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REFERENCE:    16/3/3/6/7/1/D1/13/0268/22 

DATE OF ISSUE:  13 December 2022 

 

THE DIRECTOR 

FAMILIE ROUX EIENDOMME PTY 

P.O. Box 12670 

PRETORIA 

0121 

 

Attention: Mr. Stephan Roux      Tel:  012 111 9575 

         E-mail:  sroux@worldonline.co.za  

Dear Sir 

 

COMMENT ON THE NOTICE ON INTENT FOR THE PROPOSED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON THE PORTION 91 

OF THE FARM MATJESFONTEIN 304, PLETTENBERG BAY 

 

1. The Notice of Intent (“NOI”) in respect of the abovementioned matter, received by this Department 

via e-mail on 16 November 2022, refers. 

 

2. This letter serves as an acknowledgment of receipt of the aforementioned document by this 

Department. 

 

3. The environmental impact management services (“EIMS”) component of the Directorate: 

Development Management (Region 3) (hereinafter interchangeably referred to as “EIMS” or “this 

Directorate”) has reviewed the document and provides the following comment:   

 

3.1. Development proposal 

From the information contained within the NOI this Directorate understands that the concept 

includes the development of ±73 group housing stands with average erf sizes of ±375m². Open 

space and landscaped streets are incorporated into the design to enhance the quality of the 

neighbourhood. 

 

The property is 14.7ha in size and the gross density will calculate at 5 units per ha. The nett 

density is calculated excluding the undevelopable steep slopes to the north of the site. The 

identified development area measures approximately 6ha and 73 units will calculate to a net 

density of 12 units per ha.  

 

3.2. Applicable listed activities 

The Department notes the listed activities as included in the NOI.  However, the proposed 

development area is within the estuarine functional zone and must be referred to within the 

listed activities that trigger environmental authorisation. 

 

The onus is on the proponent to ensure that all the applicable listed activities are applied for 

and assessed as part of the Basic Assessment process. 
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3.3. Need and Desirability 

In terms of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 (“EIA Regulations”), when 

considering an application, the Department must take into account a number of specific 

considerations including  inter alia, the need for and desirability of any proposed development. 

As such, the need for and desirability of the proposed activity must be considered and reported 

on in the BAR. The BAR must reflect how the strategic context of the site in relation to the broader 

surrounding area, has been considered in addressing need and desirability. 

Amongst others, the planning context must be considered when assessing the need and 

desirability of the proposed development.  In this regard, the Keurbooms & Environs Local Area 

Spatial Plan (KELASP) (2013) is a relevant consideration. 

It is noted that the KELASP has been described in the SSVR, however, it is not seen in any of the 

reports submitted that the KELASP has been reviewed and taken into consideration.  This plan 

clearly indicates the developable area and the approximate estimation of existing 

development rights.  Furthermore, relevant information exists regarding the Tshokwane River and 

associated wetlands that have been prepared by the Freshwater Consulting Group in 2013.  It 

is advised that the specialists review this information and incorporate assess the alternatives with 

the information in the KELASP. 

 

3.4. Alternatives  

In terms of the EIA Regulations, 2014 the investigation of alternatives is mandatory. This includes 

the option of not proceeding with the proposed activity (the “no-go” option). All alternatives 

identified must be determined to be feasible and reasonable. In this regard it must be noted 

that the Department may grant authorisation for an alternative as if it had been applied for, or 

may grant authorisation in respect of the whole or part of the proposed project in the 

application. Alternatives are not limited to activity alternatives, but include layout alternatives, 

design, operational and technology alternatives.  

 

Please be advised that, as a minimum, the development area which has been proposed in the 

KELASP will need to be identified and assessed as an alternative in the application process. 

 

However, if after identified alternatives have been investigated, no feasible and reasonable 

alternatives were found, no comparative assessment of alternatives, beyond the comparative 

assessment of the preferred alternative and the option of not proceeding, is required during the 

assessment. What would, however, be required in this instance is proof of the investigations 

undertaken, and motivation for there being no reasonable or feasible alternatives other than 

the preferred option and the no-go option. 

 

3.5. National Sector Classification List: 

The list as indicated in the NOI includes the sectors for “Infrastructure/Transport Services/Roads – 

Private; Transformation of land – indigenous vegetation; Transformation of land – from agriculture 

or afforestation and any activities close to or within a watercourse”.  There is however just one 

screening tool report done for the “Transformation of land – Indigenous vegetation”.  It would 

be prudent to run a screening tool report for all the sectors and compare the results as there 

may be differences. 

 

3.6. Site Sensitivity Verification Requirements 

The Minister of Environment, Forestry, Fisheries has published general requirements for 

undertaking site sensitivity verification for environmental themes for activities requiring 
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environmental authorisation. In terms of these requirements, prior to commencing with a 

specialist assessment, the current land use and environmental sensitivity of the site under 

consideration by the screening tool must be confirmed by undertaking a site sensitivity 

verification. 

 

In light of the above this Directorate has reviewed the Site Sensitivity Verification Report (“SSVR”) 

compiled by the EAP and provides comment in respect of the following:  

 

(i) Agriculture Theme (High Sensitivity)  

The National Screening Tool Report (STR) indicates that the Sensitivity of the site for this theme is 

HIGH.  It is noted that the EAP refutes the sensitivity and suggests a sensitivity of low.  The 

motivation however does not demonstrate sufficiently that the sensitivity should be low.  The 

sensitivity relates to the land capability and soil potential. But an Agricultural Compliance 

Statement must be undertaken. The findings of the specialist statement must be incorporated 

into the Basic Assessment Report, including any mitigation and monitoring measures as 

identified, which are to be contained in the EMPr.  The compliance statement must be prepared 

by a soil scientist or agricultural specialist registered with the SACNASP. 

 

(ii) Animal Species Theme (High Sensitivity)  

The STR identified a HIGH Sensitivity for the Animal Species Theme and lists birds, invertebrates 

and mammals which are known to occur in the area, based on the habitat type identified by 

the applicable datasets.  The STR also lists a “Sensitive Species 8” (i.e. a species which name has 

been withheld as the species may be prone to illegal harvesting and must be protected). 

 

However, since the Specialist has undertaken a site sensitivity verification and suggested a 

sensitivity of Medium and has noted that there is high probability of certain Species of 

Conservation Concern (“SCC”) being present, a Terrestrial Animals Species Specialist Assessment 

must be undertaken.  The Terrestrial Animal Species Specialist Assessment Report must be 

undertaken by a specialist registered with the South African Council for Natural Scientific 

Professions (SACNASP) with a field of practice relevant to the taxonomic group (“taxa”) for which 

the assessment is being undertaken.  

 

(iii) Aquatic Biodiversity Sensitivity (Very High Sensitivity)  

The STR states that the sensitivity in terms of aquatic biodiversity is VERY HIGH and the EAP and 

specialist has disputed this and has suggested a new sensitivity rating of Low.  However, given 

the fact that the application area is within the estuarine functional zone and the level of the 

groundwater is unknown, a detailed specialist assessment is required. Therefore, considering the 

sensitivity rating, an Aquatic Biodiversity Specialist Assessment must be undertaken. 

 

The Aquatic Biodiversity Specialist Assessment must be undertaken by a specialist registered with 

the South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions (SACNASP) with expertise in the field 

of aquatic sciences. 

 

(iv) Terrestrial Biodiversity Sensitivity (Very High Sensitivity) 

This Directorate notes that the specialist who undertook the SSV for Terrestrial Biodiversity confirms 

that a Terrestrial Biodiversity Specialist Assessment Report must be undertaken.  Please note that 

the report must be undertaken by a specialist registered with the South African Council for 

Natural Scientific Professions (SACNASP) with expertise in the field of ecological sciences. 
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(v) Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Sensitivity (Low Sensitivity)  

It is noted that a NID will submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC).  The NID and all supporting 

documents (submitted to HWC) must be appended to the Draft Basic Assessment report. In light 

of the above requirements from HWC please be advised that the Standard Operating 

Procedure between Heritage Western Cape and this Department must be followed. 

 

(vi) Civil Aviation Sensitivity (High sensitivity) 

It is noted that the STR has indicated that the sensitivity for the Civil Aviation Theme is HIGH.  The 

EAP refutes this and the motivation for exclusion is noted, and the sensitivity is suggested to be 

Low. It is noted that the EAP has stated that the South African Civil Aviation Authority will be 

added to the I&AP register. The EAP is advised to consult the South African Civil Aviation Authority 

(℅ Ms. Lizell Stroh) at E-mail: Strohl@caa.co.za and / or Tel: (011) 545 to determine specific aspects 

that must be addressed. 

 

(vii) Defence Sensitivity (Low sensitivity) 

It is noted that the Screening Tool report has noted a low sensitivity for the Defence theme 

therefore no further assessment and mitigation measures are required in terms of the applicable 

Protocol published in Government Notice No. 320 of 20 March 2020.   

 

(viii) Palaeontology Sensitivity (Very High Sensitivity) 

It is noted that a NID will submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC).  The NID and all supporting 

documents (submitted to HWC) must be appended to the Draft Basic Assessment report. In light 

of the above requirements from HWC please be advised that the Standard Operating Procedure 

between Heritage Western Cape and this Department must be followed. 

 

(ix) Plant Species Theme (Medium Sensitivity) 

The STR identified a MEDIUM sensitivity for the Plant Species Theme and numerous species which 

are known to occur in the area, based on the habitat type identified by the applicable datasets.  

The STR also lists a number of “Sensitive Species”). It is noted in the SSV that the specialist had 

confirmed that a “Terrestrial Plant Species Specialist Assessment” should be done.   

 

The Terrestrial Plant Species Specialist Assessment Report must be undertaken by a specialist 

registered with the South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions (SACNASP) with a field 

of practice relevant to the taxonomic group (“taxa”) for which the assessment is being 

undertaken. 

 

3.7. Specialist Studies identified in the Screening Tool Report 

 

(i) Landscape / Visual Impact Assessment 

The need for this specialist assessment was described in the SSVR. The visual impacts of the 

proposed development must be dealt with in terms of Appendix 1 and 6 of the Environmental 

Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 together with the Department’s Guideline for involving 

visual and aesthetic specialists in the EIA process, June 2005.  Furthermore, it is noted that a Notice 

of Intent to Develop (NID) under Section 38(1) and (8) of the NHR Act will be submitted to HWC 

and that it expected that the outcome of the NID will determine the requirements for a Visual 

Impact Assessment, and whether this will form part of the Heritage Impact Assessment. 
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(ii) Socio-Economic Assessment 

As mentioned above, the KELASP must be taken into consideration when addressing the socio-

economic impacts of the proposed development.  Even if the Town Planning report will address 

socio-economic aspects, the relevance of this plan and the impact it has on the proposal must 

be addressed.  Furthermore, it must be demonstrated how this Department’s Guideline for 

involving social assessment specialists in the EIA process, February 2007, has been considered in 

the report. 

 

4. Synchronising applications in terms of other applicable legislation with the EIA process: 

 National Water Act, Act No. 36 of 1998 (“NWA”) 

(Synchronisation of the WULA – EIA processes / applications) 

The applicability of the National Water Act, 1998 must be confirmed by Breede Gouritz 

Catchment Management Agency (BGCMA) in writing.   

 

Please be advised of the required synchronisation between the EIA process and the Water Use 

License Application (“WULA”) process (if the latter is required).  You are reminded that if these 

processes are not properly aligned, the lack of synchronisation; omission of any 

reports/information; or delay as a result thereof, may prejudice the success of this application for 

environmental authorisation. 

 

All specialist reports submitted as part of the BAR (including those submitted for consideration 

and which also may form part of the WULA) must comply with the requirements of Appendix 6 of 

the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2014. 

 

 National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of 1999) (“NHRA”) 

(Synchronisation of the HIA – EIA processes / applications) 

Section 38 of the NHRA sets out the requirements regarding the integration of the decision-

making proses with that of the EIA Regulations 2014, however, under the proviso that the 

necessary information is submitted and any comments and recommendations of the relevant 

heritage resources authority (HWC) with regard to such development have been provided and 

taken into account prior to the granting of the authorisation. Further to the above: 

• An application for Environmental Authorisation, must include, where applicable, the 

investigation, assessment and evaluation of the impact of any proposed listed or specified 

activity on any national estate referred to in section 3(2) of the National Heritage Resources 

Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of 1999), excluding the national estate contemplated in section 

3(2)(i)(vi) and (vii) of that Act.  

• Where Section 38 of the NHRA is triggered, the Standard Operating Procedure between 

Heritage Western Cape and this Department must be followed. If Section 38 is applicable to 

the proposed development, then the proponent/applicant is required to submit a Notice of 

Intent to Develop (“NID”) to Heritage Western Cape and attach a copy to thereof to the 

EIA application form. If Heritage Western Cape requires a Heritage Impact Assessment, the 

Heritage Impact Assessment must be undertaken as one of the specialist studies of the EIA 

process to be undertaken in terms of the EIA Regulations, 2014. 
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5. Municipal Bulk Services 

Confirmation from the Bitou Municipality must be obtained for all basic services to this proposal. This 

must include potable water supply, sewerage disposal, electrical supply and solid waste.  This 

information must be included with forthcoming reports. 

 

6. You are advised that when undertaking the Basic Assessment process, you must take into account 

applicable guidelines, including the circulars and guidelines developed by the Department. These 

can be provided upon request. In particular, the guidelines that may be applicable to the proposed 

development include, inter alia, the following: 

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

➢ Guideline for Environmental Management Plans (June 2005). 

➢ Guideline on Alternatives (March 2013). 

➢ Guideline for determining the scope of specialist involvement in EIA processes, June 2005. 

➢ Guideline for the review of specialist input in the EIA process, June 2005. 

➢ Guideline for involving biodiversity specialists in the EIA process, June 2005. 

➢ Guideline for involving visual and aesthetic specialists in the EIA process, June 2005. 

➢ Guideline for involving heritage specialists in the EIA process, June 2005. 

➢ Guideline for involving social assessment specialists in the EIA process, February 2007. 

➢ Guideline for the management of development on mountains, hills and ridges of the Western 

Cape, 2002. 

➢ DEA (2017), Guideline on Need and Desirability, Department of Environmental Affairs. 

➢ Western Cape Provincial Spatial Development Framework. 

➢ Western Cape Land Use Planning Guidelines - Rural Areas (March2019) 

 

7. Public Participation Plan: 

It must be ensured that Regulation 41 of the Environmental Impact Assessment, 2014 (Government 

Notice No. R. 982 of 4 December 2014, as amended) is complied with simultaneously during the pre-

application phase (where relevant) or application phase or both inter alia, the placement of an 

advertisement in the local newspaper, the placement of a site notice at the site or alternative site 

and informing owners, persons in control of, and occupiers of land adjacent to the site; and 

informing relevant State Departments and Organs of State which administers a law in respect of the 

proposed development. Please be informed that failure to comply with Regulation 41 may 

prejudice the outcome of this application for environmental authorisation. 

 

Should a public participation process, which includes the circulation of the pre-application BAR for 

comment, be undertaken prior to submission of an Application Form to the Department, in terms of 

Regulation 40, the pre-application BAR must also be submitted to the Department for commenting 

purposes.   

 

Furthermore, the Department notes the State Departments / Organs of State that will be informed 

of the decision. In addition to the identified authorities, you are also required to notify the following 

authorities which administer a law in respect of the proposal: 

 Western Cape Government: Department of Transport and Public Works 

℅ Mr. S.W. Carstens (Road Planning) – Grace.Swanepoel@westerncape.gov.za 

 

8. Kindly ensure the Basic Assessment Report (“BAR”) and Environmental Management Programme 

(“EMPr”) contain all information requirements outlined in Appendices 1 and 4 respectively of the 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 (GN R. 982 of 4 December 2014, as amended).  
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9. The Department reminds you that the “Request for a specific fee reference number” form must be 

completed and submitted to the Department prior to submission of the formal application for the 

abovementioned proposed development. Upon receipt of the specific fee reference number, it 

must be inserted into the Application Form and proof of payment of the applicable fee attached 

when the Application Form is submitted to the Department. 

 

10. The Department notes that the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (“EAP”) intends to 

schedule a pre-application meeting with officials from this Directorate.  The EAP must 

please liaise with the case officer listed above to arrange such consultation.   

Please note that the pre-application consultation is an advisory process and does not pre-empt 

the outcome of any future application which may be submitted to the Department. 

 

No information provided, views expressed and /or comments made by officials during the pre-

application consultation should in any way be seen as an indication or confirmation: 

 that additional information or documents will not be requested 

 of the outcome of the application 

 

11. Please note that the activity may not commence prior to an environmental authorisation being 

granted by the Department. It is an offence in terms of Section 49A of the National Environmental 

Management Act, 1998 (Act no. 107 of 1998) (“NEMA”) for a person to commence with a listed 

activity unless the competent authority has granted an environmental authorisation for the 

undertaking of the activity. Offences in terms of the NEMA and the Environmental Impact 

Assessment Regulations, 2014, will render the offender liable for criminal prosecution.  A person 

convicted of an offence in terms of the above is liable to a fine not exceeding R10 million or to 

imprisonment for a period not exceeding 10 years, or to both such fine and imprisonment.  

 

12. Kindly quote the above-mentioned reference number in any future correspondence in respect of 

this matter. 

 

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

information from you based on any information received. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

pp_____________________ 

HEAD OF COMPONENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT SERVICES: REGION 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

 

Copied to:  EAP: Ms Janet Ebersohn   E-mail: Janet@ecoroute.co.za  

Francois Naudé Digitally signed by Francois Naudé 
Date: 2022.12.13 13:21:59 +02'00'
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REFERENCE:    16/3/3/6/7/1/D1/13/0268/22 

DATE OF ISSUE:  18 May 2023 

 
THE DIRECTOR 

FAMILIE ROUX EIENDOMME PTY 

P.O. Box 12670 

PRETORIA 

0121 

 

Attention: Mr. Stephan Roux     Tel:  012 111 9575 

        E-mail:  sroux@worldonline.co.za  

Dear Sir 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF THE PRE-APPLICATION BASIC ASSESSMENT 

REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON THE PORTION 91 OF THE 

FARM MATJESFONTEIN 304, PLETTENBERG BAY 
 

1. The abovementioned documents received by this Department electronically on 8 May 2023, 

refers. 

 

2. This letter serves as an acknowledgment of receipt of the aforementioned document by the 

Competent Authority.  

 

3. This Directorate will provide comment on the documents during the period specified (i.e., by 

the 7 June 2023). 

 

4. Please note that the activity may not commence prior to an Environmental Authorisation being 

granted by the Department. It is an offence in terms of Section 49A of the NEMA for a person 

to commence with a listed activity unless the Department has granted an environmental 

authorisation for the undertaking of the activity. Failure to comply with the requirements of 

Section 24F and 49A of the NEMA will result in the matter being referred to the Environmental 

Compliance and Enforcement Directorate of this Department for prosecution.  

 

5. The Department reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information 

from you based on any new or revised information received.  

 

 

 

pp_____________________ 

HEAD OF COMPONENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT SERVICES: REGION 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

 

Copied to:  EAP: Joclyn Marshall   E-mail: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za  

Francois Naudé Digitally signed by Francois Naudé 
Date: 2023.05.17 15:47:00 +02'00'



  Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning 

Directorate: Development Management, Region 3 

Jessica Christie 

Jessica.Christie@westerncape.gov.za | 044 814 2013 

Private Bag X6509, George, 6530 

4th Floor, York Park Building, 93 York Street, George 

DEADPEIAAdmin.George@westerncape.gov.za 
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REFERENCE:    16/3/3/6/7/1/D1/13/0268/22 

DATE OF ISSUE:  27 July 2023 

 
THE DIRECTOR 

C/O CORNEL DELPORT 

FAMILIE ROUX EIENDOMME PTY 

P.O. Box 12670 

PRETORIA 

0121 

 

Attention: Mr. Stephan Roux     Tel:  012 111 9575 

        E-mail: sroux@worldonline.co.za /  

Dear Sir, 

 

COMMENT ON THE PRE-APPLICATION BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT (PRE-APP BAR) FOR THE 

PROPOSED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT ON THE PORTION 91 OF THE FARM MATJESFONTEIN 

304, PLETTENBERG BAY 
 

1. The abovementioned document received by this Department on 18 November 2022 refers. 

 

2. This Directorate wishes to express its gratitude in being granted an extension in the public 

participation period in order for this Directorate to provide comment on the documents.  As 

such, the Pre-App BAR has been reviewed and has the following comments that must be 

taken into consideration: 

 

2.1. Compliance with Appendix 1 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 

The report as submitted to this Directorate does not fully comply with the requirements 

of Appendix 1 as no declaration has been signed by the applicant nor the EAP.  It is 

therefore interpreted that the applicant not the EAP take responsibility for the content 

of the report. 

 

2.2. Groundwater Aspects 

It is noted in the geotechnical report that rapid seepage of groundwater was found at 

a depth of approximately 2 metres and none of the other test pits.  This Directorate wants 

to know what the depth of groundwater is at the northern extent at different intervals to 

determine where the extent of the water table is and what depth it is towards the north. 

 

2.3. Freshwater Compliance Statement 

It is noted that the specialist has stated that “The mapped spring and dam have been 

protected by a 10 m buffer as recommended, which constitutes the regulated area as 

per GN509 as this incorporates riparian vegetation in the immediate vicinity of the 

features. Provided no development takes place within this area, the development will 
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not require any level of Water Use Authorisation in terms of the National Water Act.” This 

Department is concerned about this statement and requires that the Breede-Olifants 

Catchment Management Agency (“BOCMA”) as the relevant competent authority, 

must determine and confirm whether the National Water Act, 1998 is applicable to this 

proposed development.  It is imperative that this is confirmed with BOCMA as soon as 

possible. 

 

Your attention is drawn to Section 24C(11) of the National Environmental Management 

Act, 1998 (“NEMA”) as amended on 30 June 2023. Should the relevant authority 

determine that a water use licence (WUL) is required, you will be required to synchronise 

the relevant applications. Notwithstanding the need for a WUL Application, you are 

reminded that if these processes are not properly aligned, the lack of synchronisation; 

omission of any consultation, reports/information; or delay as a result thereof, may 

prejudice the success of this application for environmental authorisation. 

 

2.4. Plant, Animal and Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment 

It is noted in this specialist report that in terms of impact reversibility, the secondary 

vegetation (depicted as medium sensitivity) can probably be fully reversible through 

active rehabilitation in combination with natural succession.  It is not clear that the 

mitigation hierarchy principle of avoidance has been considered when determining the 

sensitivity of the ecosystem was done since Garden Route Shale Fynbos is Endangered.  

It would seem prudent to avoid an area that can be successfully rehabilitated to its 

natural state to add to the conservation targets identified in the National Biodiversity 

Assessment. Sensitivity. 

 

2.5. Public Participation 

It is noted that comment from this Department’s Directorate Regulatory Planning 

Advisory Services on the applicability of the provisions of the Subdivision of Agricultural 

Land Act, 1970 (Act 70 of 1970).  This is not comment from the WCG: Department of 

Agriculture and as such, comment must be obtained from the Department of 

Agriculture. 

 

2.6. Alternatives 

Be advised that in terms of the EIA Regulations and NEMA, the investigation of 

alternatives is mandatory.  All alternatives identified must therefore be investigated to 

determine if they are feasible and reasonable. In this regard it must be noted that the 

Department may grant authorisation for an alternative as if it has been applied for or 

may grant authorisation in respect of all or part of the activity applied for. Alternatives 

are not limited to activity alternatives, but include layout alternatives, design, 

operational and technology alternatives. You are hereby reminded that it is mandatory 

to investigate and assess the option of not proceeding with the proposed activity (the 

“no-go” option) in addition to the other alternatives identified. Every EIA process must 

therefore identify and investigate alternatives, with feasible and reasonable alternatives 

to be comparatively assessed.  
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If, however, after having identified and investigated alternatives, no feasible and 

reasonable alternatives were found, no comparative assessment of alternatives, beyond 

the comparative assessment of the preferred alternative and the option of not 

proceeding, is required during the assessment. What would, however, be required in this 

instance is that proof of the investigation undertaken and motivation indicating that no 

reasonable or feasible alternatives other than the preferred option and the no-go option 

exist must be provided to the Department. Refer to the Department’s Guideline on 

Alternatives, 2013. 

 

It is noted that an alternative layout has been developed based on a historic approval 

but not considered feasible.  However, considering the medium sensitivity for vegetation, 

and the possibility of effective rehabilitation, a layout alternative must be investigated 

that excludes the medium sensitivity areas. 

 

2.7. Environmental Management Programme (“EMPr”) 

In accordance with Section 24N of NEMA and Regulation 19 of the Environmental 

Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014, the Department requires the submission of an 

Environmental Management Programme (“EMPr”). The contents of such an EMPr must 

meet the requirements outlined in Section 24N (2) and (3) of the NEMA (as amended) 

and Appendix 4 of GN No. R. 982 of 4 December 2014.  

 

The EMPr must address the potential environmental impacts of the activity throughout 

the project life cycle, including an assessment of the effectiveness of monitoring and 

management arrangements after implementation (auditing).  It must be submitted 

together with the BAR. When compiling the EMPr, the Department’s Guideline for 

Environmental Management Plans (June 2005) must be taken into account.  

 

An auditing schedule must be compiled to ensure the compliance with the conditions 

of the environmental authorisation and the EMPr, is audited.  No auditing schedule has 

been included in the EMPr.   

 

The EMPr is also generic in nature and should be more site specific in mitigation measures 

for impacts identified. 

 

2.8. Implementation programme 

Please note that, in accordance with the provisions of the Environmental Impact 

Assessment Regulations, 2014, a period for which the environmental authorisation is 

required must be provided. This period must be informed by the operational aspects (if 

applicable) and the non-operational aspects of the proposed development. As such, 

the date on which the activity will be concluded and the post construction monitoring 

requirements finalised, must be determined. 

 

This Department requests that an implementation programme be provided which sets 

out the construction phase (non-operational aspects) of the proposed development 

and specifies the period required to conclude the respective activities (a date on which 

the activity will be deemed to have been concluded should be derived from such a 
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programme). Where the proposed development will include operational aspects, the 

period for which the environmental authorisation is required must be provided. 

 

3. Please note that the pre-application consultation is an advisory process and does not pre-

empt the outcome of any future application which may be submitted to the Department. 

 

No information provided, views expressed and /or comments made by officials during the 

pre-application consultation should in any way be seen as an indication or confirmation: 

 that additional information or documents will not be requested; or 

 of the outcome of the application 

 

4. Please note that it is an offence in terms of Section 49A(1)(a) of the NEMA for a person to 

commence with a listed activity unless the Competent Authority has granted an 

Environmental Authorisation for undertaking it. Failure to comply with the requirements of 

Section 24F of the NEMA shall result in the matter being referred to the Environmental 

Compliance and Enforcement Directorate of this Department. A person convicted of an 

offence in terms of the above is liable to a fine not exceeding R10 million or to imprisonment 

for a period not exceeding 10 years, or to both such fine and imprisonment.  

 

5. Please note that the activity may not commence prior to an Environmental Authorisation 

being granted by the Department. 

 

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

information from you based on any information received. 

  

Yours faithfully 

 

 

pp___________________ 

HEAD OF COMPONENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT SERVICES: REGION 3 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 
(Reference: 16/3/3/6/7/1/d1/13/0268/22) 

 

Copied to:  EAP: EcoRoute Environmental E-mail: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za / janet@ecoroute.co.za  

Francois Naudé Digitally signed by Francois Naudé 
Date: 2023.07.27 15:16:54 +02'00'
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Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning 
Directorate: Development Management (Region 3)

George Regional Office: 4th Floor, York Park Building, 93 York Street, George, 6529

REFERENCE: 16/3/3/1/D1/13/0001/25
DATE OF ISSUE: 17 March 2025

The Managing Director
FAMILY ROUX EIENDOMME (PTY) LTD

PO Box 12670
QUEENSWOOD
0121

Attention: Mr. Stephanus Roux E-mail: sroux@worldonline.co.za

Dear Sir

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF RECEIPT OF THE APPLICATION FORM FOR BASIC ASSESSMENT IN TERMS OF 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REGULATIONS, 2014, FOR THE PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT ON PORTION 91 OF THE FARM MATJES FONTEIN NO. 304, KEURBOOMSTRAND

1. The application form dated 6 March 2025 compiled on your behalf by your appointed registered 
s. Joclyn Marshall (EAPASA No: 2022/5006) of Eco 

Route Environmental Consultancy, as received by the Department on 6 March 2025, refers.

2. The application form appears to be in order in accordance with regulation 16. This letter serves as 
acknowledgment of receipt of the aforementioned document by this Directorate on 6 March 2025.

3. Please remind your EAP that the requirements in terms of the Environmental Management Act (Act 

Regulations, 2014) must be complied with in respect of the application for Environmental 
Authorisation.

4. BAR Requirements
The BAR must contain all the information outlined in Appendix 1 of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations, 2014 (Government Notice No. R. 982 of 4 December 2014, as amended) 

and must also include and address any information requested in any 
previous correspondence in respect of this matter. Case 16/3/3/6/7/1/D1/13/0268/22 refers in this 
regard.

In accordance with Regulation 19 of the EIA Regulations, 2014, the Department hereby stipulates that 
the BAR (which has been subjected to public participation)  must be submitted to this Department 
for decision within 90 days from the date of receipt of the application by the Department. If however, 
significant changes have been made or significant new information has been added to the BAR, the 
applicant/EAP must notify the Department that an additional 50 days (i.e. 140 days from receipt of 
the application) would be required for the submission of the BAR. The additional 50 days must include 
a minimum 30-day commenting period to allow registered I&APs to comment on the revised 
report/additional information.
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If the BAR is not submitted within 90 days or 140 days, where an extension is applicable, the 
application will lapse in terms of Regulation 45 of Government Notice Regulation No. 982 of 4 
December 2014 and your file will be closed. Should you wish to pursue the application again, a new 
application process would have to be initiated. A new Application Form would have to be submitted. 
 

5. Consideration of relevant Guidelines 
Please advise your EAP to consider the applicable guidelines including the guidelines developed by 

 
(https://d7.westerncape.gov.za/eadp/resource-library/policies-and-guidelines). 
 

6. Applicable listed activities 
Please be reminded that the onus is on the applicant to ensure that all the applicable listed activities 
are applied for and assessed as part of the Basic Assessment process. 

 
7. Public Participation Process 

This Directorate is aware that the EAP conducted a pre-application public participation process. 
 
In light of the above, proof of compliance with Regulation 41 of the EIA Regulations, 2014 must be 
included in the BAR. In the event where the requirements of Regulation 41 have not been complied 
with simultaneously, the EAP is advised to do so during the application phase of the process. 
 

8. Other relevant considerations 
8.1. National Water Act, Act No. 36 of 1998 

Please be advised that the National Environmental Management Laws Amendment Act, Act 2 
of 2022 (NEMLAA), came into effect on 30 June 2023. This Act added sub-section 24C(11) to the 
National Environmental Management Act, Act 107 of 1998, as amended (NEMA) which requires 
that 
requires a licence or permit in terms of any of the specific environmental management Acts (i.e., 
NWA), must simultaneously submit those applications to the relevant competent authority or 
licensing authority, as the case may be, indicating in each application all other licences, 

. 
 
In this regard, the Department notes that the 
proposed water uses associated with the proposal has been submitted to the relevant authority, 
i.e. the Department of Water and Sanitation (Ref: WU34534). 
 
In the event that a Water Use License is required, please be advised that the EIA process and / 
or information and that of the WULA must be synchronised. You are reminded that if these 
processes are not properly aligned, the lack of synchronisation; omission of any 
reports/information; or delay as a result thereof, may prejudice the success of the application for 
environmental authorisation.  
 

8.2. Confirmation of Availability of Municipal Services 
Written confirmation of the availability of engineering services from the service providers (where 
applicable), including water, electricity, stormwater and possible waste removal services, must 
be provided together with the BAR submitted to this Department for decision-making. However, 
it is advised that this information be made available during the public participation process 
already. 
 

9. Please note that a listed activity may not commence prior to an environmental authorisation being 
granted by the Department. It is an offence in terms of Section 49A of the National Environmental 
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Management Act, 1998 (Act no. 
activity unless the competent authority has granted an environmental authorisation for the 
undertaking of the activity. A person convicted of an offence in terms of the above is liable to a fine 
not exceeding R10 million or to imprisonment for a period not exceeding 10 years, or to both such 
fine and imprisonment. 

 
10. Kindly quote the above-mentioned reference number in any future correspondence in respect of this 

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

from you based on any information received. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
pp_____________________ 
HEAD OF COMPONENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT SERVICES: REGION 3 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 
Ref.: 16/3/3/1/D1/13/0001/25 
 

Copied to:  
(1) Bitou Municipality: Ms. Anjé Minne      E-mail: ataljaard@plett.gov.za 

(2) Eco Route Environmental Consultancy: EAP: Ms. Joclyn Marshall  E-mail: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za 

 



 
 

Enquiries: R Mphahlele Tel: 023 346 8000 Fax: 044 873 2199      E-mail: rmphahlele@bocma.co.za 

 
REFERENCE: 4/10/2/K60E/MATJIESFONTEIN 304/91, KEURBOOMSTRAND 
 
Date: 07/06/2023 
 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy  
PO Box 1252 
SEDGEFIELD 

6573 
 
Good day 
 
RE: BASIC ASSESSMENT APPLICATION FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF A 
SUSTAINABLE MIDDLE-INCOME RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON PORTION 91 OF FARM 
MATJESFONTEIN 304, PLETTENBERG BAY 
 

The Breede Gouritz Catchment Management Agency (BGCMA) has reviewed the Basic Assessment 
Report (BAR) for the above-referenced development and its comments are as follows:   
 

1. As per the BAR, the development is planned for ± 73 group housing stands with average erf 
sizes of ±375m², open spaces, landscaping and associated roads, stormwater, water, and sewer 
infrastructure. The development will be connected to existing municipal sewer and water 
systems, which were evaluated to have capacity availability sufficient to service the development. 
Further, it is noted that the stormwater will be managed through stormwater management plans, 
sustainable drainage systems, and retention ponds.  
 

2. According to the Freshwater Compliance Statement ( hereinafter FCS),  dated July 2022 
complied by Dr. Jackie Dabrowski of Confluent Environmental (Pty) Ltd; the development will 
occur within the regulated area of two watercourses (spring and a dam). This constitutes water 
use in terms of sections 21 (c) & (i) of the National Water Act 36 of 1998 (NWA) for which a water 
use authorization is required in terms of section 22 of NWA prior activities commence.   

 
3. Contrary to the above, FCS determined that section 21 (c) & (i) water uses will not be triggered 

if a 10 m buffer is implemented around the spring and dam. However, according to the General 
Authorisation, Notice No. 509, issued in terms of section 39 of NWA on 26 August 2016 ( GN509), 
an activity does not trigger sections 21 (c) & (i) if it takes place beyond whichever is the greatest 
between a delineated riparian habitat and a 1:100 flood line, measured from the middle of the 
watercourse of a river, spring, natural channel, lake or dam. In the absence of a delineated 1:100 
flood line or riparian habitat, which is the case with this development, section 21 (c) and/or (i) will 
be triggered if the activity occurs within 100 m of a watercourse. Sections 21 (c) & (i) water use 
activities refer to the impeding or diverting of the flow of water in a watercourse or altering the 
bed, banks, course, or characteristics of a watercourse respectively. 
 



RE: BASIC ASSESSMENT APPLICATION FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF A 
SUSTAINABLE MIDDLE-INCOME RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON PORTION 91 OF FARM 
MATJESFONTEIN 304, PLETTENBERG BAY 
 

 
4. The FSC mentioned that water from the spring is stored in a dam. These constitute water use 

activities in terms of sections 21 (a) & (b) of NWA. In light of this, proof of authorization for the 
said water used must be provided to this office within five days of receipt of this letter. Failure to 
do so will result in the matter being referred to the Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement unit 
for further investigation.   

 
5. The FSC recommended that “ no stormwater should be put into the dam mentioned above as 

the water is of high quality”. However, it is understood the same dam will be used as a stormwater 
retention pond in terms of the Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) contained in the Engineering 
report dated April 2023 by Poise Consulting Engineers. If this is true, the SMP must be reviewed 
to exclude the dam as a  stormwater retention pond. The reviewed SMP must be submitted to 
this office for review and approval.  

 
6. A letter from the municipality confirming that the Ganse Vallei wastewater treatment plant has 

sufficient capacity to receive sewer flow from this development must be provided to this office 
prior to the commencement of construction works.  

 
7. The onus remains with the property owner to adhere to the above-mentioned relevant NWA 

provisions. Further,  this office reserves the right to amend and revise its comments as well as 
to request any further information should it be necessary to do so.  

 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
pp RM Mphahlele 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
pp MR. JAN \ AN STADEN 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER (ACTING)  

 
 



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Carol Surya <carolsurya@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 08:44

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed high
density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal Management
Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would
pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to accommodate
high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the area's sense of
place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest.
This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the concerns and
interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality Spatial
Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394. The area is
prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt the
natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the surrounding area,
including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact on the
affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over the past 26
years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any
development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be
completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply need to be
thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased transportation costs,
making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure
accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic. Approving the
proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety
concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon due to the
site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

13.  Loadshedding and electrical overload on the area.  This is already a major concern for Keurbooms area and we frequently have issues with electricity already (not to mention
the loadshedding burden as well).

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned
portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our natural
environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

--
Carol Surya
Psychologist & children's well being facilitator

Author of Great Kids & ParentMagic

InnerMagic children's self esteem game developer

0445335655   0716716337 



Objection to proposed High density residential development on Poortion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Chantal Tracy <chantaltracy@hotmail.co.za>
To admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 14:19

 
To Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie
 
I am wri�ng this le�er as a resident  of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposi�on to the proposed high
density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:
 
1. Environmental Protec�on: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensi�ve Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protec�on Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Construc�ng a high density residen�al development in this environmentally
sensi�ve area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.
 
2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designa�on to
accommodate high density residen�al development would contradict the exis�ng land use regula�ons and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.
 
3. Incompa�bility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residen�al development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the area's
sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by pris�ne afro-
montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and a�rac�ve feature that must be preserved.
 
4. Local Opposi�on: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collec�ve opposi�on represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious considera�on during the decision-making process.
 
5. Viola�on of Spa�al Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality
Spa�al Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and poten�ally set a nega�ve precedent for future developments.
 
6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A por�on of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394. The
area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table. Construc�on in this vulnerable area
could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act
as a soak-away.
 
7. Nega�ve Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue proper�es in the surrounding
area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact
on the affected property owners.
 
8. Land Degrada�on and Rehabilita�on Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in ques�on over the
past 26 years, which I consider to be a viola�on of environmental regula�ons. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area
before any development is considered.
 
9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be
completed or near comple�on before new applica�ons are considered. The cumula�ve effects of addi�onal developments on the already limited water supply need to be
thoroughly evaluated.
 
10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's loca�on, approximately 7 kilometers from central Ple�enberg Bay, would result in increased transporta�on
costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residen�al developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to
ensure accessibility and affordability for poten�al residents.
 
11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic. Approving
the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to conges�on and
safety concerns.
 
12. Adverse Climate Considera�ons: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the a�ernoon due to
the site's geography. This adverse clima�c condi�on could nega�vely impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.
 
In conclusion, I respec�ully request that you consider these objec�ons seriously and reject the proposed high density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essen�al outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the men�oned
por�on.
 
This development will greatly impact on my quality of life and on the road use that has a very dangerous turn off from the N2.
 
PLEASE REGISTER ME AS A AFFECTED PARTY AS MY ERF IS DERECTLY OPPISITE PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT.  
 
Many thanks
 
Chantal Young



 
 



17 Milkwood Glen Keurbooms
From Christine Cogzell <chris.cogzell@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 10:36

Good day,

We are in agreement with our Milkwood Glen Keurbooms residents for opposing the development of the said propery opposite Milkwood Glen Keurbooms properties
and gate entrance. The development is definently not suitable for a number of reasons as layed out by our Estate Manager and residents. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Kind Regards
Christine and Dennis Cogzell



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From David Netherway <dgnetherway@icloud.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 15:55

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the
following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant
financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou
be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply
need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

David Netherway
RSA cell&WhatsApp: +27 72 1861765
UK cell: +44 7764 189 695



dgnetherway@icloud.com



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Dee Rissik <deerissik@icon.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 16:05

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie,

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the
following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents
the concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field
once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a
significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question
over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in
Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water
supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated
closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of
Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on
the mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Diane Rissik
Writer/Editor
Ph/WhatsApp: +27 833051097
Email: deerissik@icon.co.za





Proposed development On Matjiesfontein
From Dr Marcel Myburgh <mm@witwatersberg.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-05-06 19:39

I hereby formerly object yo the proposed development.
There simplly is not sufficient infrastucture available to sustain such a big development.

Dr Marcel Myburgh

+27 82 44 164 93 mm@witwatersberg.com

Sent from my iPhone
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Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

Via e-mail:  admin@ecoroute.co.za 

janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 

 

06 June 2023 

 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

 

RE:  BASIC ASSESSEMENT REPORT FOR PORTION 91 OF MATJIESFONTEIN 304, KEURBOOMS 

 

Many thanks for the opportunity to comment on the application for Potion 91 of 304, Matjiesfontein.   

 

The Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum (Plett Enviro Forum) has perused the documents and 

would like to state our objection to the development application.    

 

Note regarding relevant policy and guidelines: 

The application refers to the relevant planning policy being the Bitou Spatial Development Framework 2021.   

However, according to our information, although this SDF was approved by the Bitou municipal council in March 

2021, it still requires final adoption from the Provincial Minister.  

 

The Plett Enviro Forum is concerned regarding the lack of clarity on the various versions of the Bitou SDF 

referenced.  The Forum has been informed that the 2017 version is currently being referenced.  In this regard, 

the density profile in the BAR refers to the Draft Bitou SDF (2013) and a gross density profile of 12 units per 

hectare being appropriate.  Please confirm which version of the Bitou SDF is the appropriate guideline. 

 

We have the following comments/queries: 

 

1. Basic Assessment Report – (BAR):   

 

Density 

• The proposal for 73 dwelling units on this site deviates significantly from the 19 units proposed in the 

Bitou SDF and Keurbooms and Environs Local Area Spatial Plan 2013 (KELASP). No compelling 

argument is found in the BAR to justify such a substantial increase in density and The Plett Enviro 

Forum objects to this in the strongest terms. 

• The layout of small erven of ±375m² without space for natural areas will result in a visual impact that 

is incompatible with the rural character of Keurbooms. 
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• The claim of “ample open spaces and landscaped streets” in the report is questionable given the 

proposed density and site limitations. It is unclear how ample open spaces can be accommodated 

without encroaching on the steep slopes and the Buffer zone to the Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA) to 

the north of the site. 

• The BAR incorrectly states that “This proposal aligns with the proposed development nodes as 

identified in the Keurboom local Area Structure Plan” (pg 50). However, the development extends 

beyond the Strategic Development Area identified for the site and falls outside the urban edge 

delineated in both the 2017 and 2021 Bitou SDFs.  

• Increasing density beyond that envisaged would detract from the scenic route proposed for the Main 

Road in the Bitou SDF and KELASP. 

 

Biodiversity Impacts & Site Constraints 

The Plett Enviro Forum has strong concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed development on 

biodiversity.  The BAR refers to the various flood lines and “no-go” areas.  According to the BAR, the 

proposed development footprint complies with most bio-physical site constraints, except for the 4,5m 

coastal setback line. However, the Forum argues that the site’s sensitivities make the application 

inappropriate for the following reasons: 

 

• The proposed as Open Space III, designated as a Critical Biodiversity Area, necessitates ongoing 

monitoring and management.  Will a long-term EMP be in place to address environmental management 

to mitigate post-construction environmental impacts? As envisaged in the Bitou SDF and KELASP, 

properties in the Coastal Corridor should be incorporated into some type of stewardship arrangement 

with all property owners along this stretch of sensitive dune, forest and wetland being incorporated into 

a conservation management area that will address long-term and cumulative development impacts.   

• The property is on the edge of the 1:100-year floodline, which poses significant future risks due to 

climate change.  Developing in a potentially high-risk zone is irresponsible towards future homeowners, 

especially when building below the 4.5m contour. 

• The National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPA) map includes this portion as being part of 

the Keurbooms system: 
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• The Preferred Alternative includes housing units where “Secondary Vegetation” occurs, as per the 

Biodiversity Assessment. The Biodiversity Assessment emphasizes the need to minimize impacts 

within Secondary vegetation and carry out restoration activities. However, the application makes no 

reference to rehabilitation measures on the site, which should be addressed. 

• The application does not adequately consider the presence of the Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA) and 

sensitive environment.  The development proposal should set a positive precedent for the local area 

with respect to biodiversity conservation and rehabilitation of degraded areas. 

• The construction of 73 dwelling units and the high number of residents using the forested area will exert 

enormous pressure on the sensitive forest environment.  Managing the ecological aspects of this site 

will be extremely challenging due to the high number of residents. 

• The cumulative development potential along the entire ‘Coastal Corridor’ on Main Road has been 

explicitly considered in the Bitou SDF and KELASP. Departing from the envisaged density would 

establish a highly negative precedent. 

• The proposed development poses a risk of damaging the environmental assets that draw tourism and 

investment into the area. 

 

Architectural Design Guidelines 

• The report states that the 73 houses will be built in a similar style, based on green principles, but lacks 

adequate detail. What is the architectural style?  How are green principles incorporated? This is crucial 

to potential impacts on the sense of place and aesthetics. 

• The inclusion of solar systems and energy efficiency design guidelines, orientation etc. is admirable. 

We await the Architectural Design Guidelines for further detail.   

• The proposal needs further detail with respect to sustainable urban drainage (SUDS) design to promote 

stormwater infiltration, i.e., permeable paving for road surfaces and around dwellings, rainwater 

harvesting, stormwater swales leading to retention ponds. 

 

Services 

Water supply and Sewerage  

There are doubts regarding the availability of adequate water and sewer capacity for the proposed 

development:  

• The BAR states that there are municipal water and sewer networks available. Contrary to the BAR, the 

report by GLS (Appendix 16: Capacity Analysis) states that while the reticulation network at the site 

boundary requires no upgrading, and the capacity of the Matjiesfontein reservoir is adequate, the larger 

bulk system to Matjiesfontein reservoir is “at capacity and should be upgraded according to the master 

plan” in order to accommodate the development.  

• With respect to the existing bulk sewer, the BAR states that downstream of the Matjiesfontein pump 

station, this system has insufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed development and minimum 

upgrades are required. 

• The contradictory information regarding capacity raises concerns about the feasibility of the 

development and its impacts on water resources. This contradiction needs to be addressed in the BAR 

and Engineering report 
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Traffic Impact 

• Two Transport II erven are to be incorporated:  Can it be confirmed that access onto the site will only 

be from the Divisional road (Keurbooms Road - Minor Road PO349 Rd)? 

• A traffic assessment has not been included and, considering the peak tourist seasons, traffic safety is 

concerning.   

 

 

2. The Draft Town Planning Report (Appendix G6):  

Further to comments above incorporated into the BAR: 

• This report states: “Taking the 4.5m contour line into account, only about 1.6ha of the 6ha transformed 

area has been identified as being suitable for development. This calculates to a maximum of 19 units”. 

The proposal for 73 units is a substantial increase in density.   

• The rationale provided for this development is not adequate.  The site is not suited to middle-income 

housing as it is outside of the core area of work and transport affordability for people needing to get 

into Plettenberg Bay to work.  Middle-income housing is suited to areas closer to the town of Plettenberg 

Bay. 

• The argument that the density is required for financial viability is spurious.  If such density is required, 

then this development should be situated in a more suitable area, closer to town and not on a site that 

includes a pristine forest area or that will require constant monitoring and conservation management. 

• The report refers to landscaping of the development, but no mention is made of the type of landscaping 

(i.e., locally indigenous).  Why not? 

• What type/design of fencing will be used?  We understand that fencing will address animal movements 

but would like more information of the proposed design to facilitate this. 

• The report discusses visual sensitivity.  The proposed densities will have a significant impact on the 

sense of place and establish an undesirable precedent for the area.  To suggest that vegetation to 

“hide” the development is going to address this impact is questionable at best. 

• To conclude that the site has “limited constraints” is to ignore the topography, conservation value of 

habitat, sense of place, high ground water levels, traffic access.  This site is definitely not “highly 

desirable” for this type of development. 

 

3. Bulk Water & Sewer Services (GLS) (Appendix E16): 

• The reference to water availability for the development speaks to the infrastructure.  Is Bitou 

Municipality prepared to confirm that there is sufficient water at source to service developments of this 

scale, particularly considering the cumulative needs of approximately 7000 future housing units for Plett 

that await approval. 

• The GLS Capacity Analysis for bulk supply acknowledges that the “150mm supply pipe to the 

Matjiesfontein and Wittedrift reservoirs is however at capacity .... The current operation consequently 

puts pressure on the available spare capacity of the Goose Valley system ... The larger bulk system 

(supply to Matjiesfontein reservoir) should be upgraded according to the master plan before additional 

development can be accommodated.”  Further to this, according to the analysis, “The capacity of the 

existing bulk supply system from the Town reservoirs to the Matjiesfontein reservoir is calculated at 1,0 

ML/d. The required supply to the Matjiesfontein reservoir during peak holiday periods is calculated at 

2,3 ML/d.”  How is this to be perceived then as a reliable system that can supply the requirements for 

this development? 
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• The report acknowledges that it does not cover the cumulative effect of the numerous proposed 

developments dealt with by GLS, that would be supplied with water by the same bulk supply system: 

“should be noted that the simultaneous development of the proposed developments will accelerate the 

need for the bulk master plan items to be implemented.”  How can this type of “tail-wagging-the-dog” 

approach be considered logical?   

 

4. Bulk Services & Civil Engineering Infrastructure Report (Appendix G3): 

• The report discusses Water connection, demand, and capacity.  We refer to the GLS report regarding 

capacity availability which appears to be in question. The lack of adequate bulk water supply to the 

Matjiesfontein reservoir is overlooked in the Engineering Report. 

• The report refers to alternative water sourcing. Rainwater harvesting is admirable, but the use of treated 

greywater needs investigation, particularly considering the freshwater spring and dam that is on site. 

What is proposed for drinking water? If alternative water sourcing is to be implemented, this needs to 

be investigated and details included for public comment. 

• The capacity to manage additional sewage within the existing infrastructure appears to be a potential 

risk with the peak factor being 2.5 and the maximum peak discharge being 2.0 l/s.  Can it be confirmed 

that there is capacity to cope with the additional sewage?  Alternative sewerage treatment design if 

proposed, should be submitted for scrutiny and public comment. 

• The existing access road is exceptionally busy during holiday periods.  As per BAR comments above 

when is a Traffic Impact Assessment report to be shared?  

• The layout plans in the Engineering Report show that some of the sites at the rear are on  steep 

ground that will require cut and fill and retaining walls i.e. Sites 62 and 63 in the NW corner which might 

result in erosion in the Buffer zone. What kind of retaining walls will be used?  The placement of these 

sites adjacent to the Buffer zone intended to protect the forest is likely to impact the sensitive forest 

area. 

• The retention ponds shown on the Engineering drawing are located in each sub-section of the estate.  

What design and materials will be used for these?  Natural earth ponds that allow wetland vegetation 

to establish at the edges, accommodating fauna, would be appropriate.   

 

5. Draft Environmental Management Programme (Appendix H): 

• The document highlights the potential issues, areas of risk, as per the BAR and specialist reports.  

However, post-construction monitoring impacts, stormwater, ground water, and the forest?  Is an EMP 

to be drawn up, adopted and monitored by a governing body? 

• With regards to lighting, while it is understood that this is required for safety and security, this is an 

exceptionally sensitive environment and diffuse/low level lighting is required to prevent light pollution.  

What design of lighting is proposed?  

• How is the spring and dam water to be monitored and who is to do this post construction?  It is believed 

(local residents) that there is fauna that use this water and it therefore needs to be ensured that 

pollutants cannot enter this water source.  Access to the spring must be provided for animals. 

• Only locally indigenous vegetation should be planted. We support the alien invasive management 

programme but would query who is to implement and monitor this on an ongoing basis? 

• Will there be a plant rescue undertaken prior to any work commencing?  This site is well known for its 

annual display of Brunsvigia orientalis (Candelabra flower) each year and the reports all speak to the 

occurrence of certain special species that do/may occur on this site. 
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6. Geotechnical Report (Appendix G4): 

• The Plett Enviro Forum is concerned about the groundwater levels of this site.  Although the report 

explains that run-off and stormwater will be adequately dealt with, we remain concerned that flooding 

will occur during heavy rainfall events.  Historically, this was a floodplain area, with high water pushing 

up from the Keurbooms, through the Tshokwane Wetland and up the valley.  Development has 

impacted this system over the years.  However, groundwater tables are still very high in this area as 

reported by locals during rain events.   

 

In conclusion, the Plett Enviro Forum strongly objects to the proposed development due to its inappropriate 

density, negative impact on biodiversity, insufficient architectural design detail, and doubts about the availability 

of water. for the following reasons: 

• Inappropriate density proposed, detrimental to the character of the area 

• Proposed development in “no-go” areas of site in the 4,5m flood contour/coastal setback line 

• Extremely sensitive environment  

• High groundwater tables around the site 

• Unconfirmed availability of bulk water supply or adequate description of alternative supply 

• The precedent that this type of development in this area will set in terms of density 

• Lack of consideration of cumulative impacts on water resources 

• Lack of consideration of cumulative impacts of similar developments on Sense of Place and biodiversity 

should such a precedent for dense, middle-income housing be established 

• Damage to environmental assets that draw tourism and investment into the area 

 

The Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum thanks you for the opportunity to comment and we look 

forward to your response.  We reserve the right to comment on further processes linked to this application. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
OBO Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum 

  

 

 
 

 



Subject: Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein
304

From <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
To Elmerettes <elmerettes@gmail.com>
Date 2023-06-06 10:36

Good morning Elmerette

Thank you for your email received, you have been registered as an I&AP.

Please note that all comments/concerns will be addressed in the Comments & Response Report that will be circulated in the next round of Public
Participation.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further information.

Kind Regards

Carina Leslie
Admin: Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
Office: 064 691 4394

on behalf of

Joclyn Marshall
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
EAPASA 2022/5006
0721266393

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: Subject: Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
Date: 2023-06-06 10:00
From: Elmerette De Kock <elmerettes@gmail.com>
To: admin@ecoroute.co.za

To whom it may concern

I herewith object to the proposed high density residential development on portion 91 of farm Matjiesfontein 304.

Thank you
Elmerette de Kock

Sent from my iPhone



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Emma Reid <emmajreid@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 18:20

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I live at no. 49 Milkwood Glen. I believe that this development should
not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a
significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in
Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water
supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer to
town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our natural
environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

--

Emma Mudge
Architect | PrArch 24751456



+44 (0) 7943339609
+27 (0) 649643635



Subject: Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein
304

From Estelle Dormehl <castella.estrella@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 06:57

Good morning

I would hereby like to lodge my objection 

Have a great day

Kind Regards
Estelle 



Proposed High-Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From George Stiglingh <gstiglingh@gmail.com>
To admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Cc joclyn@ecoroute.co.za <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 14:59

George S�glingh
Kingston Place Family Trust
8 Strand Street
Keurboomstrand
gs�glingh@gmail.com
+27828001551
 
6 June 2023
 

FOR ATTENTION: Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

 

Re:         Registra�on as affected party and objec�on to Proposed High-Density Residen�al Development on Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304

As an interested and affected party who owns proper�es through my family trust, Kingston Place Family Trust, resides in Keursands Keurboomstrand and Chairman of the
HOA of Keursands, I want to register as an affected party and receive any further correspondence on the proposed development above.

This le�er serves as a formal objec�on to the proposed high-density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304.

I agree with the objec�on of other affected par�es and base my objec�on on the same points which are the following:

1. Water Concerns
1.1               Water Scarcity 

1.1.1         The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages.
1.1.2         Even without further development, these water shortages are likely to be exacerbated due to changing weather pa�erns.
1.1.3         The cumula�ve effects of developments, already approved and/or under construc�on, on the limited water supply need to be thoroughly

evaluated before any new construc�on/development is allowed to go ahead.
1.2               Wetland Conserva�on and Management

1.2.1         A por�on of the proposed development is intended to be built in the wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO394.
1.2.2         This area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table.
1.2.3         Wetland corridors are vital to water conserva�on.
1.2.4         Construc�on in this vulnerable area is likely to disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.
1.2.5         Once the open field has been built up it will no longer act as a soak-away. This will nega�vely impact on the water table and risk flooding of the

PO394.
 

2. Responsibility for rehabilita�on of land degrada�on
2.1               Areas of the land in ques�on have been degraded over the past 26 years under the stewardship of the current property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme

Pty Ltd. It is on the basis of this degrada�on that the land is put forward as suitable for development.
2.2               These property owners should not be rewarded (by approving the development) for allowing the degrada�on of their land. Instead, they should be

required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area.
 

3. Accessibility and Affordability
3.1               The proposed development proposes to provide affordable accommoda�on for residents who work in Ple�enberg Bay.
3.2               However, the loca�on of the proposed development, approximately 12 kilometres from central Ple�enberg Bay, along a long and narrow access road,

would result in increased transporta�on costs and extensive traffic conges�on.
3.3               High-density residen�al developments, targe�ng residents who will be working in Ple�enberg Bay, should be situated closer to the town centre to ensure

accessibility and ongoing affordability.
 

4. Inadequate road infrastructure
4.1               The minor road PO 394, which provides access to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic. The proposed

development, in addi�on to other developments that have already been approved, would put extreme strain on this road, leading to conges�on and safety
concerns.
 

5. Viola�ons in respect of Zoning and Spa�al Development Plan
5.1               Zoning Conflict

5.1.1         Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304, the land on which the proposed development is intended to be built, is zoned for agricultural use.
5.1.2         Changing the zoning to accommodate a high-density residen�al development undermines the integrity of the zoning system and sets a

problema�c precedent that could allow other agricultural land to be rezoned for the industrialisa�on of urban development.
5.1.3         Arguments that Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304 is not economically viable for agriculture are unfounded as many forms of regenera�ve

agriculture could be successfully applied to this land.
5.2               Spa�al Development Plant

5.2.1         Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality Spa�al
Development Plan.

5.2.2         Approval of this development would disregard the established plan and set a dangerous precedent for future developments and transgressions.
 

6. Risks to the Environment
6.1               The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensi�ve Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protec�on Zone, and Coastal Management Lines.
6.2               Due to the recognised importance and ecological sensi�vity of this region, it is protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa.
6.3               The construc�on of a high-density residen�al development in this environmentally sensi�ve area poses a significant threat to the fragile coastal

ecosystem.
6.4               Housing developments can be constructed in many areas, but fragile and pris�ne natural ecosystems can never be recreated.

 
7. Nega�ve impact on Keurboomstrand's intrinsic value and character

7.1               The proposed high-density residen�al development does not align with Keurboomstrand's sense of place and as such is inappropriate.
7.2               Located between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by unspoilt afro-montaine forest, Keurboomstrand is known for its pris�ne natural

beauty. A high-density development would nega�vely impact its character.
7.3               Keurboomstrand is one of the last remaining regions in the world whose Natural Heritage s�ll remains intact. Any high-density development in

Keurboomstrand would detract from the area's natural beauty, damaging its intrinsic value.
 

8. Community objec�on
8.1               Keurboomstrand has a long-standing and well-established local community.
8.2               Many of the local property owners have strongly objected to the proposed development. This collec�ve opposi�on represents the concerns and interests

of the local community, which should be taken into serious considera�on during the decision-making process.

 

I do believe that any new developments in this region must take the environmental sensi�vity, character and infrastructural constraints of the region very seriously. High-
density developments of any kind are inappropriate for this region.



Yours sincerely

 

George S�glingh
 
Chairman: HOA Keursands
Cellular: +27 82 800 1551
Email: gs�glingh@gmail.com
 

 



Objection to proposed High density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Annie Le Roux <annhelenleroux@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 05:31

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie, 

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development. 
I wish to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. 
I sincerely believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant
financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Because of the Loadshedding Crisis, we are having a 
Electricity and water access crisis : 
The Grid to Keurbooms is already over burdened. Often, After loadshedding when the power goes on again, the whole of Keurboomstrand trips and we sit without
water or lights for sometimes many more hours or days.
If Keurbooms strand with it's current amount of homes can't function, how will it work with even more homes and a further burden on the grid? 

On top of this we have  serious Water Scarcity Concerns: 
The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near
completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly
evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304.

 Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion.



Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Ann Helen le Roux 
9 Milkwood Glen 
Keurboomstrand 







Re: PTN 91 OF FARM MATJESFONTEIN 304
From <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
To Braam Barnard <braambarnard57@gmail.com>
Cc Joclyn <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-05-08 11:41

Dear Mr Barnard

Thank you for your comments received, you have been registered as an Interested & Affected Party.

Please note that your comments/concerns will be addressed in the Comments & Response Report that will be circulated in the next round of
Public Participation.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further information.

Kind regards

Carina Leslie
Admin: Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
Office: 064 691 4394

On 2023-05-07 07:20, Braam Barnard wrote:

I object to high density development on Keurbooms strand The area was
declared low density development by dr Vali Moosa long ago  How dit
this proclamation got side stepped?
A H Barnard Keurview K7



PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PORTION 91 OFF FARM MATJIESFONTEIN 304
From Braam Greeff <braam@apgreeff.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 13:32

Good a�ernoon
I am A P Greeff from 5 Garden str ( erf 63 ) Keurboomstrand . I am resident since 1980 at men�oned address and would like to object against proposed development on
road to Keurboomstrand . This will have a huge impact on the traffic as well as our water and electricity supply , as it is under heavy pressure as it is at this stage . Kindly
take note of this objec�on and please confirm recep�on !
 
Kind regards
Braam Greeff
 



Objection
From Grazia Mauri <grazia_10@hotmail.com>
To admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 12:41

Re: Objection to the proposed high density residential development on portion 91 of farm Matjiesfontein 304.

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong
opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development
should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection
Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density
residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the
zoning designation to accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the
integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does
not align with the area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated
dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective
opposition represents the concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making
process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in
the Bitou Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a
negative precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and
Minor Road PO 394. The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a
shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding. Without
storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue
properties in the surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of
property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms
and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional
developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

9. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result
in increased transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments
should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

10. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the
existing traffic. Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the
capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns.

11. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded
in the afternoon due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and
limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential
development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential
outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the
preservation of our natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Grazia Tarabusi Mauri

Sent from my iPhone



 

 

  
 
06/06/2023          
 
 
Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie 
 
RE: Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 Of Farm 
Matjiesfontein 304 
 
I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate (25 Milkwood glen Keurboom 
Strand, registered to the name of Onse Kinders Trust of which I am a trustee) which 
neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the 
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 
304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons: 
 
Electricity: 
The Keurbooms area is currently suffering from electricity shortage as the grid in the area 
does not make provision for the electricity needs of current residents. Additional housing 
will burden the electricity supply. 
 
Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua 
Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, 
which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high 
density residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a 
significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem. 
 
Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is 
currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to accommodate high 
density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and 
undermine the integrity of the zoning system. 
 
Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential 
development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the area's sense 
of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between 
the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. This 
scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved. 
 
Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to 
the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the concerns and interests 



 

 

of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-
making process. 
 
Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the 
urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality Spatial 
Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and 
potentially set a negative precedent for future developments. 
 
Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a 
vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394. The area is prone to 
heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation 
with a shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt the natural 
hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could 
impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act as a soak-away. 
 
Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated 
that the proposed development would devalue properties in the surrounding area, including 
Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This 
loss of property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property 
owners. 
 
Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux 
Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over the past 26 years, 
which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held 
accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any 
development is considered. 
 
Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial 
that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near 
completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional 
developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly evaluated. 
 
Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 
kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased transportation costs, 
making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density 
residential developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure 
accessibility and affordability for potential residents. 
 
Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed 
development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic. Approving the 



 

 

proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, 
would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns. 
 
 
 
Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the 
mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon due to the site's 
geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for 
residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces. 
 
In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject 
the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 
304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential 
outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate 
decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our natural 
environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 



Objection portion 91 Development
From Janine Lourens <janine.lourens121@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 14:13

Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304

Janine Lourens
Sent from my iPhone



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Jeanne Botes <jeannebotes0@gmail.com>
To admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 17:18
Priority Normal

Subject:
I object to the Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304

Reason:
Roads / Current infrastructure will not be able to handle the influx of people in Keurboomstrand. 

Kind Regards 
Jeanne Botes 
0798760406

Sent from my phone



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304.
From Johan Koen <johankoen632000@yahoo.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 10:57

I am one of the owners of Keurrus Pty Ltd at Keurbooms Strand. Please note my serious objection the the proposed housing development referred
to above. The infra structure of Keurbooms Strand is already under extreme stress as far as electricity supply, water supply, sewerage system
and access roads are concerned. The scheme as proposed will make all these problems worse to a large extent.
Thank you,
J. Koen

Sent from my iPad



Beswaar teen hoedigtheid ontwikkeling op deel 91 van die plaas Matjiesfontein 304.
From <online2791722@telkomsa.net>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 13:18

Waarde heer,
As vakansieganger in Keurboomstrand sedert 1948 en permanente inwoner sedert 2003 kan ek nie anders as om beswaar te maak teen die genoemde
ontwikkeling nie en wel om die volgende redes:
 1.Die omgewing met sy natuur,wild en voellewe sal versteur en verlore gaan asook die bioom van Brusvygia plante wat n natuurwonder is
(laasgenoemde kom  op b
aie min plekke in ons land voor).
 2.Elektrisiteit voorsiening van omgewing is baie wisselvallig en gebrekkig..
 3.Water infrastruktuur van omgewing is gebrekkig.
 4.Riolering infrastruktuur is beslis nie geskik om soveel mense te bedien nie.
 5.Die padstruktuur is tans nie in staat om die verkeer te dra tydens vakansies nie. Nog n toeloop van ongeveer tagtig huise se inwoners sal
die huidige verkeer  baie gevaarlik maak vir motoriste, fietsryers en hardlopers dwarsdeur die jaar.
 Na my mening is die genoemde eiendom beslis nie geskik om soveel huise te dra  nie.
 Die uwe,
 John Hofmeyr.



Fwd: Proposed development
From josephine balzer <josephinebalzer8@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-05 22:22

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Josephine Balzer <balzer@zol.co.zw>
Date: 05 June 2023 at 22:16:00 CAT
To: josephine balzer <josephinebalzer8@gmail.com>
Subject: Proposed development

 Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein
304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents
the concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding. Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field
once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including the six properties I own in Milkwood Glen, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a
significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question
over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in
Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water
supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated
closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of
Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on
the mentioned portion.



Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

I am an owner of a property in Milkwood Glen and therefore will be affected by this. O 

Yours sincerely,

Josephine Balzer

Sent from my iPhone



Strong Objection to Development - Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Lance Faure <lfaure@isec.co.za>
To admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Cc Alison Faure <alifaureza@gmail.com>
Date 2023-06-06 12:47

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the
following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding. Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant
financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou
be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply
need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Lance and Alison Faure
15A&B Milkwood Glenn, Keurboomstrand



082 880 2037
083 267 3613



Opposition to the Proposed Development of Portion 19 of 304 Matjesfontein
From Laurence & Claire Parkman <parkman74@gmail.com>
To <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>, <jocelyn@ecoroute.co.za>
Cc <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 12:40

Dear Jocelyn and Carina

We hereby object to the above proposal on the following grounds;

Density - 73 Residential 2 erven with an average size of 375sq mtrs is too high a density for the highly sensitive area in question we believe would be hugely
detrimental to animal species and terrestrial biodiversity.

Wetlands and Localised Flooding - the location of this site close to the original Keurbooms wetland could cause major issues with localised and surrounding area
flooding if high density housing were permitted.

Road Infrastructure -  development on this and other sites along Keurboomstrand would cause increasing problems on the P394 which is already hazardous being
limited in width and the only access road servicing existing developments and Keurbooms village.
Particular attention in any Traffic Impact Assessment must not be restricted to 'main access collector' but take an holistic approach to factor in issues including the
following;
1. This is the first large scale development on the Northern side of Keurboomstrand (P394).
2. As a provincial road this has a speed limit which creates an existing endangerment particularly to turning traffic and pedestrian traffic crossing the road to utilise
existing servitudes to the beach.
3. Provision MUST be made for 'traffic calming' and pedestrian crossing at the location to accommodate safe access to the beach for any development on the
Portion 19 site or on Northern side of the P394. 
4. P394 progress for re-registration to limit speed and vest responsibility for the road to local authorities should take place as a priority and be part of any approval
process for a development on the northern section of Keurboomstrand.
5. Considering other noted proposed developments along Keurboomstrand an holistic approach to improving the road infrastructure is overdue.

Animal Species and Terrestrial Biodiversity - the location is the site of animal corridors which would be seriously disrupted. Also the reality that this area has
suffered 'disruptive use' over the last decade should not deter from the fact that it is in a protected area and should be subject to extensive environmental impact
assessment.  

We appreciate the opportunity given to comment and would ask that we be kept informed of developments on this proposal as an interested and affected party.

Kind Regards

Claire and Laurence Parkman
Keurbooms Residents
.



Subject: Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein
304

From Linda Fletcher <linda@bitec.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 07:20
Priority Normal

Good day

I would like to formally notify you of my complete objection to the construction of the high density housing development on 

Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304

The area of Keurboomstrand cannot sustain this type of development.

We need to maintain certain areas for future generations.

Thank you for your consideration

Kind regards

Linda Fletcher
0817267843
Sent from Android device



Re: OBJECTION TO PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT 91 of Matjiesfontein 304, Keurboomsstrand
From <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
To Lisa Murray <lisajmurray59@me.com>
Cc Joclyn <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-05-08 11:35

Dear Ms Murray

Thank you for your comments received, you have been registered as an Interested & Affected Party.

Please note that your comments/concerns will be addressed in the Comments & Response Report that will be circulated in the next round of
Public Participation.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further information.

Kind Regards

Carina Leslie
Admin: Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
Office: 064 691 4394

On 2023-05-06 21:05, Lisa Murray wrote:

 
 
 
To whom it may concern

As an owner of erf 829, Milkwood Glen - directly opposite the above proposed development- I wish to OBJECT as an Interested and Affected
Party.

The property concerned is currently zoned Agricultural and is situated in a potential Flood plain and is surely NOT conducive to high impact
, high density housing.

The impact that this intensive onslaught of traffic would have on the existing road ,which is already busy ,would be irresponsible to say
the least.

The already overwhelmed utilities servicing the Bitou Municipal area struggle to cope with the existing load .

73 erven on this size portion is greedy in the extreme and undermines and contradicts the vision of “Harmonious living with ample open
spaces “ .

This area is a protected and sensitive Coastal zone and should remain as such.

Yours sincerely

Lisa Murray
Ptn 829, Milkwood Glen
0825695557



Re: Register as an affected party
From Lolita Bruwer <lolitabruwer@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 14:22

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the
following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant
financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou
be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply
need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Lolita Bruwer 

On Fri, 12 May 2023, 09:10 , <admin@ecoroute.co.za> wrote:
Good moring Ms Bruwer 



Thank you for your email, you have been registered as an I&AP.

Please find attached the Draft Bar as requested.

Please may I also refer you to our website - you will find all the relevant documents (appendixes) and information as requested.

https://ecoroute.co.za/node/67

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further information.

Kind regards

Carina Leslie
Admin: Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
Office: 064 691 4394

on behalf of
Joclyn Marshall
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
EAPASA 2022/5006
0721266393

From: Lolita Bruwer <lolitabruwer@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2023 5:33 AM
To: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za
Cc: Lolita Bruwer <lolitabruwer@gmail.com>
Subject: Register as an affected party

Hi.

I am a neighbour to portion 91 of farm Matjesfontein 304, Plettenberg
bay.

 Please send me a draft basic assessment report and relevant appendages
in regards to:

Proposed development of a sustainable middle income residential
development of portion 91 of farm Matjesfontein 304, Plettenberg bay

With thanks

Lolita  Bruwer



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Lucinda Mudge <lucinda@drawingroom.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-05 22:13

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am a neighbour to the proposed development and am writing to formally express my strong opposition.  

The proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304 should not be approved for the following reasons:

Environmental Protection: 

The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are
protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a
significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the area's
sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by pristine
afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved. 
A development of this scale is better suited to an area much closer to town, or between plett and knysna on the airport road, thus serving two towns. 

Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394. The
area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable
area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon
will not act as a soak-away.

Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including the two properties I own in Milkwood Glen, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a
significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over the
past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded
area before any development is considered.

Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be
completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply need
to be thoroughly evaluated.

 Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 10 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

 Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon due
to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment.

Yours sincerely,

Lucinda mudge 



38 Milkwood glen. 
Keurboomstrand. 



(no subject)
From Maarten Molenaar <maartenvisvangmol@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 06:40

To who it may concern

Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304

I am against the above proposed protect because of my great concern around the current infrastructure. Currently we struggle with continues problems with
electricity after storms etc; water supply is not consistent and even keeping The Waves parking area clean seems to be problematic. I am of the opinion that the
current infrastructure needs to be improve in such away to accommodate the suggested development.

Before this gets sorted out I am against the proposed development. The municipality have to address this issue first.

Thank you and God bless.

Maarten Molenaar
5 Mare Nostrum



FW: 91 Matjiesfontien development proposal objection
From Joclyn Marshall <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 08:49

 
 
Kind Regards,

Joclyn Marshall

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy

EAPASA 2022/5006

0721266393

 

From: margie <margie@mosaicsetc.co.za>
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 1:21 AM
To: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za
Subject: 91 Matjiesfon�en development proposal objec�on
 
 
Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am wri�ng this le�er as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposi�on to the proposed high
density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protec�on: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensi�ve Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protec�on Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Construc�ng a high density residen�al development in this environmentally
sensi�ve area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designa�on to
accommodate high density residen�al development would contradict the exis�ng land use regula�ons and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompa�bility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residen�al development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the area's
sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by pris�ne afro-
montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and a�rac�ve feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposi�on: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collec�ve opposi�on represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious considera�on during the decision-making process.

5. Viola�on of Spa�al Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality
Spa�al Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and poten�ally set a nega�ve precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A por�on of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394. The
area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table. Construc�on in this vulnerable area
could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act
as a soak-away.

7. Nega�ve Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue proper�es in the surrounding
area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact
on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degrada�on and Rehabilita�on Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in ques�on over the
past 26 years, which I consider to be a viola�on of environmental regula�ons. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area
before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be
completed or near comple�on before new applica�ons are considered. The cumula�ve effects of addi�onal developments on the already limited water supply need to be
thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's loca�on, approximately 7 kilometers from central Ple�enberg Bay, would result in increased transporta�on
costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residen�al developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to
ensure accessibility and affordability for poten�al residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic. Approving
the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to conges�on and
safety concerns.



12. Adverse Climate Considera�ons: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the a�ernoon due to
the site's geography. This adverse clima�c condi�on could nega�vely impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respec�ully request that you consider these objec�ons seriously and reject the proposed high density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essen�al outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the men�oned
por�on.

Thank you for your a�en�on to this ma�er. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preserva�on of our natural
environment. Should you require any further informa�on or clarifica�on, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Margarrt Ford
Owner, 36 Milkwood Glen
 
Sent from my Galaxy

 



Fwd: 91 Matjiesfontien development proposal objection
From <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
To Marleyford46 <marleyford46@gmail.com>
Cc Joclyn <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 10:30

Good morning Marley

Thank you for your comments received.

Please note that your comments/concerns will be addressed in the Comments & Response Report that will be circulated in the next round of
Public Participation.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further information.

Kind Regards

Carina Leslie
Admin: Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
Office: 064 691 4394

on behalf of
Joclyn Marshall
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy
EAPASA 2022/5006
0721266393

From: Marley Ford <marleyford46@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 6:15 AM
To: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za
Subject: 91 Matjiesfontien development proposal objection

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which
neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong
opposition to the proposed high density residential development on
Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this
development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within
the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection
Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are protected by the various
environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density
residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would
pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is
intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing
the zoning designation to accommodate high density residential
development would contradict the existing land use regulations and
undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density
residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does
not align with the area's sense of place. The development would detract
from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated
dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. This
scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including
myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective
opposition represents the concerns and interests of the community, which
should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making
process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed
development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible
development in the Bitou Municipality Spatial Development Plan.
Approving this development would disregard the established plan and
potentially set a negative precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development
would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and
Minor Road PO 394. The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the



forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a
shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt
the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without
storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property
valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue
properties in the surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am
an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of
property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected
property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property
owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the
land in question over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a
violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable
and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any
development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water
shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms
and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near completion before new
applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional
developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly
evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's
location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would
result in increased transportation costs, making it financially
burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential
developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure
accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route
to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the
existing traffic. Approving the proposed development, along with other
developments that have already been approved, would further strain the
capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be
situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded
in the afternoon due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic
condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and
limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections
seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development
on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any
development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings
within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make
the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the
preservation of our natural environment. Should you require any further
information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Marley Ford



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Marty Reddering <martyredd.ring@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 17:17

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposition to the
proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the
following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant
financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou
be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply
need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Marty Reddering



1

admin@ecoroute.co.za

From: admin@ecoroute.co.za on behalf of Eco Route <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Sent: Monday, 08 April 2024 13:09
To: admin@ecoroute.co.za
Subject: [Website feedback] Portion 91 of Farm 304 Matjiesfontein

Flag Status: Flagged

Peter Pyke (not verified) (peter.pyke@gmail.com) sent a message using the contact form at https://www.ecoroute.co.za/home. 
The sender's name 
Peter Pyke 
The sender's email 
peter.pyke@gmail.com 
Subject 
Portion 91 of Farm 304 Matjiesfontein 
Message 
Why are you applying for a water use licence for this development? 

 



1

admin@ecoroute.co.za

From: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za
Sent: Thursday, 25 April 2024 14:08
To: peter.pyke@gmail.com
Cc: admin@ecoroute.co.za
Subject: RE: [Website feedback] Portion 91 of Farm 304 Matjiesfontein

Good Day Mr Pyke 
 
The need for a WULA is due to the development itself being in the regulated area of a watercourse, a 
spring, as defined in GN4167.  The proposed package plant and possible irrigation with the treated 
water for the development, also necessitates an application for a 21(g) and 21(e) water use under the 
National Water Act (NWA), as it is the disposal of waste in a manner which may detrimentally 
impact on a watercourse, in this case the spring. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Joclyn Marshall   
MSc Environmental Science 
EAPASA 2022/5006 
072 126 6393 
 

 
 

From: admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>  
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2024 1:33 PM 
To: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za 
Subject: FW: [Website feedback] Portion 91 of Farm 304 Matjiesfontein 
 
Hi Joclyn.  
 
Please see below.  
 
Thanks,  
 
 

Carina Leslie  
Personal Assistant / Admin  
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 
Office: 064 691 4394  
Email: admin@ecoroute.co.za     
 
 

From: admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>  
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2024 1:09 PM 
To: admin@ecoroute.co.za 
Subject: [Website feedback] Portion 91 of Farm 304 Matjiesfontein 
 
Peter Pyke (not verified) (peter.pyke@gmail.com) sent a message using the contact form at https://www.ecoroute.co.za/home. 



2

The sender's name 
Peter Pyke 
The sender's email 
peter.pyke@gmail.com 
Subject 
Portion 91 of Farm 304 Matjiesfontein 
Message 
Why are you applying for a water use licence for this development? 

 



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Peter Wylie <pearlypetewylie@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 11:18

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I
believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including the six properties I own in Milkwood Glen, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a
significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou
be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply
need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Peter Bruce Wylie
Resident Milkwood Glen
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TRANSMITTED BY EMAIL 

 
  Date: 7 June 2023 

To:  Eco Route Environmental Consultancy  Your ref.: DEADP Ref: 
16/3/3/6/7/1/D1/13/0268/22 

Att: Joclyn Marshall  joclyn@ecoroute.co.za  
 

From: Phillipa King & Sarah Kvalsvig phillipa@greencounsel.co.za; 
sarah@greencounsel.co.za 

Total pages: 20 (including annexures) Our ref: M73-01 
 

The information contained in this document is confidential and intended for the exclusive attention 
of the addressee. Unauthorised disclosure or distribution of the information is prohibited.  Please 
advise us immediately if you have received this document in error. 

 

Dear Ms Marshall 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF A 
SUSTAINABLE MIDDLE INCOME RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON PORTION 91 OF FARM 
MATJESFONTEIN 304, PLETTENBERG BAY 

INTRODUCTION 

1. We act for the individuals listed in Annexure ‘A’ hereto (our “clients”), all of whom own, or 
reside on, properties in Milkwood Glen Estate, which is located directly across Keurbooms Road 
(PO394) from Portion 91 of Farm Matjesfontein 304, Plettenberg Bay (the “Property”).  

2. Eco Route Environmental Consultancy advertised that the draft basic assessment report (“draft 
BAR’) for the proposed development of a sustainable middle income residential development 
on Portion 91 of Farm Matjesfontein 304, Plettenberg Bay (the “proposed development”) would 
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be available for public comment from 8 May until 7 June 2023. We hereby submit comments on 
behalf of our clients. 

INADEQUATE ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS ON THE ESTUARINE ENVIRONMENT 

3. The Property is located within the Estuarine Functional Zone (“EFZ”) which is mapped in terms 
of the Keurbooms – Bitou Estuary Management Plan (2018) (“KBEMP”) as being the area below 
the 5m contour line. Significantly the KBEMP states that the EFZ “provides a useful guideline for 
a coastal management line, as much of the land below this mark is currently subject to flooding 
or may be in the future due to climate change (sea-level rise and increased flooding).  

4. The KBEMP goes on to state that “the 5 m contour … must be included in all planning 
documents”. While the coastal protection zone is intended to inform land use planning schemes, 
a coastal management line (“CML”) is intended to limited development in ecologically sensitive 
areas. In this regard the KBEMP notes that “for estuaries, the CML is delineated by the 5 m above 
msl contour or 1:100yr floodline, whichever is wider, to differentiate a zone where formal 
development should be discouraged.”1 

5. From the above, it is clear that development below the 5m contour line should, as far as 
possible, be avoided as this area is either already subjected to flooding, or is vulnerable to future 
flooding events owing to the impacts of climate change and sea level rise. The location of the 
proposed development within the EFZ therefore requires careful consideration from both a 
town planning and environmental authorisation perspective.  

6. Taking account of the implications of development within the EFZ, the Keurbooms and Environs 
Local Area Spatial Plan (2013) (“KELASP”) identifies areas that are most vulnerable to coastal, 
estuarine and fluvial erosion and inundation based on three swash run-up contour lines, 
including the 4.5 mamsl swash (for exposed or sandy coastlines) which is relevant to the 
Property. In this regard the KELASP goes on to recommend that authorities should “strictly 
monitor (and preferably prevent) future development below the 6.5 mamsl swash contour and 
4.5 m estuary/river flood contour, as well as on any undeveloped portions of fore dune that are 
currently backed by development.”2. From the extract from the KELASP annexed as ‘B’, it is 
significant to note that: 

6.1. the lower reaches of the Property (where the proposed development will be situated) are 
largely located within the wetland corridor delineated in terms of the KELASP; and  

6.2. only a narrow area falling between the forested slope and the wetland corridor area on the 
Property are identified for residential development (i.e the footprint of the proposed 
development extends well beyond the area designated on the Property for residential 
development in terms of the SDF).  

 
1 6.1 of the KBEMP.  
2 Page 13 and 14 of the KELASP.  
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7. The Bitou Spatial Development Framework (“SDF”) also specifically states that no development 
may occur within 1:100 floodline3 surrounding rivers and delineates a limited area above the 
4.5m contour for residential development on the Property, with the remainder of the Property 
being designated for “Biodiversity/ Conservation” (as reflected in the map from the SDF 
Annexed as ‘C’). Significantly the SDF also points out that “decisions and actions related to the 
coastal zone must take a risk averse and cautious approach, which takes into account the limits 
of current knowledge about the consequences of decisions and actions, and which promotes the 
integrity of coastal ecological systems and functions.”4 This is particularly relevant in the context 
of risks posed to coastal areas by climate change and sea-level rise.  

8. It is clear that development within the EFZ is strongly discouraged by relevant policy 
instruments. While the footprint of the proposed development will extend well below the 5m 
(and 4.5 m) contour, the Property is also located only just outside of the 1:100 floodline (as is 
evidenced by the KELASP floodline map annexed as “D”). In the circumstances, it is entirely 
disingenuous for the draft BAR to suggest that the proposed development is justifiable on the 
basis that it “is not within 100m of the coastline and is not in the 100-year flood line of the 
estuary flood plain as defined in the Keurbooms Bitou Estuarine Management Plan 2018 and the 
reference to the 4.5m inland contour line are therefore less relevant to properties inland of these 
vulnerable areas.”5 

9. Aside from informing relevant planning policy documents, the EFZ is also relevant to the 
environmental authorisation process which is regulated under the National Environmental 
Management Act 107 of 1998 (“NEMA”) read with the 2014 EIA Regulations. Listing Notice 3 
(which identifies listed activities with reference to sensitive environments, including the EFZ) 
defines the EFZ as “the area in and around an estuary which includes the open water area, 
estuarine habitat (such as sand and mudflats, rock and plant communities) and the surrounding 
floodplain area, as defined by the area below the 5 m topographical contour (referenced from 
the indicative mean sea level)”. As such, certain listed activities in Listing Notice 3 are not 
permitted within the EFZ without environmental authorisation given the associated risks.  

10. Activity 14 in Listing Notice 3 (which is triggered by the proposed development) entails: 

“the development of— (ii) infrastructure or structures with a physical footprint of 10 
square metres or more  

… where such development occurs—  

(c) if no development setback has been adopted, within 32 metres of  a watercourse, 
measured from the edge of a watercourse.  

i. Outside urban areas:  

(ff) Critical biodiversity areas or ecosystem service areas as identified in systematic 
biodiversity plans adopted by the competent authority or in bioregional plans;  

 
3 Page 17 of the SDF.  
4 Page 35 of the SDF.  
5 Page 28 of the draft BAR.  
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(hh) Areas on the estuary side of the development setback line or in an estuarine 
functional zone where no such setback line has been determined.” 

11. The assessment of activity 14 in the BAR must include a comprehensive consideration of the 
environmental and socio-economic impacts of the proposed development, with specific 
consideration being given to its proposed location within the EFZ. The assessment of impacts 
on the coastal environment (addressed in section 3 of the draft BAR) is however primarily 
concerned with the fact that the Freshwater and Geotechnical studies found the site to be 
predominantly terrestrial, rather than estuarine in nature (based on the analysis of the soil and 
vegetation on site, as well as the depth of ground water)6 The suitability of the site for 
development is also motivated on the basis that the site is located outside of the 1:100 year 
flood line.7 The draft BAR’s overreliance on these factors however means that the draft BAR has 
failed to give due consideration to the underlying purpose for delineating the EFZ (which is to 
guard against inappropriate development in areas adjacent to estuaries, particularly given the 
increasing risks posed by climate change and sea-level rise). While the the property might not 
currently exhibit estuarine or wetland features, that fact is not determinative of the Property’s 
suitability for the proposed development given the dynamic nature of coastal and estuarine 
environments and the potential future flooding risks associated with climate change and sea-
level rise.   

12. While the draft BAR acknowledges that “one of the development risks within the EFZ relates to 
flooding which can be exacerbated by climate change and associated sea level rise” it goes on 
to say that this risk “should be considered in the design and layout of the property, and 
stormwater management should not further exacerbate the flood risk.” In this regard the draft 
BAR suggests that “low-lying areas below 3m have been avoided and form part of the open 
system to accommodate possible future flooding scenarios”.8 Given the potential future flooding 
risks for the Property, a precautionary approach which avoids development within the EFZ (i.e 
below the 5m contour) would be appropriate. Design and layout interventions should not be 
used to address flood risks that make a property unsuitable for development in the first place.  

13. A further concern is that the entire valley north of Keurbooms Road (PO394) currently acts as 
a soak-away.  The introduction of hardened surfaces to this area presents significant stormwater 
management concerns. The draft BAR indicates that stormwater on site will be directed into 
retention ponds which are able to handle a 1 in 50 year flood event, however should their capacity 
be exceeded then stormwater will discharge into the road reserve. No provision has however been 
made for stormwater management along Keurbooms Road (PO394), (notwithstanding the increasing 
likelihood of 1 in 50 year rainfall events).  

14. The need to preserve the Keurbooms valley on the north side of Keurbooms Road as a flood 
plain, water course, marshland and soakaway was confirmed during November 2007 when the 
Bitou area experienced high rainfall, resulting in the Keurbooms River bursting its banks and 
flooding surrounding areas (including resorts and individual houses). During that time, the 

 
6 Section 3 and I of the draft BAR.  
7 Page 39 of the draft BAR 
8 Page 62 of the draft BAR.  
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Keurboomsrivier Road was impassable, and the Dunes resort was 1.5metres under water. From 
here, water spilled into vacant ground on both sides of Keurbooms road including the entire 
Keurbooms valley to the south of the road, preventing further flood damage to property. The 
flood attenuation role of this property has also been evident during significant storm events 
(such as those experienced as recently as May 2023).  

15. The very real flooding risks for the Property (and the surrounding area) are borne out by the 
photographs (annexed as ‘E’) which show high ground water levels on an adjacent property, as 
well as the flooding of properties in close proximity to the proposed development site. It follows 
that the cumulative impacts of high density residential development such as that proposed must 
be considered, with particular attention being given to the implications of climate change and 
sea level rise (and the associated increase in the magnitude and frequency of significant flooding 
events).  

16. Despite relevant policy instruments clearly discouraging development below the 4,5m contour 
line, the draft BAR indicates that the proposed development footprint is intended to extend into 
the EFZ. As such, the draft BAR has failed to give adequate weight to potential future flooding 
risks. The revised Bar must therefore provide an accurate representation of current and 
potential future flooding risks for the Property (and apply the precautionary principle in its 
consideration of those risks).  

17. This is especially so given that section 2(4)(r) of NEMA provides that sustainable development 
requires that “Sensitive, vulnerable, highly dynamic or stressed ecosystems, such as coastal 
shores, estuaries, wetlands, and similar systems require specific attention in management and 
planning procedures, especially where they are subject to significant human resource usage and 
development pressure”. The principle in section 2(4)(r) is a relevant factor which the decision 
maker in this application is required by section 2 of NEMA to consider. 

18. It is also noted that no comments have been obtained from DFFE Oceans and Coasts. Given the 
potential implication of the proposed development (and other developments of this nature) for 
the coastal environment, and given the location of the property within the EFZ, comments 
should also be sought from that authority.  

FAILURE TO CONSIDER SECTION 63 OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT INTEGRATED 
COASTAL MANAGEMENT ACT 24 OF 2008 (“ICMA”) 

19. Section 63 of ICMA provides that where environmental authorisation is required for coastal 
activities, the competent authority must take into account all relevant factors, including those 
set out in subsections (1) (a)- (k). Those factors include: 

● whether coastal public property, the coastal protection zone or coastal access land will be 
affected, and if so, the extent to which the proposed development or activity is consistent 
with the purpose for establishing and protecting those areas; 

● the socioeconomic impact of the activity if it is authorised (or not); 

● the likely impact of coastal environmental processes on the proposed activity;  
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● whether the very nature of the proposed activity or development requires it to be located 
within coastal public property, the coastal protection zone or coastal access land; and  

● whether the development would be contrary to the interests of the whole community. 

19. This means that any BAR submitted for consideration by the competent authority which 
concerns an application for environmental authorisation for coastal activities must include an 
analysis of the factors set out in section 63 to enable the competent authority to make its 
decision.  

20. While the draft BAR indicates that ICMA is not applicable to the application (in section C2) it 
simply goes on to note (in section 3 which deals with the coastal environment) that “the 
development does not affect coastal Public Property, or coastal access land. The property is 
located within the Coastal Protection Zone. Comment from the Coastal Management 
Department (DEA&DP) will be requested, and their inputs incorporated into the assessment.” 
No other consideration of the factors outlined in section 63 of ICMA is provided in the draft BAR.  

21. In the circumstances, the revised BAR must include a comprehensive consideration of the 
factors set out in section 63 of ICMA in order to inform any decision by the competent authority 
regarding the application for environmental authorisation of the proposed development.  

MISREPRESENTATION OF VEGETATION-RELATED IMPACTS 

22. While the draft BAR identifies and considers the significance of the forest area on the northern 
portion of the site as a CBA1 (and assess it as having “Very High Sensitivity”) the assessment of 
the secondary vegetation and pasture area on the lower reaches of the site has misrepresented 
the true nature and extent of vegetation-related impacts of the proposed development.  

23. The Biodiversity Assessment states that “The footprint of the proposed development is within 
areas mapped as "lawns/pasture" (Very Low sensitivity), "Secondary Vegetation" (Medium 
sensitivity) and "Alien Trees" (Very Low or Low sensitivity).” In making this assessment, the 
report considers that historical aerial photographs show that that the entire valley between the 
coastal dunes and the inland steep slope was cultivated circa 1962. The Report then goes on to 
say that the cleared area on the lower reaches of the Property “has never grown back, unlike on 
neighbouring properties, where secondary vegetation has developed.”  

24. The above statement suggests that the lower reaches of the site have naturally remained clear 
of vegetation, when, in fact, the site has been actively cleared to ensure that it remains free of 
vegetation. This is patently clear from the photograph of the site, annexed as ‘F’ which shows 
the regeneration of secondary vegetation on neighbouring properties, right up to the boundary 
of the Property. In other words, the lower reaches of the site would likely support secondary 
vegetation if the area had not been cleared and grazed (by the introduction of blesbok and 
horses).  Our instructions are in fact that our client is aware of several occasions on which the 
lower reaches of the Property have been cleared of vegetation, apparently with a view to 
facilitating future development.  

25. In the circumstances, the assessment of vegetation-related impacts in the revised BAR should 
consider the implications of the development for the regeneration of vegetation on the lower 
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reaches of the site (particularly given that the sloped area has been designated as a CBA1 area) 
which would likely result in a far higher sensitivity rating than that provided by the Biodiversity 
Assessment.  

CONSIDERATION OF VISUAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS  

26. Although the BAR recognises that Keurbooms Road (PO394) is a scenic route (and that visual 
quality along this road is a consideration)9 it simply proposes that a 10m wide vegetation buffer 
will be established to mitigate visual impacts. While a vegetation buffer will take some time 
before it is established, it is unlikely to provide sufficient screening for the development to 
mitigate the visual impacts of the 73 residential units entailed in the proposed development. 
The visual impacts of the proposed development are also likely to impact the holiday town 
character and sense of place of the area (with detrimental knock on implications for tourism).   

27. While the draft BAR has failed to interrogate the visual impacts associated with the proposed 
development, it has also overlooked potential negative socio-economic impacts related to 
tourism impacts as well as potential implications for property values in the local area. Our 
instructions are that our client has been advised by local estate agents that the value of 
properties in the area surrounding the Property (and related rental income of such properties) 
would be negatively impacted by the proposed development 

28. In this regard, it is significant to note that the draft BAR does not include any specialist visual or 
socio-economic impact assessments, despite those being specifically requested in DEADP’s 
comments dated 13 December 2022.  

29. A further concern is that the draft BAR has given no consideration whatsoever to the traffic 
impacts which will be associated with the proposed development, or to the availability of public 
transport. This is particularly concerning for the following reasons: 

29.1. The Property is located at least 7km outside of Plettenberg Bay where most employment 
opportunities for the future residents would be situated (without any consideration being 
given in the draft BAR to the availability of public transport to and from the Property); and  

29.2. Keurbooms Road already carries high traffic volumes (particularly during high season) given 
that it is effectively a “dead end” and serves as an access road for Kettle Beach, Blue Flag beach 
and Ristorante Enrico. No consideration has however been given in the draft BAR to the 
increased traffic impacts which will be experienced by an additional 73 households making use 
of this road pursuant to the proposed development.  

30. The failure to comprehensively consider traffic-related impacts associated with the proposed 
development must be addressed in the revised BAR through the inclusion of a specialist Trafic 
Impact Assessment.  

 
9 Page 50 of the draft BAR.  
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CONSIDERATION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

31. The GLS Report (which concerns the provision of bulk water and sewerage services) identifies 
at least 8 other developments which are intended to be undertaken which would need to be 
supplied with potable water by the Goose Valley/Matjiesfontein/Wittedrift bulk supply system. 
The GLS Report does not consider the cumulative impact of the development from a bulk 
services perspective, but points out that the simultaneous development of the numerous 
proposed developments will accelerate the need for additional bulk services in the area.10  

32. While the proliferation of residential developments in the surrounding area presents potential 
bulk services issues, it also raises concerns around the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
development. This is particularly relevant insofar as water resource constraints are concerned, 
given that water restrictions are already regularly imposed by the Bitou Municipality.  While the 
draft BAR suggests the installation of rainwater harvesting tanks to alleviate the demand for 
potable water, such measures are unlikely to assist during extended drought conditions. 
Flooding risks are also likely to be exacerbated by the proliferation of development.  

33. Despite the abovementioned concerns, no consideration has been given to potential cumulative 
impacts in the draft BAR. This must be rectified in the revised BAR.  

ASSESSMENT OF NEED AND DESIRABILITY 

34. The motivation behind the development is premised on the purported need for affordable 
housing in the Plettenberg Bay area. While this need may well exist, the desirability of a high 
density residential development on the Property in order to meet that need is questionable for 
the following reasons: 

34.1. While the KELASP and SDF both identify a narrow area on the Property for residential 
development, it is clear from the maps provided in those documents (annexed as B and C) that 
the location of the developable area is informed by relevant site considerations (i.e it is located 
between the wetland corridor (being the 4.5m contour) and the and the sloped forest area). 
Given that limited delineation of the developable area on the Property, there does not appear 
to be a need for a development of the scale and density proposed in the draft BAR on this 
particular property.  

34.2. The footprint of the proposed development however extends beyond the defined urban edge 
to well below the 4.5m contour (which presents significant flood risks for the proposed 
development itself and exacerbates flood risks for surrounding properties).  While the draft 
BAR attempts to justify this by downplaying the potential flood risks, it is clear from the above 
consideration of the draft BAR’s assessment of impacts on the estuarine environment that 
such justification is misplaced.  

34.3. The location of the Property is also not ideal for an affordable housing development given that 
it is at least 7km outside of Plettenberg Bay where most employment opportunities for the 
future residents would be situated (without any consideration being given to the availability 

 
10 1.6 of the GLS Report.   
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of public transport to and from the Property considering the increasing cost of private 
transport.  

34.4. The visual impacts of the proposed development (being a high-density development on a 
scenic route) also make it undesirable given the potential implications for tourism (and related 
socio-economic implications) 

35. In the circumstances the draft BAR does not provide an accurate representation of the need for 
and desirability of a high-density affordable housing development on the Property. The above 
considerations must therefore be addressed in the revised BAR in order to accurately reflect the 
need and desirability of the proposed development.  

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

36. In terms of the NEMA 2014 EIA Regulations (the “EIA Regulations”) all Basic Assessment Reports, 
must contain a description of any feasible and reasonable alternatives that have been identified, 
including a description and comparative assessment of the advantages and disadvantages that 
the proposed activity and alternatives will have on the environment and on the community that 
may be affected by the activity.11  

37. “Alternatives” are defined in the EIA Regulations as “different means of meeting the general 
purpose and requirements of the activity, which may include alternatives to: (a) the property on 
which or location where it is proposed to undertake the activity; (b) the type of activity to be 
undertaken; (c) the design or layout of the activity; (d) the technology to be used in the activity 
or process alternatives; (e) the operational aspects of the activity; and includes the option of not 
implementing the activity.” 

38. The National Environmental Management Principles contained in section 2 of NEMA (which 
must be applied in the context of decision-making affecting the environment) require that 
“Environmental management must be integrated, acknowledging that all elements of the 
environment are linked and interrelated, and it must take into account the effects of decisions 
on all aspects of the environment and all people in the environment by pursuing the selection of 
the best practicable environmental option”. “Best practicable environmental option” is defined 
in section 1 of NEMA as “the option that provides the most benefit or causes the least damage 
to the environment as a whole, at a cost acceptable to society, in the long term as well as in the 
short term”. In other words, the alternatives assessed during an environmental assessment 
process must provide options for choice to enable the competent authority to select the “best 
practicable environmental option”.  

39. The assessment of alternatives in the draft BAR has however failed to enable the selection of 
the best practicable environmental option. While layout alternative 1 fits within the parameters 
of the developable area delineated in terms of the SDF and the KELASP, it has been dismissed 
on the basis of feasibility constraints which are linked to the target market for the proposed 
development. Given that no property alternative has been considered, it would have been 

 
11 Appendix 1-3 of the EIA Regulations.  
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appropriate for the draft BAR to present an assessment of a lower density residential 
development which meets the feasibility criteria (i.e. residential development that is not aimed 
at the affordable housing market), as well as a different type of development (such as, for 
example an eco-tourism development).  

40. It is furthermore significant to note that the Biodiversity Assessment indicates12 that layout 
alternative 1 is preferred as it incorporates more space for ecosystem processes. While this is 
mentioned under the consideration of reports in section 1, it is not addressed in the assessment 
of alternatives in Section H.  

41. In order to provide the competent authority with proper options for choice in order to enable 
the selection of the best practicable environmental option, the revised BAR must include a 
proper assessment of additional alternatives as suggested above.  

CONCLUSION 

42. In summary, the proposed development will be situated in an area that is a highly sensitive 
coastal and wetland environment. The draft BAR: 

42.1. fails to give due consideration to potential future flooding risks associated with development 
below the 4,5m contour (particularly given concerns around climate change and sea level rise). 

42.2. underestimates the vegetation-related impacts on the lower reaches of the site while failing 
to include specialist visual and socio-economic assessments (despite being required to do so 
by DEADP) or any assessment of cumulative impacts associated with the development; 

42.3. fails to provide a comprehensive assessment of alternatives which enables that competent 
authority to select the best practicable option; and  

42.4. overstates the purported need for the proposed development while failing to give adequate 
consideration to the desirability of a high density residential development on the Property 
(particularly given the issues described above).  

43. The above-mentioned issues will need to be addressed in the revised BAR in order to ensure 
that the competent authority is provided with all relevant information to make a decision 
regarding the environmental authorisation of the proposed development.  

44. Our clients request that they be informed of, and invited to comment on, any and all other 
applications for permissions that may be required for this development.  

 
12 Page 51 of the Biodiversity assessment and Page 60 of the draft BAR.  



 11  
 
 
 
 

 

Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 

 
CULLINAN & ASSOCIATES INCORPORATED 
Per Phillipa King & Sarah Kvalsvig 
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ANNEXURE A 

 

Name (s) Property  Interest (i.e property owner/ 
resident/ other) 

Dr NJ Frootco 26 Milkwood Glen (Erf 925) 

Keurbooms Road 

Erfs 830,831,832 and 833 - 
vacant plots plus Erf 824 

Owner and resident 

Helen Mudge 

 

26 Milkwood Glen (Erf 925) 
Keurbooms Rd 

Owner and resident (owner of 
Erf 824) 

Edward Mudge Erf 824, Milkwood Glen, 
Keurbooms Rd 

Resident (renting) 

Emma Reid Erf 824, Milkwood Glen, 
Keurbooms Rd 

Resident (renting) 

James & Maria Mudge 47 Milkwood Glen, Keurbooms 
Rd 

Owner (James Mudge) and 
holiday residents 

Lucinda Duncan 38 Milkwood Glen, Keurbooms 
Rd 

Owner and resident 

Sam Duncan 38 Milkwood Glen, Keurbooms 
Rd 

Owner and resident 
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ANNEXURE B 
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ANNEXURE C 
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ANNEXURE D 
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ANNEXURE E 

These  three pictures above were 
taken on Portion 9 of Matjesfontein 
304, November 2007, known as The 
Dunes Resort.   These photos were 
taken a day after the flood and show 
the high-water mark on the buildings 
above the level of the ground floor 
windowsills.   

  

The Dunes Resort is on the south 
side of the PO394 Road, 
Keurboomstrand,  and is 1 km from 
Erf 91 of 304 and part of the same 
water-course. 

  

In the flood, the fields opposite The 
Dunes, on the north side of the 
PO394, were also flooded (the entire 
Keurbooms Valley Water Course also 
became a swamp, including the 
proposed development site).  
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Flood damage to a house in the 
Silver Stream Resort on the 
Keurboomsrivier Road.  Most of the 
houses in the estates along this road 
were flooded, November  2007. 

November 2007, Twin Rivers 
Lodge between the 
Keurbooms and the Bitou 
Rivers. 
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This shows the estate known as 
Matjesfontein -  it’s also in the old 
Keurbooms River flood plain and 
water course   
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Water measured at between 
1.5m and 1.8m below ground 
level on property opposite 
site of proposed 
development.  
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ANNEXURE F 



Objection to Proposed High-Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Piaz Family <info@dolphin-view.ch>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-07 14:23

ATTENTION:      Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie
 
 
As an interested and affected party who owns property and resides in Keurboomstrand, this le�er serves as a formal objec�on to the proposed high-density residen�al
development on Por�on 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304.
My objec�on is based on the following points:
 

1.       Viola�ons in respect of Zoning and Spa�al Development Plan
1.1               Zoning Conflict

1.1.1          Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304, the land on which the proposed development is intended to be built, is zoned for agricultural use.
1.1.2          Changing the zoning to accommodate a high-density residen�al development undermines the integrity of the zoning system and sets a

problema�c precedent that could allow other agricultural land to be rezoned for the industrialisa�on of urban development.
1.1.3          Arguments that Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304 is not economically viable for agriculture are unfounded as many forms of regenera�ve

agriculture could be successfully applied to this land.
1.2               Spa�al Development Plant

1.2.1          Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality Spa�al
Development Plan.

1.2.2          Approval of this development would disregard the established plan and set a dangerous precedent for future developments and transgressions.
2.       Risks to the Environment

2.1               The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensi�ve Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protec�on Zone, and Coastal Management Lines.
2.2               Due to the recognised importance and ecological sensi�vity of this region, it is protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa.
2.3               The construc�on of a high-density residen�al development in this environmentally sensi�ve area poses a significant threat to the fragile coastal

ecosystem.
2.4               Housing developments can be constructed in many areas, but fragile and pris�ne natural ecosystems can never be recreated.

3.       Nega�ve impact on Keurboomstrand’s intrinsic value and character
3.1               The proposed high-density residen�al development does not align with Keurboomstrand’s sense of place and as such is inappropriate.
3.2               Located between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by unspoilt afro-montaine forest, Keurboomstrand is known for its pris�ne natural

beauty. A high-density development would nega�vely impact its character.
3.3               Keurboomstrand is one of the last remaining regions in the world whose Natural Heritage s�ll remains intact. Any high-density development in

Keurboomstrand would detract from the area’s natural beauty, damaging its intrinsic value.
4.       Community objec�on

4.1               Keurboomstrand has a long-standing and well-established local community.
4.2               Many of the local property owners have strongly objected to the proposed development. This collec�ve opposi�on represents the concerns and interests

of the local community, which should be taken into serious considera�on during the decision-making process.
5.       Water Concerns

5.1               Water Scarcity 
5.1.1          The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages.
5.1.2          Even without further development, these water shortages are likely to be exacerbated due to changing weather pa�erns.
5.1.3          The cumula�ve effects of developments, already approved and/or under construc�on, on the limited water supply need to be thoroughly

evaluated before any new construc�on/development is allowed to go ahead.
5.2               Wetland Conserva�on and Management

5.2.1          A por�on of the proposed development is intended to be built in the wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO394.
5.2.2          This area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table.
5.2.3          Wetland corridors are vital to water conserva�on.
5.2.4          Construc�on in this vulnerable area is likely to disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.
5.2.5          Once the open field has been built up it will no longer act as a soak-away. This will nega�vely impact on the water table and risk flooding of the

PO394.
6.       Sewage Water

6.1               Has the problem of the sewage water been solved properly? With high density housing the exis�ng systems will be completely overloaded. No sewage
water must go into the sea.

7.       Risk to property values
7.1               Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue proper�es in the surrounding area.
7.2               This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property owners.
7.3               The rights to financial benefit for the current owners of Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304 should not outweigh the financial risk to other affected

property owners.
8.       Accessibility and Affordability

8.1               The proposed development proposes to provide affordable accommoda�on for residents who work in Ple�enberg Bay.
8.2               However, the loca�on of the proposed development, approximately 7 kilometres from central Ple�enberg Bay, along a long and narrow access road,

would result in increased transporta�on costs and extensive traffic conges�on.
8.3               High-density residen�al developments, targe�ng residents who will be working in Ple�enberg Bay, should be situated closer to the town centre to ensure

accessibility and ongoing affordability.
9.       Inadequate road infrastructure

9.1               The minor road PO 394, which provides access to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic. The proposed
development, in addi�on to other developments that have already been approved, would put extreme strain on this road, leading to conges�on and safety
concerns.

In conclusion, I would like to make it clear that I am not opposed to all development but point out that any developments in this region must take the environmental
sensi�vity, character and infrastructural constraints of the region very seriously. High-density developments of any kind are inappropriate for this region.
 
I trust that you will apply your minds to the above objec�ons and make the appropriate decision in the best interests of the Keurboomstrand community and our
invaluable and irreplaceable natural environment.
 
Yours sincerely,
 
Eveline & Mario Piaz
The Dunes Keurboomstrand
071 139 1784



ATTENTION: Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie 

 

Re: Objection to Proposed High-Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm 

Matjiesfontein 304 

I am an interested and affected party who owns property and resides in Keurboomstrand. This letter 

serves as a formal objection to the proposed high-density residential development on Portion 91 of 

the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. 

My objection is based on the following considerations: 

1. Violations in respect of Zoning and Spatial Development Plan  

1.1 Zoning Conflict 

1.1.1 Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304, the land on which the proposed 

development is intended to be built, is zoned for agricultural use.  

1.1.2 Changing the zoning to accommodate a high-density residential 

development undermines the integrity of the zoning system and sets a 

problematic precedent that could allow other agricultural land in the 

adjoining area to be rezoned for the industrialisation of urban development.  

1.1.3 Arguments that Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304 is not economically 

viable for agriculture are unfounded as many forms of regenerative 

agriculture could be successfully applied to this land. The land is currently 

being used as a riding school and to stable horses. 

1.2 Spatial Development Plant 

1.2.1 Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated 

for possible development in the Bitou Municipality Spatial Development 

Plan. 

1.2.2 Approval of this development would disregard the established development 

plan and set a dangerous precedent for future developments and 

transgressions. 

 

2. Risks to the Environment 

2.1 The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area 

(OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal Management Lines.  

2.2 Due to the recognised importance and ecological sensitivity of this region, it is 

protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa.  

2.3 The construction of a high-density residential development in this environmentally 

sensitive area poses a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem. 

2.4 Housing developments can be constructed in many areas, but fragile and pristine 

natural ecosystems can never be recreated. 

 

3. Negative impact on Keurboomstrand’s intrinsic value and character 

3.1 The proposed high-density residential development does not align with 

Keurboomstrand’s sense of place and as such is inappropriate.  

3.2 Located between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by unspoilt 

afro-montaine forest, Keurboomstrand is known for its pristine natural beauty. A 

high-density development would negatively impact its character. 



3.3 Keurboomstrand is one of the last remaining regions in the world whose Natural 

Heritage still remains intact. Any high-density development in Keurboomstrand 

would detract from the area’s natural beauty, damaging its intrinsic value. 

3.4 The proposed development and resulting increase in the local population will 

threaten Keurboomstrand’s beaches which have been accorded Blue Flag status. 

3.5 Failure by the local authorities to provide adequate municipal services has forced the 

community to undertake many of these services at their own cost (eg cleaning and 

cutting of verges along the access road). An increase in the traffic flow and number 

of residents will place further strain on the financial and other resources required to 

maintain the environment. 

 

  

4. Community objection 

4.1 Keurboomstrand has a long-standing and well-established local community.  

4.2 The vast majority of the local property owners are opposed and strongly object to 

the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the concerns and 

interests of the local community, which should be taken into serious consideration 

during the decision-making process. 

4.3 Granting approval for the proposed development will set a dangerous precedent 

which will open the door for similar developments on neighbouring properties 

further exacerbating the serious concerns raised in this objection. 

 

5. Municipal Utility Concerns 

5.1 Water Scarcity   

5.1.1 The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages and is currently subject to 

strict water usage restrictions. 

5.1.2 Even without further development, these water shortages are likely to be 

exacerbated due to changing weather patterns. 

5.1.3 The cumulative effects of developments, already approved and/or under 

construction, on the limited water supply need to be thoroughly evaluated 

before any new construction/development is allowed to go ahead. 

5.2 Wetland Conservation and Management 

5.2.1 A portion of the proposed development is intended to be built in the 

wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO394.  

5.2.2 This area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the 

land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table.  

5.2.3 Wetland corridors are vital to water conservation.  

5.2.4 Construction in this vulnerable area is likely to disrupt the natural hydrology 

and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  

5.2.5 Once the open field has been built up it will no longer act as a soak-away. 

This will negatively impact on the water table and risk flooding of the PO394. 

5.3          Power Outages 

5.3.1     Keurboomstrand residents are plagued by ongoing power outage problems        

(not associated with load shedding) caused by lack of maintenance to power supply 

infrastructure and inadequate power supply for the existing community. This often 

results in the residents being without power for extended periods of time. The 



proposed development will put further strain on an unstable power supply resulting 

in more outages. 

 

6. Responsibility for rehabilitation of land degradation 

6.1 Areas of the land in question have been degraded over the past 26 years under the 

stewardship of the current property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd. It is on 

the basis of this degradation that the land is put forward as suitable for 

development.  

6.2 These property owners should not be rewarded (by approving the development) for 

allowing the degradation of their land. Instead, they should be required to 

rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area. 

 

7. Risk to property values 

7.1 Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed 

development would devalue properties in the surrounding area.  

7.2 This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected 

property owners. 

7.3 The rights to the substantial financial benefit for the current owners of Portion 91 of 

Farm Matjiesfontein 304 should not outweigh the financial risk to other affected 

property owners. 

8. Accessibility and Affordability 

8.1 The proposed development proposes to provide affordable accommodation for 

residents who work in Plettenberg Bay. 

8.2 However, the location of the proposed development, approximately 7 kilometres 

from central Plettenberg Bay, along a long and narrow access road, would result in 

increased transportation costs and extensive traffic congestion.  

8.3 High-density residential developments, targeting residents who will be working in 

Plettenberg Bay, should be situated closer to the town centre to ensure accessibility 

and ongoing affordability. 

9. Inadequate road infrastructure 

9.1 The minor road PO 394, which provides access to the proposed development, is 

already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic. The proposed development, 

in addition to other developments that have already been approved, would put 

extreme strain on this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns. 

9.2 The road surface is often badly potholed requiring ongoing maintenance and repair. 

The additional traffic flow would lead to further degradation and serious safety 

exposure for the local residents. 

I trust that you will apply your minds to the above objections and make the appropriate decision in 

the best interests of the Keurboomstrand community and our invaluable and irreplaceable natural 

environment as opposed to those of the Developers whose interests are substantially driven by 

personal financial gain. 

Yours sincerely 

Pierre Mynhardt 

 

 



E A P Portion 91 of Matjesfontein 304 Keurboomstrand Plett
From Pieter Luttig <pieterluttig@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Cc KPOA <admin@kpoa.org.za>
Date 2023-06-06 14:53

For the attention of Joclyn Marshall

Good day

This email is written by us as property owners in Keurboomstrand village for many decades, intensely knowing the area and understanding its special
characteristics, and also important experiencing on a daily basis its service delivery shortcomings due to earlier bad planning and insufficient  maintenance.

We herewith put on record that we cannot support this application. Below are the two major concerns standing directly in the way of this development, namely :

1     Bitou municipality has a number of years ago, and it is still valid, accepted a set of guidelines known as KLASP (Keurbooms Local Area Spatial Plan) which must
be considered in all new planning projects as it defines the state and nature of land and areas suitable for specific types of development

2     the current infrastructural services catering for the needs of taxpayers in the greater Keurbooms are under severe pressure ito capacity and distribution ; this is
specifically the case with electricity, sewerage, water quality as well as traffic and parking capacities ; the proper managed maintenance is equally insufficient.

The above facts are known to the local authority Bitou and have been reported and discussed over a long period, however for unknown reasons municipal officials
keep on supporting new development by stating and ticking-off that services are sufficiently in proper place.

In this respect it can be safely stated that our local Bitou authority are acting in an extremely risky and irresponsible manner by allowing its structures to be
increasingly overloaded and pressurised to this extent. 

It is trusted that this input is to be handled in a constructive manner. 

Pieter and Frances Luttig

Residential address   10 Hill street   Keurboomstrand  

--
Pieter Luttig
083 629 8326



Objection letter M.Moussa
From Retha Moussa <retha.moussa@icloud.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 08:28

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong
opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development
should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection
Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density
residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the
zoning designation to accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the
integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does
not align with the area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated
dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective
opposition represents the concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making
process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in
the Bitou Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a
negative precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and
Minor Road PO 394. The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a
shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without
storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue
properties in the surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of
property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land
in question over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and
required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms
and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional
developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would
result in increased transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential
developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the
existing traffic. Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the
capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded
in the afternoon due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and
limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential
development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential
outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the
preservation of our natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
M. Moussa

Sent from my iPhone



 

 
‘A FORUM SUPPORTING SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT’ 

www.plettenvironmentalforum.co.za 

 

 

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

Via e-mail:  admin@ecoroute.co.za 

janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 

 

06 June 2023 

 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

 

RE:  BASIC ASSESSEMENT REPORT FOR PORTION 91 OF MATJIESFONTEIN 304, KEURBOOMS 

 

Many thanks for the opportunity to comment on the application for Potion 91 of 304, Matjiesfontein.   

 

The Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum (Plett Enviro Forum) has perused the documents and 

would like to state our objection to the development application.    

 

Note regarding relevant policy and guidelines: 

The application refers to the relevant planning policy being the Bitou Spatial Development Framework 2021.   

However, according to our information, although this SDF was approved by the Bitou municipal council in March 

2021, it still requires final adoption from the Provincial Minister.  

 

The Plett Enviro Forum is concerned regarding the lack of clarity on the various versions of the Bitou SDF 

referenced.  The Forum has been informed that the 2017 version is currently being referenced.  In this regard, 

the density profile in the BAR refers to the Draft Bitou SDF (2013) and a gross density profile of 12 units per 

hectare being appropriate.  Please confirm which version of the Bitou SDF is the appropriate guideline. 

 

We have the following comments/queries: 

 

1. Basic Assessment Report – (BAR):   

 

Density 

• The proposal for 73 dwelling units on this site deviates significantly from the 19 units proposed in the 

Bitou SDF and Keurbooms and Environs Local Area Spatial Plan 2013 (KELASP). No compelling 

argument is found in the BAR to justify such a substantial increase in density and The Plett Enviro 

Forum objects to this in the strongest terms. 

• The layout of small erven of ±375m² without space for natural areas will result in a visual impact that 

is incompatible with the rural character of Keurbooms. 
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• The claim of “ample open spaces and landscaped streets” in the report is questionable given the 

proposed density and site limitations. It is unclear how ample open spaces can be accommodated 

without encroaching on the steep slopes and the Buffer zone to the Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA) to 

the north of the site. 

• The BAR incorrectly states that “This proposal aligns with the proposed development nodes as 

identified in the Keurboom local Area Structure Plan” (pg 50). However, the development extends 

beyond the Strategic Development Area identified for the site and falls outside the urban edge 

delineated in both the 2017 and 2021 Bitou SDFs.  

• Increasing density beyond that envisaged would detract from the scenic route proposed for the Main 

Road in the Bitou SDF and KELASP. 

 

Biodiversity Impacts & Site Constraints 

The Plett Enviro Forum has strong concerns regarding the impacts of the proposed development on 

biodiversity.  The BAR refers to the various flood lines and “no-go” areas.  According to the BAR, the 

proposed development footprint complies with most bio-physical site constraints, except for the 4,5m 

coastal setback line. However, the Forum argues that the site’s sensitivities make the application 

inappropriate for the following reasons: 

 

• The proposed as Open Space III, designated as a Critical Biodiversity Area, necessitates ongoing 

monitoring and management.  Will a long-term EMP be in place to address environmental management 

to mitigate post-construction environmental impacts? As envisaged in the Bitou SDF and KELASP, 

properties in the Coastal Corridor should be incorporated into some type of stewardship arrangement 

with all property owners along this stretch of sensitive dune, forest and wetland being incorporated into 

a conservation management area that will address long-term and cumulative development impacts.   

• The property is on the edge of the 1:100-year floodline, which poses significant future risks due to 

climate change.  Developing in a potentially high-risk zone is irresponsible towards future homeowners, 

especially when building below the 4.5m contour. 

• The National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPA) map includes this portion as being part of 

the Keurbooms system: 
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• The Preferred Alternative includes housing units where “Secondary Vegetation” occurs, as per the 

Biodiversity Assessment. The Biodiversity Assessment emphasizes the need to minimize impacts 

within Secondary vegetation and carry out restoration activities. However, the application makes no 

reference to rehabilitation measures on the site, which should be addressed. 

• The application does not adequately consider the presence of the Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA) and 

sensitive environment.  The development proposal should set a positive precedent for the local area 

with respect to biodiversity conservation and rehabilitation of degraded areas. 

• The construction of 73 dwelling units and the high number of residents using the forested area will exert 

enormous pressure on the sensitive forest environment.  Managing the ecological aspects of this site 

will be extremely challenging due to the high number of residents. 

• The cumulative development potential along the entire ‘Coastal Corridor’ on Main Road has been 

explicitly considered in the Bitou SDF and KELASP. Departing from the envisaged density would 

establish a highly negative precedent. 

• The proposed development poses a risk of damaging the environmental assets that draw tourism and 

investment into the area. 

 

Architectural Design Guidelines 

• The report states that the 73 houses will be built in a similar style, based on green principles, but lacks 

adequate detail. What is the architectural style?  How are green principles incorporated? This is crucial 

to potential impacts on the sense of place and aesthetics. 

• The inclusion of solar systems and energy efficiency design guidelines, orientation etc. is admirable. 

We await the Architectural Design Guidelines for further detail.   

• The proposal needs further detail with respect to sustainable urban drainage (SUDS) design to promote 

stormwater infiltration, i.e., permeable paving for road surfaces and around dwellings, rainwater 

harvesting, stormwater swales leading to retention ponds. 

 

Services 

Water supply and Sewerage  

There are doubts regarding the availability of adequate water and sewer capacity for the proposed 

development:  

• The BAR states that there are municipal water and sewer networks available. Contrary to the BAR, the 

report by GLS (Appendix 16: Capacity Analysis) states that while the reticulation network at the site 

boundary requires no upgrading, and the capacity of the Matjiesfontein reservoir is adequate, the larger 

bulk system to Matjiesfontein reservoir is “at capacity and should be upgraded according to the master 

plan” in order to accommodate the development.  

• With respect to the existing bulk sewer, the BAR states that downstream of the Matjiesfontein pump 

station, this system has insufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed development and minimum 

upgrades are required. 

• The contradictory information regarding capacity raises concerns about the feasibility of the 

development and its impacts on water resources. This contradiction needs to be addressed in the BAR 

and Engineering report 
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Traffic Impact 

• Two Transport II erven are to be incorporated:  Can it be confirmed that access onto the site will only 

be from the Divisional road (Keurbooms Road - Minor Road PO349 Rd)? 

• A traffic assessment has not been included and, considering the peak tourist seasons, traffic safety is 

concerning.   

 

 

2. The Draft Town Planning Report (Appendix G6):  

Further to comments above incorporated into the BAR: 

• This report states: “Taking the 4.5m contour line into account, only about 1.6ha of the 6ha transformed 

area has been identified as being suitable for development. This calculates to a maximum of 19 units”. 

The proposal for 73 units is a substantial increase in density.   

• The rationale provided for this development is not adequate.  The site is not suited to middle-income 

housing as it is outside of the core area of work and transport affordability for people needing to get 

into Plettenberg Bay to work.  Middle-income housing is suited to areas closer to the town of Plettenberg 

Bay. 

• The argument that the density is required for financial viability is spurious.  If such density is required, 

then this development should be situated in a more suitable area, closer to town and not on a site that 

includes a pristine forest area or that will require constant monitoring and conservation management. 

• The report refers to landscaping of the development, but no mention is made of the type of landscaping 

(i.e., locally indigenous).  Why not? 

• What type/design of fencing will be used?  We understand that fencing will address animal movements 

but would like more information of the proposed design to facilitate this. 

• The report discusses visual sensitivity.  The proposed densities will have a significant impact on the 

sense of place and establish an undesirable precedent for the area.  To suggest that vegetation to 

“hide” the development is going to address this impact is questionable at best. 

• To conclude that the site has “limited constraints” is to ignore the topography, conservation value of 

habitat, sense of place, high ground water levels, traffic access.  This site is definitely not “highly 

desirable” for this type of development. 

 

3. Bulk Water & Sewer Services (GLS) (Appendix E16): 

• The reference to water availability for the development speaks to the infrastructure.  Is Bitou 

Municipality prepared to confirm that there is sufficient water at source to service developments of this 

scale, particularly considering the cumulative needs of approximately 7000 future housing units for Plett 

that await approval. 

• The GLS Capacity Analysis for bulk supply acknowledges that the “150mm supply pipe to the 

Matjiesfontein and Wittedrift reservoirs is however at capacity .... The current operation consequently 

puts pressure on the available spare capacity of the Goose Valley system ... The larger bulk system 

(supply to Matjiesfontein reservoir) should be upgraded according to the master plan before additional 

development can be accommodated.”  Further to this, according to the analysis, “The capacity of the 

existing bulk supply system from the Town reservoirs to the Matjiesfontein reservoir is calculated at 1,0 

ML/d. The required supply to the Matjiesfontein reservoir during peak holiday periods is calculated at 

2,3 ML/d.”  How is this to be perceived then as a reliable system that can supply the requirements for 

this development? 
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• The report acknowledges that it does not cover the cumulative effect of the numerous proposed 

developments dealt with by GLS, that would be supplied with water by the same bulk supply system: 

“should be noted that the simultaneous development of the proposed developments will accelerate the 

need for the bulk master plan items to be implemented.”  How can this type of “tail-wagging-the-dog” 

approach be considered logical?   

 

4. Bulk Services & Civil Engineering Infrastructure Report (Appendix G3): 

• The report discusses Water connection, demand, and capacity.  We refer to the GLS report regarding 

capacity availability which appears to be in question. The lack of adequate bulk water supply to the 

Matjiesfontein reservoir is overlooked in the Engineering Report. 

• The report refers to alternative water sourcing. Rainwater harvesting is admirable, but the use of treated 

greywater needs investigation, particularly considering the freshwater spring and dam that is on site. 

What is proposed for drinking water? If alternative water sourcing is to be implemented, this needs to 

be investigated and details included for public comment. 

• The capacity to manage additional sewage within the existing infrastructure appears to be a potential 

risk with the peak factor being 2.5 and the maximum peak discharge being 2.0 l/s.  Can it be confirmed 

that there is capacity to cope with the additional sewage?  Alternative sewerage treatment design if 

proposed, should be submitted for scrutiny and public comment. 

• The existing access road is exceptionally busy during holiday periods.  As per BAR comments above 

when is a Traffic Impact Assessment report to be shared?  

• The layout plans in the Engineering Report show that some of the sites at the rear are on  steep 

ground that will require cut and fill and retaining walls i.e. Sites 62 and 63 in the NW corner which might 

result in erosion in the Buffer zone. What kind of retaining walls will be used?  The placement of these 

sites adjacent to the Buffer zone intended to protect the forest is likely to impact the sensitive forest 

area. 

• The retention ponds shown on the Engineering drawing are located in each sub-section of the estate.  

What design and materials will be used for these?  Natural earth ponds that allow wetland vegetation 

to establish at the edges, accommodating fauna, would be appropriate.   

 

5. Draft Environmental Management Programme (Appendix H): 

• The document highlights the potential issues, areas of risk, as per the BAR and specialist reports.  

However, post-construction monitoring impacts, stormwater, ground water, and the forest?  Is an EMP 

to be drawn up, adopted and monitored by a governing body? 

• With regards to lighting, while it is understood that this is required for safety and security, this is an 

exceptionally sensitive environment and diffuse/low level lighting is required to prevent light pollution.  

What design of lighting is proposed?  

• How is the spring and dam water to be monitored and who is to do this post construction?  It is believed 

(local residents) that there is fauna that use this water and it therefore needs to be ensured that 

pollutants cannot enter this water source.  Access to the spring must be provided for animals. 

• Only locally indigenous vegetation should be planted. We support the alien invasive management 

programme but would query who is to implement and monitor this on an ongoing basis? 

• Will there be a plant rescue undertaken prior to any work commencing?  This site is well known for its 

annual display of Brunsvigia orientalis (Candelabra flower) each year and the reports all speak to the 

occurrence of certain special species that do/may occur on this site. 
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6. Geotechnical Report (Appendix G4): 

• The Plett Enviro Forum is concerned about the groundwater levels of this site.  Although the report 

explains that run-off and stormwater will be adequately dealt with, we remain concerned that flooding 

will occur during heavy rainfall events.  Historically, this was a floodplain area, with high water pushing 

up from the Keurbooms, through the Tshokwane Wetland and up the valley.  Development has 

impacted this system over the years.  However, groundwater tables are still very high in this area as 

reported by locals during rain events.   

 

In conclusion, the Plett Enviro Forum strongly objects to the proposed development due to its inappropriate 

density, negative impact on biodiversity, insufficient architectural design detail, and doubts about the availability 

of water. for the following reasons: 

• Inappropriate density proposed, detrimental to the character of the area 

• Proposed development in “no-go” areas of site in the 4,5m flood contour/coastal setback line 

• Extremely sensitive environment  

• High groundwater tables around the site 

• Unconfirmed availability of bulk water supply or adequate description of alternative supply 

• The precedent that this type of development in this area will set in terms of density 

• Lack of consideration of cumulative impacts on water resources 

• Lack of consideration of cumulative impacts of similar developments on Sense of Place and biodiversity 

should such a precedent for dense, middle-income housing be established 

• Damage to environmental assets that draw tourism and investment into the area 

 

The Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum thanks you for the opportunity to comment and we look 

forward to your response.  We reserve the right to comment on further processes linked to this application. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
OBO Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum 

  

 

 
 

 



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Rosie Mudge <rosemudge@gmail.com>
To admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-05 17:56

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I
believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this
environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to
accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the concerns and
interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the
surrounding area, including the six properties I own in Milkwood Glen, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a
significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over
the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the
degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou
be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply
need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased
transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer
to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic.
Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to
congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon
due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
Rosemary King 
--
Rosie Mudge

+27(0)741724324

Unit 5 Auckland Studios



87 Auckland Street
Paarden Eiland
Cape Town



MWG HOA Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304

From Sam Duncan <sam@flyphoto.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Cc Lance Lomas <Lancel@actorpharma.co.za>, Peter Wiley <mwwylie@mweb.co.za>, Chantal Tracy <chantaltracy@hotmail.co.za>
Date 2023-06-05 16:51

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter on behalf of the Milkwood Glen Home Owners Association (HOA) to formally express our objection to the proposed high
density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. As the representative body of the majority of residents in our
community, we firmly believe that this development is not in the best interests of the area and should be reconsidered for the following
reasons:

1) Violation of Environmental Laws: The proposed development encroaches upon the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal
Protection Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, all of which are protected by various environmental laws in South Africa. Constructing high
density residential units in this sensitive coastal area would have adverse ecological impacts and undermine the efforts to preserve and protect
our natural environment.

2) Zoning Contravention: The land on which the proposed development is planned is currently zoned for agricultural use. We believe that such
a drastic change in land use without proper justification or community consensus would be inappropriate and disregard the existing zoning
regulations.

3) Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The high density residential development is not in harmony with the unique sense of place that
defines Keurboomstrand. Its construction would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between a coastal vegetated dune system and
hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. The development's visual impact and disruption to the existing landscape would be detrimental
to the attraction and charm of our community.

4) Community Opposition: It is important to note that the majority of local property owners, including members of the Milkwood Glen HOA,
object to the proposed development. This opposition is a testament to the concerns and desires of the residents who have a vested interest in
maintaining the character and livability of our neighborhood.

5) Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the designated urban edge as outlined in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. As per the plan, this area should be protected from development, and the proposed construction would
therefore be inconsistent with the established guidelines.

6) Impact on Wetland Corridor: The proposed development encroaches upon a vital wetland corridor located between the urban edge and Minor
Road PO 394. This corridor serves as an essential ecosystem, providing natural filtration and flood control measures. Given the proximity to the
water table and the property's susceptibility to heavy rainwater runoff, construction in this area would disrupt the ecological balance and
potentially exacerbate flooding issues.

7) Negative Impact on Property Values: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would lead to
a decrease in property values for homeowners in Milkwood Glen. This adverse effect is primarily due to the visual intrusion and potential loss of
privacy caused by the development, directly affecting the properties overlooking it.

8) Historical Degradation of Land: The property landowners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have knowingly and, in our opinion, unlawfully
degraded the land earmarked for the proposed development over the past 26 years. Their activities, including tree felling, bush cutting, and
establishment of a horse stable yard, have significantly impacted the land's ecological integrity. We believe that the owners should be
compelled to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any further development is considered.

9) Water Shortage Concerns: Bitou is currently facing a

 water shortage, and it is essential that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou are completed or nearing completion
before considering new applications. The cumulative effects of multiple developments on the available water supply must be carefully assessed.
It is worth noting that previous development applications in Keurboomstrand have been rejected due to the lack of water resources.

10) Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development is approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay. Given the rising
costs of fuel and transportation, living in this distant location would be unaffordable for most middle-income prospective buyers. We believe
that this type of development should be situated in closer proximity to town centers to promote accessibility and affordability.

11) Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, which will provide access to the proposed development, is already struggling to
accommodate existing traffic. With multiple approved developments in the pipeline that will also rely on this road, the additional burden would
overwhelm the current infrastructure, leading to congestion, safety concerns, and inconvenience for both existing residents and future
inhabitants.

12) Climate and Lighting Impacts: The proposed development's location below the mist line during winter and the substantial shade cast in the
afternoon due to the site's geography raise concerns about the livability and comfort of the prospective residents. These factors should be
taken into account when evaluating the appropriateness of the development.

In conclusion, the Milkwood Glen Home Owners Association, representing the majority of residents in our community, objects to the proposed



high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304 for the reasons outlined above. We urge the relevant
authorities to carefully consider our objections and take into account the environmental, community, and infrastructural concerns associated
with this development.

As an alternative solution, we would support the construction of a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary
on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304. This approach would ensure compatibility with the existing zoning regulations and maintain the
character and integrity of our community.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We trust that you will consider our objections seriously and make a decision that aligns with the
best interests of our neighborhood and the environment.

Sincerely,

Sam Duncan
Chairman of Milkwood Glen HOA



Proposed development of 80 dwellings on the Keurboomstrand Road.
From Tessa de Kock <tessa.dekock@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 06:32

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

In my humble opinion this development should not be allowed mainly because the area is already under enormous pressure with regards to water,
and for that matter adequate eletricity supply.

First build more dams to store sufficient water and upgrade and maintain the poor electrical supply to our village before allowing further
developments.

Fix what needs fixing and thereafter consider the approval of proposed new developments.

Kind regards
Tessa de Kock
Main Road
Keurboomsstrand.

Sent from my iPhone



FW: Proposed development Keurboomstran
From Joclyn Marshall <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 13:59

 
 
Kind Regards,

Joclyn Marshall

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy

EAPASA 2022/5006

0721266393

 

From: Tracy PAWS <pawskennels@hotmail.co.za>
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 1:57 PM
To: Tracy PAWS <IMCEAEX-
_O=FIRST+20ORGANIZATION_OU=EXCHANGE+20ADMINISTRATIVE+20GROUP+28FYDIBOHF23SPDLT+29_CN=RECIPIENTS_CN=00034001B171AA54@sct-15-20-4755-11-
msonline-outlook-84264.templateTenant>
Cc: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za
Subject: Re: Proposed development Keurboomstran
 
Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie
 
I am wri�ng this le�er as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong opposi�on to the proposed high
density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:
 
1. Environmental Protec�on: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensi�ve Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protec�on Zone, and Coastal
Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Construc�ng a high density residen�al development in this environmentally
sensi�ve area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.
 
2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designa�on to
accommodate high density residen�al development would contradict the exis�ng land use regula�ons and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.
 
3. Incompa�bility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residen�al development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the area's
sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by pris�ne afro-
montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and a�rac�ve feature that must be preserved.
 
4. Local Opposi�on: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collec�ve opposi�on represents the
concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious considera�on during the decision-making process.
 
5. Viola�on of Spa�al Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality
Spa�al Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and poten�ally set a nega�ve precedent for future developments.
 
6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A por�on of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394. The
area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table. Construc�on in this vulnerable area
could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act
as a soak-away.
 
7. Nega�ve Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue proper�es in the surrounding
area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact
on the affected property owners.
 
8. Land Degrada�on and Rehabilita�on Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in ques�on over the
past 26 years, which I consider to be a viola�on of environmental regula�ons. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area
before any development is considered.
 
9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be
completed or near comple�on before new applica�ons are considered. The cumula�ve effects of addi�onal developments on the already limited water supply need to be
thoroughly evaluated.
 
10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's loca�on, approximately 7 kilometers from central Ple�enberg Bay, would result in increased transporta�on
costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residen�al developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to
ensure accessibility and affordability for poten�al residents.
 



11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic. Approving
the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to conges�on and
safety concerns.
 
12. Adverse Climate Considera�ons: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the a�ernoon due to
the site's geography. This adverse clima�c condi�on could nega�vely impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.
 
In conclusion, I respec�ully request that you consider these objec�ons seriously and reject the proposed high density residen�al development on Por�on 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essen�al outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the men�oned
por�on.
 
Thank you for your a�en�on to this ma�er. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preserva�on of our natural
environment. Should you require any further informa�on or clarifica�on, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Yours sincerely,
 
On 12 May 2023 12:41, Tracy PAWS <IMCEAEX-
_O=FIRST+20ORGANIZATION_OU=EXCHANGE+20ADMINISTRATIVE+20GROUP+28FYDIBOHF23SPDLT+29_CN=RECIPIENTS_CN=00034001B171AA54@sct-15-20-4755-11-
msonline-outlook-84264.templateTenant> wrote:

 

To Whom it my concern

 

Good day

I am a affected party with regards to portion 91 of farm Matjesfontein 304 Plettenberg Bay.

Please send draft assessment report and relevant appendages in regards to proposed development of a sustainable middle income residential development of
portion 91 of farm Matjesfontein 304 Plettenberg Bay.

 

Many Thanks

 

Tracy van der Byl

 

Sent from Mail for Windows

 

 



Objection to proposed Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From <info@archrockresort.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 14:10

Archrock Resort is self-catering accommoda�on on the beachfront past Enrico's to the East.
The land being por�on 7 & 8 of Erf 296 Archrock has been in the Read family for around 200 years. A major part of the allure of Keurboomstrand for tourists and residents
has been the cummunity's dedica�on to keep the area pris�ne, secure and the communal to protect the Environment.
We are against his development for the following reasons:

Inadequate Infrastructure: In the current state of lack of basic service delivery, it almost seem criminal to approve a high density development adding to the load.
Water and sewerage re�cula�on and electricity supply is in desperate need of upgrade and regular maintenance.
- We are facing water shortages in the Bitou area, a problem that will only get worse going forward.  Every �me it rains there is no electricity in the greater
Keurboomstrand area due to the fragility of the exis�ng infrastructure. Will the power supply be upgraded with this development?
- During the last December 2022 school holidays, sewage was spilling on to the Blue flag beach in front
 of Enrico's due to lack of capacity of the holding tank during loadshedding. How will sewerage re�cula�on be handled for this new development?
- The PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic during Peak periods.
- The proposed development area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the hills behind, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table.
It's been serving as a 'soak-away' for heavy rainfall for decades. How will the developers handle storm water runoff to prevent flooding of the PO 394?

 
In conclusion, a high density development is simply not a fit with the character of Keurboomstrand. Even if all the prac�cal considera�ons men�oned above can
miraculously be overcome with a 'promise' or a 'golden handshake', how long will the developer be held accountable for the infrastructure concerns raised?
I suggest that any development be limited to a single residence with essen�al outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the men�oned por�on.
 
Should you require any further informa�on or clarifica�on, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.
 
Vania le Roux
On behalf of the Geoffrey Read Family Trust t/a Archrock Resort
 
www.archrockresort.com
 

 
 



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Vaughn Bryan <info@tennis-bryan.de>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 08:40

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong
opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development
should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection
Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density
residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the
zoning designation to accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the
integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does
not align with the area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated
dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective
opposition represents the concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making
process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in
the Bitou Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a
negative precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and
Minor Road PO 394. The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a
shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without
storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue
properties in the surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of
property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land
in question over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and
required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms
and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional
developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would
result in increased transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential
developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the
existing traffic. Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the
capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded
in the afternoon due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and
limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential
development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential
outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the
preservation of our natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Vaughn and Corinna Bryan

Sent from my iPhone



Subject: Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein
304

From willyv@mweb.co.za <willyv@mweb.co.za>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 06:55

Please receive objection to proposed development



Objection to development
From Yverne Butler <yvernebutler@icloud.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 07:39

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter as a member of Milkwood Glen Estate, which neighbours the proposed development, to formally express my strong
opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. I believe that this development
should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection
Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density
residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the
zoning designation to accommodate high density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the
integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does
not align with the area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated
dune system and hills covered by pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective
opposition represents the concerns and interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making
process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in
the Bitou Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a
negative precedent for future developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and
Minor Road PO 394. The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a
shallow water table. Construction in this vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without
storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects: Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue
properties in the surrounding area, including Milkwood Glen where I am an owner, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of
property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility: The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land
in question over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and
required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms
and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional
developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would
result in increased transportation costs, making it financially burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential
developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the
existing traffic. Approving the proposed development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the
capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded
in the afternoon due to the site's geography. This adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and
limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential
development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential
outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the mentioned portion.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the
preservation of our natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Sent from my iPhone



Objection to Proposed High Density Residential Development on Portion 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
From Casimir Urban <casi21@me.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Cc Alexandra Urban <urbanfruitcompany@icloud.com>
Date 2023-06-05 21:57

Dear Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie

I am writing this letter to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304. 
I believe that this development should not be approved for the following reasons:

1. Environmental Protection: 
The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protection Zone, and Coastal Management Lines, which are
protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa. Constructing a high density residential development in this environmentally sensitive area would pose a
significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.

2. Zoning Conflict: 
The land on which the proposed development is intended to be built is currently zoned for agricultural use. Changing the zoning designation to accommodate high
density residential development would contradict the existing land use regulations and undermine the integrity of the zoning system.

3. Incompatibility with the Area's Character: The proposed high density residential development is inappropriate for Keurboomstrand as it does not align with the
area's sense of place. The development would detract from the area's natural beauty, situated between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by
pristine afro-montaine forest. This scenic valley is a unique and attractive feature that must be preserved.

4. Local Opposition: 
The majority of local property owners, including myself, strongly object to the proposed development. This collective opposition represents the concerns and
interests of the community, which should be taken into serious consideration during the decision-making process.

5. Violation of Spatial Development Plan: Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou
Municipality Spatial Development Plan. Approving this development would disregard the established plan and potentially set a negative precedent for future
developments.

6. Impact on Wetland Corridor: A portion of the proposed development would be built in a vital wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO 394.
The area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low elevation with a shallow water table. Construction in this
vulnerable area could disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.  Without storm drains, the flooding could impact the PO394 as the field once
built upon will not act as a soak-away.

7. Negative Property Value Effects:
 Local estate agents and property valuers have indicated that the proposed development would devalue properties in the surrounding area, including the six
properties I own in Milkwood Glen, which would directly overlook the development. This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact on the
affected property owners.

8. Land Degradation and Rehabilitation Responsibility:
The property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have purposefully degraded the land in question over the past 26 years, which I consider to be a violation of
environmental regulations. They should be held accountable and required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area before any development is considered.

9. Water Scarcity Concerns: 
The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages, and it is crucial that all approved developments in Keurbooms and elsewhere in Bitou be completed or near
completion before new applications are considered. The cumulative effects of additional developments on the already limited water supply need to be thoroughly
evaluated.

10. Accessibility and Affordability: 
The proposed development's location, approximately 7 kilometers from central Plettenberg Bay, would result in increased transportation costs, making it financially
burdensome for middle-income purchasers. Such high density residential developments should ideally be situated closer to town centers to ensure accessibility and
affordability for potential residents.

11. Inadequate Infrastructure: 
The Minor Road PO 394, the access route to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the existing traffic. Approving the proposed
development, along with other developments that have already been approved, would further strain the capacity of this road, leading to congestion and safety
concerns.

12. Adverse Climate Considerations: 
The proposed development would be situated below the mist line in the winter and be predominantly shaded in the afternoon due to the site's geography. This
adverse climatic condition could negatively impact the quality of life for residents and limit the usability of outdoor spaces.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that you consider these objections seriously and reject the proposed high density residential development on Portion 91 of Farm
Matjiesfontein 304. Instead, I propose that any development be limited to a single residence with essential outbuildings within the urban edge boundary on the
mentioned portion.



Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will make the appropriate decision in the best interest of the community and the preservation of our
natural environment. Should you require any further information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Alexandra Urban 



 
 
29 May 2023 
 
 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 
 
Objection to Proposed Development on portion 91 of Matjiesfontein 304 
 
 
I am writing on behalf of the homeowners of The Waves housing complex in 
Keurboomsstrand to express our deep concerns and objection regarding the proposed 
development on the agricultural property. We have carefully reviewed the attached report 
from the Plettenberg Bay Community Environment Forum (Plett Enviro Forum), and we raise 
the following critical points: 
 
The Draft Town Planning Report: 
- The proposed density of 12 units per hectare is entirely out of context and unsuitable for 
the site. 
- The rationale provided for this development does not address the needs of middle-income 
housing and fails to consider proximity to work and transport affordability. 
- The argument for financial viability based on density is unfounded, and a more suitable 
location should be chosen. 
- The report lacks information on landscaping and fencing design. 
- The proposed densities will have a significant negative impact on the sense of place. 
- The site has multiple constraints, such as topography, conservation value, groundwater 
levels, and traffic access. 
- The development should not be considered until the Bitou Spatial Development 
Framework receives provincial acceptance. 
 
Draft EMPr: 
- Post-construction monitoring of impacts, stormwater, groundwater, forest conservation, 
and animal movements needs clarification. 
- Lighting design should minimize light pollution in this sensitive environment. 
- Monitoring of dam water, landscape connectivity, and corridor use is necessary. 
- Implementation and monitoring of alien invasive management and landscaping should be 
addressed. 
 
Bulk Water & Sewer Services (GLS): 
- Water availability for the development needs confirmation, considering the cumulative 
needs of other housing units awaiting approval. 
- The existing supply system's capacity is inadequate and requires upgrades. 
- The report's approach to the cumulative effect of proposed developments raises logical 
concerns. 
 
Geotechnical Report: 



- Groundwater levels and the potential for flooding during heavy rainfall periods are a 
concern. 
 
Bulk Services & Civil Engineering Infrastructure Report: 
- Water connection, capacity, and alternative sourcing require clarification. 
- Adequacy of sewage infrastructure and traffic impact assessment needs to be addressed. 
- Grey water systems and details on alternative sewerage treatment should be provided. 
 
On behalf of HOA of The Waves, we strongly objects to the proposed development 
application due to inappropriate density, the site's sensitivity, groundwater concerns, 
unconfirmed water and sewerage infrastructure capacity, lack of traffic impact assessment, 
unclear grey water systems, the negative precedent it sets, the impact on the sense of place, 
and insufficient consideration of cumulative impacts on resources. 
 
We kindly request that you consider our objections during the decision-making process. By 
prioritizing sustainable development practices and respecting the natural environment, we 
can foster a harmonious future for Keurboomsstrand. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to a resolution that respects 
the values and aspirations of our community. Should you require additional information or 
have further questions, please contact me at lian@vvf.co.za. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
The Trustees 
HOA – THE WAVES 



COMMENTS ON PROPOSED HOUSING DEVELOPMENT . 

 

 PORTION 9, FARM 304 MATJIESFONTEIN , KEURBOOMS. 

 

 

I herewith submit the following for consideration in dealing with the application for a 

medium density housing development on this property. 

 

1) Whilst a development for a sensible development of this nature is not objected to in 

principle , the proposed size of approx. 73 units is objected to , principally on the 

grounds of the environmental impact and impact on  off site municipal services that  

will be required to sustain such a development. 

 

Proposed remedy ; A reduction in the number of units to no more than 40 units. 

 

2) Services  

In the Consulting engineering report by Poise Engineers the following statements are 

made; 

 

2.1 Water;  Supply will be from the existing 200mm main feeding the area. 

                     Water demand and impact on capacity are stated as being within 

existing system capabilities, with reference to other external sources. 

 

2.2 Sewerage handling; Similarly, connection will be to the existing 160mm main 

and pumping capacity and treatment capacity is stated as being sufficient. 

(A reference is also made to proposed on site grey water treatment) 

 

2.3 Electrical mains supply ;  No mention is made in this report by Poise . 

 

The current deficiencies in the capacities and capabilities of services to sustain just 

the existing residential areas of Keurboomstrand have been of concern for several 

years now. 

 

Repeated appeals by the KPOA and many individuals for upgrades to the existing 

systems have consistently met with “budgetary constraint “denials to rectify the 

ongoing service breakdowns, especially during peak holiday periods and poor weather 

occurrences. 

My own property (Erf 14 , Main Street ) is yet to get a connection to the sewer mains , 

after many years of appeals and discussions with Bitou municipality and the Ward 

Councillor(s). Yet , approvals for new developments such as this continue unabated . 

 

Proposed remedy ;  In consideration of this application ,Council must call for an 

overall review to be done by other independent consulting engineers and using 

Bitou’s own Engineering resources to focus on the existing capacities and state of 

repair of all the services eg water , sewerage , electricity supply. 

 

3)  Roads and access ;  Proposed access will be from the main feeder road to 

Keurboomstrand . 



This is only logical , but the traffic impact on the feeder road and junctions further 

upstream at The Dunes ,Mel’s Place , Thyme and Again farmstall will be significantly 

affected by expected increases in vehicle movements along this access way. 

 

Again , the dangerous traffic conditions and poor state of the roads , especially around 

the junctions onto the N2 at Thyme and again , have been the subject of many 

submissions and discussions in the past. 

 

Traffic congestion on the roads and in the village of Keurboomstrand , especially 

during peak holiday periods , has already become a major issue with current traffic 

volumes . 

 

Proposed Remedy;  A comprehensive roads engineering and traffic study must be 

commissioned to assess the above issues and the overall capacity of the roads network 

in the immediate area of this proposed development. 

 

I trust that these comments will be seen as valid and will be factored into your 

considerations for approval of this development. 

 

Thank You. 

 

 

Submitted by Mr A S Grobbelaar PrEng ,  No 17 Main Street , Keurboomstrand. 

                



RE: Objection - portion 91 farm Matjiesfintein
From Mae Naude <maenaude@gmail.com>
To <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Date 2023-06-06 11:26

ATTENTION:       Joclyn Marshall and Carina Leslie
 
Re:         Objec�on to Proposed High-Density Residen�al Development on Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304
As an interested and affected party who owns property and resides in Keurboomstrand, this le�er serves as a formal objec�on to the proposed high-density residen�al
development on Por�on 91 of the Farm Matjiesfontein 304.
 
My objec�on is based on the following points:
 

1. Viola�ons in respect of Zoning and Spa�al Development Plan
1.1             Zoning Conflict

1.1.1        Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304, the land on which the proposed development is intended to be built, is zoned for agricultural use.
1.1.2        Changing the zoning to accommodate a high-density residen�al development undermines the integrity of the zoning system and sets a problema�c

precedent that could allow other agricultural land to be rezoned for the industrialisa�on of urban development.
1.1.3        Arguments that Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304 is not economically viable for agriculture are unfounded as many forms of regenera�ve

agriculture could be successfully applied to this land.
1.2             Spa�al Development Plant

1.2.1        Part of the proposed development falls outside the urban edge demarcated for possible development in the Bitou Municipality Spa�al
Development Plan.

1.2.2        Approval of this development would disregard the established plan and set a dangerous precedent for future developments and transgressions.
 

2. Risks to the Environment
2.1             The proposed development is located within the Outeniqua Sensi�ve Coastal Area (OSCA), the Coastal Protec�on Zone, and Coastal Management Lines.
2.2             Due to the recognised importance and ecological sensi�vity of this region, it is protected by the various environmental laws of South Africa.
2.3             The construc�on of a high-density residen�al development in this environmentally sensi�ve area poses a significant threat to the fragile coastal ecosystem.
2.4             Housing developments can be constructed in many areas, but fragile and pris�ne natural ecosystems can never be recreated.

3. Nega�ve impact on Keurboomstrand's intrinsic value and character
3.1             The proposed high-density residen�al development does not align with Keurboomstrand's sense of place and as such is inappropriate.
3.2             Located between the coastal vegetated dune system and hills covered by unspoilt afro-montaine forest, Keurboomstrand is known for its pris�ne natural

beauty. A high-density development would nega�vely impact its character.
3.3             Keurboomstrand is one of the last remaining regions in the world whose Natural Heritage s�ll remains intact. Any high-density development in

Keurboomstrand would detract from the area's natural beauty, damaging its intrinsic value.
4. Community objec�on

4.1             Keurboomstrand has a long-standing and well-established local community.
4.2             Many of the local property owners have strongly objected to the proposed development. This collec�ve opposi�on represents the concerns and interests

of the local community, which should be taken into serious considera�on during the decision-making process.
5. Water Concerns

5.1             Water Scarcity 
5.1.1        The Bitou area is currently facing water shortages.
5.1.2        Even without further development, these water shortages are likely to be exacerbated due to changing weather pa�erns.
5.1.3        The cumula�ve effects of developments, already approved and/or under construc�on, on the limited water supply need to be thoroughly

evaluated before any new construc�on/development is allowed to go ahead.
5.2             Wetland Conserva�on and Management

5.2.1        A por�on of the proposed development is intended to be built in the wetland corridor between the urban edge and Minor Road PO394.
5.2.2        This area is prone to heavy rainwater runoff from the forested hills, and the land is situated at a low eleva�on with a shallow water table.
5.2.3        Wetland corridors are vital to water conserva�on.
5.2.4        Construc�on in this vulnerable area is likely to disrupt the natural hydrology and exacerbate the risk of flooding.
5.2.5        Once the open field has been built up it will no longer act as a soak-away. This will nega�vely impact on the water table and risk flooding of the

PO394.
6. Responsibility for rehabilita�on of land degrada�on

6.1             Areas of the land in ques�on have been degraded over the past 26 years under the stewardship of the current property owners, Family Roux Eiendomme
Pty Ltd. It is on the basis of this degrada�on that the land is put forward as suitable for development.

6.2             These property owners should not be rewarded (by approving the development) for allowing the degrada�on of their land. Instead, they should be
required to rehabilitate and rewild the degraded area.

7. Risk to property values
7.1             There are valid concerns that the proposed development would devalue proper�es in the surrounding area.
7.2             This loss of property value would have a significant financial impact on the affected property owners.
7.3             The rights to financial benefit for the current owners of Por�on 91 of Farm Matjiesfontein 304 should not outweigh the financial risk to the many other

affected property owners.
8. Inadequate road infrastructure

8.1             The minor road PO 394, which provides access to the proposed development, is already struggling to accommodate the exis�ng traffic. The proposed
development, in addi�on to other developments that have already been approved, would put extreme strain on this road, leading to conges�on and safety
concerns.

In conclusion, I would like to make it clear that I am not opposed to all development but point out that any developments in this region must take the environmental
sensi�vity, character and infrastructural constraints of the region very seriously. High-density developments of any kind are inappropriate for this region.
I trust that you will apply your minds to the above objec�ons and make the appropriate decision in the best interests of the Keurboomstrand community and our
invaluable and irreplaceable natural environment.
 
Yours sincerely
Mae Naude

 

 
 

From: admin@ecoroute.co.za <admin@ecoroute.co.za>
Sent: Monday, 15 May 2023 12:46 PM
To: maenaude@gmail.com
Cc: Joclyn <joclyn@ecoroute.co.za>
Subject: Fwd: Objec�on - por�on 91 farm Matjiesfintein



 
Dear Mae 

 

Please find attached the Draft Bar, and our website link below where you can view all the relevant documents (appendixes).

https://ecoroute.co.za/node/67

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any further information.

Kind regards

Carina Leslie

Admin: Eco Route Environmental Consultancy

Office: 064 691 4394

on behalf of

Joclyn Marshall

Eco Route Environmental Consultancy

EAPASA 2022/5006

0721266393

From: mae maskew <maenaude@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 14, 2023 10:59 AM

To: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za

Subject: Objection - portion 91 farm Matjiesfintein

Dear Joclin,

I am a neighbour and affected party to portion 91 of farm Matjiesfontein

304, Keurbooms, Plettenberg bay.

 Please send me a draft basic assessment report and relevant appendages

in regards to:

Proposed development of a sustainable middle income residential

development of portion 91 of farm Matjesfontein 304, Plettenberg bay

With thanks

Mae Naude



1

admin@ecoroute.co.za

From: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za
Sent: Wednesday, 28 February 2024 08:26
To: admin@ecoroute.co.za
Subject: FW: Green Leaf Frog Keurboomstrand

Flag Status: Flagged

Comment for Portion 91 of 304 Matjes Fontein. 
 
Kind Regards, 

Joclyn Marshall   
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 
MSc Environmental Science 
EAPASA 2022/5006 
0721266393 
 

From: janet@ecoroute.co.za <janet@ecoroute.co.za>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 3:44 PM 
To: 'nicky frootko' <nickyfrootko@gmail.com> 
Cc: joclyn@ecoroute.co.za 
Subject: RE: Green Leaf Frog Keurboomstrand 
 
Dear Nicky 
 
We were so excited that the frog may be present on site but after a very detailed study involving night monitoring, 
the frog was not found. We work with Dr Jackie Dabrowski, cc in this email. 
 
Should you require any information please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 

Kind Regards  
Janet Ebersohn 
Bsc.Hon Environmental Management 
EAPASA Registration Number: 2019/1286 
082 5577122 
 

From: nicky frootko <nickyfrootko@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2024 8:52 AM 
To: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
Subject: Fwd: Green Leaf Frog Keurboomstrand 
 
Dear Janet, 
 
Re my email of 24th November 23 (attached), do you have any more information about the critically endangered 
Green Leaf Frog 
 
that lives in the Keurbooms valley. Also please let me have the name of the expert you mentioned, who is 
researching the frogs 
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population and habitat in Keurbooms. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Regards, 
 
Dr. Nicky Frootko 
 
 
 

Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: nicky frootko <nickyfrootko@gmail.com> 
Subject: Green Leaf Frog Keurboomstrand 
Date: 24 November 2023 at 11:59:39 CET 
To: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
 
Dear Janet, 
 
Re our telephone discussion today, please let me have more information about the critically 
endangered Green Leaf Frogs 
 
found in Keurbooms. 
 
Will they have a voice to guarantee their preservation? 
 
Regards, 
 
Dr Nicky Frootko 
Keurboomstrand 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
Opposition to the Proposed Development of Portion 19 of 304 
Matjesfontein 
 
Dated 5 June 2023 
 
by Helen Mudge residing at Milkwood Glen, Keurboomstrand, Near 
Plettenberg Bay 
Email address :  helen@troy.za.net 
Cellphone : 079 399 9345 
 
For Att :  Jocelyn Marshall : Ecoroute Environmental Consultancy 
Email address : joclyn@ecoroute.co.za  
Phone number :064 691 4394 
 
For Att :  Carina Leslie  
Email address : admin@ecoroute.co.za 
 
 
 
Dear Joclyn Marshall, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed development 
:  Portion 91, 304 Matjesfontein.    
 
I am a part-owner of the home on Erf 824, Milkwood Glen situated on 
high ground overlooking the proposed development.  
 
As a registered Interested & Affected Party, I OPPOSE the proposed 
high-density residential development for middle-income housing for the 
following reasons: 
 
 
 
• PROTECTED AREA :  The proposed development falls within the 

Outeniqua Sensitive Coastal Area (OSCA) and will have a heavy 
detrimental impact on this fragile environment.  It also falls within 
5kms of the Keurbooms River Nature Reserve and a development 
of high-density, middle-income 70-plus new houses in the ancient 



Keurbooms River bed will seriously and destructively impact all 
wildlife within that reserve. The proposed development of 70+ 
middle-income homes will be situated between the PO394 road 
and the pristine indigenous forest to its northern boundary, in other 
words it will be between the coastal vegetated dune system and 
hills covered by pristine indigenous Afro-montaine forest.  The 
entire area is rich in wildlife and indigenous flora and should be 
protected as an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.      

 
• ZONING :  The proposed development is on land currently zoned 

agricultural which to my knowledge is not Residential or Resort 
Zoning.  

•  
• SENSE OF PLACE :  The proposed high-density middle-income 

residential development is inappropriate in that it is not in keeping 
with Keurboomstrand’s sense of place.   The sense of place of 
Keurboomstrand is that it is bounded on all sides by either the 
ocean, the indigenous dune thicket, dune scrub and indigenous 
Afro-Montaine Forest.   All these flora are protected by the 
environmental laws of South Africa.  It is a place of undisturbed 
Milkwood and Indigenous forests; it is a place of beautiful beaches, 
recreation and leisure for many retired and holiday-making people 
who enjoy living outside the boundaries of the Plettenberg Bay 
urban area.    

• It is a place where wild animals thrive (leopard, bushbuck, baboons, 
duiker,  honey-badgers, otters, and many other small mammals 
and reptiles such as the endemic tree frogs - not to mention a 
huge variety of birds such as Turacos, Fish Eagles and Eagle 
Owls.  

• A development in this field will detract from the area’s natural beauty 
because it is not the proper setting for high-density middle-income 
housing and all the things that go with it,  which will cause 
pressure on the natural environment, noise and pollution. The 
proposed area is not appropriate for “Middle-Income Housing” 
which should be positioned much closer to the CBD of Plettenberg 
Bay, closer to the schools and closer to the town’s facilities.  

•  
• WATER  :  Bitou Municipality has restricted their residents for many 

years because there is not enough water for the on-going 
immigration of people wishing to come to live in Plettenberg Bay 
permanently.  The infrastructure for water has not been improved, 
maintained or expanded for many years and we are often advised 
not to water our gardens, wash our cars or fill our swimming-pools.     



• Another aspect of water in terms of the proposed development is the 
impact of storm-water run-off coming down the hillside behind the 
proposed development and flooding the flat area where the 
developer proposes to build.  At present, this vacant land can act 
as a soak-away for all the rain water coming off the hillside, but 
once it is built on with houses and roads it will stop acting as a 
soak-away and can cause serious impact to the P)394 road.  This 
area is not many meters above sea-level, and as it is the ancient 
river-bed it is prone to regular flooding with even small amounts of 
rainfall.     

• Another aspect of water in terms of the proposed development is that if 
you look at the map below, which is the Local Area Spatial Plan 
(LASP) 2013,  for the Keurbooms River and Environs,  you will 
see that the Royal blue dotted line shows the area of the Water 
Course between Milkwood Glen and The Bitou Urban Edge area 
(marked in a yellow colour with turquoise outline).    Much of the 
proposed housing development is situated inside this demarcated 
and declared water-course area. This is not acceptable.  

• Another fact is that recently a development for three houses in 
Keurboomstrand Village has been turned down because the Bitou 
Municipality felt that there is not enough water available to 
substantiate these three homes.   

 
  
 
 
 
   
 

• •ACCESS :  The P0394  is the only access road which leads to 
Keurboomstrand, and it is a Provincial road with minor status.  It 
does not lead anywhere else but to the village of Keurboomstrand, 
in other words it is not a “through road” the effect of which is 
double the traffic using it because every vehicle going there has to 
return along the same route.     It was never built or envisaged to 
carry an enormous amount of traffic and is already inadequate,  
and to have much more traffic on it will cause a danger to the 
residents and the recreational-seeking tourists who use it.  The 
proposed housing estate with +70 new homes will increase the 
traffic on this minor road a hundred-fold, taking into account the 
extra number of taxis that will need to deliver staff and gardeners 
to the area which is so far from the CBD, and no public transport 
for schools etc .   Two properties, one called Dolphin Waves and 
the other for Candlewood,  have been given permission to build 



houses, and these have not yet begun.  When these are 
completed, the PO394 access road will already be under heavy 
stress.   In the summer months the very popular Ristorante Enrico 
serves 1500 people per day, causing enormous traffic problems 
already.  

 
•  
• MUNICIPAL AND PROVINCIAL DELINEATION OF URBAN EDGE  :  

Much of the proposed development is outside the boundary of the 
Bitou Urban Edge, demarcated as below in part of the Bitou 
Spacial Development Plan, 2021 which can be seen below.   In 
the map below the Bitou Urban Edge is coloured in mustard with a 
black outline.  A white arrow points to Portion 91 of 304 
Matjesfontein. 

•  
 
 
 
•  •  
•  
• (See Fig 2: Map. Bitou Spatial Development Plan 2021.   
•  

•  
• IMPACT ON LOCAL PROPERTY PRICES :  The proposed 

development, will, according to local estate agents and property 
valuers, devalue all the properties in Milkwood Glen and Keurview, 
all of which overlook the proposed development.   

•  
• DEGRADATION OF THE PROPERTY :  The owners of the property : 

Family Roux Eiendomme Pty Ltd, have owned the property since 
1997. Over the past 26 years they have purposefully and in my 
opinion illegally, degraded that part of the land upon which the 
proposed development will take place.  This was done initially by 
felling trees and scrub and then by regular bush-cutting. Bontebok 
were placed on the land and this was followed by the 
establishment of a stable-yard for horses, with continued and 
repeated bush-cutting  (the latter with an OSCA permit, issued 
about 3 years ago because the land was already considered to be 
degraded).   All of this in the knowledge that it is more likely to get 
permission to develop on degraded land than on what was 
formerly seen as a “sensitive environment”.     The 
owner/developer should be instructed to rehabilitate and rewild the 
degraded area.  From the photograph below it is very obvious that 
this particular land has been purposefully degraded, and given ten 



years would easily rehabilitate all the indigenous flora  that grows 
in the area.  

•  
• If this proposal is accepted and agreed upon, it will encourage all the 

other landowners of land in the valley, to the northern side of the 
access road PO394, to similarly degrade their land in such a way 
as to eventually have it called as degraded and therefore suitable 
for the built environment.  

•  
•  
•  
•  
•  
• This photograph (above) shows very clearly how this piece of land has been completely 

and constantly denuded of natural vegetation over many years in order that it should 

‘achieve’ the status of having “no natural value”.  
•  
• LOCAL OBJECTIONS : The majority of the local property-owners 

object to the proposed development for the same reasons herein 
given.  

•  
• PRECEDENT :    So far the housing estates that have been 

developed along the P0394 road are all on the Southern side of 
the road.  To begin developing the land on the Northern side of 
the P0394 will set a precedent that will totally impact not only the 
all the properties already built at 2023 but also the Indigenous 
Forest on the Northern edge;  the sense of place which is so 
important not just to locals but to everyone who enjoys coming to 
the area to enjoy the unique and unspoiled natural beauty that can 
be found in Keurboomstrand.  

•  
•  

•  
•  
•  
•  
•  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

These are my objections to the proposed development, and I shall look 
forward to an acknowledgement of my email, and to specific comments 
regarding my objections.  
 
Many thanks, 
 
Helen Mudge 
 
 


