29 of the Land Use Planning Ordinance 15/1985 (under which 

regulations the HOA came into being in 1993), any governing document or 

regulation pertaining to land use and development must be approved by the 

relevant municipal authority to hold legal validity. It has come to our attention 

that the constitution of the Dolphins Leap HOA has not received approval from 
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the Garden Route Eden District Municipality (George), rendering it legally non-

binding, especially in matters concerning land use and development within its 

jurisdiction. Refer to attached legal opinion (Appendix L). 

 

It must be noted that all the relevant spatial planning policies and the 

Integrated Zoning Scheme By-Law encourage these types of developments 

within the conservation areas, sustainably with a proper environmental 

management plan and minimal environmental impact. The natural features 

and amenities that the garden route has to offer are the main tourism attraction 

and access to these areas for all can be done with these types of 

development. 

 

The George Integrated Zoning Scheme By-Law allows for tourist 

accommodation as a listed consent use and the landowners are within their 

rights to apply for the proposed land use (encouraged to be situated in these 

areas). All development applications are assessed on a case-to-case basis, 

and the fact that tourism accommodation is approved on one property does 

not mean guaranteed approval for any other land use application similar to 

this. The merit, desirability, the impact on surrounding landowners and the 

environment are some of the determining factors. This application at hand must 

be considered and its impact on the environment. The proposal in its current 

setting is encouraged, as long as it is done in a sustainable manner with 

minimal impact. Tourist accommodation is not encouraged within 

demarcated urban areas. 

 

The dynamics have changed since this approval was issued and other factors 

such as socio-economic impact, character of the area all contributes to the 

feasibility etc. play a role in the decision making of whether the proposed use 

is desirable. The dynamics was different at the time of implementation of these 

conditions and the municipality must look at all the relevant considerations 

before making a decision, not only a condition imposed in the early 1990’s. It 

is unclear what ‘building restrictions, the proposed development will fail to 

comply with. The vision for conservation areas today may not have been the 

case in early 1990’s, but more than 30 years later times have changed, and 

land use planning encourages these types of development.  

 

The purpose of this process is to determine the impact on the environment and 

to assume the proposal will have a negative impact is premature and 

unsubstantiated.  
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“…The economy is the environment; a strategy founded on the principle that 

a sustainable economy in Eden District is an economy that is positioned for 

growth…” - Eden Spatial Development Framework (2017) 

Erf 2003 is a registered Erf on its own, with its own title deed and approved SG 

diagram. 

 

5(c) – Please provide reasons for your objection.  

 

5(d) – the biodiversity specialist has included the following recommendation 

in his report (Appendix G) – 

“If possible, no significant trees must be damaged by the proposed 

development. The proposal to raise units above the forest floor is supported, 

especially if these footprint areas are allowed to return to forest understorey. It 

would be preferable if no formal gardens are developed around the proposed 

units, but that the indigenous forest vegetation is retained as a feature of the 

development.” 

Having one dwelling would result in several impacts. Please see attached BAR.  

 

5(e) Acknowledged.  

 

6. Forestry reserves the right to revise initial comment based on any 

additional information that may be received. 

 

6. Noted.  

ORGANS OF STATE  
Breeder-Olifants Catchment Management Agency (BOCMA) – SI Ndlovu – 06/02/2024 

 
 

Reference is made to the above-mentioned Draft Basic Assessment Report 

made available to Breede-Olifants Catchment Management Agency 

(BOCMA) for comments.  

 

The following are BOCMA comments relating to the Draft Basic Assessment 

Report for the proposed construction of a residential dwelling and four self-

catering guest cottages on Erf 2003, which should be adhered to: 

 

1. The water supply of the proposed development that will be 

provided for by a Water Services Provider (WSP) i.e. municipality, 

there must be an agreement in place between the user and the 

municipality and water charges must be paid directly the 

municipality.  

The EAP had requested further clarification from BOCMA regarding their 

standardised comments. Additional information was provided to BOCMA and 

the case officer provided final input: 
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2. Please note that no water shall be derived from any water resource 

and used on Erf 2003 for any purposes without prior approval by 

means of a water use authorization in terms of section 22 of the 

National Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998).  

 

3. The disposal of treated effluent from the sewerage treatment plant 

to the open environment is not allowed.  There are various methods 

that can be used e.g. treat the wastewater and irrigate the 

landscapes which will trigger water use(s)in terms of section 21(e) 

of the National Water Act, which refers to engaging in a controlled 

activity or appoint a services provider to remove the wastewater 

and take it to the nearby wastewater treatment works facility.  

 

4. Any disposal or discharge of wastewater to the environment must 

be regulated and/or authorized, where necessary, in terms of the 

water uses triggered, as contemplated in section 21 of the National 

Water Act.  

 

5. It is recommended to use conservancy tank(s) instead of septic 

tanks/French drains to dispose domestic wastewater and 

conservancy tanks must be emptied on regular basis to prevent 

detriment impacts on groundwater resources.  

 

6. All reasonable measures shall have to be taken to prevent the 

potential pollution of the groundwater resources due to the 

proposed onsite sanitation facilities i.e. a service provider must be 

appointed to remove domestic wastewater from 

septic/conservancy tanks.  

 

7. As required by section 22 of the National Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 

36 of 1998), a Water Use Authorization is required prior to 

commencement with any water use activity contemplated in 

section 21 of the National Water Act. Moreover, commencement 

with any water use activity without an authorization as required by 

section 22 of National Water Act constitutes an offence in terms of 

section 151(1)(a) of the National Water Act. In terms of section 

151(2) of the National Water Act, any person who contravenes is 

guilty of an offence and liable, on first conviction to a fine or an 
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imprisonment of a period not exceeding five years of both such a 

fine and imprisonment.  

 

8. In light of the above, you are advised that the onus remains with 

the property owner to adhere to the National Water Act, prior to 

commencement with any water use contemplated in section 21 of 

National Water Act that is associated with the proposed 

development.  

 

9. Kindly note that this office reserves the right to amend and revise its 

comments as well as to request any further information.  

 

10. The BOCMA office can be contacted for further information 

related to the requirement for, or the application for a Water Use 

Authorisation.  

 

11. Should you wish to apply for a water use authorization for 

unregistered water uses triggered by the proposed activities, you 

may apply electronically by logging onto the Department of Water 

and Sanitation (DWS) website at http://www.dws.gov.za/e-

WULAAS. 

 

12. Should you have further enquiries, the office can be contacted or 

alternatively contact Mr. SI Ndlovu at the above-mentioned 

contact number or on sndlovu@bocma.co.za 

 

 

 
 

 
SANPARKS – Dr Vanessa Weyers – 28/02/2024 

 
Erf 2003, Wilderness, known as Wilderness Sky, is situated in the Buffer Zone 

of the Garden Route National Park (GRNP), approx. 1.6km from the 

Wilderness section of the GRNP (Fig. 1). The property is situated on a 

hillslope north and above the N2, is steep in portions, and is dissected by a 

drainage valley (Fig. 2). Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA1), both forest and 

terrestrial, designated in terms of the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial 

As per the Vegetation Assessment, 4 September 2021: 

http://www.dws.gov.za/e-WULAAS
http://www.dws.gov.za/e-WULAAS
mailto:sndlovu@bocma.co.za
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Plan, cover the entire property (Fig. 3). Critical Biodiversity Areas are 

required to be safeguarded in their natural or near-natural state, with no 

further loss of natural habitat, because they are critical for conserving 

biodiversity and maintaining ecosystem functioning.  

 

The property is legally mapped as containing Garden Route Shale Fynbos, 

(FFh 9) which is listed as Endangered in the National Environmental 

Management Biodiversity Act (Act No. 10 of 2004), Revised National List of 

Ecosystems that are Threatened and in Need of Protection GNR No. 2747, 

18 November 2022 (Fig. 4). 

 

The property is a greenfield site with no existing infrastructure on site. 

Indigenous forest vegetation is undisturbed and in a pristine condition. 

Strategically this is an important property in the Buffer Zone and securing 

the integrity of the CBA is key. Achieving a conservation outcome on this 

property is therefore important to SANParks.  

 

Erf 2003, Wilderness is 2,81ha in extent, is situated outside the urban Edge, 

and is owned by Wentzel Coetzer and Wessel Wessels. The property is 

zoned Open Space Zone III (Fig. 5). 
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The development application is a Basic Assessment in terms of the National 

Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) and the 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations of 2014 (as amended). A 

Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR) dated 19/01/2024 was reviewed for 

comment.  

 

The ‘Preferred Alternative’ development proposal (Fig.7), as per the DBAR 

entails: 
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An ‘Alternative 1’, development proposal (Fig.8) as per the DBAR entails: 
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Access is described as follows: 
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     Fig. 8 Site Development Plan (Alternative 1)  

 

The following protocols are noted in the DBAR –  
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SANParks conducted a site inspection on 14/02/2024 together with Eco 

Route/Janet Ebersohn, WRRA/Balvindra Walter, WALEAF/Charles Scott, and 

DFFE/Melanie Koen (Fig. 9). 
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Point 1: Site Development Plan  

SANParks does not support the ‘Alternative 1’, development proposal.  

 

With regards to the ‘Preferred Alternative’ development proposal, 

SANParks has no objection to the construction of the main dwelling house 

of 200m2 with a deck of 175m2 and a 30m2 swimming pool: total building 

footprint 405m2. With an access driveway, parking area included for only 

the main dwelling house, and with municipal water supply, and rainwater 

harvesting off rooves, and the use of a Clarus Fusion ® Sewage Treatment 

Plant, subject to George Municipal approval. 

 

SANParks does not support and objects to the construction of the four self-

catering 2-storey tree-top pods of 98m2 each with a 42m2 deck for each 

unit: total footprint 560m2. Inclusive of their proposed walkways and 

parking bays. The proposed sites fall within mapped CBA1s, Endangered 

Garden Route Shale Fynbos, and within intact Greenfield undisturbed 

forest areas. The construction of the four pods in these areas will serve to 

fragment the landscape and will result in unacceptable biodiversity loss.  

 

An alternative development option may be to increase the disturbance 

footprint of the main dwelling to accommodate a single guest house.  

 

Point 1: 

 

 
 

 
 

 

This has been included in the assessment of the BAR.  
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The following points which were raised by the George Municipality in a pre-

application meeting held 2 June 2021, as extracted from the DBAR, have 

a further bearing: 

 

 
 

 

 

Point 2: Disturbance Footprint Areas  

Disturbance footprint area calculations provided represent mostly building 

footprint areas and not disturbance footprint areas. Calculations have not 

been provided for possible embankments and the difficulties associated 

with construction occurring on steep slopes, which invariably may result in 

a larger disturbance footprint area. The laying of pipelines for services 

through steep difficult terrain may prove problematic. No area calculation 

has been provided for the driveway. Disturbance footprint areas may be 

an underestimate. 

 

The following is noted in the DBAR: 

 
 

Point 2:  

Service infrastructure will be connected to walkways where possible – this will 

decrease the volume of earth being excavated.   

Engineering Services Report: It proposed that as far as possible, roof water in 

gathered and stored in Jo-Jo Tanks at each of the cottages and the main 

house. From these tanks overflows will be provided onto a stone pitched base 

(1m x 1m x 0.2m thick). 

Point 3: Zoning  

Erf 2003 Wilderness is currently zoned Open Space Zone III (OSZIII). The 

specialist planning report prepared by Marike Vreken, dated October 2023 

states: 

 

Point 3: Please note that the recommendation “to increase the disturbance 

footprint of the main dwelling to accommodate a single guest house” will 

require a consent use approval as well.  
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SANParks does not support and objects to the application for consent uses, 

i.e., items (i) and (ii) above. Open Space Zone III (OSZIII) is intended for 

‘nature conservation’ application use and in the context of this very high 

biodiversity value property should remain applicable. 

 

Point 4: Geotechnical and Hydrological Sensitivity  Point 4: The engineer has provided suitable stormwater management actions 

in his report (Appendix G) which need to be followed. In addition, soil 
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The DBAR Geotechnical specialist report (Iain Paton Consulting 

Geotechnical Engineers and Engineering Geologists) notes: 

 
During the George Municipality pre-application meeting a concern was 

raised regarding potential landslides. 

 

The Geotechnical specialist report further notes: 

 
Stormwater runoff is a further concern noted: 

 
 

Geotechnical sensitivity and hydrological constraints are evident which 

could be further exacerbated by construction occurring on the moderate 

to steep slopes, by the proximity of the drainage valley, by stormwater 

runoff, all compounded by climate change impacts.  

 

compaction leading to increased stormwater runoff will be minimal as the 

entire development is proposed to be constructed on stilts.  

 

Point 5: Conservation Value  

The property is considered to have very high conservation value, due to 

the presence of CBA1s across the entire property, the presence of 

Endangered Garden Route Shale Fynbos, a functional drainage valley, 

and as the site is a greenfield site, undisturbed, with intact vegetation 

communities. The specialist study, by Dr David Hoare notes the presence 

of three protected tree species (Curtisia dendata, Sideroxylon inerme, and 

Pittosporum viridiflorum), and three listed animal species (Knysna Warbler, 

Duthie’s Golden Mole, and a small antelope). The site is steep in places 

and has high visual sensitivity, due to its proximity to the N2, a tourism 

corridor. No visual impact assessment specialist study has been 

undertaken.  

 

It is suggested that the landowner investigate formal or informal Biodiversity 

Stewardship Agreement options for the property, to safeguard the 

Point 5: Please see attached Appendix G7 for VIA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This will be undertaken.  
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biodiversity value of property. Such an agreement must be written in as a 

condition of approval for any Environmental Authorisation that may be 

granted by the Competent Authority. 

 

Point 6: Summary and Way Forward  

SANParks does not support the ‘Alternative 1’, development proposal. With 

regards to the ‘Preferred Alternative’ development proposal, SANParks has 

no objection to the construction of the main dwelling house but does not 

support and objects to the construction of the four self-catering 2-storey 

tree-top pods. These proposed sites fall within legally mapped CBA1s, 

Endangered Garden Route Shale Fynbos, and within intact Greenfield 

undisturbed forest areas. The construction of the four pods in these areas 

will serve to fragment the landscape and will result in unacceptable 

biodiversity loss. The property is considered to have high conservation 

value. An alternative development option may be to increase the 

disturbance footprint of the main dwelling to accommodate a single guest 

house.  

 

Disturbance footprint areas may be an underestimate. Allowance must be 

made for the driveway area and for construction occurring on steep slopes 

with the need for embankments.  

 

SANParks does not support and objects to the application for OSZIII 

consent uses. Open Space Zone III is intended for ‘nature conservation’ 

application use, and in the context of this very high biodiversity value 

property should remain applicable.  

 

Geotechnical and hydrological sensitivities are evident which could further 

be exacerbated by construction occurring on the moderate to steep 

slopes, by the proximity of the drainage valley, by stormwater runoff, all 

compounded by climate change impacts.  

 

The landowner’s attention is drawn to the National Environmental 

Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act 10 of 2004) (NEM:BA) Alien and 

Invasive Species Regulations, 25 September 2020, where a landowner is 

legally responsible for the removal of alien vegetation on their property. 

The owner should formalise an Invasive Alien Vegetation Control Plan as 

required by the NEM:BA. 

 

 

Point 6: Addressed above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Addressed above. 

 

 

 

 

Addressed above. 

 

 

 

Addressed above.  

 

 

 

 

There are currently no alien invasive plant species on the property. An Alien 

Invasive Management Plan has been included in the EMPr.  
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Compliance with the National Veld and Forest Fire Act (Act 101 of 1998) is 

required. The landowner is encouraged to become a member of the 

Southern Cape Fire Protection Association, if not already a member.  

 

A permit from the Department of Forestry, Fisheries & the Environment 

(DFFE) must be attained should any protected tree species be disturbed 

on the property, as per the National Forests Act, 84 of 1998, as amended.  

 

It is suggested that the landowner investigate potential formal or informal 

Biodiversity Stewardship Agreement options which must be written in as a 

condition of approval for any Environmental Authorisation that may be 

granted by the Competent Authority.  

 

During construction of the main dwelling, care should be exercised to:  

• Ensure minimal disturbance of the adjacent indigenous forest;  

• Use low impact earthmoving machinery; 

• Adhere to George Municipality approved sewerage system 

requirements;  

• Adhere to George Municipality Fencing by-law;  

• Minimise stormwater surface runoff;  

• Mitigate against the risk of slope failure, particularly as the site is in 

proximity to the N2, and so as to avoid damage to the forest;  

• Adhere to all geotechnical engineer requirements;  

• Minimise the visual impact of the dwelling, by reducing night light 

pollution, and by painting the dwelling in earth tone colours.  

 

SANParks reserves the right to revise initial comments if additional 

information becomes available. 

 

This will be undertaken. 

 

 

 

This will be undertaken and has been included in management actions of the 

BAR and EMPr. 

 

 

This will be undertaken.  

 

 

 

 

Thank you. These recommendations have been included in the BAR.  

 

Cape Nature – Megan Simons – 07/03/2024 
 

CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to review the 

above report. Please note that our comments only pertain to the 

biodiversity related impacts and not to the overall desirability of the 

application. 

 

CapeNature has previously provided comments for this application 

(CapeNature reference: LE14/2/6/1/6/2/ERF2003_Housing_Wilderness). 

Following a review of the dBAR we wish to make the following comments: 
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1. The specialist described the vegetation to be Southern 

Afrotemperate Forest with elements of Goukamma Dune Thicket which are 

both (SANBI 2022). Furthermore, the Vlok and de Villiers (2007) fine scale 

vegetation map describes the vegetation Wolwe River Fynbos-Forest. 

Therefore, it is important to note that fynbos is a fire-maintained ecosystems 

and fire plays an important role in determining species composition and 

community type. Thus, in the absence of fire fynbos will become senescent 

and mosaics of forest and thicket pioneer’s species will start “invading” 

(Rebelo et al. 2006).  

 

2. The change in vegetation structure and species composition 

indicates the fynbos on the property has not been managed and 

maintained properly. Furthermore, the build-up of fuel loads (in the 

absence of fire) and the presence of invasive alien plants in the greater 

Wilderness area pose a serious fire risk. 

 

3. The proposed development footprint will be in CBA (Forest). These 

forests are vulnerable to edge effects and the proposed development 

may disrupt the ecological integrity of this sensitive habitat (Rebelo, 2016)4. 

 

4. Forest vegetation and indigenous protected trees must not be 

killed or pruned without a permit from the DFFE. In addition, a CapeNature 

permit would be required for plant and animal search-and-rescue. 

 

5. The botanical specialist concluded the drainage valley is an 

important for hydrological function of the site and that the proposed 

development will not have an impact on this system. Has a freshwater 

specialist been consulted to confirm this? 

 

6. As the soil erodibility is moderate, we remind the applicant that the 

geology is unstable removing vegetation will destabilise the soil and result 

in land slipping. Additionally, the heavy rainfall events may also 

exacerbate the soil condition. 

 

7. CapeNature reminds the applicant of Section 28 of National 

Environmental Management Act (NEMA) (Act 104 of 1998 as amended) 

(Duty of Care). 

 

In conclusion, the property falls entirely within CBA and forms part of a 

continuous CBA corridor towards the east. Furthermore, urban expansion 

in the broader area will fragment the CBA corridor, which is important for 

 

 

1. Noted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Noted. No alien invasive species were noted on the property.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. CBAs have not been formally recognised by the Competent Authorities.  

 

 

4. All relevant licenses will be applied for prior to the disturbance of the forest 

and any protected tree species within it. 

 

5. The specialist has provided a buffer area of 30m; however, the development 

has been designed to not have any negative impact on the drainage area.  

 

 

 

6. Due to the development being on stilts, the impact of soil erodibility is greatly 

reduced.  

 

 

 

 

 

7. Noted.  
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the conservation of the species, ecosystems, supporting ecological 

processes, and landscape connectivity. The total development footprint 

will be 1105m2 of Endangered vegetation, natural CBAs, and sensitive 

forest habitat. We therefore support the alternative proposed by SANParks 

to increase the disturbance footprint of the main dwelling. CapeNature 

does not support the loss of natural CBA that is incompatible with the 

management objectives of CBAs. 

 

CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments and request 

further information based on any additional information that may be 

received. 

NGO  
Wilderness & Lakes Environmental Action Forum (WALEAF) – 15/02/2024 
 

WALEAF represented by Balvindra Walter and Charles Scott attended a 

site visit together with Vanessa Weyer from Sanparks, Melanie Koen from 

DFFE Forestry, and Janet Ebersohn from Ecoroute on 14th February 2024. 

Wilderness Erf 2003 is currently zoned “Open Space Zone III (OSZIII)” in terms 

of the George Integrated Zoning Scheme by Law 2023, and is 2,8135 Ha in 

extent. The property is currently vacant, and is covered in a protected 

indigenous forest. Besides this EIA process, the land use application will 

consist of the following: 
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WALEAF is totally opposed to this application to erect 5 dwellings, as on 

25th August 1994, the Wilderness Municipality approved of the subdivision 

of erf 1 Wilderness into 4 portions (Erven 2002, 2003, 2004, and Rem 1 

Wilderness), with the proviso that only ONE DWELLING may be erected on 

each of the sub divisible portions (see annexure 1). In addition, as part of 

the approval, a homeowner’s association had to be formed, of which 

each of the 4 property owners had to be members/trustees, all of whom 

have to abide by the conditions set in Constitution of the Dolphin’s Leap 

Homeowners Association (see annexure 2).  

 

One very important condition which the municipality set in 1994 was: 

 

 
 

Erf 2003 is part of Dolphins Leap which was set up primarily as a 

conservation area with only a single residential building allowed per erf to 

ensure minimum impact on the flora and fauna The owner of erf 2003 

purchased the property with the full knowledge that he was buying into 

Dolphin’s Leap, and that building restrictions were in place preventing the 

erection of more than one dwelling. He knew that there were three other 

members of this association, who could object to any proposal which he 

might have made, should such proposal/s be contrary to the Constitution. 

 

Response provided by Marike Vreken Town Planners: 

 

The Dolphins Leap HOA is not a functional HOA nor is there a chairman acting 

on behalf of the homeowners Dolphins Leap, this was confirmed by George 

Municipality. Therefore, the landowner did not take this into consideration. 

 

As per Clause 29 of the Land Use Planning Ordinance 15/1985 (under which 

regulations the HOA came into being in 1993), any governing document or 

regulation pertaining to land use and development must be approved by the 

relevant municipal authority to hold legal validity. It has come to our attention 

that the constitution of the Dolphins Leap HOA has not received approval from 

the Garden Route Eden District Municipality (George), rendering it legally non-

binding, especially in matters concerning land use and development within 

its jurisdiction. Refer to attached legal opinion in Appendix L. 

 

It must be noted that all the relevant spatial planning policies and the 

Integrated Zoning Scheme By-Law encourage these types of developments 

within the conservation areas, sustainably with a proper environmental 

management plan and minimal environmental impact. The natural features 

and amenities that the garden route has to offer are the main tourism 

attraction and access to these areas for all can be done with these types of 

development. 

 

The George Integrated Zoning Scheme By-Law allows for tourist 

accommodation as a listed consent use and the landowners are within their 

rights to apply for the proposed land use (encouraged to be situated in these 

areas). All development applications are assessed on a case-to-case basis, 

and the fact that tourism accommodation is approved on one property does 

not mean guaranteed approval for any other land use application similar to 

this. The merit, desirability, the impact on surrounding landowners and the 

environment are some of the determining factors. This application at hand 

must be considered and its impact on the environment. The proposal in its 

current setting is encouraged, as long as it is done in a sustainable manner 

with minimal impact. Tourist accommodation is not encouraged within 

demarcated urban areas. 
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With respect to the 4 proposed cottages, the applicant states the 

following:  

 

“The 4x pods will be of steel, glass, wood and be constructed on stilts 

about 4-5m above ground levels to be very light on the environment and 

have views of the ocean.”  

 

If these proposed cottages are 5 metres above ground, and then have 2 

storeys on top of that, the total height will exceed 10 metres, which will be 

in violation of the zoning scheme by-law, and the old Wilderness Structure 

Plan.  

 

She then states “The visual impact will be insignificant” and “…..it will be 

very difficult to see these units.” We cannot agree with such statements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response from architect: the pods have been designed to be +/-8m above 

NGL height restriction line that applies in most zoning schemes to single 

residential type structures. The municipality will confirm the final height allowed 

for this development.  

 

Response provided by Marike Vreken Town Planners: 

 

- The George Zoning Scheme does not prescribe a height for tourist 

accommodation units, it does state that conditions shall be laid down 

by George Municipality with regards to development parameters, 

density, layout, landscaping and building design, and a layout plan 

shall be approved by and filed with the local authority, clearly 

indicating the position of all structures. This means the applicant should 

come with a proposal and the municipality will advise. During the pre-

application consultation George Mun stated that 
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How can the visual impact of 4 dwellings of over 10 metres in height be 

insignificant?  

Please note: The old Wilderness Structure plan restricted dwelling houses 

in a conservation zone to single storey and maximum height of 5m.  

 

The approval conditions, also stated the following:  

 

The dwelling house should also follow the profile of the property, thus 

“step” and must be constructed with materials of natural colours. 

 

The building lines and height restrictions should be determined with the 

main purpose of conservation.  

 

A visual impact assessment will be required.  

We note that no proper visual impact study has been submitted. 

 

 
 

“…Detailed development parameters will be determined when more 

information becomes available with the main purpose of conservation 

of the environment…” 

Parameters to be determined by the local authority. 

 

Visual impact – please see attached Appendix G7.  

 

- ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS FOR THIS PROPERTY 

This has been included in the assessment in the BAR.  
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We note that no plans or elevations have been submitted for the primary 

dwelling. As it is a condition of the subdivision that a visual impact 

assessment is required for anything erected on the property, what is 

envisaged for the primary dwelling needs to be included in the draft BAR, 

in order for all interested and affected parties being allowed to comment 

on the visual impact of such dwelling. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The primary dwelling has been assessed in the visual impact assessment. The 

EIA process does not require final detailed plans to be submitted as part of the 

assessment. This is for the town planning application.  

 

 

 

 

An alternative option 2 has been included and assessed in the BAR.  
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ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS FOR THIS PROPERTY 

 

Part of any impact assessment is to look at alternatives, and this also 

includes alternative sites. If the owner wanted to invest in a tourist 

accommodation business, he should have considered alternative sites 

elsewhere in the area (not on erf 2003), to achieve all the benefits that are 

listed in the proposal, with a lower impact than the present proposal. 

 

Only two possible options were offered to us in the draft BAR documents 

from Ecoroute. These 2 options are : 

 

Option 1 : main dwelling plus 4 cottages (preferred option) 

Option 2 : main dwelling plus 5 cottages (alternative option) 

 

WALEAF would like to offer the following additional options which also 

need to be considered by all I&APs : 

 

Option 3 : one dwelling house only : in line with 1994 subdivision approval 

Option 4 : one dwelling house, with 4 attached guest rooms, making it a 

guest house, creating one single building. 

Option 5 : relax the 20 metre building lines in order to position any building 

closer to the boundaries of the property, where less indigenous vegetation 

will need to be destroyed. 

Option 6 : No development at all. 
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PUBLIC 

Richard and Jacqui O’Donnell – 19/02/2024 

 
I have been thinking about this a bit more and I think I would like to add 

that the units look far too high and will be a bit of an eye-sore from the 

beach as they are not made of natural materials that will blend in. 

 

Richard and Jacqui O’Donnell – 22/01/2024 

With reference to the above proposal, I wish to make the following 

comments: 

The comments that I submitted to the previous submission still stand. 

The driving force for the creation of Dolphin’s Leap in 1994 was to protect 

and conserve nature, and in particular the pristine dune thicket with its 

associated flora and fauna. This was a far-sighted decision. This pristine 

land needs to be conserved rather than used for “tourism growth” where 

there are many other land opportunities in the area for development. It 

does not have to go on Erf 2003. 

When we purchased my property, I considered many options before 

selecting Erf 2002. The real attraction for Erf 2002 was the fact that it was 

immersed in nature where there would be very little traffic, noise and 

much privacy. The proposed development sets a precedent for further 

development of all erfs in Dolphins Leap which would disturb the whole 

environment. If we take 10 cars per Erf and 5 dwellings per Erf the sanctity 

of the area has gone forever. 

The main motivation for the proposed development is for jobs and 

tourism. No alternative sites were considered. These objectives could be 

met by siting the development on other land in the larger Wilderness 

area. The purchaser should have thought about the restrictions of 

Dolphins Leap before purchase, if he intended a business. 

The notice that was put up implies that Erf 2003 is a standalone plot, 

which is not true. 

Response provided by Marike Vreken Town Planners: 

 

 

The Dolphins Leap HOA is not a functional HOA nor is there a chairman acting 

on behalf of the homeowners Dolphins Leap, this was confirmed by George 

Municipality. Therefore, the landowner did not take this into consideration. 

 

As per Clause 29 of the Land Use Planning Ordinance 15/1985 (under which 

regulations the HOA came into being in 1993), any governing document or 

regulation pertaining to land use and development must be approved by the 

relevant municipal authority to hold legal validity. It has come to our attention 

that the constitution of the Dolphins Leap HOA has not received approval from 

the Garden Route Eden District Municipality (George), rendering it legally non-

binding, especially in matters concerning land use and development within 

its jurisdiction. Refer to attached legal opinion Appendix L. 

 

It must be noted that all the relevant spatial planning policies and the 

Integrated Zoning Scheme By-Law encourage these types of developments 

within the conservation areas, sustainably with a proper environmental 

management plan and minimal environmental impact. The natural features 

and amenities that the garden route has to offer are the main tourism 

attraction and access to these areas for all can be done with these types of 

development. 

 

The George Integrated Zoning Scheme By-Law allows for tourist 

accommodation as a listed consent use and the landowners are within their 

rights to apply for the proposed land use (encouraged to be situated in these 

areas). All development applications are assessed on a case-to-case basis, 

and the fact that tourism accommodation is approved on one property does 

not mean guaranteed approval for any other land use application similar to 

this. The merit, desirability, the impact on surrounding landowners and the 

environment are some of the determining factors. This application at hand 

must be considered and its impact on the environment. The proposal in its 

current setting is encouraged, as long as it is done in a sustainable manner 
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Other: 

The swimming pool should not be allowed and additionally is very large. 

The noise impact of all the guests would be excessive for neighbours and 

environmentally it is not a good idea. The deck area seems to be 

excessive also. 

The number of chalets is too many. I would like to know what is the 

average percentage of developed land to total land in a “nature area”. 

Lighting to be kept to an absolute minimum as there are many nocturnal 

creatures and birds in the area. 

No future expansion, catering facilities, supply of alcohol or beverages 

must be tolerated. 

Not sure if this is too early: All employees should be South African from 

Wilderness area only. Can you elaborate on the number of employees 

envisaged? 

We are very very happy to have one dwelling, in line with Dolphins Leap 

requirements. 

with minimal impact. Tourist accommodation is not encouraged within 

demarcated urban areas. 

 

The dynamics have changed since this approval was issued and other factors 

such as socio-economic impact, character of the area all contributes to the 

feasibility etc. play a role in the decision making of whether the proposed use 

is desirable. The dynamics was different at the time of implementation if these 

conditions and the municipality must look at all the relevant considerations 

before making a decision, not only a condition imposed in the early 1990’s. It 

is unclear what ‘building restrictions, the proposed development will fail to 

comply with. The vision for conservation areas today may not have been the 

case in early 1990’s, but more than 30 years later times have changed, and 

land use planning encourages these types of development.  

 

The purpose of this process is to determine the impact on the environment and 

to assume the proposal will have a negative impact is premature and 

unsubstantiated.  

 

“…The economy is the environment; a strategy founded on the principle that 

a sustainable economy in Eden District is an economy that is positioned for 

growth…” - Eden Spatial Development Framework (2017) 

Erf 2003 is a registered Erf on its own, with its own title deed and approved SG 

diagram. 

 

Other: 

- The swimming pool is 30m² and situated adjacent to the main dwelling 

house. To state that a landowner should not be allowed to construct a 

swimming pool on their land is unreasonable. This is exercising their 

primary land use rights. 

- pods are proposed. The total coverage will be 3.58% the total 

disturbance area will be 1105m² and the property size is 2,8135 ha. It 

must be noted that the pods and the boardwalk will be on stilts above 

the forest floor. 

- This will be taken into consideration. The idea is to have minimal 

environmental impact thus the reason for the EIA process. 

- This proposal does not include the supply of any beverages or food it is 

only for self-catering accommodation units and the construction of a 

main dwelling house. This would the case with a guest house. 
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- The number of employees cannot be confirmed at this stage, but will 

during the planning stage. The idea is to source all (if possible) building 

materials locally. Use local professionals and local contractors. 

Louis Serfontein – 20/10/2023 

 

Reference is made to an email from Wentzel dated Tue 2023/10/24 1:01PM 

& Tue 2023/04/25 2:13PM respectively confirming that Mr Louis Serfontein 

withdrew his objection and sees no problem with the development. 
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Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning 

Shireen Pullen 

Directorate: Development Management, Region 3 

Shireen.Pullen@westerncape.gov.za | Tel: 044 814 2021 

REFERENCE:   16/3/3/1/D2/55/0001/24 

ENQUIRIES:   Shireen Pullen 

DATE OF ISSUE: 01 March 2024  

 
Wentzel Christoffel Coetzer & Wessel Philippus Wessels  

PO Box 26 

GROOT MARAIS 

2850 

 

Attention: Messrs WC Coetzer & WP Wessels     Email: wentzel@work.co.bw 

     

 

Dear Messrs 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT AND COMMENT ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT (“BAR”) 

FOR THE PROPOSED MAIN DWELLING, 4 SELF-CATERING COTTAGES AND ASSOCIATED 

INFRASTRUCTURE ON ERF 2003, WILDERNESS SKY, WILDERNESS 

 
1. The abovementioned document received by the Directorate: Development Management (Region 3), 

hereinafter referred to as “this Directorate” via electronic mail on 19 January 2024 refers. 

 

2. This letter serves as an acknowledgment of receipt of the Draft Basic Assessment Report by this 

Directorate on 19 January 2024. 

 

3. It is understood that the proposal has been amended and now entails the clearance of more than 300m2 

critically endangered vegetation and the establishment of tourism accommodation outside the urban 

area of Wilderness, within 5km of the Garden Route National Park and Kaaimans River Gorge Reserve to 

establish the following: 

• 1 x main dwelling house of 200 m² with a deck of 175m² and a 30m² swimming pool = Total footprint 

405m²  

• 4 x self-catering 2-storey tree-top pods of 98m² each with a 42m² deck for each unit = Total footprint 

560m²  

• Associated infrastructure consisting of:  

➢ parking areas in the northwestern section of the property that also makes provision for a total of 

8 x vehicles of approximately 337m2 

➢ a wooden decking walkway of approximately 194m2 that will be 0.5m above the forest floor 

meandering through the trees to the pods, from the parking areas to the main dwelling; and  

➢ a sewage treatment plant. 

 

4. This Directorate has reviewed the draft BAR and comment as follows:  

4.1. The draft BAR states that the proposed development will blend in with the natural surroundings and 

will not be visible from the adjacent properties or the N2 and will therefore not impact on the visual 

character or sense of place in the area. However, it is re-iterated that it is not clear on what findings 

and assessment the statement is based, as there is no Visual Impact Assessment attached to the 

draft BAR that complies with Appendix 6 of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended 2017). The 

Visual Impact Photomontage is not regarded as a Visual Impact Assessment and it is noted that you 

have re-submitted the Photomontage, despite the fact that this issue/concern has been raised 

http://www.westerncape.gov.za/
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previously by this Directorate in the comment on the application form.  Please ensure that you 

implement the Guideline for Involving Visual and Aesthetic Specialists in EIA Processes of this 

Department. 

 

4.2. The inclusion of the Visual Impact Photomontage and the input by an Architect is therefore 

considered insufficient to assess the landscape impact (such as tranquillity, beauty, a sense of place) 

and visual impact of the proposed development on people (i.e. neighbouring/surrounding residents 

and public road users, which this Directorate regards to be the main visual receptors that will be 
affected by the potential changes in views, visual amenity at different places, including publicly 

accessible locations and residential properties).  Failure to undertake a visual impact assessment 

that complies with Appendix 6 may prejudice the success of the application.  

 

4.3. Furthermore, the specific section in the draft BAR that deals with the assessment of the identified 

alternatives should be informed by the findings and recommendations of the Visual Impact 

Assessment and not be based on the result of a photomontage constructed by an Architect, which 

is not a visual specialist.  

 

4.4. It is further evident that there will be disturbance to and removal of indigenous vegetation, trees, 

topsoil, animal and plant habitat.  The applicant must ensure that he/she consults with, and obtains 

the necessary permits for the removal of any indigenous or protected vegetation/tree species from 

the relevant authorities, prior to any form of land clearing or disturbance.  

 

4.5. It is stated in the report that; “The system provides optimised nitrification and effluent quality to a 

standard that meets the requirements of the South African Department of Water Affairs and 

sanitation (DWS) for the release of such treated effluent back into the environment to meet the 

General Limit Values (GLV) in terms of Section 9 of the National Water Act No. 36 of 1998 (Re Source 

Water Solutions).”  However, it is not clear where in the environment the treated effluent will be 

released or whether there will be a secondary use of the treated effluent that will be discharged 

from the treatment system, given the fact that the mid-section of the property represents a drainage 

valley and channel, which could be subjected to possible pollution. 

 

4.6. The management of stormwater on the subject property is critical, as the property is characterised 

by a prominent drainage valley and channel, which drains water and surface runoff down towards 

the N2 national road that runs below it with very slippery sandy and clayey slopes that have 

collapsed on numerous occasions in the past, due to disturbance activities occurring at the top.  The 

cumulative effect of activities occurring at the top of mountainous properties or slopes can have a 

detrimental impact on both ecological or man-made infrastructure, which cannot be ignored. The 

impacts of the nature, extent and scope of the proposed development and its associated 

activities/infrastructure must be assessed holistically from both a site specific and cumulative 

perspective, given the location of the subject property in the context of the surrounding environment 

that are sensitive to any form of indiscriminate disturbance. It is acknowledged that the methodology 

to determine the significance ratings of the potential environmental impacts and risks associated 

with alternatives relates to direct, indirect and cumulative impacts.  However, EAP is required to 

comparatively assess all identified reasonable and feasible alternatives based on the findings of both 

site specific and cumulative impacts to inform the best practicable environmental option.  

 

4.7. According to the draft BAR the southern portion of the property has very steep slopes that were not 

surveyed, as it is not suitable for development. The draft BAR is however silent on the steepness of the 

slopes and the findings of the geotechnical studies for the proposed site or area that will be 

developed.  The stability and suitability of the slopes or area that will be developed must be 

confirmed by the appointed geotechnical specialist and geologist. The specialist consulting 

geotechnical engineers and geologists makes no mention of the steepness of slopes in the area that 

will be developed.   

 

4.8. Written confirmation on the supply of both domestic and fire water as stated in the draft BAR must 

be obtained from George Municipality. 
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4.9. The draft BAR mentions fire risks caused by vagrants that may illegally clear protected trees on the 

property.  The report however fails to explain how potential fires that occur on the property will be 

addressed or managed and what mitigation measures will be employed, besides the use of fire 

water (supply still to be confirmed by the municipality) to mitigate the effects and impacts of 

unforeseen fires on the property.  

 

4.10. It is further noted that the draft BAR recommends that effective stormwater management systems 

must be implemented to collect and discharge stormwater in a controlled manner down slope.  As 

such, a detailed Stormwater Management Plan must be developed and included as part of the 

Environmental Management Programme (EMPr). 

 

4.11. The draft BAR identifies solid waste as a negative impact, but fails to identify specific mitigation 

measures as to how this impact will be addressed or managed. 

 

4.12. The issue regarding Erf 2003 forming part of Dolphin’s Leap Development and that its part of a 

conservation area needs to be addressed and more comprehensive background and feedback on 

this particular issue or concern must be provided in the final BAR to ensure that the development 

proposal is not in conflict with the Constitution of the Home Owners Association, as claimed by I&APs 

in the draft BAR. 

 

4.13. Interested and Affected Parties (WRRA) raised objections against a separate designated parking 

area along the eastern boundary of the property that will also be accessed from the current 

servitude road in the north-eastern corner of the property (Gate#2), which makes provision for 4x 

parking bays.  The revised Site Development Plan (SDP) must demonstrate or reflect that this issue 

has been satisfactorily addressed in the final BAR. 

 

4.14. Your response to the need for a boardwalk is noted.  However, your motivation should be aligned 

and informed by the criteria set out in the Guideline on Need and Desirability, as well as the findings 

of the specialist assessment.  Note that the Need and Desirability Guideline should be applied to the 

whole development. 

 

4.15. Section H of the draft BAR comparatively considered the identified alternatives, but fails to include 

the “no-go” option as a baseline against which all other alternatives must be measured.  The No-Go 

alternative is considered in isolation in the draft BAR and must be comparatively considered with the 

other two identified alternatives.  Please refer to the Guideline on Alternatives (March 2013) of this 

Department. 

 

5. This Directorate awaits the submission of the final Basic Assessment Report. 

 

6. Please note that the proposed development may not commence prior to an environmental 

authorisation being granted by this Directorate. 

 

7. This Department reserves the right to revise or withdraw initial comments or request further information 

from you based on any new or revised information received. 

 

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

 

___________________ 

MR MALCOLM FREDERICKS 

CONTROL ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICER 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT SERVICES: REGION 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

 
Copies to: Ms. Janet Ebersohn  Eco-Route (EAP)   Email: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

   Ms. Samantha Teeluckdhari Eco-Route (EAP)   Email: samantha@ecoroute.co.za 

   Mr. Clinton Petersen  George Municipality  Email: cpetersen@george.gov.za  

Malcolm Fredericks Digitally signed by Malcolm Fredericks 
Date: 2024.03.02 07:13:27 +02'00'

http://www.westerncape.gov.za/
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FORESTR Y WESTER N CA PE :  Private Bag X 12, Knysna 6570 

Reference: EIA-WC-GR-0049-2023-24 
                               Enquiries:  M Koen/ Tel: (044) 302 6900/ Fax: (044) 382 5461/ E-mail:  MKoen@dffe.gov.za 

 

Eco Route  

Attention:  Janet  Ebersohn  

Email:  j ane t@ecoroute .co.za  

Tel /Fax:  044 874 0365   

 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

OF A RESIDENTIAL DWELLING AND FOUR SELF-CATERING GUEST COTTAGES ON ERF 2003, 

WILDERNESS:  
1 Forestry is responsible for the implementation and the enforcement of the National Forest Act (NFA), Act 84 of 1998 as amended and the National Veld and 

Forest Fire Act, Act 101 of 1998 as amended (NVFFA).  

 

2 Section 15 of the National Forest Act (NFA) (Act No. 84 of 1998) as amended prohibits the cutting, disturbing, damaging or destroying of protected tree 

species without a licence. Section 7 of the National Forest Act (NFA), act no 84 of 1998 as amended provides for the prohibition of the destruction of 

indigenous trees in any natural forest without a license. Under Section 7 of the NFA the whole forest ecosystem is protected and not just the indigenous/ 

protected trees within the forest. “Forest” is defined in the NFA to include i.a. “a natural forest… and the ecosystems which it makes up”, thereby including 

all components of the forest, not only the trees.” Under section 62 (1) of the NFA any person who contravenes the prohibition of certain acts in relation to 

trees in natural forests referred to in Section 7 (1) is guilty of a second category offence. A person who is guilty of a second category offence may be 

sentenced on a first conviction for that offence to a fine or imprisonment for a period of up to two years, or to both a fine and such imprisonment. 

 

3 According to the report: the whole of the property consists of pristine Indigenous Forest; the property is currently zoned as Open space III 

 

4 According to the report: “Proposed Development: Buildings and Structures: 1 x main dwelling house of 200 m² with a deck of 175m² and a 30m² swimming 

pool = Total footprint 405m², 4 x self-catering 2-storey tree-top pods of 98m² each with a 42m² deck for each unit = Total footprint 560m²; Proposed 

Development: Infrastructure: There will be designated parking areas in the northwestern section of the property that also makes provision for a total of 8x 

vehicles = Total footprint 337m2  

 
 

5 Forestry conclude/ request the following: 

a. Forestry request that the developmental footprint be kept to an absolute minimum- and thus does not support above proposal 

b. The above Landowner has no property rights for above proposal.  

c. Forestry further strongly object to above proposal 

d. Forestry request that one dwelling unit be maintained- as per past Land-Use approvals- and future proposals be forwarded for comment to 

accommodate previous said request; and further suggest that Bed & Breakfast options be looked into within the parameters of the one dwelling 

unit 

e. Kindly note that this letter is not a NFA licence. Continuing above activity without a valid NFA licence is illegal and a criminal offence under 

the NFA.  

6 Forestry reserves the right to revise initial comment based on any additional information that may be received. 

Yours Faithfully 

 

 

 

 
pp. AREA MANAGER FORESTRY: WESTERN CAPE 
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Eco-Route Environmental Consultancy 

PO Box 1252 

SEDGEFIELD 

6573 

 

Attention: Ms S Teeluckdhari 

 

Dear Madam 

 

 

DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF A RESIDENTIAL DWELLING 

AND FOUR SELF-CATERING GUEST COTTAGES ON ERF 2003, WILDERNESS, WESTERN CAPE 

 

 

1. Your unreferenced and undated notice of the abovementioned public participation 

running to 19 February 2024 refers. 

 

2. This Branch is not affected by this development proposal, and from an environmental 

point of view this Branch offers no objection to it. 

 

 

Yours Sincerely 

 

 
SW CARSTENS  

For DEPUTY DIRECTOR-GENERAL: TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE 

DATE: 25 JANUARY 2024 
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ENDORSEMENTS 

 

 

1. Eco-Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

Attention: Ms S Teeluckdhari (e-mail: samantha@ecoroute.co.za) 

 

 

2. District Roads Engineer 

Oudtshoorn 

 

 

3. Mr SW Carstens (e-mail) 

 

 

4. Mr E Burger (e-mail) 

 

 

5. Mr J van der Merwe (e-mail) 

 

 

6. Mr M Steyn (e-mail) 









The Western Cape Nature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature 
Board Members: Associate Prof Denver Hendricks (Chairperson), Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairperson), Ms Marguerite Loubser, Mr Mervyn 

Burton, Dr Colin Johnson, Prof Aubrey Redlinghuis, Mr Paul Slack 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy, 

P.O. Box 1252, 

Sedgefield, 

6573 

 

Attention: Ms Samantha Teeluckdhari 

By email: samantha@ecoroute.co.za    

 

Dear Ms Samantha Teeluckdhari 

 

THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

CONSTRUCTION OF A RESIDENTIAL DWELLING AND FOUR SELF-

CATERING GUEST COTTAGES ON ERF 2003, WILDERNESS, GEORGE LOCAL 

MUNICIPALITY, WESTERN CAPE. 

 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 

CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to review the above report. Please note 

that our comments only pertain to the biodiversity related impacts and not to the overall 

desirability of the application.  

 

CapeNature has previously provided comments for this application (CapeNature reference: 

LE14/2/6/1/6/2/ERF2003_Housing_Wilderness). Following a review of the dBAR we wish to make 

the following comments: 

 

1. The specialist described the vegetation to be Southern Afrotemperate Forest with 

elements of Goukamma Dune Thicket which are both (SANBI 2022)1. Furthermore, the 

Vlok and de Villiers (2007)2 fine scale vegetation map describes the vegetation Wolwe 

River Fynbos-Forest. Therefore, it is important to note that fynbos is a fire-maintained 

ecosystems and fire plays an important role in determining species composition and 

community type. Thus, in the absence of fire fynbos will become senescent and mosaics 

of forest and thicket pioneer’s species will start “invading” (Rebelo et al. 2006)3.  

 

 
1 Government of South Africa (2022) South African Red List of Terrestrial Ecosystems: assessment details and ecosystem descriptions. 

Technical Report #7664, SANBI Pretoria, South Africa. 
2 Vlok JHJ, de Villiers R (2007) Vegetation Map for the Riversdale Domain. Unpublished 1:50 000 maps and report supported by CAPE FSP 

task team and CapeNature. 
3 Mucina, L. & Rutherford, M. C. (EDS) 2006. The Vegetation of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland. Strelitzia 19. South African National 

Biodiversity Institute, Pretoria. (Revised 2012) 

CONSERVATION INTELLIGENCE: 
LANDSCAPE EAST 
 

Postal Private Bag X6546, George, 6530 

Physical 4th Floor, York Park Building, York Street, George 
6530 

Website www.capenature.co.za  

Enquiries Megan Simons 

Telephone +27 87 087 3060  

Email  msimons@capenature.co.za  

Reference  LE14/2/6/1/6/2/ERF2003_Commercial_ 
Wilderness 

Date 07 March 2024 

mailto:samantha@ecoroute.co.za
http://www.capenature.co.za/
mailto:msimons@capenature.co.za


The Western Cape Nature Conservation Board trading as CapeNature 
Board Members: Associate Prof Denver Hendricks (Chairperson), Prof Gavin Maneveldt (Vice Chairperson), Ms Marguerite Loubser, Mr Mervyn 

Burton, Dr Colin Johnson, Prof Aubrey Redlinghuis, Mr Paul Slack 

 

2. The change in vegetation structure and species composition indicates the fynbos on the 

property has not been managed and maintained properly. Furthermore, the build-up of 

fuel loads (in the absence of fire) and the presence of invasive alien plants in the greater 

Wilderness area pose a serious fire risk. 

 

3. The proposed development footprint will be in CBA (Forest). These forests are 

vulnerable to edge effects and the proposed development may disrupt the ecological 

integrity of this sensitive habitat (Rebelo, 2016)4. 

 

4. Forest vegetation and indigenous protected trees5 must not be killed or pruned without 

a permit6 from the DFFE. In addition, a CapeNature permit would be required for plant 

and animal search-and-rescue. 

 

5. The botanical specialist concluded the drainage valley is an important for hydrological 

function of the site and that the proposed development will not have an impact on this 

system. Has a freshwater specialist been consulted to confirm this? 

 

6. As the soil erodibility is moderate, we remind the applicant that the geology is unstable 

removing vegetation will destabilise the soil and result in land slipping. Additionally, the 

heavy rainfall events may also exacerbate the soil condition.  

 

7. CapeNature reminds the applicant of Section 28 of National Environmental Management 

Act (NEMA) (Act 104 of 1998 as amended) (Duty of Care). 

In conclusion, the property falls entirely within CBA and forms part of a continuous CBA corridor 

towards the east. Furthermore, urban expansion in the broader area will fragment the CBA 

corridor, which is important for the conservation of the species, ecosystems, supporting 

ecological processes, and landscape connectivity. The total development footprint will be 1105m2 

of Endangered vegetation, natural CBAs, and sensitive forest habitat. We therefore support the 

alternative proposed by SANParks to increase the disturbance footprint of the main dwelling. 

CapeNature does not support the loss of natural CBA that is incompatible with the management 

objectives of CBAs. 

 

CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information based 

on any additional information that may be received. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Megan Simons 

For: Manager (Conservation Intelligence)  

 
4 De Villiers C.C., Driver A., Clark B., Euston-Brown D.I.W., Day E.G., Job N., Helme N.A., Holmes P.M., Brownlie S. and A.B. Rebelo 

(2016). Ecosystem Guidelines for Environmental Assessment in the Western Cape, Edition 2. Fynbos Forum, Cape Town. 
5 Notice of the List of Protected Tree Species under the National Forest Act, 1998 (Act No. 84 of 1998) 
6 National Forest Act, 1998 (Act No. 84 of 1998). 1998. Government Gazette No. 19408. 



  
FORESTR Y WESTER N CA PE :  Private Bag X 12, Knysna 6570 

Reference: EIA-WC-GR-0049-2023-24 
                               Enquiries:  M Koen/ Tel: (044) 302 6900/ Fax: (044) 382 5461/ E-mail:  MKoen@dffe.gov.za 

 

Eco Route  

Attention:  Janet  Ebersohn  

Email:  j ane t@ecoroute .co.za  

Tel /Fax:  044 874 0365   

 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION 

OF A RESIDENTIAL DWELLING AND FOUR SELF-CATERING GUEST COTTAGES ON ERF 2003, 

WILDERNESS:  
1 Forestry is responsible for the implementation and the enforcement of the National Forest Act (NFA), Act 84 of 1998 as amended and the National Veld and 

Forest Fire Act, Act 101 of 1998 as amended (NVFFA).  

 

2 Section 15 of the National Forest Act (NFA) (Act No. 84 of 1998) as amended prohibits the cutting, disturbing, damaging or destroying of protected tree 

species without a licence. Section 7 of the National Forest Act (NFA), act no 84 of 1998 as amended provides for the prohibition of the destruction of 

indigenous trees in any natural forest without a license. Under Section 7 of the NFA the whole forest ecosystem is protected and not just the indigenous/ 

protected trees within the forest. “Forest” is defined in the NFA to include i.a. “a natural forest… and the ecosystems which it makes up”, thereby including 

all components of the forest, not only the trees.” Under section 62 (1) of the NFA any person who contravenes the prohibition of certain acts in relation to 

trees in natural forests referred to in Section 7 (1) is guilty of a second category offence. A person who is guilty of a second category offence may be 

sentenced on a first conviction for that offence to a fine or imprisonment for a period of up to two years, or to both a fine and such imprisonment. 

 

3 According to the report: the whole of the property consists of pristine Indigenous Forest; the property is currently zoned as Open space III 

 

4 According to the report: “Proposed Development: Buildings and Structures: 1 x main dwelling house of 200 m² with a deck of 175m² and a 30m² swimming 

pool = Total footprint 405m², 4 x self-catering 2-storey tree-top pods of 98m² each with a 42m² deck for each unit = Total footprint 560m²; Proposed 

Development: Infrastructure: There will be designated parking areas in the northwestern section of the property that also makes provision for a total of 8x 

vehicles = Total footprint 337m2  

 
 

5 Forestry conclude/ request the following: 

a. Forestry request that the developmental footprint be kept to an absolute minimum- and thus does not support above proposal 

b. The above Landowner has no property rights for above proposal.  

c. Forestry further strongly object to above proposal 

d. Forestry request that one dwelling unit be maintained- as per past Land-Use approvals- and future proposals be forwarded for comment to 

accommodate previous said request; and further suggest that Bed & Breakfast options be looked into within the parameters of the one dwelling 

unit 

e. Kindly note that this letter is not a NFA licence. Continuing above activity without a valid NFA licence is illegal and a criminal offence under 

the NFA.  

6 Forestry reserves the right to revise initial comment based on any additional information that may be received. 

Yours Faithfully 
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PO Box 787 

Pretoria 

0001 

Tel: +27 (0)12 428 911 

Fax: +27 (0)12 426 5500 

 

Central reservations:012 428 911 

reservations@sansparks.org 

www.sansparks.org 

 

63 Leyds Street 

Muckleneuk 

Pretoria 

 
 
 
 
 

28 January 2024 
Janet Ebersohn 
Eco-Route Environmental Consultancy 
P.O. Box 1252 
Sedgefield, 6573 
 
Per email:  
janet@ecoroute.co.za 
admin@ecoroute.co.za 
samantha@ecoroute.co.za 
 
RE: DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR ERF 2003,  
WILDERNESS, GEORGE MUNICIPALITY, SANPARKS COMMENTS 
 
Erf 2003, Wilderness, known as Wilderness Sky, is situated in the  
Buffer Zone of the Garden Route National Park (GRNP), approx. 1.6km  
from the Wilderness section of the GRNP (Fig. 1). The property is  
situated on a hillslope north and above the N2, is steep in portions, and  
is dissected by a drainage valley (Fig. 2). Critical Biodiversity Areas  
(CBA1), both forest and terrestrial, designated in terms of the Western  
Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan, cover the entire property (Fig. 3).  
Critical Biodiversity Areas are required to be safeguarded in their natural  
or near-natural state, with no further loss of natural habitat, because they  
are critical for conserving biodiversity and maintaining ecosystem  
functioning. 
 
The property is legally mapped as containing Garden Route Shale  
Fynbos, (FFh 9) which is listed as Endangered in the National  
Environmental Management Biodiversity Act (Act No. 10 of 2004),  
Revised National List of Ecosystems that are Threatened and in Need  
of Protection GNR No. 2747, 18 November 2022 (Fig. 4). 
 
The property is a greenfield site with no existing infrastructure on site. 
Indigenous forest vegetation is undisturbed and in a pristine condition.  
Strategically this is an important property in the Buffer Zone and 
securing the integrity of the CBA is key. Achieving a conservation  
outcome on this property is therefore important to SANParks.  
 
Erf 2003, Wilderness is 2,81ha in extent, is situated outside the urban  
Edge, and is owned by Wentzel Coetzer and Wessel Wessels.  
The property is zoned Open Space Zone III (Fig. 5).  
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Fig. 1: Location of Erf 2003, Wilderness, 

situated 5km from GRNP and Kaaimans river 
Gorge Reserve (CapeFarmMapper3). 

Fig. 2: Topography of Erf 2003, Wilderness 
(CapeFarmMapper3). 

  

Fig. 3: Erf 2003, Wilderness, showing Critical 
Biodiversity Areas (CapeFarmMapper3). 

Fig. 4: Erf 2003, Wilderness is mapped as 
containing Endangered Garden Route Shale 
Fynbos (CapeFarmMapper3). 

  

Fig. 5: Zoning status of Erf 2003, Wilderness, 
Open Space Zone III (George GIS Viewer).  

Fig. 6: George Municipality Corridor mapping 
showing Erf 2003, Wilderness (George GIS 
Viewer). 
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The development application is a Basic Assessment in terms of the National Environmental 
Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) and the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Regulations of 2014 (as amended). A Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR) dated 
19/01/2024 was reviewed for comment. 
 
The ‘Preferred Alternative’ development proposal (Fig.7), as per the DBAR entails: 
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Fig. 7 Site Development Plan (Preferred Alternative) 
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An ‘Alternative 1’, development proposal (Fig.8) as per the DBAR entails: 

 

 
 
Access is described as follows: 
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Fig. 8 Site Development Plan (Alternative 1) 
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The following protocols are noted in the DBAR: 
 

 

 
SANParks conducted a site inspection on 14/02/2024 together with Eco Route/Janet 
Ebersohn, WRRA/Balvindra Walter, WALEAF/Charles Scott, and DFFE/Melanie Koen (Fig. 
9).  
 

 

Fig. 9: Site inspection representatives. The site could not be fully accessed due to the 
density of indigenous vegetation. 
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Point 1: Site Development Plan  
SANParks does not support the ‘Alternative 1’, development proposal. 
 
With regards to the ‘Preferred Alternative’ development proposal, SANParks has no 
objection to the construction of the main dwelling house of 200m2 with a deck of 175m2 and 
a 30m2 swimming pool: total building footprint 405m2. With an access driveway, parking area 
included for only the main dwelling house, and with municipal water supply, and rainwater 
harvesting off rooves, and the use of a Clarus Fusion ® Sewage Treatment Plant, subject to 
George Municipal approval.  
 
SANParks does not support and objects to the construction of the four self-catering 2-storey 
tree-top pods of 98m2 each with a 42m2 deck for each unit: total footprint 560m2. Inclusive of 
their proposed walkways and parking bays. The proposed sites fall within mapped CBA1s, 
Endangered Garden Route Shale Fynbos, and within intact Greenfield undisturbed forest 
areas. The construction of the four pods in these areas will serve to fragment the landscape 
and will result in unacceptable biodiversity loss. 
 
An alternative development option may be to increase the disturbance footprint of the main 
dwelling to accommodate a single guest house. 
 
The following points which were raised by the George Municipality in a pre-application 
meeting held 2 June 2021, as extracted from the DBAR, have a further bearing: 
 

 

 
 
Point 2: Disturbance Footprint Areas  
Disturbance footprint area calculations provided represent mostly building footprint areas 
and not disturbance footprint areas. Calculations have not been provided for possible 
embankments and the difficulties associated with construction occurring on steep slopes, 
which invariably may result in a larger disturbance footprint area. The laying of pipelines for 
services through steep difficult terrain may prove problematic. No area calculation has been 
provided for the driveway. Disturbance footprint areas may be an underestimate. 
 
The following is noted in the DBAR: 

 
  
Point 3: Zoning  
Erf 2003 Wilderness is currently zoned Open Space Zone III (OSZIII). The specialist 
planning report prepared by Marike Vreken, dated October 2023 states: 
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SANParks does not support and objects to the application for consent uses, i.e., items (i) 
and (ii) above. Open Space Zone III (OSZIII) is intended for ‘nature conservation’ application 
use and in the context of this very high biodiversity value property should remain applicable.    
 
Point 4: Geotechnical and Hydrological Sensitivity  
The DBAR Geotechnial specialist report (Iain Paton Consulting Geotechnical Engineers and 
Engineering Geologists) notes: 

 
During the George Municipality pre-application meeting a concern was raised regarding 
potential landslides.  
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The Geotechnical specialist report further notes: 

 

 
 
Stormwater runoff is a further concern noted: 

 
Geotechnical sensitivity and hydrological constraints are evident which could be further 
exacerbated by construction occurring on the moderate to steep slopes, by the proximity of 
the drainage valley, by stormwater runoff, all compounded by climate change impacts. 
 
Point 5: Conservation Value  
The property is considered to have very high conservation value, due to the presence of 
CBA1s across the entire property, the presence of Endangered Garden Route Shale 
Fynbos, a functional drainage valley, and as the site is a greenfield site, undisturbed, with 
intact vegetation communities. The specialist study, by Dr David Hoare notes the presence 
of three protected tree species (Curtisia dendata, Sideroxylon inerme, and Pittosporum 
viridiflorum), and three listed animal species (Knysna Warbler, Duthie’s Golden Mole, and a 
small antelope). The site is steep in places and has high visual sensitivity, due to its 
proximity to the N2, a tourism corridor. No visual impact assessment specialist study has 
been undertaken. 
 
It is suggested that the landowner investigate formal or informal Biodiversity Stewardship 
Agreement options for the property, to safeguard the biodiversity value of property. Such an 
agreement must be written in as a condition of approval for any Environmental Authorisation 
that may be granted by the Competent Authority. 
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Point 6: Summary and Way Forward 
SANParks does not support the ‘Alternative 1’, development proposal. With regards to the 
‘Preferred Alternative’ development proposal, SANParks has no objection to the construction 
of the main dwelling house but does not support and objects to the construction of the four 
self-catering 2-storey tree-top pods. These proposed sites fall within legally mapped CBA1s, 
Endangered Garden Route Shale Fynbos, and within intact Greenfield undisturbed forest 
areas. The construction of the four pods in these areas will serve to fragment the landscape 
and will result in unacceptable biodiversity loss. The property is considered to have high 
conservation value. An alternative development option may be to increase the disturbance 
footprint of the main dwelling to accommodate a single guest house. 
 
Disturbance footprint areas may be an underestimate. Allowance must be made for the 
driveway area and for construction occurring on steep slopes with the need for 
embankments. 
 
SANParks does not support and objects to the application for OSZIII consent uses. Open 
Space Zone III is intended for ‘nature conservation’ application use, and in the context of this 
very high biodiversity value property should remain applicable.    
 
Geotechnical and hydrological sensitivities are evident which could further be exacerbated 
by construction occurring on the moderate to steep slopes, by the proximity of the drainage 
valley, by stormwater runoff, all compounded by climate change impacts. 
 
The landowner’s attention is drawn to the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity 
Act, 2004 (Act 10 of 2004) (NEM:BA) Alien and Invasive Species Regulations, 25 
September 2020, where a landowner is legally responsible for the removal of alien 
vegetation on their property. The owner should formalise an Invasive Alien Vegetation 
Control Plan as required by the NEM:BA. 
 
Compliance with the National Veld and Forest Fire Act (Act 101 of 1998) is required. The 
landowner is encouraged to become a member of the Southern Cape Fire Protection 
Association, if not already a member. 
 
A permit from the Department of Forestry, Fisheries & the Environment (DFFE) must be 
attained should any protected tree species be disturbed on the property, as per the National 
Forests Act, 84 of 1998, as amended.  
 
It is suggested that the landowner investigate potential formal or informal Biodiversity 
Stewardship Agreement options which must be written in as a condition of approval for any 
Environmental Authorisation that may be granted by the Competent Authority. 
 
During construction of the main dwelling, care should be exercised to: 

• Ensure minimal disturbance of the adjacent indigenous forest; 

• Use low impact earthmoving machinery; 

• Adhere to George Municipality approved sewerage system requirements; 

• Adhere to George Municipality Fencing by-law; 

• Minimise stormwater surface runoff; 

• Mitigate against the risk of slope failure, particularly as the site is in proximity to the 
N2, and so as to avoid damage to the forest;  

• Adhere to all geotechnical engineer requirements; 

• Minimise the visual impact of the dwelling, by reducing night light pollution, and by 
painting the dwelling in earth tone colours. 
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SANParks reserves the right to revise initial comments if additional information becomes 
available.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
 
Dr Vanessa Weyer 
Principal Planner  
Garden Route National Park  
 
CC:  Jonathan Britton   SANParks  
 Sandra Taljaard  SANParks 
 Megan Simons  CapeNature  
 Melanie Koen    DFFE 
 Nosisa Bulose   George Municipality  

Charles Scott    WALEAF  
 Janet Ebersohn   Eco-Route 
 Samantha Teeluckdhari Eco-Route 



 
         P O Box 791 
         6560 WILDERNESS 
         Email : waleaf@langvlei.co.za  
         2024-02-15 

 
The Municipal Manager 
George Municipality 
GEORGE 
 
Dear Sirs,   
 
EIA PROCESS : DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT : ERF 2003 WILDERNESS, GEORGE 
MUNICIPALITY & DIVISION 
 
WALEAF represented by Balvindra Walter and Charles Scott attended a site visit together with 
Vanessa Weyer from Sanparks, Melanie Koen from DFFE Forestry, and Janet Ebersohn from 
Ecoroute on 14th February 2024. 
 
Wilderness Erf 2003 is currently zoned “Open Space Zone III (OSZIII)” in terms of the George 
Integrated Zoning Scheme by Law 2023, and is 2,8135 Ha in extent. The property is currently 
vacant, and is covered in a protected indigenous forest. 
 
Besides this EIA process, the land use application will consist of the following : 
 

 
 

The construction of 1x main dwelling house and  4x self-catering 2-storey tree-top guest cottages, 
a designated parking areas in the north western section of the property that also makes provision 
for a total of 8x vehicles. From the parking areas and the main dwelling house there will be 
wooden decking walkways 0.5m above the forest floor towards the cottages. 
 
▪ New Main House (200m² + 175m² deck + 30m² pool) = 405m² total 
▪ 4x Double Storey Cottages of 98m² and each with a 42m² deck = 560m² total 
▪ Parking area = 337m² total 
▪ Raised boardwalk = 194m² 
Total Area: 1105m² 

 
WALEAF is totally opposed to this application to erect 5 dwellings, as on 25th August 1994, the 
Wilderness Municipality approved of the subdivision of erf 1 Wilderness into 4 portions (Erven 
2002, 2003, 2004, and Rem 1 Wilderness), with the proviso that only ONE DWELLING may be 
erected on each of the sub divisible portions (see annexure 1).  In addition, as part of the approval, 
a homeowners association had to be formed, of which each of the 4  property owners had to be 

mailto:waleaf@langvlei.co.za


members/trustees, all of whom have to abide by the conditions set in Constitution of the 
Dolphin’s Leap Homeowners Association (see annexure 2). 
 
One very important condition which the municipality set in 1994 was : 
 

 
 
Erf 2003 is part of Dolphins Leap which was set up primarily as a conservation area with only a 
single residential building allowed per erf to ensure minimum impact on the flora and fauna 
 
The owner of erf 2003 purchased the property with the full knowledge that he was buying into 
Dolphin’s Leap, and that building restrictions were in place preventing the erection of more than 
one dwelling. He knew that there were three other members of this association, who could object 
to any proposal which he might have made, should such proposal/s be contrary to the 
Constitution.  
 

 
Proposed site development plan (SDP) indication position of 5 proposed dwellings 

 



With respect to the 4 proposed cottages, the applicant states the following : 
 
“The 4x pods will be of steel, glass, wood and be constructed on stilts about 4-5m above ground 
levels to be very light on the environment and have views of the ocean.” 
 
If these proposed cottages are 5 metres above ground, and then have 2 storeys on top of that, the 
total height will exceed 10 metres, which will be in violation of the zoning scheme by-law, and the 
old Wilderness Structure Plan. 
 
 
She then states “The visual impact will be insignificant” and  “…..it will be very difficult to see these 
units.”  We cannot agree with such statements.  How can the visual impact of 4 dwellings of over 
10 metres in height be insignificant? 
Please note : The old Wilderness Structure plan restricted dwelling houses in a conservation 
zone to single storey and maximum height of 5m. 
 
The approval conditions, also stated the following : 
 
The dwelling house should also follow the profile of the property, thus “step” and must be 
constructed with materials of natural colours. 
 
The building lines and height restrictions should be determined with the main purpose of 
conservation. 
 
A visual impact assessment will be required.   
We note that no proper visual impact study has been submitted.  
 
 

 
An architectural impression of a cottage. 



 
An architectural impression of a cottage. 

 

 
An architectural impression of a cottage. 

 
We note that no plans or elevations have been submitted for the primary dwelling.  As it is a 
condition of the subdivision that a visual impact assessment is required for anything erected on 
the property, what is envisaged for the primary dwelling needs to be included in the draft BAR, 
in order for all interested and affected parties being allowed to comment on the visual impact of 
such dwelling. 
 
 
 



ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS FOR THIS PROPERTY 
 
Part of any impact assessment is to look at alternatives, and this also includes alternative sites. If 
the owner wanted to invest in a tourist accommodation business, he should have considered 
alternative sites elsewhere in the area (not on erf 2003), to achieve all the benefits that are listed 
in the proposal, with a lower impact than the present proposal. 
 
Only two possible options were offered to us in the draft BAR documents from Ecoroute.  These 2 
options are : 
 
Option 1 : main dwelling plus 4 cottages (preferred option) 
Option 2 : main dwelling plus 5 cottages (alternative option) 
 
WALEAF would like to offer the following additional options which also need to be considered by 
all I&APs : 
 
Option 3 : one dwelling house only : in line with 1994 subdivision approval 
Option 4 : one dwelling house, with 4 attached guest rooms, making it a guest house, creating one 
single building. 
Option 5 : relax the 20 metre building lines in order to position any building closer to the 
boundaries of the property, where less indigenous vegetation will need to be destroyed. 
Option 6 : No development at all. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Secretary,  
for WALEAF 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
ANNEXURE 1 

 



 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ANNEXURE 2 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



2/20/24, 10:04 AM Roundcube Webmail :: Re: Erf 2003 Wilderness

https://webmail.ecoroute.co.za/cpsess7814425359/3rdparty/roundcube/index.php?_task=mail&_safe=0&_uid=9793&_mbox=INBOX&_action=print&_extwin=1 1/1

Re: Erf 2003 Wilderness
From Richard O'Donnell <odonnell.richard1950@gmail.com>
To Samantha Teeluckdhari <samantha@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 19/02/2024 16:43

I have been thinking about this a bit more and I think I would like to add that the units look far too high and will be a bit of an eye-sore from the beach as they are not
made of natural materials that will  blend in.

Richard

On Wed, Jan 24, 2024 at 9:47 AM Samantha Teeluckdhari <samantha@ecoroute.co.za> wrote:
Good day 

Your comments have been received. Thank you. 

Kind regards,

Samantha Teeluckdhari 

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
072 773 5397
EAPASA registration: 2023/6443

On 22/01/2024 11:52, Richard O'Donnell wrote:

Please find attached comments on your proposal.
 
Richard and Jacqui

On Wed, Jan 17, 2024 at 10:14 AM Richard O'Donnell <odonnell.richard1950@gmail.com> wrote:
Thank you Samantha,
 
Please can you tell me where I can get details of the development? Is it the same as the previous proposal?

Richard

On Tue, Jan 16, 2024 at 11:40 AM Samantha Teeluckdhari <samantha@ecoroute.co.za> wrote:
Good day

Thank you, your details have recorded to the I&AP register. 

Kind regards,

Samantha Teeluckdhari 

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
072 773 5397
EAPASA registration: 2023/6443

On 12/01/2024 09:48, Richard O'Donnell wrote:

Hello Samantha, we would like to register as an IAP for the Eia on this property
 
Richard and Jacqui O'Donnell

mailto:samantha@ecoroute.co.za
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