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Directorate: Biodiversity and Coastal Management 
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning – Mercia Liddle 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

 

 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
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Breede-Olifants Catchment Management Agency (BOCMA) 
AƩenƟon: Mr SI Ndlovu 
sndlovu@bocma.co.za 

Reference: 4/10/2/K40D/RUYGTE VALLEY 205/79, SEDGEFIELD 

 

Dear Mr Ndlovu, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Please see below the responses to your comments as submiƩed with the Final BAR. 

 

Kind regards, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



BREEDE-OLIFANTS CATCHMENT MANAGEMENT AGENCY: GEORGE: Sbonelo Ndlovu – 31 March 2026 
RE: AMENDED DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT OF A PRIMARY DWELLING AND ACCESS ROAD ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY, SEDGEFIELD, WESTERN CAPE  
Reference is made to the above-menƟoned amended DraŌ Basic Assessment 
Report made available to Breede-Olifants Catchment Management Agency 
(BOCMA) for comments.  
The following are BOCMA comments relaƟng to amended DraŌ Basic Assessment 
Report for proposed development of a primary dwelling and access road on 
PorƟon 179 of Farm Ruygte Valley 205, which should be adhered to:  
1. The Breede-Olifants Catchment Management Agency has reviewed amended 

DraŌ Basic Assessment Report and has no objecƟons to the amended proposed 
development as there are no new major changes in terms of the acƟviƟes likely 
to trigger the NaƟonal Water Act.  
 

2. Please note that the comments issued by BOCMA on the 20 June 2025 and 15 
December 2025 respecƟvely for the Pre-ApplicaƟon and DraŌ Basic 
Assessment Reports are sƟll valid and must be adhered to.  

 
3. As required by secƟon 22 of the NaƟonal Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998), 

a Water Use AuthorisaƟon is required prior to commencement with any water 
use acƟvity contemplated in secƟon 21 of NaƟonal Water Act. Moreover, 
commencement with any water use acƟvity without an authorisaƟon as 
required by secƟon 22 of NaƟonal Water Act consƟtutes an offence in terms of 
secƟon 151(1) (a) of the NaƟonal Water Act. In terms of secƟon 151(2) of the 
NaƟonal Water Act, any person who contravenes is guilty of an offence and 
liable, on first convicƟon to a fine or an imprisonment of a period not exceeding 
five years or both such a fine and imprisonment.  

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

owner to adhere to the NaƟonal Water Act, prior to commencement with any 
water use contemplated in secƟon 21 of NaƟonal Water Act that is associated 
with the proposed development.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
Noted. 



5. Kindly note that this office reserves the right to amend and revise its comments 
as well as to request any further informaƟon. 

 
6. The BOCMA office can be contacted for further informaƟon related to the 

requirement for, or the applicaƟon for a Water Use AuthorisaƟon.  
 

7. Should you wish to apply for a water use authorisaƟon for unregistered water 
uses triggered by the proposed acƟviƟes, you may apply electronically by 
logging onto the Department of Water and SanitaƟon (DWS) website at 
hƩp://www.dws.gov.za/e-WULAAS  

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

contact Mr. SI Ndlovu at the above-menƟoned contact number or on 
sndlovu@bocma.co.za 
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The Directorate: Protected Areas Planning and Management EffecƟveness  

For aƩenƟon: Awelani Viola Matamela  

 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



DFFE: Awelani Viola Matamela - 23 March 2026 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT LOCATED ON PORTION 79 OF FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY WITHIN 
THE KNYSNA LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WESTERN CAPE 
 
Background and Discussion 
The Directorate Protected Areas Planning and Management EffecƟveness would 
like to thank you for the opportunity to review the Amended DraŌ Basic 
Assessment Report for the proposed development located on PorƟon 79 of Farm 
205, Ruygte Valley, within the Wilderness Protected Environment Knysna Local 
Municipality in the Western Cape. 
 
The project entails the development of a low-density residenƟal node, including a 
main dwelling, addiƟonal accommodaƟon units, associated access infrastructure, 
parking areas, and raised boardwalks. The total development footprint has been 
reduced to approximately 1 375 m², with the building footprint comprising 
approximately 525 m². Most of the site (approximately 97%) will remain in a 
natural or rehabilitated state. The development is proposed within a Wilderness 
NaƟonal Lake Area, with porƟons of the site falling within the 100 m High-Water 
Mark (HWM) trigger area. 
 
The site is characterised by sensiƟve environmental features, including mapped 
CriƟcal Biodiversity Areas (CBA1 and CBA2), indigenous forest patches, and 
protected milkwood trees. The amended BAR proposes a constraints-led layout, 
avoiding CBA1 areas and forest vegetaƟon, and confining development to 
degraded CBA2 areas. The applicaƟon further includes a proposal to rezone the 
property to Open Space III to support long-term conservaƟon. 
 
AŌer the review of the report, the Directorate has the following comments: 
 
1. The revised layout demonstrates a constraints-led approach, avoiding 

mapped CBA1 areas, indigenous forest, and high-risk coastal erosion and 
flood zones, and limiƟng development to a reduced and defined disturbance 
footprint. The commitment to retain most of the site as natural/open space 
and the proposal to rezone the property to Open Space III are noted and 
supported.  

 
 
 
 
 
The comments received are noted and appreciated. The Directorate’s 
acknowledgement of the constraints-led approach, reduced footprint, and 
conservaƟon-oriented rezoning proposal is welcomed. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 



2. However, the EAP has not adequately addressed the issue of the Wilderness 
Protected Environment in relaƟon to the proposed development. The 
following maƩers must be addressed before any development can be 
approved:  
 According to secƟon 51 of the NaƟonal Environmental Management: 

Protected Areas Act, 2003 (Act 57 of 2003), development in a 
Protected Environment, including Wilderness Protected 
Environments, is regulated and requires approvals. South African 
NaƟonal Parks (SANParks) is the management authority for the 
Wilderness Protected Environment under NEMPAA. All development 
acƟviƟes must be coordinated with SANParks and relevant 
landowners and follow strict compliance requirements.  

 The development must strictly comply with:  
o The provisions of NEMPAA;  
o The approved management plan for the Protected Environment;  
o Applicable environmental legislaƟon, including the NaƟonal 

Environmental Management Act, 1998 (NEMA), parƟcularly with 
regard to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) requirements; 
and  

o Any condiƟons or restricƟons imposed by the Minister or MEC.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The proposed development falls within the Wilderness Protected Environment, 
and the requirements of the NaƟonal Environmental Management: Protected 
Areas Act, 2003 (Act 57 of 2003) (NEMPAA) are acknowledged. 
The following is confirmed: 

 The Applicant recognises that SANParks is the Management Authority for 
the Wilderness Protected Environment.  

 The development will be aligned with the applicable Management Plan 
for the Protected Environment.  

 All relevant approvals required in terms of NEMPAA and any applicable 
management frameworks will be obtained prior to commencement of 
any acƟviƟes.  

 The development will comply with:  
o NEMPAA requirements  
o NEMA and the EIA RegulaƟons  
o Any condiƟons imposed by the Competent Authority and/or 

SANParks  
It is further confirmed that: 

 No development will commence prior to obtaining all required 
authorisaƟons, including Environmental AuthorisaƟon and any approvals 
required in terms of Protected Area legislaƟon.  

 The development proposal has been designed to support long-term 
conservaƟon objecƟves, including the proposed rezoning to Open Space 
III and retenƟon of approximately 97% of the site in a natural or 
rehabilitated state.  

The Final BAR will include an explicit statement confirming compliance with 
NEMPAA and coordinaƟon with SANParks, to ensure clarity for decision-making. 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 



 No development may proceed without the necessary authorisaƟons 
and approvals, and all acƟviƟes must be aligned with the conservaƟon 
objecƟves of the Protected Environment.  

 
 

 The Comments and Responses Report on page 18 indicates that the 
updated Basic Assessment Report (BAR) would include a clear 
commitment that the final layout will be informed by specialist 
verificaƟon of species of conservaƟon concern (SCC), and that any 
confirmed threatened or protected species would be avoided and 
managed in accordance with applicable permiƫng requirements. 
However, upon review of the Amended BAR, no such commitment or 
detailed discussion relaƟng to species of conservaƟon concern could 
be idenƟfied. Furthermore, there is no evidence of specialist 
verificaƟon, mapping, or assessment of SCC within the proposed 
development footprint, nor are any avoidance or management 
measures clearly outlined.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 A site-specific coastal erosion specialist study has not been 
undertaken. The reliance on constraints mapping and preliminary 
geotechnical informaƟon is insufficient to assess long-term shoreline 
dynamics, dune stability, and storm surge risk. This remains a criƟcal 
informaƟon gap.  

 

 
The comment is noted. 
The omission of an explicit statement regarding Species of ConservaƟon Concern 
(SCC) in the Amended DraŌ BAR is acknowledged and will be addressed in the 
Final BAR. 
The following will be incorporated: 

 ConfirmaƟon that site-specific specialist inputs (botanical and ecological) 
have informed the idenƟficaƟon of sensiƟve habitats and potenƟal SCC 
presence.  

 A clear commitment that:  
o Pre-construcƟon walk-downs by a qualified specialist will be 

undertaken where required;  
o Any confirmed SCC within or adjacent to the development 

footprint will be avoided where feasible;  
o Where avoidance is not feasible, appropriate permits will be 

obtained and miƟgaƟon implemented in accordance with 
applicable legislaƟon;  

The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) will be updated to include: 
 SCC protecƟon measures  
 Search-and-rescue protocols (where applicable)  
 Permit compliance requirements  

The development footprint has already been posiƟoned to avoid CBA1 areas, 
indigenous forest, and sensiƟve vegetaƟon, thereby reducing the likelihood of 
direct impacts on SCC. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The assessment of coastal processes and dune stability has been informed by: 

 Constraints mapping (including coastal risk zones)  
 The Preliminary Geotechnical and GeomaƟc InvesƟgaƟon  
 Site verificaƟon and terrain assessment  

It is acknowledged that a dedicated coastal erosion specialist study has not been 
undertaken as a standalone assessment. 
However: 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is recommended that the EAP address the concerns raised, provide clarity on 
certain maƩers raised to the Directorate: Protected Areas Planning and 
Management EffecƟveness, and consider the comments from all other 
Stakeholders, Interested, and Affected ParƟes. 

 The development footprint is set back from the most dynamic coastal 
interface areas, including high-risk erosion zones idenƟfied in the 
constraints mapping.  

 The proposed development is of limited scale, with no hard coastal 
protecƟon structures or shoreline modificaƟon proposed.  

 The layout avoids steep and unstable dune faces to the extent feasible.  
The geotechnical input considered: 

 Dune stability  
 Founding condiƟons  
 Long-term risk consideraƟons  

Given the scale of development, setback from high-risk zones, and absence of 
direct coastal engineering works, the current level of assessment is considered 
appropriate for Basic Assessment purposes. 
Nonetheless, the Final BAR will: 

 Strengthen the discussion on coastal processes and long-term risk 
consideraƟons  

 Include a precauƟonary approach to design and siƟng  
 Confirm that any future design refinements will remain within the 

assessed and approved footprint and constraints framework 
 
The concerns raised by the Directorate are acknowledged and have been 
carefully considered. 
The Final BAR will: 

 Explicitly address NEMPAA compliance and SANParks coordinaƟon  
 Include a strengthened secƟon on Species of ConservaƟon Concern  
 Expand on coastal risk consideraƟons and miƟgaƟon approach  

The proposed development remains: 
 Low in intensity and footprint  
 Constraints-led in design  
 Aligned with conservaƟon objecƟves of the Wilderness Protected 

Environment  
The assessment is therefore considered adequate and sufficient to support 
informed decision-making by the Competent Authority, subject to the 
implementaƟon of miƟgaƟon measures and compliance requirements. 
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DWS: Directorate: Biodiversity ConservaƟon 
Sub-Directorate: Policy Development, Mainstreaming EIA: Ms Khuliso Khomari  

 BCAdmin@dffe.gov.za 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Please see below the responses to your comments as submiƩed with the Final BAR. 

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



DWS: Directorate: Biodiversity ConservaƟon 
Sub-Directorate: Policy Development, Mainstreaming EIA: Ms Khuliso Khomari -16 March 2026 

Dear Sir/Madam 
RE: Department of Forestry Fisheries and the Environment Directorate: 
Biodiversity ConservaƟon hereby acknowledge receipt of the invitaƟon on the 
18th of February 2026 for review and comment on the project menƟoned in the 
subject line. 
Kindly note that the project has been allocated to Ms M Rabothata and Ms Khuliso 
Khomari (Copied in this email). 
Note, all Public ParƟcipaƟon Process documents related to Biodiversity EIA review 
and Biodiversity EIA queries must be submiƩed to the Directorate: Biodiversity 
ConservaƟon by email: BCAdmin@dffe.gov.za for aƩenƟon of Mr Seoka Lekota. 

Good morning,  
Please see the link for the documentaƟon for the project: hƩps://we.tl/t-
3fv3K7wyhB 
Please note that the 30-day public parƟcipaƟon will be held from 18/02/2026 to 
20/03/2026.  The noƟficaƟon was sent to BCadmin@dffe.gov.za when the PPP 
commenced. 
Thank you for your aƩenƟon to this maƩer. 
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Kate 
 

Dear Kate, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 
OF FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments 
made to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, 
which may request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to 
appeal in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Kind regards, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
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Dr Vanessa Weyer 
E-mail: vanessa.weyer@sanparks.org 
 

Dear Dr Weyer, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporting appendices for the proposed development on Portion 
79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submitted to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) on 23 April 
2026 for consideration and decision-making in terms of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public participation process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and mitigation measures. The application will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request additional information or clarification during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally notified of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulations.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected Parties for their participation, time, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Please find attached the VRMA Visual report. 

Yours faithfully 

Ms. Bianca Gilfillan 
Reg. EAP (EAPASA): 2023/7929 
EcoRoute    
 

 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
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SANParks - Dr Vanessa Weyer: 19 March 2026 
Dear Madam,  
SANPARKS COMMENTS, AMENDED DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT, RUYGTE VALLEY 
205, PORTION 79, SEDGEFIELD, WESTERN CAPE 
DFFE Ref No. 14/12/16/3/3/1/3235  
SANParks has provided the following comments on this application:  
 

1. Pre-application, Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR), Eco Route 
Environmental Consultancy (Eco Route), March 2025. DFFE Ref. No. (not 
provided). SANParks comment dated 23 June 2025.  
 

2. DBAR, Eco Route, November 2025. DFFE Ref. No. (not provided). SANParks 
comment dated 15 December 2025.  

 
Please refer to these comments, which describe the landscape context of Ruygte 
Valley 205 Portion 79, development proposals proposed at that time, points raised 
by SANParks, as well as summaries and the way forward.  
 
An amended DBAR, by Eco Route, dated January 2026, has subsequently been 
circulated for further comment.  
Key aspects of the development proposal as extracted from the application 
include: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
The DFFE reference number was provided on the cover of the draft report. 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Noted and agreed. 
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The total development footprint area of the preferred alternative has increased 
from that stated in the DBAR of November 2025 of approx. 1175m2 , to approx. 
1375m2 in the amended DBAR of January 2026.  
The vehicle access road through the property and the access road that will be 
required through the adjoining road servitude/ and neighbouring property for 
main access appears to not have been included in area calculations.  
No road currently exists and the property, and road servitude/ neighbouring 
property are densely vegetated with indigenous trees, which requires clearing 
(Figs. 4 & 5). Solar and water tank areas further do not appear to have been 
included in disturbance footprint area calculations.  
No revised Preferred Alternative SDP could be found in the amended DBAR of 
January 2026, nor its appendices.  
An updated Constraints Map (Appendix B1) (Fig. 3), however shows a slight change 
to the SDP contained in the DBAR of November 2025 (Fig. 1). The three cottages 
appear to have been shifted slightly eastwards, however not northwards.  
 
SANParks conducted a site visit on 5 March 2026, attended by Dr. V. Weyer 
(SANParks), Mr. T. Kgaphola (SANParks), Ms. C. Pluim (SANParks), Ms. M. Mudau 
(DFFE), Ms. P. Makitla (DFFE), Ms. A. Matamela, (DFFE), Ms. N. Lekalakala (DFFE), 
and Ms. J. Christie (Eco Route) (Figs. 4 & 5). 

 
 
 
An updated Constraints Map was included.  
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report (BAR) includes specialist inputs that are 
appropriate to the level of assessment required for a Basic Assessment process, 
and sufficient to inform decision-making. 
 
Visual 
The inclusion of the document by Mr P. Buchholz is acknowledged as supporting 
input and not relied upon as a formal specialist study. 
The Visual Compliance Statement (Outline Landscape Architects, March 2025) 
constitutes the primary, site-specific visual assessment informing the BAR. While 
the methodology is not presented as a formal VIA framework, the assessment is 
based on: 

 Site inspection  
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Point 1: Specialist Studies  
Comments on specialist studies as provided by SANParks to the DBAR of November 
2025 stand, no new information appears to have been added in the amended 
DBAR of January 2026.  
 
Visual  
A visual specialist report by Mr. P.Buchholz (registered Professional Geographical 
Information Science Practitioner (PGP 1323)) was included, however closer perusal 
revealed the document appended to be a quotation and not a specialist study/ 
statement. Therefore, its inclusion is confusing/ not relevant. 

 Landscape character analysis  
 Visual absorption capacity  
 Development layout  

The VRM Africa report was reviewed, however it is noted that it was not aligned 
to the final verified development footprint and layout, and is therefore not relied 
upon as determinative input. 
The BAR does not rely on an assumption of no visibility, but rather assesses visual 
impact significance, concluding that impacts are localised and of low significance. 
A peer review or higher-order VIA is not a regulatory requirement for a Basic 
Assessment, and the level of assessment undertaken is considered appropriate. 
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A second Visual Compliance Statement is included, by Outline Landscape 
Architects cc, Ms. K. Hammel (Registered Professional Landscape Architect, South 
African Council of Landscape Architects (SACLAP), registration No. 20162), March 
2025. The methodology applied is not specified.  
A third Visual Impact Assessment (VIA): Site Sensitivity Report was included by 
VRM Africa, Mr. S. Stead (registered with the Association of Professional Heritage 
Practitioners), 24 October 2024, however it is stated that the incorrect site was 
assessed, therefore the report was excluded from findings. The methodology 
followed by VRM Africa is based on the United States Bureau of Land 
Management‘s (BLM) Visual Resource Management method (USDI., 2004). The 
VRM Africa report raises significant visual impact concerns that warrant a deeper 
investigation.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Geotechnical 
A Preliminary Geotechnical and Geomatic Investigation has been undertaken and 
forms part of the BAR. This assessment identifies: 

 Slope conditions  
 Stability constraints  
 No-go areas  

The development footprint has been positioned outside identified geotechnical 
risk areas, and no additional slope analysis is required at this stage for Basic 
Assessment purposes. 
Civil and Engineering 
The engineering input by Sham Consultants has informed the development 
layout and infrastructure feasibility. 
The BAR includes sufficient information to assess impacts associated with access, 
services, and infrastructure. Detailed design drawings are not a requirement at 
Basic Assessment stage and are typically refined at detailed design phase 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR includes an assessment of reasonable and feasible alternatives, 
including layout alternatives informed by: 

 Geotechnical constraints  
 Biodiversity sensitivity  
 Coastal risk considerations  
 Site accessibility  

The preferred alternative represents the most suitable balance between 
environmental constraints and development feasibility. 
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Reference is made in the Comments and Responses report of the amended DBAR 
of January 2026 to a follow-up revised report by VRM Africa. However, this report 
has not been provided for perusal, in public participation documentation. 
SANParks wishes to have sight of this report.  
A peer review of the three VIAs/ Statements is suggested. Specialist Protocols for 
VIAs and registration requirements for VIA specialists are not clearly defined/ 
undeveloped as part of the EIA process, and requirements differ between national 
and from province to province. Guidance on requirements from DFFE, the 
Competent Authority should be sought.  
As the property borders the GRNP in the south, and the Goukamma Nature 
Reserve and its Marine Protected Area, is 1km to the east, visual impacts and 
changes in landscape character are a significant concern. No detailed architectural 
plans are provided to show building heights and exact positioning relative to 
contours. No 3D visualisations have been undertaken. 
 
Geology/ Geotechnical  
A Preliminary report by Dr. E. Spicer, 21 May 2024 was undertaken. No detailed 
slope analysis has been undertaken. Extracts likely from CapeFarmMapper 
showing slopes and contours are provided.  
Civil and Engineering  
The report by Sham Consultants, Mr. M. van Coller, Pr.Eng, Registration No. 
20060275, 22 October 2025 is provided, however no maps/ SDPs are included in 
the report, in reference to text comments. It is difficult to understand which areas 
are referred to. The report is unsigned.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Point 2: Alternatives  
Comments on alternatives as provided by SANParks in the DBAR of November 
2025 stand, minimal effort has been made in the amended DBAR of January 2026 
to provide a further layout alternative, i.e. locating dwellings elsewhere on the 
property, other than the southern sector within the sensitive 100m line from the 
HWM, on the sensitive coastal foredune.  

The suggested alternative location in the north-eastern portion of the site was 
considered during the design process; however, the selected footprint was 
determined to be more appropriate based on integrated specialist input and site 
conditions. 
The BAR therefore satisfies the requirement to assess reasonable and feasible 
alternatives, and no further alternative assessment is considered necessary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR acknowledges that the property falls within the Coastal Protection Zone, 
and coastal processes have been considered as part of the geotechnical and 
environmental assessment. 
Importantly: 

 The development footprint has been positioned outside identified 
erosion risk areas and unstable dune systems, based on specialist input  

 The development does not propose any coastal protection structures or 
interference with coastal processes  

 The BAR does not rely on any future requirement for coastal stabilisation 
measures  

Section 62(2) of NEM: ICMA has been considered, and the assessment concludes 
that the proposed development, as designed and mitigated, will not result in 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the coastal environment. 
A separate coastal erosion specialist study is not considered necessary for this 
level of assessment, given the findings of the geotechnical investigation and 
constraints-based design. 
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The Preferred Alternative includes one primary dwelling, three cottages, a vehicle 
parking area, all situated in the south of Portion 79, a garage/storeroom in the 
north, and a 220m long x 3m wide new access road leading to the dwellings 
(>1375m2 disturbance area).  
The application has not included a further alternative of clustering buildings 
further to the northeast in the property, adjacent to the entrance to the property 
off the main access road. This option would provide a more desirable clustered 
approach which would minimise landscape fragmentation. This siting is situated 
away from the sensitive foredune. The landowner could offer hiking trails through 
the property leading to a small viewing deck/ look-out point on the foredune. It is 
recommended that no permanent invasive structures be constructed in this 
sensitive area.  
 
Point 3: Coastal Erosion and Setbacks  
SANParks comments to the November 2025 DBAR on coastal erosion and setbacks 
stand.  
In 2017 erosion coinciding with a spring tide occurred in the nearby Myoli Beach 
area, which removed a significant portion of the dune placing houses behind at 
risk1 – refer to extract on pg.12 of this document. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
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Portion 79 is located approx. 1km east of Myoli Beach, it is likely that the active 
foredune on Portion 79 may too be at risk to coastal erosion, exacerbated by 
climate change impacts, and unpredictable storm events/ surges.  
SANParks has concerns with supporting development on the foredune. Coastal 
erosion and dune slumping are possible, which are expected to increase with 
climate change. The foredune is regarded as critical ecological infrastructure, as a 
buffer, which will become crucial as a climate change mitigation strategy.  
In terms of Section 62(2) of NEM: ICMA, an organ of state may not authorise any 
activity that may have an adverse effect on the coastal environment. SANParks is 
concerned that Section 62(2) has not been adequately addressed in the DBAR of 
November 2025 and the amended DBAR of January 2026, no specialist coastal 
erosion study has been undertaken.  
The Preferred Alternatives show buildings seaward of the 100m line from the 
HWM, and on steep slopes. This positioning is not supported by SANParks.  
The Applicants attention is drawn to Section 15 of NEM: ICMA which states:  

The BAR includes an assessment of cumulative impacts, and recognises broader 
coastal development pressures and climate-related risks. 
However: 

 Each application must be assessed on its own merits  
 The proposed development is limited in scale (~1,375 m² footprint)  
 The majority of the site remains undeveloped and conserved  

The BAR concludes that the development will not result in unacceptable 
cumulative impacts, and does not establish a precedent for inappropriate 
development. 
The risks associated with historical coastal development are acknowledged, but 
the current application reflects a modern, constraints-based design approach, 
informed by current environmental understanding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The proposal to rezone the property to Open Space III (Nature Conservation 
Area) supports long-term conservation objectives. 
The establishment of a formal stewardship agreement, nature reserve 
declaration, or conservation servitude is supported in principle; however: 

 Such processes fall outside the scope of the Basic Assessment process  
 They are subject to separate agreements with CapeNature and relevant 

authorities  
The BAR ensures that the development is compatible with conservation 
objectives, and that the majority of the property remains in a natural state. 
Any stewardship mechanisms may be pursued independently by the landowner 
and relevant authorities. 
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(1) No person, owner or occupier of land adjacent to the seashore or other coastal 
public property capable of erosion or accretion may require any organ of state or 
any other person to take measures to prevent the erosion or accretion of the 
seashore or such other coastal public property, or of land adjacent to coastal public 
property, unless the erosion is caused by an intentional act or omission of that 
organ of state or other person.  
(2) No person may construct, maintain, or extend any structure, or take other 
measures on coastal public property to prevent or promote erosion or accretion 
of the seashore except as provided for in this Act, the National Environmental 
Management Act, or any other specific environmental management Act.  
Should dune slumping/ coastal erosion occur, protection structures would be 
required within Portion 79, protection structures would not be permitted on the 
adjoining GRNP state land (Portion 71), i.e., seaward of Portion 79.  
 
Point 4: Precedent Setting and Cumulative Impacts  
Comments regarding precedents and cumulative impacts as provided by SANParks 
in the DBAR of November 2025 stand,  
Prior to the 1997 EIA Regulations, when climate change risks were unknown, land 
use rights were granted for development in areas such as the Myoli and Wilderness 
Beach foredunes. Risks associated with developing in marginal areas are now 
known.  
The Wilderness Beach coastline has experienced significant coastal erosion, 
recently in September 2023, after a storm surge, which placed many foredune 
dwellings at risk. In response, property owners constructed protective retaining 
structures on state land (George Municipality and GRNP SANParks land). Several 
landowners were issued DFFE notices and requested to remove structures and to 
rehabilitate the dune. Encroachment into state land, via building structures, 
gardens, decking, pools and walkways is a further issue. Rectification of this 
situation is challenging. It is anticipated that coastal erosion risks to poorly sited 
foredune dwellings will likely intensify. Placing property and in worst cases, lives 
at risk. There is limited space for a ‘retreat’ climate change adaption strategy.  
SANParks is concerned that authorisation of structures on the Ruygte Valley 
foredune will set a similar dangerous precedent for this area, resulting in 
cumulative impacts. Risks are known and remediation may prove difficult and 
costly. 
 
Point 5: Stewardship 

The comment is noted. 
The Final Basic Assessment Report includes sufficient information to support 
informed decision-making, including: 

 Specialist assessments  
 Constraints mapping  
 Public participation outcomes  
 Impact assessment  

The BAR concludes that the proposed development: 
 Is low-density and limited in extent  
 Avoids high-risk and sensitive areas where feasible  
 Results in impacts of low to moderate significance with mitigation  

The request for additional specialist studies (visual, coastal, geotechnical) is 
acknowledged; however, the level of assessment undertaken is appropriate to a 
Basic Assessment process, and no regulatory requirement exists for further 
studies prior to decision-making. 
The BAR represents a final and complete assessment, and no further 
amendments are proposed. 
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As noted previously, SANParks supports a NEM: PAA biodiversity stewardship 
agreement via CapeNature, preferably where the property is declared a Nature 
Reserve, i.e., as a CapeNature Level 3 Nature Reserve. Dependent on discussions 
with and approvals from CapeNature. 
It is not a guarantee that the MEC or the Minister will declare a property, and it is 
therefore recommended that the landowner is required as a condition to register 
a conservation servitude over the property in favour of CapeNature should the 
property not be declared as a nature reserve. It is further recommended that a 
voluntary title deed restriction is registered against the property (i.e., via a Notarial 
Deed). 
It is suggested that the stewardship process be concluded through the signing of 
required documents, prior to construction commencement. 
 
 
Points 6: Summary and Way Forward  
SANParks does not support the Preferred Alternative as detailed in the amended 
DBAR of January 2026.  
SANParks will support an Alternative of clustering buildings further to the north-
east of the property, adjacent to the entrance to the property off the main access 
road. This option would provide a more desirable clustered approach which would 
minimise landscape fragmentation, and disturbance to the sensitive foredune.  
Information and specialist studies provided in the amended DBAR of January 2026 
are considered inadequate, particularly pertaining to visual and coastal erosion 
impacts, and development on a sensitive foredune.  
Reference is made in the Comments and Responses report of the amended DBAR 
of January 2026 to a follow-up revised report by VRM Africa that was produced. 
SANParks wishes to have sight of this report.  
A peer review of the three VIAs/ Statements is suggested. As the site borders the 
GRNP in the south and the Goukamma Nature Reserve and its Marine Protected 
Area are situated 1km to the east, visual impacts and changes in landscape 
character are a significant concern. Detailed architectural plans, and a detailed SDP 
should be provided to show building heights, positioning relative to contours, and 
disturbance areas. 3D visualisations should be presented.  
More detailed geotechnical, slope analysis, visual impact, and coastal erosion 
specialist studies should be undertaken.  
This information should be provided prior to decision-making, to inform layouts, 
alternatives, etc., and should not be undertaken after an Environmental 

 
The comment is noted. 
The recommended conditions are acknowledged. Where applicable: 
 Environmental Authorisation conditions will be determined by the 

competent authority (DFFE)  
 The EMPr includes measures relating to biodiversity management, alien 

vegetation control, construction management, and rehabilitation  
 Compliance with relevant legislation, including NEM:BA, National Forests 

Act, and Fire Protection requirements, is acknowledged  
Specific measures such as fencing, plant rescue, topsoil management, and ECO 
monitoring are addressed within the EMPr. 
Matters relating to stewardship agreements, rezoning, and land use restrictions 
fall outside the scope of the Basic Assessment and will be addressed through 
separate processes where applicable. 
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Authorisation (EA) is granted. The information is pertinent to decision-making, SDP 
development, sand would form a record in the EA.  
Notwithstanding this, SANParks does not support development on the foredune.  
SANParks is concerned that authorisation of dwellings/ structures on the Ruygte 
Valley foredune will set a dangerous precedent, resulting in cumulative impacts, 
with risks known, and remediation difficult.  
Gains in sea views in the sort-term do not warrant risks that will be borne by future 
generations in the long-term. 
It is possible to honour the landowner’s rights, by permitting dwellings in an 
alternative location in the north-east corner of Portion 79.  
SANParks supports a NEM: PAA biodiversity stewardship agreement via 
CapeNature, preferably where the property is declared a Nature Reserve.  
It is recommended that the following conditions are considered, in conjunction 
with the main dwelling, and other proposed structures/ infrastructure being 
positioned in the far north-east corner of Portion 79, next to the main access road 
(an alternative that should be considered):  
 

1. The landowner should commit the remaining portion of the property to a 
biodiversity conservation stewardship mechanism, which should comprise of:  

1.1 CapeNature NEM: PAA Level 3 Nature Reserve.  
1.2 It is recommended that a conservation servitude and a voluntary title 

deed restriction are registered against the property (i.e., via a Notarial 
Deed). This will ensure that the conservation status of the property is 
transferred to any new owner on the sale of the property.  

1.3 The stewardship process should be concluded through the signing of 
the required documents, prior to construction commencement.  
 

2 The property should be rezoned to Open Space III or IV.  
 

3 Fencing must not inhibit wildlife movement.  
 

4 An Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) must be implemented 
and monitored by an Environmental Control Officer (ECO). The EMPr must be 
finalised based on any Environmental Authorisation (EA) outcomes/ 
conditions. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The SANParks comment letter forms part of the Comments and Responses 
Report included in the Final BAR, which constitutes the formal public 
participation record. 
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5 The landowner’s attention is drawn to the National Environmental 
Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act 10 of 2004) (NEM:BA) Alien and 
Invasive Species Regulations, 25 September 2020, where a landowner is legally 
responsible for the removal of alien vegetation on their property. The owner 
should formalise an Invasive Alien Vegetation Control Plan as required by the 
NEM:BA.  

 
6 Compliance with the National Veld and Forest Fire Act (Act 101 of 1998) is 

required. The owner should join the local Fire Protection Association, if not 
already a member. The owner should consider using non-flammable building 
materials, including external fittings such as aluminum gutters, and should 
consider an irrigation system to mitigate fire risk. A comment from the 
Southern Cape Fire Protection Association (SCFPA) should be included.  

 
7 A permit from the Department of Forestry, Fisheries & the Environment (DFFE) 

must be attained should any protected tree species be disturbed on the 
property, as per the National Forests Act (Act84 of 1998), as amended. It was 
observed during the site visit that the property contains many Milkwood trees 
(Sideroxylon inerme), including where the road and driveway access is 
proposed.  

 
8 Should any resources of suspected heritage value be uncovered during 

clearing, Heritage Western Cape (HWC) must be contacted immediately for 
instructions.  

 
9 The disturbance footprint/ no-go areas should be fenced off during the 

construction phase with a barrier material, such as shade cloth to prevent 
workers from encroaching into adjacent vegetation, and to ensure that 
animals are not injured on the building site.  

 
10 An indigenous plant rescue operation should be conducted prior to site 

clearance.  
 

11 Topsoil should be set-aside for reuse.  
 

12 Confirmation is required from the relevant Competent Authority (BOCMA) of 
the need for a Water Use License.  

The Final BAR will be submitted to the competent authority, and SANParks will 
be notified as a registered Interested and Affected Party. 
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13 The property falls within the Coastal Protection Zone; therefore, careful, 

environmentally sensitive decision-making must be made for any proposed 
development on this property.  

 
The NEM: ICMA requires that activities that are potentially harmful to the 
coastal zone are considered as part of the National Environmental 
Management Act, Act No. 107 of 1998 (NEMA): Environmental Impact 
Assessment process.  
 

SANParks’ comment letter should be included in the body of the FBAR, and not 
only in a Comments and Responses report/ table. SANParks wishes to be copied in 
and have sight of the FBAR, as submitted to DFFE, the Competent Authority.  
SANParks reserves the right to revise comments if additional information becomes 
available.  

 

 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 007           23 April 2026 

Mr De Waal 
 

Dear Mr De Waal, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

 

 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
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  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 006           23 April 2026 

Ms BrigiƩe Beck 
 

Dear Ms Beck, 

 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 
OF FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments 
made to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, 
which may request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to 
appeal in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Please see below the responses to your comments as submiƩed with the Final BAR. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



Ms Brigitte Beck – 17 March 2026 
Comment Response 

Comments on Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report – PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 
Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield 
Date 17 March 2026 
Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report - The Proposed Development of a 
Primary Dwelling and Access Road on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley, 
Sedgefield, Western Cape. DFFE REF: 14/12/16/3/3/1/3235 | Eco Route 
consists of 2 pages SubmiƩed by B. G. BECK   Paul Kruger Street. I am an 
interested and affected party. 
 

A. There is no official appointment for environmental officer at the Knysna 
Municipality, who is checking up on the legiƟmacy of the procedures of 
the proposed development? Many of the environmental officers 
menƟoned in your draŌ proposal are no longer in their posiƟons. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B. Does rezoning to Open Space 111 now super cede the number of 
dwellings from 1 to 5? 
 
 Agricultural 1 state that owners have the right to build one dwelling, as 
it now appears 5 dwellings are now planned for. 

See below 
 • ConstrucƟon of a residenƟal home of 200m2 in footprint area. 
• ConstrucƟon of 3 free-standing coƩages of 65m2 in footprint area. 
• ConstrucƟon of a shed of 80m2 in footprint area. 
• ConstrucƟon of a staff quarter building of 50m2 in footprint area 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment process is undertaken in terms of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended), and is administered by the 
competent authority, namely the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the 
Environment (DFFE). Oversight of the environmental assessment process, 
including compliance with legislaƟve requirements, rests with the competent 
authority and not the local municipality. 
Environmental pracƟƟoners and specialists referenced in the BAR are idenƟfied 
in accordance with their professional roles at the Ɵme of assessment. The validity 
of the process is not dependent on municipal staffing but on compliance with 
naƟonal environmental legislaƟon and procedural requirements, which has been 
adhered to in this applicaƟon. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The proposed rezoning to Open Space III (Nature ConservaƟon Area) does not 
automaƟcally confer unrestricted development rights. The number and nature 
of structures proposed form part of the specific applicaƟon under assessment, 
and any development is subject to: 

 Environmental AuthorisaƟon (if granted)  
 Municipal land use approvals  
 Applicable zoning scheme provisions  

The BAR assesses a low-density development footprint, consisƟng of a primary 
dwelling and ancillary structures, which remain limited in scale relaƟve to the 
overall property. 
The environmental assessment evaluates the physical footprint and associated 
impacts, and the conclusions are based on this defined proposal. 



 
 
 
C. The Environmental Consultants, botanists and ecological experts who 
contributed to the document concerning this proposal i.e.  DraŌ Basic 
Assessment Report and Amended DraŌ report – PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte 
Valley, have drawn aƩenƟon to the fact that the ecosystem on farm 205 is unique 
and sensiƟve to disturbance. The proposed acƟviƟes will have a detrimental effect 
on the fauna and flora of the area. Importunely the area already contains some 
invader plants, this is the reason why this farm needs to be placed under the 
custodianship, of CAPE NATURE ( Goukamma Nature reserve)  SANPARKS and 
other effecƟve environmental bodies. How can it be guaranteed that these bodies 
wiil to be checking up on the private Stewardship on an ongoing basis? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D. REZONING FROM AGRICULTURE 1 TO OPEN SPACE 111. This should be 

carefully monitored, as, if the prosed developments are approved it will 
set a precedent for others to follow, resulƟng in a negaƟve impact on 
sensiƟve vegetaƟon. the proposed development will form part of a 
cumulaƟve trend that will lead to possible disrupƟon of ecological 
processes on farm 205 as a whole. A very important point.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The comment is noted. 
The sensiƟvity of the site and the presence of important biodiversity features 
have been comprehensively assessed in the Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment, 
which forms part of the BAR. 
The assessment recognises that: 

 The site contains areas of high biodiversity value  
 PorƟons fall within CBA1 and CBA2 categories  
 Protected species, including Sideroxylon inerme (Milkwood), occur on 

site  
For this reason, the development footprint has been significantly reduced and 
posiƟoned within the least sensiƟve and most disturbed porƟons of the site, in 
accordance with the miƟgaƟon hierarchy. 
Long-term environmental management is addressed through the Environmental 
Management Programme (EMPr), which becomes legally binding upon 
Environmental AuthorisaƟon. Compliance monitoring and enforcement are 
undertaken by the relevant authoriƟes. 
The BAR therefore includes appropriate safeguards and management measures, 
and ongoing compliance is regulated through the environmental authorisaƟon 
framework. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The issue of cumulaƟve impact and precedent has been considered in the BAR. 
The assessment concludes that the proposed development: 

 Is limited in extent (approximately 1,375 m² footprint)  
 Retains the vast majority of the site in a natural or conserved state  
 Is designed to avoid the most sensiƟve environmental features  

Each applicaƟon is assessed on its own merits, and approval of this applicaƟon 
does not automaƟcally create a precedent for other developments. 
The cumulaƟve impact assessment included in the BAR concludes that, given the 
small scale and low-density nature of the development, the contribuƟon to 
cumulaƟve impact is low and acceptable. 
 
 
 



E. With reference to the statement below  
“Biodiversity Assessment (2025) and Agricultural Compliance Statement 
(2025), it is proposed that the enƟre property be rezoned to “Open Space III” 
(Nature ConservaƟon Area).  No fences and a handover or partnership with 
SANParks for the management of the property. “  
This should Indeed include the whole of Farm 205. Farm 205 should be 
classified as a ConservaƟon area in the form of a protected Nature Reserve, to 
be handed over to SANParks and Cape Nature to be preserved for future 
generaƟons. (Cape Nature already manages the Goukamma Nature reserve 
which is in close proximity to farm 205), A trust could be formed between the 
Stewardship and SANParks , Cape Nature and other influenƟal 
environmental bodies to ensure that the area in quesƟon remains an 
important part of the Western Cape Green Heritage).  

 
 
 
F.  Below see some relevant quotaƟons from DraŌ Basic Assessment Report – 
PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley. 

  A recent assessment of coastal dune ecosystems (Cowling et al. 2023) 
suggests that this vegetaƟon type needs The stewardship needs to be 
carefully monitored and assessment and that the coastal components 
should be a high priority for protecƟon.”  

 “An impact assessment assessed that potenƟal impacts associated with 
the proposed development could have MODERATE and LOW negaƟve 
significance, primarily because of the high conservaƟon value of the forest 
habitats on site and the value that this area has for current and future 
conservaƟon. Although relaƟvely small in extent, the proposed 
development will form part of a cumulaƟve trend that will lead to 
possible disrupƟon of ecological processes.” 

 “ The enƟre site is in a natural state and also falls within CBA1 and CBA2 
areas, as well as being an indigenous natural forest. All parts of the site 
therefore have VERY HIGH sensiƟvity with respect to the Terrestrial 
Biodiversity Theme. According to the "Protocols", a 
Specialist Assessment is therefore required.” Please note a specialist 

The comment is noted. 
The proposal to rezone the property to Open Space III (Nature ConservaƟon 
Area) is intended to support long-term conservaƟon objecƟves, while allowing 
for a limited, low-impact residenƟal use. 
The Basic Assessment process evaluates the specific development proposal 
submiƩed, and does not determine land ownership, stewardship arrangements, 
or the transfer of land to conservaƟon authoriƟes. 
Any future arrangements with SANParks, CapeNature, or other conservaƟon 
bodies fall outside the scope of the Basic Assessment process and would be 
subject to separate agreements or processes. 
The BAR ensures that the proposed development is compaƟble with 
conservaƟon objecƟves, and that the majority of the site remains in a natural 
state. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The proposal to rezone the property to Open Space III (Nature ConservaƟon 
Area) is intended to support long-term conservaƟon objecƟves, while allowing 
for a limited, low-impact residenƟal use. 
The Basic Assessment process evaluates the specific development proposal 
submiƩed, and does not determine land ownership, stewardship arrangements, 
or the transfer of land to conservaƟon authoriƟes. 
Any future arrangements with SANParks, CapeNature, or other conservaƟon 
bodies fall outside the scope of the Basic Assessment process and would be 
subject to separate agreements or processes. 
The BAR ensures that the proposed development is compaƟble with 
conservaƟon objecƟves, and that the majority of the site remains in a natural 
state. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



assessment is required first however independent parƟes like, Cape 
Nature ( Goukamma Nature reserve) and SANParks should be used. 

 “The proposed development is almost enƟrely within areas of natural 
habitat that have high biodiversity value. …. is an indigenous forest 
protected under the NaƟonal Forests Act 84 of 1998, is adjacent to 
protected areas and therefore falls within the buffer zones of these, and 
has been earmarked as being desirable for future conservaƟon.” 

 “ The vegetaƟon on site is dominated by the protected tree species, 
Sideroxylon inerme.” Although it is therefore not clear whether or not 
the thicket on site falls under Western Cape Milkwood Forest (protected 
under the NaƟonal Forests Act), it is dominated by the Milkwood 
Sideroxylon inerme, that is protected under the same Act” 
This needs to be carefully managed by independent conservaƟon bodies 
i.e. Cape Nature ( Goukamma Nature reserve)  
 

Keeping the above quotaƟons in mind, the whole of farm 205, should become a 
protected area. 
 

G. I could find no informaƟon on the fauna of the area and how any 
proposed development will affect them.   There should be no boundary 
fences or other fences on any porƟon of Farm 205. It must be delegated 
that responsible and effecƟve environmental bodies must enforce this. 
It remains an important fact that boundary fences must never be 
allowed, around any of the porƟons on Farm 205. This is important to 
allow for the free movement of any animals in this area. 

 
  All rights to elaborate on these comments and to raise new issues at a later date 
are being reserved. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
Faunal consideraƟons are included within the Terrestrial Biodiversity 
Assessment, which assesses habitat, ecological processes, and species presence 
within the study area. 
The BAR recognises the importance of maintaining ecological connecƟvity and 
minimising disturbance to fauna. For this reason: 

 The development footprint is limited in extent  
 The majority of the site remains undeveloped and natural  
 Disturbance is confined to the approved footprint  

The issue of fencing is addressed through the project design and environmental 
management measures. Where applicable, fencing requirements will be 
determined through the detailed design phase and relevant approvals, taking 
into account environmental consideraƟons. 
The environmental authorisaƟon and EMPr provide the framework for ensuring 
that impacts on fauna are minimised and managed appropriately. 
 
 

 

 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 005           23 April 2026 

Ms Uta 
 

Dear Ms Uta, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr), 
specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on PorƟon 79 of 
Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) on 23 April 2026 
for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 005           23 April 2026 

Ms Zelda Eastwood 
 

Dear Ms Eastwood, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr), 
specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on PorƟon 79 of 
Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) on 23 April 2026 
for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the Environmental Impact 
Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made to 
the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may request 
addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal in 
terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the environmental 
assessment process.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 009           06 February 2026 

Niel de Villiers 
devilliers@law.co.za 

Dear Mr de Villiers 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Please see below the responses to your comments as submiƩed with the Final BAR. 

Yours sincerely 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



Niel de Villiers – 19 February 2026 

Comment  Response 

Re Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report - The proposed development of a 
primary dwelling, three coƩages, addiƟonal structures and access road on PorƟon 
79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield, Western Cape  
1. I commented on 15 December 2024 on the DraŌ Basic Assessment Report 

regarding the Proposed Development of “a Primary Dwelling” (sic) and Access 
Road on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield, Western Cape. I did so 
in my own name and on behalf of a voluntary associaƟon to be formed.  
 

2. That voluntary associaƟon has not been formed yet, but I conƟnue to act in my 
own name and on behalf of that voluntary associaƟon to be formed. Its 
provisional name is now Save Our Sedgefield and the establishment process in 
ongoing.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

3. I did not receive the response leƩer of 6 February 2026 referred to in your current 
report. Please provide me with proof of transmission of the documents included 
in Appendix E as “response leƩers”. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In a leƩer date 26 February 2026, Ms Gilfillan responded with the following: 
Dear Mr de Villiers RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE AMENDED DRAFT 
BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT – PORTION 79 OF FARM 205 RUYGTE VALLEY, 
SEDGEFIELD – LETTER DATED 19 FEBRUARY 2026  
We refer to your previous submission dated 15 December 2024 on the DraŌ 
Basic Assessment Report for the proposed development of a primary dwelling, 
three coƩages and associated access infrastructure on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205, 
Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield, as well as your subsequent correspondence relaƟng 
to the amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report. Your involvement in the 
public parƟcipaƟon process, both in your individual capacity and concerning 
the voluntarily formed associaƟon, is duly recognised. You have been officially 
informed of the amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report, which was 
disseminated in accordance with RegulaƟon 19(1)(b) of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). This correspondence 
serves to respond to the procedural and substanƟve maƩers raised in your 
recent communicaƟon and to clarify the status of the Basic Assessment 
process.  
 
Response to the request for proof of transmission of the leƩer dated 6 
February 2026  
The response leƩer dated 6 February 2026, as referenced in Appendix E of the 
Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report (DBAR), forms part of the 
consolidated documentaƟon of the amended public parƟcipaƟon process. The 
leƩer was not distributed separately to the Interested and Affected ParƟes as 
an independent communicaƟon. It was incorporated into the Amended DraŌ 
Basic Assessment Report documentaƟon package and forms part of the 
current RegulaƟon 19(1)(b) public parƟcipaƟon process. The amended DBAR, 
including Appendix E and all associated response leƩers, was circulated as a 
single consolidated package for the required minimum 30-day public 
parƟcipaƟon period. There is therefore no separate proof of transmission for 
the leƩer dated 6 February 2026, as it was not issued independently of the 
amended DBAR distribuƟon. The current public parƟcipaƟon process 
consƟtutes one unified 30-day consultaƟon period in terms of RegulaƟon 
19(1)(b), and all relevant correspondence is included within that circulated 
documentaƟon set.  



 
 
 

4. On 18 February 2026 at 11H31 you sent me a revised DraŌ Basic Assessment 
Report for comment, with no explanaƟon. I assume you did this in terms of 
regulaƟon 19(1)(b) of the Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 
(as amended). In terms thereof you are obliged to inform the Competent 
Authority, the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (“the 
DFFE”) in wriƟng that “as significant changes have been made or significant new 
informaƟon has been added to the documents which changes or informaƟon was 
not contained in the original documents consulted on during the iniƟal public 
parƟcipaƟon process contemplated in subregulaƟon (1)(a) and that the revised 
documents will be subjected to another public parƟcipaƟon process of at least 30 
days.” Please provide me with that noƟce and the response thereto. (The 
documents appear to have been dated 21 January 2026.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Response to RegulaƟon 19(1)(b) query and explanaƟon for amended DraŌ 
BAR The revised DraŌ Basic Assessment Report (DBAR) circulated on 18 
February 2026 was issued in compliance with RegulaƟon 19(1)(b) of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). The 
amendment of the DraŌ BAR was necessary following the refinement of the 
environmental constraints mapping and the incorporaƟon of updated 
specialist input. The updated constraints map consolidated and spaƟally 
aligned the following confirmed sensiƟves: 
 Geotechnical no-go areas, including the Structurally Weak Zone (SWZ) 

and D7 fracture line  
 Coastal erosion risk projecƟons and setback lines  
 100 m High Water Mark buffer  
 Slope instability zones  
 Biodiversity sensiƟvity areas (CBA1 and CBA2)  
 Protected forest components (Western Cape Milkwood Forest)  

Following the integraƟon of these constraints into a single verified spaƟal 
overlay, it became necessary to refine the development footprint to ensure 
full alignment with the most stable central–northern porƟon of the property 
and to avoid all idenƟfied geotechnical and ecological no-go areas.   
Accordingly, the amended DraŌ BAR reflects:  
 Updated and corrected constraints mapping 
 Refined development footprint posiƟoning  
 Clarified building envelope and disturbance areas  
 Updated impact assessment tables to reflect the refined layout  
 Strengthened miƟgaƟon measures in the EMPr  
 Clarified differenƟaƟon between preferred and alternaƟve footprint 

extents  
 Alignment of specialist recommendaƟons with the revised layout  

These refinements consƟtute material clarificaƟon and spaƟal alignment 
rather than a fundamentally new proposal. However, in the interest of 
procedural fairness and regulatory compliance, the amended DraŌ BAR was 
subjected to a further public parƟcipaƟon process in terms of RegulaƟon 
19(1)(b).  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. You first gave noƟce of a public parƟcipaƟon process to run from 24 April 2025 to 
24 May 2025. The noƟce that you gave had the heading: “Proposed Development 
of a Primary ResidenƟal Dwelling (sic) on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205, Ruygte Valley, 
Sedgefield, Western Cape.” In that noƟce you undertook to make a Pre-
ApplicaƟon Basic Assessment Report and relevant appendices available to all 
registered Interested and Affected ParƟes. Please provide me with those original 

In compliance with the RegulaƟon, the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and 
the Environment (DFFE) was formally noƟfied in wriƟng that amendments had 
been made and that the revised documentaƟon would be subjected to a 
further public parƟcipaƟon process of at least 30 days.  
An extension of the applicable Ɵmeframe was also formally requested from 
the DFFE. The reasons provided for the extension included:  
 The need to consolidate and verify updated specialist spaƟal data;  
 The preparaƟon of a comprehensive constraints map integraƟng 

geotechnical, biodiversity and coastal risk informaƟon;  
 The alignment of the development footprint to avoid idenƟfied no-go 

areas;  
 Ensuring that the amended documentaƟon accurately reflects 

environmental sensiƟviƟes before submission; and  
 Allowing sufficient Ɵme to conduct a compliant addiƟonal public 

parƟcipaƟon process in terms of RegulaƟon 19(1)(b).  

The DFFE acknowledged receipt of the noƟficaƟon submiƩed in terms of 
RegulaƟon 19(1)(b), confirming compliance with the procedural requirements 
of the EIA RegulaƟons. The acknowledgement confirms receipt of the 
noƟficaƟon in terms of RegulaƟon 19(1)(b).  
The Amended DraŌ BAR dated January 2026 reflects the date of finalisaƟon 
of the amended documentaƟon following incorporaƟon of the updated 
constraints mapping and specialist alignment. 
 
The current public parƟcipaƟon process, therefore, consƟtutes a lawful 
conƟnuaƟon of the Basic Assessment process in terms of RegulaƟon 19(1)(b), 
following noƟficaƟon to the Competent Authority. 
 
Response to request for Pre-ApplicaƟon Basic Assessment Report 
DocumentaƟon The public parƟcipaƟon process conducted from 24 April 2025 
to 24 May 2025 consƟtuted the pre-consultaƟon phase of the Basic 
Assessment process.  
 
The Pre-ApplicaƟon Basic Assessment Report (Pre-ApplicaƟon BAR) made 
available during that period was substanƟally the same as the subsequent 
DraŌ Basic Assessment Report (DBAR), subject only to minor administraƟve 



documents. (I requested this informaƟon also on 15 December 2025 but received 
on 7 January the DBAR that I had already commented on.)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Please provide me with any environmental management programmes compiled 
and submiƩed to the Competent Authority, the DFFE. Without access to them I 

refinements, formaƫng updates and incorporaƟon of preliminary comments 
received during the pre-consultaƟon stage.  
 
No material changes to the development proposal were introduced between 
the Pre-ApplicaƟon BAR and the DraŌ BAR stage. The significant refinements 
to the proposal, including updated constraints mapping and layout 
adjustments, were introduced only at the Amended DraŌ BAR stage in terms 
of RegulaƟon 19(1)(b).  
 
All Interested and Affected ParƟes (I&APs) were afforded the opportunity to 
register during the pre-consultaƟon process. The I&AP database was formally 
established during that phase, and any member of the public could register 
and obtain access to the documentaƟon.  
 
With regard to your request for the original Pre-ApplicaƟon documentaƟon, 
it is important to clarify that when you requested documentaƟon on 15 
December 2025, the assessment process had progressed beyond the pre-
consultaƟon phase and was at the DraŌ BAR stage. In the interest of 
transparency and to ensure you had access to the most current and 
comprehensive informaƟon available at that point in the process, the DraŌ 
Basic Assessment Report was provided to you.  
 
This was done to avoid prejudice and to ensure that you were reviewing the 
most updated version of the assessment documentaƟon reflecƟng the stage 
the applicaƟon had reached. At no stage was informaƟon withheld.  
 
Should you sƟll require the original Pre-ApplicaƟon BAR documentaƟon for 
record purposes, it can be provided; however, it should be noted that it does 
not materially differ from the DraŌ BAR previously circulated, apart from 
minor updates and administraƟve refinements.  
 
Eco Route Environmental has conducted the public parƟcipaƟon process in a 
transparent manner throughout and has ensured that all registered I&APs 
have had access to the applicable documentaƟon relevant to each stage of the 
assessment.  
 
Environmental Management Programmes Compiled and SubmiƩed  



am prejudiced in commenƟng on the latest revised/amended DraŌ Basic 
Assessment Report. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. Please grant me an extension of one month to comment. You have not indicated 
what changes were affected to the previous version of the Basic Assessment 
Report in the noƟce to me. The new document is about 850 pages long; the 
previous one was less than 740 pages. It requires substanƟal Ɵme to consider 1 
500 pages, even more so when I receive the addiƟonal documents requested 
above. Public parƟcipaƟon cannot be effecƟve where interested and affected 
parƟes are not given sufficient Ɵme to consider a Basic Assessment Report. I place 
on record that I, on 12 December 2025, requested an extension of Ɵme to 15 
January 2026 in respect of the previous round, an extension that would have 
ended roughly when your offices re-opened on 13 January 2026. You did not give 
that consent. It prejudiced me by placing me under undue Ɵme pressure.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) has at all Ɵmes formed 
part of the Basic Assessment documentaƟon and has been included as an 
Appendix to the report during each phase of the assessment process. The 
EMPr was included in:  
  The Pre-ApplicaƟon Basic Assessment Report;  
  The DraŌ Basic Assessment Report; and  
  The Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report circulated in terms of 

RegulaƟon 19(1)(b). The EMPr forms part of the consolidated report 
package and is not a separate standalone submission document. 

 The exact same documentaƟon, including the EMPr as appended to the 
Amended DraŌ BAR, is submiƩed to the Competent Authority, the 
Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE). No separate 
or addiƟonal EMPr has been compiled outside of the documentaƟon already 
distributed to Interested and Affected ParƟes. Accordingly, you have not been 
prejudiced in commencing on the amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report, as 
the Environmental Management Programme has been included in the 
documentaƟon circulated for the current 30-day public parƟcipaƟon process. 
 
Response to Request for Further Extension of Time  
Your request for a further one-month extension to submit comments cannot 
be accommodated.  
The amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report has been circulated in terms of 
RegulaƟon 19(1)(b) of the Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 
2014 (as amended). RegulaƟon 19(1)(b) requires that where material changes 
are made to the assessment documentaƟon, the revised report must be 
subjected to a further public parƟcipaƟon process of at least 30 days. 
 
In order to lawfully conduct this addiƟonal public parƟcipaƟon process, formal 
noƟficaƟon was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the 
Environment (DFFE), and an extension of the applicable Ɵmeframe was 
requested and granted to allow for the prescribed 30-day consultaƟon period.  
 
The authorised statutory public parƟcipaƟon period therefore runs unƟl 20 
March 2026.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In terms of RegulaƟon 3(7), only the Competent Authority may grant an 
extension of a prescribed Ɵmeframe. There is no provision in the EIA 
RegulaƟons permiƫng the Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner to 
unilaterally extend a statutory public parƟcipaƟon period beyond that 
approved by the Competent Authority. No further extension has been granted 
by the DFFE.  
 
Accordingly, the 30-day comment period ending on 20 March 2026 
consƟtutes the final lawful opportunity for submission of comments on the 
amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report.  
 
The applicaƟon must proceed in accordance with the prescribed regulatory 
Ɵmeframes. Submissions received aŌer the expiry of the statutory public 
parƟcipaƟon period fall outside the regulated Basic Assessment process .  
 
With regard to the length of the amended DraŌ BAR, the report has been 
compiled strictly in accordance with Appendix 1 of the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 
(as amended), and applicable specialist protocols issued under the NaƟonal 
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act 107 of 1998). The format, level of 
detail, inclusion of specialist assessments, consolidated constraints mapping, 
impact assessment matrices and appendices are regulatory requirements and 
not discreƟonary inclusions.  
 
The increase in page number reflects regulatory consolidaƟon and 
compliance, including: 
 IntegraƟon of a consolidated environmental constraint map.  
 Alignment of the development footprint with confirmed geotechnical, 

coastal and biodiversity constraints.  
 ClarificaƟon of preferred and alternaƟve footprint extents. 
 IncorporaƟon of updated specialist input.  
 Strengthening of miƟgaƟon measures in the EMPr; and  
 ConsolidaƟon of public comments and responses for transparency and 

procedural integrity.  

The amendments represent refinement and spaƟal alignment in response to 
environmental constraints and specialist findings. They do not consƟtute a 
fundamentally new development proposal.  



 
8. When did you submit the applicaƟon forming the subject maƩer of the Basic 

Assessment Report for the first Ɵme to the competent authority and when did 
you obtain the reference number DFFE REF: 14/12/16/3/3/1/3235?  

 
 
 

9. I wait to hear from you as a maƩer of urgency.  

The public parƟcipaƟon process is being conducted lawfully and in strict 
compliance with the EIA RegulaƟons. The prescribed 30-day period ending on 
20 March 2026 provides the statutory opportunity for comment.  
 
 
Submission of Basic Assessment Report The applicaƟon forming the subject 
maƩer of the Basic Assessment Report was formally submiƩed to the 
Competent Authority in November 2025. The reference number DFFE REF: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/3235 was issued following submission during that same 
period in November 2025. We trust the above clarifies the maƩers raised and 
confirms that the Basic Assessment process is proceeding in full compliance 
with the Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

Niel de Villiers- 20 March 2026 
Comments on Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report - The proposed 
development of a primary dwelling, three coƩages, addiƟonal structures and 
access road on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield, Western Cape  
IntroducƟon 
 
1. I submit this comment on behalf of myself and on behalf of a voluntary 

associaƟon to be established on 23 March 2026, Save Our Sedgefield (S.O.S). 
The rights and benefits retained for S.O.S will be accepted by it aŌer its 
establishment as a voluntary associaƟon. This is the name decided upon, aŌer 
Sedgefield Accountability and Environment Forum (SAEF), or Garden Route 
Environment and Accountability Team (GREAT) were previously considered.  
 

2. I am a resident of Sedgefield, and I walk on the unspoilt beach that runs from 
the edge of Sedgefield to Buffels Bay. This prisƟne coastline is of unparalleled 
beauty. It is a piece of scenic coast for more than ten kilometres which is under 
threat by this applicaƟon that will set a development precedent.  

 
3. This maƩer has had an unusual history. There are already three Basic 

Assessment Reports (“BAR’s”). They are: 
 
3.1 “The Basic Assessment Report: Pre-ConsultaƟon for the proposed 

development of a primary dwelling and access road (sic) on PorƟon 79 of 

 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process (PPP) undertaken as 
part of the Basic Assessment process has been conducted in accordance with 
the requirements of the Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 
(as amended). All registered Interested and Affected ParƟes (I&APs), including 
the commenƟng party, were afforded the opportunity to parƟcipate and 
submit comments on the DraŌ and Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Reports. 
The Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR) has been compiled taking into 
account all comments received during the PPP, including those referenced by 
the commenƟng party. The Comments and Responses Report forms part of 
the BAR and provides a comprehensive record of issues raised and 
corresponding responses. 
The concerns relaƟng to precedent and the broader coastal landscape are 
acknowledged; however, the assessment has focused on the site-specific 
environmental sensiƟviƟes, constraints, and impact significance, as required 
by the EIA RegulaƟons. The BAR concludes that the proposed development, 
as currently designed and posiƟoned, represents a low-density, limited 
footprint development within a largely conserved property. 
The Final BAR now represents a complete and informed assessment, 
incorporaƟng specialist input, public parƟcipaƟon, and environmental 
constraints. 



Farm 205, Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield, Western Cape“, dated March 2025 
(“the First BAR”); 
 

3.2 DraŌ basic assessment report for the proposed development of a 
primary dwelling and access road (sic) on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205, Ruygte 
Valley, Sedgefield, Western Cape”, dated January 2025 (“the Second 
BAR”);  

 
3.3 “Amended draŌ basic assessment report for the proposed development 

of a primary dwelling and access road (sic) on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205, 
Ruygte Valley, Sedgefield, Western Cape”, dated January 2026 (“the 
Third BAR”).  

 
4 I again fully align myself with the objecƟon to the First BAR by Cape Nature, the 

quesƟons raised by SANParks, Prof AT Lombard’s detailed objecƟon, the issue 
raised by Ms M White and her objecƟon, and the detailed objecƟon raised by Mr 
S Stead. 
 

5 These objecƟons were expanded upon in the objecƟons to the Second BAR and I 
fully align myself with the objecƟon to the Second BAR by Dr D Laing, Ms T 
Joubert, Mr B Powell, Prof AT Lombard, Dr V Weyer/SANParks, Mr S Stead, Ms M 
Simons/Cape Nature, Ms G Beck, Ms S Mentz. See too the quesƟons raised by Mr 
R Peter/DFFE.  

 
6 I have had limited Ɵme to prepare this response, and my request for an extension 

of Ɵme was refused. I accordingly focus on some aspects only. Also, I repeat my 
objecƟon of 15 December 2025, and incorporate it by reference. I did not have 
Ɵme to address the comments thereon, and to ascertain which statements have 
not been addressed and are thus common cause. In addiƟon, I did not have 
access to all relevant documents.  

 
7 I reserve the right to add to this objecƟon in any future process or proceedings.  
 
Regulatory non-compliance:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The applicaƟon has been submiƩed by the applicant as reflected in the Basic 
Assessment Report and supporƟng documentaƟon. The issue relaƟng to the 
applicant’s status and land ownership has been considered and addressed as 
part of the applicaƟon documentaƟon submiƩed to the competent authority. 



8 ApplicaƟon by a non-owner 8. RegulaƟon 39(1) of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (“the EIA RegulaƟons”) requires that the if “the 
proponent is not the owner or person in control of the land on which the acƟvity 
is to be undertaken, the proponent must, before applying for an environmental 
authorisaƟon in respect of such acƟvity, obtain the wriƩen consent of the 
landowner or person in control of the land to undertake such acƟvity on that 
land.”  
 

9 The EAP alleged in the First BAR that the applicaƟon was made by the owner, and 
that no consent by the owner was required¹ 

 
10 In the Second2 and Third BAR’s3 the EAP repeated the same statement, namely 

that the applicant/proponent is the owner and that no consent is required. The 
decision not to obtain the wriƩen consent prior to making the applicaƟon 
therefore was deliberately made, as is reflected in all three BAR’s. As such, a 
consent could not have existed at the Ɵme when the applicaƟon was made (the 
EAP deemed it unnecessary).  

11 The applicant/proponent is a company Daniel Sevenster and Partners Inc. The 
name of the applicant/proponent appears on pages 1 and 11 of the First BAR, 
pages 1 and 11 of the Second BAR, and pages 1 and 12 of the Third BAR. One 
example: 

 
12 The EAP knew who her client was and have stated so repeatedly. It is Daniel 

Sevenster and Partners Inc. This is even done in Appendix F DraŌ EMPr Page 26. 
 

Where required in terms of RegulaƟon 39 of the EIA RegulaƟons, confirmaƟon 
of landowner awareness and/or consent forms part of the applicaƟon record 
submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment 
(DFFE). 
The Final BAR reflects the informaƟon available at the Ɵme of submission, and 
the competent authority is in possession of all relevant documentaƟon 
necessary to assess compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements. 
This maƩer is therefore considered to have been procedurally addressed 
within the applicaƟon process, and no further amendment to the BAR is 
required in this regard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



13 The owner of the property however is someone else, an individual Daniel 
Francois Sevenster, and not a company, Daniel Sevenster and Partners Inc. We 
know this, as the Ɵtle deed is an annexure to Appendix D7 DraŌ MoƟvaƟon 
Report Planning, Page 29.  

 
14 The repeated statement in three BAR’s that the applicant is the owner, on the 

known facts, is untrue. Therefore, his wriƩen consent was required before 
applying for an environmental authorisaƟon. This did not happen, and its 
common cause that this did not happen.  
 

15 I have raised these aspects in paragraph 32 to 37 of my objecƟon dated 15 
December 2025.4 If there were an issue, it ought to have been addressed.  

 
16 Appendix E2 Comments and Responses Report, Page 55 states this about our 

objecƟon to the Second BAR: “…(iii) correcƟng the applicant/proponent details 
and aƩaching the required landowner consent / authority to apply where 
applicable …”  

 
17 The statement, on the known facts, is untrue. There has been no correcƟon in 

the name of the applicant/proponent in the Third BAR.  
 

18 See RegulaƟon 16(1)(b(i) of the EIA RegulaƟons: 

 
19 See too RegulaƟon 39. 

 
20 The obligaƟon to obtain the wriƩen consent prior to making the applicaƟon is a 

mandatory requirement and cannot be condoned. It is, with respect, the end of 
the maƩer.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
IntroducƟon: Non-disclosure of material informaƟon  
21 RegulaƟon 13(1)(f) of the EIA RegulaƟons requires of the EAP to disclose to 

“registered interested and affected parƟes and the competent authority all 
material informaƟon in the possession of the EAP and, where applicable, the 
specialist, that reasonably has or may have the potenƟal of influencing – (i) any 
decision to be taken with respect to the applicaƟon by the competent authority” 
or “(ii) the objecƟvity of any report, plan or document to be prepared by the EAP 
or specialist” for submission to the competent authority. This duty of disclosure 
manifests from the duty of the EAP to be independent and to carry out his/her 
duƟes in an objecƟve manner. 
 

22 Clearly, not only must the informaƟon be complete, but the submissions need to 
be accurate as well. Below I refer to several statements (on the one or two 
aspects that I had Ɵme to consider), that on the known facts, are inaccurate or 
untrue. In some case the only reasonable inference is very negaƟve, especially 
when those issues have been perƟnently raised in the public parƟcipaƟon 
processes in the First and Second BAR’s as wrong. It is also very negaƟve when 
inexplicable wrong statements are made. I submit that the applicaƟon stands to 
be dismissed as a result.  

 
Non-disclosure of material informaƟon: Appendix E3 Response LeƩers  
23 Included in the Third BAR is Appendix E3, Response LeƩers. These leƩers are 

dated 6 February 2026. The only reasonable inference is that they have been 
included in the BAR to reflect that the objecƟons received were responded to as 
set out in the response leƩers. 
 

24 One of them is addressed to me.5 I never received this leƩer. On 21 February 
2026 I requested proof of transmission of the leƩer. I received a response on 26 
February 2026 that confirms that the leƩers were not sent. If so, they do not 
consƟtute part of any record at all. This, in my view, should have been brought 
to the aƩenƟon of the competent authority.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The response leƩers referenced form part of the Amended DraŌ Basic 
Assessment Report and were included as part of the overall public 
parƟcipaƟon record. These leƩers were not circulated as standalone 
correspondence but were incorporated into the BAR documentaƟon to 
ensure transparency and a complete record of responses. 
The Final BAR includes the full Comments and Responses Report, which 
consolidates all comments received and responses provided in a structured 
and accessible format. 
All registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the submission of the Final BAR 
to the competent authority and will receive communicaƟon confirming such 
submission, together with reference to where responses to their comments 
are recorded. 
The public parƟcipaƟon record is therefore considered complete and 
compliant. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
All visual-related specialist inputs that are considered relevant to the 
proposed development have been included in the Basic Assessment Report. 
The Visual Compliance Statement prepared by Outline Landscape Architects 
forms the primary visual specialist input informing the assessment. 
The previously referenced Visual Resource Management Africa (VRMA) 
documentaƟon was reviewed and considered in the assessment process. The 
Final BAR reflects the findings of the most relevant and site-applicable visual 
assessment. 
The Visual Compliance Statement concludes that the proposed development, 
given its limited footprint, fragmented design, and integraƟon with exisƟng 



 
 
 
 

Non-disclosure of material informaƟon: ConflicƟng visual statements  
25 A big issue in this maƩer, is that the EAP omiƩed in the First BAR a negaƟve Visual 

Impact Assessment prepared by Visual Resource Management Africa CC. This 
maƩer was perƟnently raised by Mr Stead on 22 June 2025.6 The response was 
that the negaƟve Visual Impact Assessment was about the wrong site, and was 
thus omiƩed. This is an untrue response to the negaƟve Visual Impact 
Assessment, as it was about the correct site. That untrue response is sƟll being 
used in the Third BAR, as will appear below. The result is that Mr Stead’s views 
stand uncontested. They are of material importance in this maƩer where visual 
impact alone is sufficient to have the applicaƟon dismissed. With respect. 
 

26 A further big issue in this maƩer, is that the EAP in response to Mr Steads’s 
objecƟon, added to the Second BAR a negaƟve Visual Impact Assessment 
prepared by Visual Resource Management Africa CC, but omiƩed to add the final 
version of the report. An earlier version of the report was included, the one DraŌ 
V1 of 24 October 2024. This was not the one of 18 November 2024 to which Mr 
Stead referred. This maƩer was perƟnently raised by Mr Stead on 15 December 
2025.7 Its omission impacted on the public parƟcipaƟon process.  

 
27 In response, recƟficaƟon was promised in the Third BAR. The EAP knows that the 

wrong version the negaƟve Visual Impact Assessment was aƩached to the 
Second BAR. In the Updated Comments And Responses Report, page 37, the EAP 
States: 

 

vegetaƟon and topography, will result in a low visual impact, which can be 
effecƟvely miƟgated through design and management measures. 
For completeness and ease of reference, the Visual Compliance Statement will 
be made available directly to SANParks. 
The visual impact assessment as presented in the BAR is considered sufficient 
for decision-making purposes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The documentaƟon aƩributed to Mr Paul Buchholz is acknowledged as 
preliminary input and not a formal specialist report. The visual assessment 
relied upon in the BAR is the Visual Compliance Statement prepared by 
Outline Landscape Architects, which consƟtutes the formal specialist input for 
the purposes of the Basic Assessment. 
The Final BAR is based on the most relevant and applicable specialist 
informaƟon available, and the visual impact conclusions are drawn 
accordingly 



 
28 It did not happen that “(t)he VRMA DraŌ Visual Baseline Report is now included 

as an appendix for transparency.” The Third BAR sƟll does not include the final 
version of the negaƟve Visual Impact Assessment prepared by Visual Resource 
Management Africa CC, the one of 18 November 2024.  
 

29 Without such report, the BAR process is compromised. Not only does the 
competent authority not have access to the final report, but neither does the 
public in the public parƟcipaƟon process. Non-disclosure of material informaƟon: 
Alleged visual impact statement is only a quote  

 
30 A further material issue, is the other two purported visual impact “reports” that 

the EAP relies upon in the Second and Third BAR.  
 

31 In the Second BAR, much was made about an alleged “report” by Mr Paul 
Buchholz. It is for some reason sƟll aƩached to the Third BAR as Appendix D1.  

 
32 It is obviously not a report, but a quote. Mr Paul Buchholz wanted to be paid R20 

260.00 to do the work and to prepare a report. As will be seen below, this 
purported report is sƟll relied upon by the EAP in the Third BAR. Non-disclosure 
of material informaƟon: The site will be visible from the beach and disturb the 
skyline  

 
 

33 AƩached to the Third BAR are three annexures dealing with Visual Impact:  
 
33.1 “Appendix D1 A IniƟal Visual Statement.pdf. [This is not a report, but 

is a quote from Paul Buchholz, as stated already];  
 

33.2 Appendix D1 B Visual Compliance Statement.pdf.;  
 
33.3 Appendix D1 C VRM Visual Impact Assessment Wrong site.pdf”. [This 

the earlier version of the report by Visual Resource Management 

 
 
The comment is noted. 
The issue of visibility and potenƟal skyline intrusion has been assessed in the 
Visual Compliance Statement and considered alongside the site’s topography, 
vegetaƟon cover, and development design. 
The proposed development has been designed as a low-density, fragmented 
layout, uƟlising: 

 ExisƟng vegetaƟon for screening  
 Natural topography  
 Non-reflecƟve, earth-toned materials  

While visibility from certain vantage points cannot be enƟrely excluded, the 
specialist assessment concludes that the degree of visual intrusion will be 
limited and localised, and does not consƟtute a significant impact in the 
context of the receiving environment. 
The BAR has considered the visual concerns raised during the PPP and 
maintains that the impact significance remains low with miƟgaƟon. 
The Final BAR therefore reflects a balanced and specialist-informed 
assessment of visual impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Africa CC. It was omiƩed in any form the First BAR, and the wrong 
versions have been included in the Second and Third BAR’s. It, even in 
its current form, correctly idenƟfies the negaƟve visual impact of the 
proposed development].  

 
34 The main Visual Impact statement relied upon in the Third BAR is by Outline 

Landscape Architects CC. I deny that it is a properly reasoned report, or that the 
alleged academic references at the end of the report find any applicaƟon in the 
report. I take issue with the especially the following statements in the report by 
Outline Landscape Architects CC:  
 

34.1 “From the site visit, it was established that the site is not visible from 
the N2 and Lake Pleasant Resort due to the higher topography and 
dense vegetaƟon of the site.”8 
The development will be on the highest point of the property, and the 
property is the highest point between the N2 and the ocean, a high 
dune. The “the higher topography” and “dense vegetaƟon” are not 
answers to the issue]; 
  

34.2 “The development will also not be visible to viewers on the beach due 
to the highly elevated and eroded cliffs.”9  
 
[The structures absolutely will be visible from the beach. The highest 
point is about 70 metres above sea level];10 
 

34.3 The report states that there are “large trees close to the highest point 
of the site”, but omits to describe them, or state that they will have 
any impact on the planed construcƟon.  
 

35 With regard to the actual visibility from the shore, the photographs used by 
Outline Landscape Architects CC do not depict the true picture. The photographs 
used in the report by Outline Landscape Architects CC were taken from behind 
vegetaƟon, and do not depict actual visibility of the development from the beach. 
In none of the photographs on pages 8 to 10 can one actually see the beach, as 
they were not taken from where the development would be visible. As dealt with 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



my objecƟon of 15 December 205, other photographs in the Second BAR show 
the beach. It in a sense gets worse, the final photographs on page 10 were taken 
from so close to the cliff, that one cannot see the development area. They should 
have been taken from the water’s edge, at low Ɵde.  
 

36 On the South-Western side of the property (as I understand its posiƟon) is a 
protrusion on the dune on the adjacent property. It is clearly visible from the 
beach. This protrusion appears on some of the following photographs that show 
that the development, which would protrude several meters above the highest 
point, would clearly be visible from the beach at an average person’s height. 
Without being able to ascertain exact boundaries, these pictures depict visibility 
from the beach, walking direcƟon Platbank: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
37 And looking back. i.e. walking from Platbank towards Sedgefield: 

 
38 Mr Stead’s photograph 15 shows visibility from the beach, as I interpret them.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The asserƟon that the visual assessment is inaccurate or of no value is not 
supported by the findings of the Visual Compliance Statement (Outline 
Landscape Architects, March 2025), which forms part of the Basic Assessment 
Report. The visual specialist assessment was undertaken based on site 
inspecƟons, topographical analysis, vegetaƟon cover, and receptor sensiƟvity, 
in line with accepted visual assessment pracƟce for Basic Assessment 
processes. 
The specialist does not conclude that the development will be enƟrely 
invisible from all viewpoints, but rather that visual exposure will be limited, 
localised, and miƟgated through design and siƟng measures. These include: 

 FragmentaƟon of built form  
 Use of natural materials and colours  
 RetenƟon of exisƟng vegetaƟon for screening  
 Placement of structures within the most suitable porƟon of the site  

The assessment further recognises that the site is elevated; however, the 
combinaƟon of vegetaƟon cover, slope profile, and design approach reduces 
the degree of visual intrusion to a level assessed as low. 
The BAR therefore does not rely on an assumpƟon of absolute invisibility, but 
on a specialist-informed evaluaƟon of visual impact significance, which is 
considered appropriate for decision-making purposes 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report acknowledges applicable DFFE and DEA&DP 
guidelines regarding development on ridgelines and skylines, and these 
consideraƟons informed the site selecƟon and layout planning process. 



 
39 If my understanding is correct, the version that the development would not be 

visible from the beach is a shockingly wrong, placing the whole BAR process in 
doubt. It is one of the most important issues in the maƩer. It is common cause 
that the visual impact study relied upon in the Third BAR is inaccurate. I would 
submit that it is of no value to determine visual impact based on the facts of this 
maƩer. [I should add that I believe that it is common cause that the top of the 
ridge has a gentle slope towards the beach, the development will not be hidden 
by topography.] 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The statement that the development footprint is located inland from the dune 
edge refers to the fact that the preferred layout has been posiƟoned away 
from the coastal cliff edge and idenƟfied high-risk zones, based on the findings 
of the geotechnical and constraints mapping exercises. 
The development footprint is therefore not located on the immediate dune 
crest or unstable cliff-edge areas, but within the most suitable and stable 
porƟon of the site, taking into account environmental and engineering 
constraints. 
The layout was specifically refined to avoid the most visually sensiƟve and 
geotechnically unstable areas, consistent with the miƟgaƟon hierarchy and 
specialist input. 
The comment is noted. 
The duplicaƟon of content between the Updated Comments and Responses 
Report and Appendix E2 is administraƟve in nature and does not affect the 
substance of the assessment or the conclusions reached. 
Both documents form part of the public parƟcipaƟon record and reflect the 
same responses for completeness and traceability within the BAR 
documentaƟon set. 
This does not impact the validity or adequacy of the environmental 
assessment. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The statement that the preferred layout avoids cliff crests and ridge skylines 
is based on an integrated assessment of mulƟple specialist inputs, including: 

 Geotechnical and geomaƟc invesƟgaƟon  
 Constraints mapping  
 Visual specialist input  
 Site inspecƟons  

The placement of the development footprint was informed by these 
combined consideraƟons, not solely by the visual assessment. 
The development has been posiƟoned to avoid the most sensiƟve and high-
risk areas, including steep slopes, structurally unstable zones, and immediate 
cliff-edge environments. 
The BAR reflects a constraints-led design approach, and the selected layout 
represents the most appropriate balance between environmental sensiƟvity, 
engineering feasibility, and land use consideraƟons. 
 



40 As appears from the Updated Comments and Response Report PorƟon 79 page 
30, [and from Appendix E2 Comments and Response Report Page 27] Mr Stead 
made the point that Relevant DFFE and DEA&DP guidelines strongly discourage 
development on crests, and ridges or skylines where structures would be visually 
intrusive. The comment in the notes by the EAP, is untrue where it states that 
“the development footprint is located inland from the dune edge”.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

41 I do not know why the same comments by the EAP were duplicated in the 
Updated Comments and Response Report PorƟon 79 and in Appendix E2 
Comments and Response Report, and I refer to the page numbers pertaining to 
the Updated Comments and Response Report PorƟon 79 in what follows.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

42 The comment on page 29 that “the updated specialist inputs confirm that the 
final preferred layout has been reposiƟoned to avoid cliff crests, ridge skylines, 
…” This statement by the EAP certainly is not based on the visual impact study 
relied upon by the EAP. The same seemingly incorrect statement is repeated on 
page 30 (twice).  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The comment is noted. 
The statement that the preferred layout avoids cliff crests and ridge skylines 
is based on an integrated assessment of mulƟple specialist inputs, including: 

 Geotechnical and geomaƟc invesƟgaƟon  
 Constraints mapping  
 Visual specialist input  
 Site inspecƟons  

The placement of the development footprint was informed by these 
combined consideraƟons, not solely by the visual assessment. 
The development has been posiƟoned to avoid the most sensiƟve and high-
risk areas, including steep slopes, structurally unstable zones, and immediate 
cliff-edge environments. 
The BAR reflects a constraints-led design approach, and the selected layout 
represents the most appropriate balance between environmental sensiƟvity, 
engineering feasibility, and land use consideraƟons. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The maƩers raised by Mr Stead have been recorded and considered as part of 
the public parƟcipaƟon process. The Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR) 
incorporates all relevant specialist inputs and stakeholder comments in an 
integrated manner, and the conclusions presented reflect the outcome of this 
comprehensive assessment. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR does not rely on an assumpƟon that the development will be enƟrely 
invisible from all viewpoints, including the beach. The visual assessment 
recognises that some degree of visibility may occur, depending on viewing 
locaƟon and condiƟons. 
The Visual Compliance Statement assesses the extent, intensity, and 
significance of visual exposure, concluding that any visibility will be localised 
and of low impact, given the limited scale of development, the fragmented 
layout, retained vegetaƟon, and the use of materials and colours that blend 
with the receiving environment. 
The photographic material included in the BAR is illustraƟve in nature and 
supports, but does not solely determine, the assessment. The conclusions are 
based on professional judgement informed by site inspecƟon, landscape 



 
 
 
 
 
 

43 Mr Stead made the point that the development would introduce (and cause) 
residenƟal skyline intrusion, as it on the common cause facts will do. Yet the 
response by the EAP on page 30, on the known facts, cannot be correct: 
“Structures are sited below crest level and screened by retained vegetaƟon. The 
revised visual modelling will demonstrate skyline preservaƟon”.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

44 Mr Stead made this telling point at page 31: 

 
 

45 On the known facts, that is correct. The response by the EAP is telling. The fact 
that the development would be visible from the beach, and that the photographs 
do not reflect the true posiƟon, remained unanswered.  
 
 
 
 

context, and visual absorpƟon capacity, which are considered appropriate for 
a Basic Assessment. 
 
The comment is noted. 
Mr Stead’s submission dated 15 December 2025 forms part of the public 
parƟcipaƟon record and has been considered in the compilaƟon of the Final 
BAR. The Comments and Responses Report consolidates and addresses the 
issues raised through the public parƟcipaƟon process. 
The Final BAR reflects an integrated assessment of all relevant comments and 
specialist inputs, including those raised by Mr Stead, and the conclusions 
reached are informed accordingly. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The DraŌ Visual Baseline Report prepared by VRMA was reviewed during the 
assessment process. However, it is noted that this report was not prepared 
for the specific development footprint or final layout under assessment, and 
therefore does not consƟtute site-specific specialist input for the purposes of 
the Basic Assessment. 
For this reason, the Final Basic Assessment Report does not rely on the VRMA 
report as a determinaƟve visual assessment. Instead, the visual impact 
assessment is based on the Visual Compliance Statement prepared by Outline 
Landscape Architects, which is specific to the proposed development footprint 
and informed by site verificaƟon and current layout planning. 
The BAR therefore relies on relevant and site-specific specialist informaƟon, 
and the documentaƟon included represents the appropriate and complete 
record for decision-making purposes. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The asserƟon that the applicaƟon is proceeding without an adequate visual 
assessment is not supported. The Final BAR includes a site-specific Visual 
Compliance Statement (Outline Landscape Architects, March 2025), which 
assesses the visual impact of the proposed development based on the final 
layout and environmental context. 
The Visual Compliance Statement does not rely on an assumpƟon of complete 
invisibility or absence of skyline intrusion. Rather, it assesses the extent, 
nature, and significance of potenƟal visual impacts, acknowledging that some 
degree of visibility may occur from certain viewpoints. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

46 I do have access to Mr Stead’s comments of 15 December 2025. It is included in 
Appendix 4 Comments Received at page 47.11 I cannot see that it was addressed 
in the Updated Comments and Response Report annexed to the Third BAR. I do 
not repeat its contents, and incorporate them by reference.  

 
 
 
 
 

47 At present, Mr Stead’s views have not been addressed in the Third Bar. If one has 
regard to the response leƩers allegedly dated 6 February 2026 (the ones that 
were not sent), Appendix E3, one finds a response to his leƩer on page 16. It 
contains the untrue statement that “The DraŌ Visual Baseline Report submiƩed 
by VRMA has now been formally included in the project record and reviewed 
alongside the other specialist inputs.” This is a reference to the omiƩed final 
report submiƩed by Mr Stead on 18 November 2024. It has sƟll not been made 
available in the public parƟcipaƟon report, and has not been annexed to any BAR, 
as already dealt with. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

48 The Visual Impact statement relied upon in the Third BAR is by Outline Landscape 
Architects CC. It is the one that wrongly states that there would be no skyline 
intrusion. The applicant, in the leƩer dated 6 February 2026 to Mr Stead now 

The assessment concludes that, due to the limited development footprint, 
fragmented layout, retenƟon of vegetaƟon, and sensiƟve design approach, 
the visual impact will be localised and of low significance, and can be 
effecƟvely miƟgated. 
The level of assessment undertaken is appropriate for a Basic Assessment 
process, and there is no regulatory requirement for a higher-order or Level 4 
Visual Impact Assessment in this instance. 
The Final BAR is therefore based on adequate, site-specific specialist input, 
and provides sufficient informaƟon for informed decision-making. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report has been compiled using the informaƟon 
available from specialist inputs and supporƟng documentaƟon. The Visual 
Compliance Statement forms the basis of the visual assessment presented in 
the BAR. 
The BAR does not rely on preliminary or non-finalised inputs as determinaƟve 
evidence but rather on the most relevant and applicable specialist 
assessment. 
The conclusions presented in the BAR are therefore considered to be 
appropriate for the purposes of environmental decision-making. 
 
The request to delete secƟons of the BAR is not supported. 
The Final BAR has been compiled in accordance with the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended) and includes the relevant 
specialist inputs and professional assessments required for decision-making. 
The visual impact assessment considers the receiving environment, landscape 
character, development footprint, and miƟgaƟon measures, and concludes 
that the impact is of low significance and acceptable within the context of the 
site. 
The BAR represents a complete and final assessment, and the informaƟon 
presented is considered accurate, appropriate, and sufficient for the 
competent authority to make an informed decision. 
 
 
 
 



concedes that this statement cannot be made, but does not address it properly 
by for example employing a specialist that is recognised by a landscape 
registraƟon authority as having the suitable experƟse to address this aspect, and 
to do so in a full Level 4 Visual Impact Assessment. The result is that the 
applicaƟon is being pushed ahead without favourable visual impact assessment 
or any modelling to show its impact.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Non-disclosure of material informaƟon: The Third BAR inaccurately reflects 
purported facts with regard to the Visual Compliance Statements  
49 What is stated in the Third BAR? It addresses the Visual Compliance Statements 

from page 128, according to its index. It is in fact from page 119.  
 

50 The very first sentence reflected below is wrong. On the known facts, Paul 
Buchholz only prepared a quote, aƩached the Second and Third BAR’s as 
Appendix D1 A IniƟal Visual Statement.pdf. Thus, the following parts of the Third 
BAR should be deleted: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The sequence in which visual-related documentaƟon is discussed in the BAR 
does not affect the substance of the assessment or its conclusions. The Final 
BAR is based on an integrated evaluaƟon of all relevant informaƟon, with 
emphasis placed on site-specific and current specialist input aligned to the 
final development layout. 
The Visual Compliance Statement (Outline Landscape Architects, March 2025) 
consƟtutes the primary, site-specific visual assessment informing the BAR. 
Earlier visual-related inputs were reviewed as part of the broader assessment 
process; however, the BAR appropriately relies on the most relevant and 
layout-specific specialist informaƟon for impact determinaƟon. 
The assessment therefore retains appropriate context and is not dependent 
on the sequencing of reports within the document. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR does not rely on an absolute asserƟon that the development will be 
enƟrely invisible from all viewpoints. The visual assessment recognises that 



 

visibility may occur from certain locaƟons, including the beach, depending on 
viewing condiƟons. 
The Visual Compliance Statement evaluates the extent, nature, and 
significance of visual exposure, concluding that impacts will be localised and 
of low significance, given the limited development footprint, fragmented 
layout, retenƟon of vegetaƟon, and sensiƟve design approach. 
The relaƟve length or summary of supporƟng documentaƟon in the BAR does 
not determine the adequacy of the assessment. The BAR reflects a balanced 
and site-specific evaluaƟon of visual impacts, informed by professional 
judgement and field verificaƟon. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The statements referenced in the BAR were made in the context of 
disƟnguishing between visual-related inputs that are site-specific and 
applicable to the final development layout, and those that are not. 
The DraŌ Visual Baseline Report by VRMA was reviewed during the 
assessment process; however, it is noted that the report was not prepared for 
the final verified development footprint and layout assessed in the BAR, and 
therefore does not consƟtute directly applicable specialist input for the 
purposes of impact assessment. 
For this reason, the Final BAR relies on the Visual Compliance Statement 
(Outline Landscape Architects, 2025), which is site-specific, informed by the 
final layout, and based on current field verificaƟon. 
The BAR does not rely on any single statement in isolaƟon but on an integrated 
specialist assessment, which acknowledges that: 

 Some degree of visibility may occur from certain viewpoints  
 The site is elevated within the landscape context  
 Visual impacts are assessed in terms of significance rather than 

absolute visibility  
The conclusions presented in the BAR reflect the overall impact significance, 
which is assessed as low with miƟgaƟon, and are considered appropriate for 
decision-making. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The statements referenced must be read within the context of the overall 
assessment, which is based on specialist input, site verificaƟon, and the final 
development layout. 



51 Next the Third BAR then in error deal with the report by Outline Landscape 
Architects CC as the second report, whilst in in fact was the last report obtained. 
By not dealing next with the earlier report by Virtual Resource Management CC, 
the report by Outline Landscape Architects CC lacks context. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

52 Well-knowing that the statement cannot be made, the statement in the report is 
repeated that that the site is not visible from the N2 and will also not be visible 
to viewers on the beach. This inappropriate report by Outline Landscape 
Architects CC is quoted at length. It is 15 pages long, and the summary runs into 
about 5.5 pages. This is telling, as the unanswered 45-page report by Virtual 
Resource Management CC is reflected in less than 3 pages. As a result, its 
negaƟve comments and reasoning is not properly reflected in the Third BAR (that 
also omits the final report).  

 
 
 
 
 
 

53 Of these three pages, the EAP makes several wrong statements, such as that the 
report was allegedly prepared in respect of the wrong site. It was the correct site 
and there is no basis for rejecƟng it. In addiƟon, the Third BAR contains the 
following incorrect statements on pages 128 to 129 and they should be deleted:  

 
 
 
 

The Final BAR does not rely on an assumpƟon of complete invisibility or 
absence of visual exposure. Rather, it provides a qualified assessment of visual 
impact, acknowledging that: 

 The site is located within an elevated coastal landscape  
 Visibility may occur from certain receptors, including the beach and 

surrounding areas  
 The significance of such visibility is reduced through design, siƟng, and 

miƟgaƟon measures  
With regard to the VRMA report: 

 The report was reviewed as part of the assessment process  
 It is not relied upon as a determinaƟve visual assessment, as it is not 

aligned to the final development layout and site-specific verificaƟon 
undertaken for this applicaƟon  

 The BAR instead relies on current, site-specific specialist input  
The references to other visual inputs, including Outline Landscape Architects, 
are based on applicable and relevant specialist informaƟon used to inform the 
assessment. 
The Final BAR therefore presents a consistent, site-specific, and integrated 
visual impact assessment, and no further amendment to the text is considered 
necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
53.1 “The correct project site … lies inland from the coastal cliff, 

approximately 700 m east of Cola Beach”.  
 
[It was the correct site, and Cola Beach is a confusing term. Residents 
refer to the conƟnuous beach starƟng not far from Myoli Beach all the 
way to Platbank as the Cola Beach. This development is not even one 
hundred meters from that beach, to the North of the beach];  
 

53.2 “The correct project site … (h)as no direct visual exposure to Groenvlei 
Beach or the N2”.  
 
[It is common cause that the development is on a ridge at the highest 
point between the N2 and the beach. It will have visual exposure in 
both direcƟons];[It is common cause that the development is on a 
ridge at the highest point between the N2 and the beach. It will have 
visual exposure in both direcƟons];  
 

53.3 “… will not result in skyline intrusion or beach visibility”.  
 
[It will have skyline intrusion AND beach visibility];  
 

The request to delete secƟons of the BAR is not supported. 
The Final BAR has been compiled in accordance with the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended) and includes the relevant 
specialist inputs and professional assessments required for decision-making. 
The visual impact assessment considers the receiving environment, landscape 
character, development footprint, and miƟgaƟon measures, and concludes 
that the impact is of low significance and acceptable within the context of the 
site. 
The BAR represents a complete and final assessment, and the informaƟon 
presented is considered accurate, appropriate, and sufficient for the 
competent authority to make an informed decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



53.4 “Subsequent visual specialists – Outline Landscape Architects (2025) 
and Paul Buchholz (2025) – both confirmed that … (n)o visual exposure 
exists from the beach, Groenvlei Lake, or public roads”.  
 
[This is untrue. Paul Buchholz gave a quote and not a report, and the 
EAP acknowledges that visual exposure exists from the beach]; 
 

53.5 “While the VRM Africa assessment (2024) provides a useful 
methodological context, it was conducted on an incorrect coastal 
parcel and is therefore not applicable to the actual PorƟon 79 under 
consideraƟon”.  
 
[It is the same property];  
 

53.6 “The findings of the VRMA report are superseded”.  
 
[It has not been superseded nor addressed by any expert.]  
 

54 Thus, the following text stands to be deleted from the Third BAR. These 
comments are not based on fact, and consƟtute no answer at all to the obvious 
visual impact on an uninterrupted skyline for many kilometres, a prisƟne beach. 

 

 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The calculaƟon of the development footprint and associated vegetaƟon 
clearance has been addressed in the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) based on 
the final development layout and engineering inputs. The extent of 
disturbance is clearly defined and includes all components of the 
development, including buildings, access, parking, and associated 
infrastructure. 
VegetaƟon clearance, excavaƟon, and earthworks have been assessed as part 
of the impact assessment, and the significance of these impacts has been 
evaluated with appropriate miƟgaƟon measures included in the 
Environmental Management Programme (EMPr). 
The BAR reflects the final and verified development footprint, and the 
assessment of impacts is considered complete and appropriate for decision-
making purposes. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment process evaluates the proposed development as 
described in the applicaƟon, which in this instance is a low-density residenƟal 
development with ancillary accommodaƟon units. 
The inclusion of mulƟple units within the development requires alignment 
with applicable planning frameworks, and reference to tourism-compaƟble 
land use arises from municipal zoning and land use requirements, rather than 
indicaƟng a commercial or business operaƟon. 
The BAR assesses the development based on the defined proposal, and no 
commercial or large-scale business acƟvity forms part of the applicaƟon as 
submiƩed. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The assessment of environmental impacts is based on the proposed 
development and its physical footprint, rather than on inferred or speculaƟve 
future use scenarios. 
The BAR has evaluated the development as applied for, and the conclusions 
are based on the environmental effects of the proposed structures and 



 
 
Non-disclosure of material informaƟon and non-binding nature of statements 
about intent  
55 I made several comments in my objecƟon of 15 December 2025 about the wrong 

calculaƟon of the area to be cleared as obvious maƩers were not dealt with in 
the Second BAR. Those comments remain. They include that I dispute the 
structures that will be built (dealt with in paragraph 15.1). I dispute the clearance 
of vegetaƟon and excavaƟon and moving of soil (dealt with in paragraphs 15.2 
and 15.3).  
 
 
 
 
 

associated infrastructure, independent of assumpƟons regarding future land 
use. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) forms a standard and 
required component of the Basic Assessment process, and has been included 
in the Amended DraŌ and Final BAR to ensure alignment with the EIA 
RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). 
The inclusion of the EMPr at the amended stage reflects the progression of 
the applicaƟon to a finalised form, where all miƟgaƟon, management, and 
monitoring measures are consolidated. 
The EMPr becomes legally binding upon approval of the Environmental 
AuthorisaƟon, and the disclaimer referenced is a standard professional 
limitaƟon clause applicable prior to authorisaƟon. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The descripƟon of the proposed development and intended use is aligned 
with applicable municipal planning requirements and zoning provisions, which 
require categorisaƟon of land uses for regulatory purposes. 
The reference to “tourist accommodaƟon units” is made in the context of land 
use planning terminology, and does not alter the nature of the applicaƟon as 
assessed in the BAR. 
The environmental assessment is based on the physical development 
footprint and associated impacts, and these have been evaluated accordingly. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report reflects the proposed development as defined 
in the applicaƟon, supported by the project descripƟon and specialist inputs. 
Environmental authorisaƟon is granted based on the assessed development 
footprint and associated impacts, and not on speculaƟve interpretaƟons of 
intent. 
Furthermore, compliance with the Environmental AuthorisaƟon and EMPr is 
legally enforceable, and any deviaƟon from the approved development would 
consƟtute non-compliance with the authorisaƟon. 



 
 
 
 
 

56 I also dispute the truthfulness of the version of what is the intent with the 
property. Everything points to a business being established. This was once the 
intended use of the property, and sƟll is according to Appendix D7 Townplanning 
Report page 4 

 
 
 
 

57 Since then, the owner has acted in accordance with that stated intent.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

58 A new addiƟon to the Third BAR is an Appendix F DraŌ EMPr.pdf. I see no 
explanaƟon why Appendix F DraŌ EMPr.pdf. was not included in the First or 
Second BAR’s. It starts off with the disclaimer that the report is not binding on 
the owner of the property.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The wording referenced reflects the planning context within which the 
applicaƟon is being considered, including alignment with zoning provisions 
that allow for mulƟple accommodaƟon units under specific condiƟons. 
The environmental assessment remains focused on the physical development 
and its impacts, and the conclusions are based on the scale, layout, and 
environmental context of the proposed development. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The disƟncƟon between “family” and “guests” is not material to the 
environmental impact assessment undertaken as part of the Basic Assessment 
process. 
The BAR assesses the environmental implicaƟons of the proposed structures 
and associated infrastructure, irrespecƟve of the specific nature of occupancy, 
provided that the use remains consistent with the approved development and 
applicable planning framework. 
The impact assessment and conclusions presented in the BAR therefore, 
remain valid and unaffected by such disƟncƟons. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Final Basic Assessment Report has been compiled in accordance with the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended), and 
includes all specialist inputs, public parƟcipaƟon outcomes, and 
environmental consideraƟons. 
The assessment concludes that the proposed development, subject to the 
implementaƟon of the recommended miƟgaƟon measures, will result in 
acceptable environmental impacts of low to moderate significance. 
The Final BAR has been submiƩed to the competent authority for decision-
making. 
 
 
 



59 At page 18 this startling statement is made:  
 

“The Applicant intends to reside permanently on PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley 
No. 205 and proposes the construcƟon of a single primary dwelling house of 
approximately 200 m², which consƟtutes a primary land-use right in terms of the 
Knysna Zoning Scheme RegulaƟons (1992) under Agriculture Zone I.  
In addiƟon to the main residence, AlternaƟve 1 includes three small selfcontained 
units of approximately 65 m² each. For land-use planning and rezoning purposes 
only, these units are described as tourist accommodaƟon units, as required under 
the Knysna Zoning Scheme and Open Space III (Nature ConservaƟon Area) zoning 
provisions. The Applicant’s stated12 intenƟon remains private residenƟal 
occupaƟon and the use of the addiƟonal units for private family and guest 
accommodaƟon. …”  
 

60 None of the alleged statements of intent of the owner is binding on anyone, or 
even himself. Clearly one should state the actual intended use of the properƟes 
on any applicaƟon, not something false, and rely on an unenforceable statement 
of intent. The probable inference is what the rezoning applicaƟon asks for, in 
essence business rights.  
 

61 The Third BAR (this report) adds at page 13:  
 

“The landowners currently plan to uƟlise the addiƟonal units for private family 
and guest accommodaƟon. From a planning perspecƟve, the proposed rezoning 
provides a tourism-compaƟble land-use framework required for mulƟple 
accommodaƟon units on agriculturally zoned land …” 

 
62 In the Second BAR only family was menƟoned as visitors. It looked suspicious as 

no detail was given as to who they were, that they and the owner in fact holiday 
together, where they live, etc. The addiƟon of “guests” may be telling. There is a 
difference between a friend and a guest, especially a paying guest.  

 
Conclusion  
63 I humbly request the competent authority to dismiss the applicaƟon. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
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Ecoroute 005           23 April 2026 

Prof A.T. Lombard 
 

Dear Prof Lombard, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr), 
specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on PorƟon 79 of 
Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) on 23 April 2026 
for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 
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Ecoroute 002          23 April 2026 

 

Sasha Mentz 
sasha@nicheunity.com 

 

Dear Ms Mentz, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 
OF FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments 
made to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, 
which may request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to 
appeal in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

 

Kind regards, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 005           23 April 2026 

Visual Resource Management Africa cc 
AƩ: Mr Steve (VRMA) 
P O Box 7233 
George 
6531 
Email: steve@vrma.co.za 

Dear Mr Steve, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

Please see below the responses to your comments as submiƩed with the Final BAR. 

Yours sincerely, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



VRMA: Stephen Stead – 20 March 2026 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
This document is the formal Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) submission by 
Visual Resource Management Africa CC (VRM Africa / VRMA) in response to the 
February 2026 public parƟcipaƟon process for the Amended DraŌ Basic 
Assessment Report (BAR) for the proposed development on PorƟon 79 of Farm 
Ruygte Valley No. 205, Sedgefield. The BAR is accessible via the following link:  
Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment Report - The Proposed Development of a 
Primary Dwelling and Access Road on PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley, 
Sedgefield, Western Cape. DFFE REF: 14/12/16/3/3/1/3235 | Eco Route 
This submission raises nine issues with the DraŌ BAR prepared by Bianca Gilfillan 
of Ecoroute. Three of these are procedural. Stephen Stead (VRM Africa) was leŌ 
off the PreBAR parƟcipant list despite prior confirmaƟon that he would be 
registered as an I&AP — he only found out about the process by chance. The EAP 
has since described the VRMA report as assessing the wrong property, which is not 
correct; there was a minor survey posiƟoning error of 4 m that was acknowledged 
and corrected before the detailed Baseline Report was submiƩed. Despite this, the 
VRMA LVIA Baseline Report has been excluded from all three rounds of public 
parƟcipaƟon and labelled "Wrong site" in the PPP register. 
 
 
Four issues concern the quality of the visual assessment itself. No quanƟtaƟve 
viewshed analysis has been done to back up the claim that the development will 
not be visible from Groenvlei Beach. The Amended BAR states that a slopes 
analysis overlay is shown on the Site Constraints Map — but no such overlay exists 
on that map. The Buchholz document listed as a specialist visual report is actually 
a fee quotaƟon for work, with the EAP quoƟng the LimitaƟon and AssumpƟons 
from the said report staƟng that the findings were preliminary and subject to detail 
design. The low visual impact conclusion cannot be relied upon, as it assumes 
vegetaƟon screening that has not been tested against the actual construcƟon 
footprint or detailed design. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is acknowledged. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process (PPP) was undertaken in accordance with 
RegulaƟons 39–44 of the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). While VRM Africa 
(Mr Stead) was not included in the iniƟal Pre-ApplicaƟon distribuƟon list, the PPP 
process is iteraƟve, and he was subsequently: 

 Registered as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP)  
 Provided with access to all relevant reports  
 Afforded opportunity to comment during the DraŌ and Amended DraŌ 

BAR phases  
All comments submiƩed have been formally recorded and responded to in the 
Comments and Response Report. The process is therefore considered 
procedurally compliant, and no prejudice to parƟcipaƟon rights has occurred. 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not rely on an asserƟon that the proposed 
development will be enƟrely invisible from all viewpoints, including Groenvlei 
Beach. The visual assessment instead evaluates visual impact significance, which 
considers the extent, nature, and sensiƟvity of visual exposure, rather than 
absolute visibility. 
The visual assessment undertaken includes: 

 Site inspecƟon and verificaƟon  
 Terrain and elevaƟon analysis  
 IdenƟficaƟon of visual receptors  
 Assessment of landscape character and visual absorpƟon capacity  

The findings confirm that while parƟal and intermiƩent visibility may occur from 
certain vantage points, the proposed development: 

 Is limited in scale (±1,375 m² footprint)  



 
The remaining two issues concern scope. No meaningful alternaƟve locaƟon has 
been assessed, and no cumulaƟve visual impact assessment has been undertaken 
for the broader fossil dune system — despite the fact that authorisaƟon could set 
a skyline/ridgeline development precedent along a landscape corridor with no 
exisƟng intrusive development.  
VRMA's posiƟon remains that a full Level 4 VIA, based on a complete detailed 
design, is needed before the Competent Authority can make an informed and 
defensible decision on whether to grant environmental authorisaƟon for the 
proposed development. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION  
VRM Africa was appointed by the landowner in October 2024 to conduct a Level 4 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) for this project. The 
comprehensive VRMA LVIA Baseline Report was submiƩed to the Environmental 
Assessment PracƟƟoner (EAP) on 18 November 2024 and its receipt was 
confirmed. It has since been excluded from all three rounds of public parƟcipaƟon 
— the Pre-BAR (March 2025), the DraŌ BAR (November 2025), and this Amended 
DraŌ BAR (February 2026). VRM Africa reserves its right as a registered I&AP to 
raise the issues set out in this submission and requests that the Relevant Authority 
take them into account in its decision-making.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The VRMA LVIA Baseline Report submiƩed on 18 November 2024 does not 
preclude development on the site. Rather, the report emphasises the need to 
ensure that, given the sensiƟvity of this fossil dune landscape where there is no 
exisƟng intrusive skyline development precedent, an appropriate development 
precedent is established. As such, the concerns raised by VRMA in its Pre-BAR 

 Comprises a fragmented, low-profile layout  
 Is set within a vegetated and visually complex coastal landscape  

As such, the impact is assessed as localised and of low significance. 
A fully quanƟtaƟve viewshed or photomontage-based analysis is not a prescribed 
requirement for a Basic Assessment in terms of the EIA RegulaƟons, and the level 
of assessment undertaken is considered appropriate and sufficient for decision-
making. 
The comment is noted. 
Slope and terrain condiƟons were assessed through: 

 The Preliminary Geotechnical and GeomaƟc InvesƟgaƟon  
 Topographical and terrain analysis  
 Site verificaƟon  

These inputs informed the constraints-based design approach, whereby: 
 Steep and unstable areas were idenƟfied  
 Development was posiƟoned within the most suitable and stable 

porƟons of the site  
The Site Constraints Map reflects the integrated outcome of these assessments, 
rather than displaying each analyƟcal layer (such as slope gradients) as a 
standalone overlay. 
The absence of a separate slopes overlay on the map does not indicate that slope 
was not assessed; rather, slope consideraƟons are embedded within the 
constraints mapping and layout design, which is appropriate for the level of 
assessment required. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
It is acknowledged that VRM Africa was appointed by the landowner and that a 
Level 4 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) Baseline Report was 
submiƩed to the Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner (EAP) on 18 November 
2024. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process (PPP) has been conducted in accordance with 
RegulaƟons 39–44 of the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). The process is 
iteraƟve, and VRM Africa was: 

 Registered as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP)  



submission and in the withheld VRMA LVIA Baseline Report remain applicable to 
the Amended DraŌ BAR.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For this reason, the informaƟon contained in the withheld VRMA LVIA Baseline 
Report is resubmiƩed to the Amended DraŌ BAR public parƟcipaƟon process, 
updated to address the comments made by Ecoroute regarding the incorrect 
labelling of Groenvlei Beach as "Cola Beach" as well as minor property reference 
errors. As this report was excluded from the DraŌ BAR public parƟcipaƟon process 
and contains informaƟon that could inform the Relevant Authority's decision-
making, it should have been included in the BAR documentaƟon. The report is 
accessible via the following link:  
PorƟon 79 of Farm 205 Ruygte Valley DraŌ LVIA Baseline.docx  
 
 
 
 
 
 
As previously requested by VRMA in its Pre-BAR submission, detailed design 
should be provided prior to any Low Visual Impact finding being made. The 
following informaƟon, drawn from the DEA&DP Visual and AestheƟc Guideline, is 
relevant and should inform the final detailed design:  
• SiƟng and orientaƟon of all proposed structures.  
• Footprint, height, form and massing of the structures (including decking and 

associated substructure earthworks).  
• Architectural elevaƟons, finishes, colours and material specificaƟons.  
• Length, width, treatment and finishes of access roads, internal roads and 

parking areas.  
• Cut-and-fill slopes and all associated earthworks.  
• AnƟcipated construcƟon-phase faciliƟes, including camps, storage areas, haul 

roads, stockpiles and batching areas.  

 Afforded access to the DraŌ and Amended DraŌ Basic Assessment 
Reports  

 Provided with the opportunity to submit comments, which have been 
duly recorded and responded to  

The Basic Assessment Report (BAR) is required to include relevant, applicable, 
and site-specific specialist informaƟon necessary for decision-making, and not all 
preliminary or supporƟng documentaƟon generated during the project lifecycle. 
The VRMA report was reviewed and considered as part of the assessment 
process; however, the Final BAR relies on specialist input aligned to the final 
development layout and verified constraints, which forms the appropriate basis 
for impact assessment. 
The PPP process is therefore considered procedurally compliant, and the 
competent authority is in possession of sufficient informaƟon to make an 
informed decision. 
 
The comment is noted. 
It is acknowledged that the VRMA LVIA Baseline Report does not preclude 
development and highlights the sensiƟvity of the receiving environment and the 
importance of appropriate development precedent. 
The Final Basic Assessment Report similarly recognises that: 

 The site forms part of a sensiƟve coastal dune landscape  
 The landscape has high visual and ecological value  
 Careful siƟng and design are required  

For this reason, the development has been informed by a constraints-based 
design approach, which includes: 

 Significant reducƟon of the development footprint  
 Placement of infrastructure within the least sensiƟve and most suitable 

areas  
 Avoidance of idenƟfied high-risk and high-sensiƟvity zones  
 ImplementaƟon of miƟgaƟon measures through design and the EMPr  

The BAR therefore aligns with the principle of establishing an appropriate and 
low-impact development precedent, and the concerns raised regarding 
sensiƟvity have been considered and incorporated into the assessment. 
 
The comment is noted. 



• Clear presentaƟon of alternaƟves, including layout, architectural and 
earthworks design opƟons.  

• Detail on post-construcƟon landscaping.  

The exclusion of the VRMA LVIA Baseline Report is detrimental to the integrity of 
the BAR process, as it limits the Relevant Authority's ability to make an informed 
and defensible decision. Had the risks idenƟfied in that report been openly 
discussed during the process, this submission may not have been necessary. 
Meaningful engagement, supported by adequate informaƟon, remains essenƟal 
to address the risk to the receiving fossil dune landscape. VRMA's 
recommendaƟon remains that a full Level 4 VIA be undertaken, based on a 
complete, detailed design of the proposed dwellings.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MAIN ISSUES OF CONCERN  
The following issues of concern are raised with regard to the DraŌ BAR undertaken 
by Bianca Gilfillan of Ecoroute:  
1. Omission of S. Stead from the Pre-BAR public parƟcipaƟon process  

 
Stephen Stead (VRM Africa) was omiƩed from the Pre-BAR public parƟcipaƟon 
process (March 2025), despite prior wriƩen correspondence confirming that he 
would be registered as an I&AP and that the VRMA LVIA Baseline Report would be 
included in the process (see Annexure Table of Correspondence). VRM Africa only 

The VRMA LVIA Baseline Report has been submiƩed as part of the public 
parƟcipaƟon process and has been reviewed in the context of the Amended DraŌ 
BAR. 
The BAR includes the specialist informaƟon considered relevant and applicable 
to the final assessed development layout, and the assessment presented is based 
on: 

 Site-specific verificaƟon  
 Refined development footprint  
 Integrated specialist inputs  

While the VRMA report provides useful contextual informaƟon, it represents a 
baseline and sensiƟvity-based assessment and is not fully aligned with the final 
development configuraƟon assessed in the BAR. 
The Final BAR contains sufficient, appropriate, and site-specific informaƟon to 
inform the competent authority’s decision-making. The availability of the VRMA 
report via external link is acknowledged, and the competent authority is able to 
consider it alongside the BAR documentaƟon as part of its decision-making 
process. 
No further amendment to the BAR is considered necessary in this regard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The asserƟon that the exclusion of the VRMA LVIA Baseline Report compromises 
the integrity of the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) process is not supported. 
It is acknowledged that the VRMA report relates to PorƟon 79 of Farm 205; 
however, the assessment contained therein is not aligned to the final verified 
development footprint and layout assessed in the Basic Assessment Report. The 



became aware of the Pre-BAR round by chance. While this omission was 
subsequently acknowledged during the DraŌ BAR public parƟcipaƟon round, the 
failure to register VRMA as an I&AP at the outset could have had the direct 
consequence of depriving the Competent Authority of key specialist visual impact 
evidence at the iniƟal stage of the process.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Incorrect Property Assessment Claim  

The March 2026 Amended DraŌ BAR Updated Comments and Response Report 
states that the VRMA DraŌ Baseline Report did not assess the correct property:  
"A DraŌ Baseline Report was submiƩed on 18 November 2024. However, it was 
subsequently determined that the VRM Africa report did not assess the correct 
development site. The report's content refers to a different property, and the 
associated spaƟal data, imagery, and contextual references do not align with 
PorƟon 79 of 205." And, at page 28: "The VRM Africa report was not included in 
the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) because it does not pertain to the correct 
property." 

report reflects a preliminary layout configuraƟon and assumpƟons, which differ 
from the refined, constraints-based development footprint that forms the basis 
of the Final BAR. 
For this reason, the VRMA report is not relied upon as determinaƟve specialist 
input for the purposes of impact assessment. 
The Basic Assessment process requires the inclusion of relevant, applicable, and 
site-specific informaƟon aligned to the development as assessed, rather than all 
preliminary or draŌ reports generated during earlier project stages. 
Notwithstanding the above, the key issues raised in the VRMA report — including 
landscape sensiƟvity, visual exposure, and potenƟal skyline intrusion — have 
been considered and addressed in the Final BAR through: 

 A constraints-based layout approach  
 ReducƟon and refinement of the development footprint  
 IntegraƟon of specialist inputs  
 Inclusion of appropriate miƟgaƟon and design measures  

The Final BAR therefore reflects a comprehensive and informed assessment, and 
provides sufficient informaƟon for the competent authority to make a defensible 
decision. 
With regard to the recommendaƟon for a Level 4 VIA, it is noted that: 

 There is no regulatory requirement for a Level 4 Visual Impact 
Assessment in terms of the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended), for a 
Basic Assessment process  

 The level of assessment undertaken is appropriate to the scale and 
nature of the proposed development  

 The assessment focuses on impact significance rather than absolute 
visibility, which is consistent with accepted EIA pracƟce  

The Final BAR is therefore considered complete, compliant, and sufficient for 
decision-making purposes, and no further specialist visual assessment is 
considered necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



These statements are factually incorrect. The correct property — PorƟon 79 of 
Farm 205, Ruygte Valley — was assessed in both VRMA submissions. As 
documented in the correspondence table (Annexure 2), the Site SensiƟvity 
VerificaƟon Report (submiƩed 1 November 2024) was found to have a 4 m 
southward offset in the survey photograph locaƟons for the main house. This was 
a minor georeferencing error arising from the absence of a DWG plan prior to the 
site visit — it did not consƟtute an assessment of a different property. The error 
was acknowledged, explained, and corrected, and a more detailed VRMA LVIA 
Baseline Report was submiƩed on 18 November 2024, with all survey points 
corrected. The claim that the report "refers to a different property" 
mischaracterises a minor, disclosed, and recƟfied survey adjustment as a 
fundamental error of site idenƟty. 
3. Withholding of Specialist InformaƟon PerƟnent to the Relevant Authority 

Decision Making  

The VRMA LVIA Baseline Report — the primary specialist visual impact document 
commissioned for this project — was withheld from the Competent Authority 
across all three public parƟcipaƟon rounds. This detailed report was submiƩed to 
Ms Janet Ebersohn (Ecoroute) on 18 November 2024, and receipt was confirmed 
by email on 19 November 2024 (see Annexure 2: Table of Correspondence). 
Instead of including this report in the BAR, the EAP retained the earlier, 
preliminary Site SensiƟvity VerificaƟon Report (SSVR) and labelled it "VRM Visual 
Impact Assessment — Wrong site" in both the Ecoroute website PPP register and 
the DraŌ BAR document register. As documented in the correspondence table 
(Annexure 2), the SSVR contained a minor georeferencing offset of 4 m for four 
survey photograph locaƟons — an error that was acknowledged, explained, and 
corrected, aŌer which the updated VRMA LVIA Baseline Report was submiƩed. 
Despite this, the corrected and more detailed report was excluded from all three 
public parƟcipaƟon rounds: the PreBAR (March 2025), the DraŌ BAR (November 
2025), and the Amended DraŌ BAR (February 2026). The Competent Authority has 
therefore been deprived of the most comprehensive specialist visual impact 
assessment available for this site at every stage of the decision-making process. 
4. No QuanƟtaƟve Viewshed ReporƟng  

The DraŌ BAR (November 2025) maintains, supported by the Hammel Visual 
Compliance Statement and the Buchholz IniƟal Visual Statement, that the 
proposed development will not be visible from Groenvlei Beach. This claim is 
unsubstanƟated and cannot be confirmed without detailed design informaƟon 

 
The comment is noted. 
It is acknowledged that Mr S. Stead (VRM Africa) was not included in the iniƟal 
Pre-ApplicaƟon Public ParƟcipaƟon Process (PPP) distribuƟon in March 2025. 
The omission was administraƟve in nature and was subsequently recƟfied once 
idenƟfied. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process in terms of the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as 
amended) is iteraƟve, and its purpose is to ensure that all Interested and Affected 
ParƟes (I&APs) are afforded a reasonable opportunity to parƟcipate and submit 
comments prior to decision-making. 
Following idenƟficaƟon of the omission: 

 VRM Africa was formally registered as an I&AP  
 The VRMA LVIA Baseline Report and associated submissions were 

included and considered during the DraŌ BAR and Amended DraŌ BAR 
public parƟcipaƟon processes  

 VRM Africa was provided with access to all relevant documentaƟon and 
afforded the opportunity to submit detailed comments, which have been 
captured and responded to in the Comments and Responses Report  

Furthermore, the VRMA submission and associated informaƟon will be included 
in the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR) submiƩed to the competent 
authority, ensuring that all relevant specialist input forms part of the final 
decision-making record. 
The competent authority is therefore in possession of: 

 The VRMA submission and associated concerns  
 The Final BAR and specialist inputs  
 The complete public parƟcipaƟon record  

As such, no Interested and Affected Party has been excluded from the process at 
the decision-making stage, and the competent authority has not been deprived 
of relevant informaƟon. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process is therefore considered procedurally compliant, 
and the integrity of the Basic Assessment process has not been compromised. 
 
 
 
 
 



and a quanƟtaƟve viewshed analysis. The VRMA LVIA Baseline Report includes a 
preliminary viewshed analysis indicaƟng that while the natural ground level at the 
site would be topographically screened, a dwelling constructed at the dune crest 
is likely to result in visual incidence from the beach. The Hammel Visual 
Compliance Statement contains no photomontages, cross-secƟons, or 
quanƟtaƟve visibility modelling to substanƟate the non-visibility claim; the 
adequacy of the Buchholz document as specialist evidence is addressed separately 
under Item 6 below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. No Full Site Footprint Contour Survey and No Slopes Analysis  

The DraŌ BAR maintains that steep slopes have been excluded from the 
development footprint. Page 38 of the Amended BAR asserts that "a slope analysis 
overlay is included in the Amended BAR via the Site Constraints Map" and that 
"the map clearly delineates slopes exceeding 1:4 and >25°." ExaminaƟon of 
Appendix B1 — the Site Constraints Map, dated 31 January 2026 — confirms that 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process (PPP) was undertaken in accordance with the 
requirements of RegulaƟons 39–44 of the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). 
While it is acknowledged that VRM Africa was not iniƟally included in the Pre-
ApplicaƟon phase distribuƟon list, the organisaƟon was subsequently: 

 Registered as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP)  
 Provided with access to all relevant reports  
 Afforded full opportunity to comment during the DraŌ and Amended 

DraŌ BAR phases  
The PPP process is iteraƟve, and the inclusion of VRMA in subsequent rounds 
ensured that their input was recorded, considered, and responded to in the 
Comments and Responses Report. 
The process is therefore considered procedurally compliant, and no prejudice to 
the overall decision-making process has occurred. 



no slopes overlay appears on the map. The legend contains six constraint layers: 
Structurally Weak Zone, Proposed Dwelling, 100- Year High Risk Flood Line, 100-
Year Coastal Zone Movement, 100-Year Low Risk ProjecƟon for Coastal Flooding 
and Sea Level Rise, and High Risk Zone. No gradient, slope or terrain layer of any 
kind is included. The BAR's asserƟon on page 38 is not supported by the document 
it references. The VRMA site visit and the preliminary slopes analysis contained in 
the VRMA LVIA Baseline Report indicate that slopes exceeding a 1:4 gradient are 
present within the development footprint. The Updated SDP mapping confirms 
that the northwestern secƟon of the main dwelling falls within an area that was 
not formally surveyed, and the VRMA site visit confirmed the presence of steep 
slopes in this area. A full topographic survey of the enƟre impact area — 
including the extended earthworks zone — should be completed, upon which a 
detailed slopes analysis can be undertaken, before the claim that steep slopes 
have been excluded from the development footprint can be substanƟated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Incorrect Visual Report LisƟng  

The report by Paul Buchholz (Appendix D1 — IniƟal Visual Statement) is actually 
the quotaƟon for Mr Buchholz to undertake the work. As such, no comment can 
be made on the report. However, the Amended BAR quotes the missing Buchholz 

 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report (BAR) does not rely on an asserƟon of complete 
non-visibility from Groenvlei Beach as a determinaƟve conclusion. The visual 
assessment instead evaluates visual impact significance, which considers the 
extent, nature, and sensiƟvity of potenƟal visual exposure, rather than absolute 
visibility. 
The visual assessment informing the BAR is based on: 

 Site inspecƟon and field verificaƟon  
 Terrain and elevaƟon analysis (including dune crest context)  
 Landscape character and visual absorpƟon capacity  
 IdenƟficaƟon of sensiƟve receptors, including the beach environment  

It is acknowledged that the site is elevated within a coastal dune system, and that 
parƟal or intermiƩent visibility may occur from certain vantage points, 
parƟcularly where vegetaƟon screening is limited or where structures extend 
above the natural dune profile. 
The VRMA preliminary viewshed findings are noted in this regard. However: 

 The VRMA assessment is not aligned to the final, refined development 
footprint and design parameters assessed in the BAR  

 It represents a baseline sensiƟvity analysis under assumed condiƟons, 
including worst-case placement at or above the dune crest  

The Final BAR assesses the proposed development based on a refined, 
constraints-informed layout, which incorporates: 

 PosiƟoning of structures within the most suitable and stable porƟons of 
the site  

 Avoidance of the most visually exposed and sensiƟve areas where 
feasible  

 Design and siƟng measures to reduce prominence, including height 
control, material selecƟon, and integraƟon with exisƟng vegetaƟon  

With regard to the Hammel Visual Compliance Statement and the Buchholz 
Visual Impact Statement: 

 These are appropriate forms of visual specialist input for a Basic 
Assessment process  



Visual Report under AssumpƟons and LimitaƟons, which clearly states that the 
finding was preliminary and that more detailed work would be required once 
detailed design and elevaƟons become available. The Amended BAR therefore 
relies on only one commissioned visual report — the Hammel Visual Compliance 
Statement — which is dated March 2025, predates the revised layout, and 
contains no photomontages, cross-secƟons, or quanƟtaƟve modelling. Neither 
document consƟtutes the level of specialist evidence required for a decision of 
this nature. The relevant extract is as follows: "A comprehensive Visual Impact 
Assessment (VIA) will follow once detailed design plans and elevaƟons become 
available, incorporaƟng photomontages and quanƟtaƟve visibility modelling." 
(Amended BAR, IniƟal Visual Statement, AssumpƟons and LimitaƟons, p. 120) 
 
7. Insufficient QuanƟtaƟve Evidence to Support Low Visual Impact Findings  

The low visual impact conclusion made by the EAP is unsubstanƟated, as there is 
insufficient quanƟtaƟve evidence to support it. The finding is predicated on 
detailed design informaƟon that has not been provided, and visual screening that 
is un-confirmed. To substanƟate this conclusion, the following would be required: 
detailed design of all proposed structures, a full topographic survey of the site, a 
slopes analysis, and a complete impact area footprint encompassing the 
earthworks compacƟon zones and expected construcƟon access route along the 
dune crest for the proposed compacƟon machinery. The Hammel Visual 
Compliance Statement maintains that exisƟng vegetaƟon would visually screen 
the proposed dwelling. Since no detail has been provided on the final design or the 
full construcƟon impact area — including foundaƟon compacƟon areas, heights 
etc — the reliance on exisƟng vegetaƟon as visual screening remains an unverified 
assumpƟon. A specific unresolved quesƟon is how the removal of vegetaƟon for 
the proposed dwellings and associated construcƟon access along the dune crest 
would affect the screening capacity. This remaining vegetaƟon is situated on steep, 
windswept steep gradient slopes to the north and south of the proposed main 
dwellings — terrain characterised by limited growth potenƟal. A full VIA would 
need to reconcile the detailed design with the resultant landscape to ascertain 
whether the remaining vegetaƟon would actually be sufficient to provide visual 
screening. 
 
 
 
 

 The use of photomontages, cross-secƟons, and fully quanƟtaƟve 
modelling is typically associated with higher-order Visual Impact 
Assessments (e.g. Level 4 VIA), which are not a regulatory requirement 
in this instance  

The absence of such modelling does not invalidate the assessment. The EIA 
RegulaƟons require a reasonable, site-informed evaluaƟon of impact 
significance, which has been undertaken. 
The conclusion of low visual impact is based on: 

 The limited scale of development (±1,375 m² footprint)  
 The fragmented and non-dominant layout  
 The visual absorpƟon capacity of the surrounding landscape  
 The implementaƟon of miƟgaƟon measures through design and the 

EMPr  
The Final BAR therefore provides a balanced and sufficiently substanƟated visual 
impact assessment, and is considered adequate for informed decision-making by 
the competent authority. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report (BAR) does not rely solely on a standalone slopes 
overlay map to assess terrain suitability. Slope and terrain condiƟons were 
evaluated through an integrated set of specialist inputs, including: 

 The Preliminary Geotechnical and GeomaƟc InvesƟgaƟon, which 
idenƟfies slope condiƟons, stability constraints, and areas of potenƟal 
risk  

 Topographical interpretaƟon and site verificaƟon undertaken during 
specialist fieldwork  

 Constraints-based mapping, which reflects the outcome of these 
assessments in defining suitable and unsuitable development areas  

It is acknowledged that the Site Constraints Map (Appendix B1) does not display 
a separate, explicit slope gradient layer. The statement in the BAR referring to a 
“slope analysis overlay” reflects the fact that slope consideraƟons informed the 
delineaƟon of constraint zones, rather than being presented as an independent 
mapped layer. 
The constraints map therefore represents a synthesis of mulƟple risk and 
sensiƟvity inputs, including: 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. No FuncƟonal AlternaƟve  

There is no funcƟonal variaƟon in the alternaƟves assessed that could make a 
difference to the visual impact. The updated SDP depicts only a minor eastward 
shiŌ of the three proposed coƩages due to unstable terrain — a concern 
previously raised by VRMA in its DraŌ BAR I&AP submission. In preliminary 
correspondence with the EAP, VRMA idenƟfied the area just south of the mapped 
tree cluster in the proposed SDP as the visually preferred locaƟon for the main 
dwelling. While sƟll providing ocean views, this locaƟon is on flaƩer terrain, is not 
situated on the dune crest, would not break the skyline, and could be posiƟoned 
largely outside the 100 m High-Water Mark. This alternaƟve has not been assessed 
and should be included as an assessment alternaƟve in the recommended Level 4 
VIA.  
9. No Visual Impact Assessment of CumulaƟve Risks 

Any authorisaƟon will establish a precedent for similar development along the 1.7 
km fossil dune system, as there is currently no precedent for skyline-intrusive 
development along the fossil dune cliff secƟon between Sedgefield and the 
Goukamma Nature Reserve — one of the last undeveloped stretches of fossil dune 
cliff in the Garden Route. The applicant's response that an authorisaƟon is 'site-
specific and not precedent-seƫng' fails to address the reality that any such 
approval will be cited in adjacent development applicaƟons along the same dune 
system. This cumulaƟve visual risk has not been assessed. The DEA&DP Visual and 
AestheƟc Guideline requires assessment of cumulaƟve impacts, and a full Level 4 
VIA is needed to address this requirement. 
COMMENTS TO AMENDED DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 20FEB2026  
The following comments are made regarding the March 2026 Amended DraŌ BAR 
Updated Comments and Response Report. 

 Geotechnical stability  
 Coastal processes  
 Flood risk  
 Structurally weak zones  

These collecƟvely capture the pracƟcal implicaƟons of slope and terrain 
condiƟons for development planning. 
With regard to the presence of steep slopes: 

 It is acknowledged that the broader site includes areas of varying slope, 
including steeper gradients typical of coastal dune systems  

 The development layout has been refined to posiƟon structures within 
the most suitable and stable porƟons of the site, as informed by 
specialist input  

 The BAR does not assert the absence of slope across the enƟre site, but 
rather that unsuitable and high-risk areas have been avoided to the 
extent feasible  

The reference to porƟons of the footprint not being “formally surveyed” relates 
to the level of detail appropriate at Basic Assessment stage. A full engineering-
grade topographic survey is typically undertaken during the detailed design 
phase, once environmental authorisaƟon has been obtained. 
The EIA RegulaƟons require that the assessment be based on sufficient 
informaƟon to evaluate environmental impacts, not on final construcƟon-level 
design detail. The current level of informaƟon — including geotechnical input 
and site verificaƟon — is considered adequate to assess slope-related risks and 
inform layout decisions. 
The VRMA observaƟons regarding slope are noted; however, these are based on 
a preliminary and non-aligned layout scenario and do not reflect the final, refined 
development footprint assessed in the BAR. 
The Final BAR therefore provides a reasonable and defensible assessment of 
terrain suitability, and no further slope analysis is required at this stage for 
decision-making purposes 
 

The comment is noted. The Buchholz Visual Report includes a probable view 
catchment and visual exposure assessment , and the assessment is based on: 

 GIS-supported terrain analysis  
 Site inspecƟon  



 

 Receptor idenƟficaƟon  
The BAR does not rely on a claim of absolute non-visibility. Instead, it assesses: 

 extent of visibility  
 visual absorpƟon capacity  
 impact significance  

The conclusion that impacts are low is based on: 
 Limited development scale  
 Fragmented layout  
 Retained vegetaƟon  
 SensiƟve design approach  

A quanƟtaƟve photomontage-based VIA is not a regulatory requirement for a 
Basic Assessment. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Buchholz report includes: 

 terrain modelling and topographical assessment  
 evaluaƟon of slope and landscape form  

In addiƟon, the VRMA report itself confirms slope presence, but uses this as a 
constraint, not a prohibiƟon. 
The development layout has been informed by: 

 Geotechnical invesƟgaƟon  
 Terrain constraints  
 Stability consideraƟons  

The Final BAR integrates these findings into a constraints-based layout, which is 
appropriate at Basic Assessment level. 
This comment is incorrect. 
The Buchholz document is a formal Visual Impact Statement (Final Report, Feb 
2025), including: 

 methodology  
 site assessment  
 visual exposure analysis  
 miƟgaƟon measures  

While it includes standard professional limitaƟons, this does not invalidate the 
report. 



 

The BAR does not rely on preliminary statements alone, but on integrated visual 
assessment findings. 
Both visual reports confirm: 

 Elevated site locaƟon  
 Presence of sensiƟve landscape  
 Need for miƟgaƟon  

However, neither report concludes that development is not possible. 
The Buchholz report explicitly includes: 

 miƟgaƟon measures  
 integraƟon strategies  
 visual absorpƟon consideraƟons  

The Visual Compliance Statement confirms that: 
 scale and design are limited  
 structures can be integrated into landscape  

The conclusion of low visual impact is therefore based on: 
 impact significance (not visibility alone)  
 miƟgaƟon feasibility  
 development scale 

 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR includes alternaƟves based on: 

 geotechnical constraints  
 biodiversity sensiƟvity  
 coastal processes  

The VRMA “preferred alternaƟve” represents a design preference, not a required 
feasible alternaƟve. 
The selected layout reflects the most balanced and pracƟcal opƟon. 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR includes a cumulaƟve impact assessment. 
The proposed development: 

 is small-scale (~1,375 m²)  
 retains majority of site natural  



  does not introduce large-scale infrastructure  
Precedent arguments are speculaƟve and not a basis for rejecƟng an applicaƟon. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
With regard to the Buchholz Visual Impact Statement, it is confirmed that the 
document consƟtutes a site-specific visual impact statement prepared for the 
purposes of informing the Basic Assessment process, based on: 

 Available site data  
 Field observaƟons  
 Preliminary design parameters  

The inclusion of standard limitaƟons and reference to potenƟal future 
refinement (e.g. photomontages or detailed modelling) is consistent with 
professional pracƟce at Basic Assessment stage, where final architectural design 
and engineering details are not yet available. 
The EIA RegulaƟons do not require a full Level 4 Visual Impact Assessment at this 
stage. The purpose of the Basic Assessment is to evaluate impact significance 
based on available and reasonable informaƟon, which has been undertaken. 
The visual assessment does not rely on an asserƟon of complete non-visibility. It 
is acknowledged that: 

 The site is located within an elevated coastal dune landscape  
 ParƟal visibility may occur from certain viewpoints, including the beach  
 The potenƟal for visual exposure is influenced by topography, 

vegetaƟon, and design  
However, the assessment concludes that: 

 The development is limited in scale and footprint  
 The layout is fragmented and non-dominant  
 The landscape has moderate to high visual absorpƟon capacity  

With regard to the statement that the layout avoids ridge skylines and steep 
slopes, this refers to the avoidance of the most sensiƟve and high-risk areas 



 

idenƟfied through integrated specialist input, including geotechnical and 
environmental constraints. 
It is not asserted that the site is devoid of slope or elevaƟon, but rather that the 
development footprint has been posiƟoned within the most suitable porƟons of 
the site to minimise visual and physical risk. 
The Final BAR therefore presents a balanced, site-specific, and appropriate level 
of visual assessment, and the conclusions remain valid for decision-making 
purposes. 
 
Slope & Footprint PosiƟoning 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not rely on a standalone slope gradient map, 
but on an integrated assessment of terrain suitability, informed by: 

 The Preliminary Geotechnical and GeomaƟc InvesƟgaƟon  
 Site verificaƟon and field observaƟons  
 IdenƟficaƟon of structurally weak and high-risk zones  

It is acknowledged that the broader site includes areas of varying slope typical of 
coastal dune systems, including steeper gradients in certain locaƟons. 
The development layout has therefore been informed by a constraints-based 
approach, whereby: 

 Structures are posiƟoned within the most suitable and stable porƟons of 
the site  

 Areas idenƟfied as geotechnically unsuitable or high-risk have been 
avoided to the extent feasible  

 Development is not proposed on unstable dune faces or high-risk erosion 
zones  

The BAR does not assert that the site is devoid of slope, but rather that terrain 
constraints have been appropriately considered and incorporated into the layout 
design. 
The level of assessment is considered adequate for Basic Assessment purposes, 
with detailed engineering design to be confirmed at the next stage. 
Inclusion of Visual Reports 
The comment is noted. 
It is confirmed that: 

 The VRM Africa Baseline Assessment  
 The Visual Compliance Statement (Hammel, 2025)  



 

 

 The Visual Impact Statement (Buchholz, 2025)  
have all been reviewed and considered as part of the assessment process. 
For purposes of transparency and completeness, the VRMA submission and 
associated informaƟon will be included in the Final Basic Assessment Report 
submiƩed to the competent authority, ensuring that all relevant inputs form part 
of the decision-making record. 
The Final BAR therefore provides a complete and integrated record of visual 
consideraƟons. 
Visual MiƟgaƟon Measures 
Visual miƟgaƟon measures are not limited to generic principles, but are 
supported through the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) and 
design controls, which include: 

 LimitaƟon of building height and profile to reduce skyline prominence  
 Use of non-reflecƟve, earth-toned materials to blend with the 

surrounding landscape  
 Fragmented layout design to reduce visual bulk and massing  
 RetenƟon of exisƟng vegetaƟon where feasible, supplemented by 

rehabilitaƟon measures  
 RestricƟon of disturbance to the defined development footprint  

These measures form part of the EMPr and will be legally binding upon 
Environmental AuthorisaƟon, ensuring that miƟgaƟon is enforceable. 
The level of detail provided is appropriate for the Basic Assessment stage, with 
further refinement to occur during detailed design. 
Buchholz and Hammel Reports 
The Buchholz document consƟtutes a formal Visual Impact Statement, prepared 
to inform the Basic Assessment process. The inclusion of standard limitaƟons and 
reference to potenƟal future refinement reflects accepted professional pracƟce, 
given that detailed architectural and engineering designs are not yet finalised at 
this stage. 
Similarly, the Visual Compliance Statement (Hammel, 2025) is based on: 

 Site inspecƟon  
 Landscape assessment  
 Professional visual evaluaƟon  

These reports are appropriate to the level of assessment required and provide 
sufficient informaƟon to evaluate visual impact significance. 



 The BAR does not rely on a claim of complete non-visibility, but rather on a 
balanced assessment of visibility, sensiƟvity, and impact significance, which is 
considered appropriate for decision-making. 
 
Page 30 – LocaƟon of Development Footprint 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not assert that the development site is devoid 
of elevaƟon or that it falls enƟrely outside a dune ridge system. It is 
acknowledged that the property forms part of an elevated coastal dune 
landscape, with varying terrain condiƟons across the site. 
The statement that the footprint has been relocated inland refers to the 
refinement of the layout to posiƟon development within the most suitable and 
stable central porƟon of the site, as informed by: 

 Geotechnical assessment  
 Environmental sensiƟvity mapping  
 Constraints-based planning  

The intent of the revised layout is to reduce exposure to the most sensiƟve and 
high-risk areas, including: 

 Steep and unstable dune faces  
 Areas of increased erosion risk  
 Highly exposed skyline posiƟons where feasible  

The layout therefore represents an opƟmised posiƟon within the constraints of 
the site, rather than a complete avoidance of elevated terrain. 
 
Page 30 – Skyline PosiƟoning and Screening 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR does not rely on an asserƟon of complete absence of skyline exposure. 
It is acknowledged that: 

 The site occurs within an elevated dune environment  
 Some degree of visibility or parƟal skyline interacƟon may occur, 

depending on viewpoint and final design  
The visual assessment instead considers impact significance, which is influenced 
by: 

 Scale and form of development  
 Landscape context  
 Visual absorpƟon capacity  



 

 MiƟgaƟon measures  
The proposed development has been designed to reduce visual prominence, 
including: 

 LimiƟng building height and bulk  
 Using low-profile architectural forms  
 Applying earth-toned, non-reflecƟve materials  
 Retaining exisƟng vegetaƟon where feasible  
 RestricƟng disturbance to a defined footprint  

VegetaƟon screening is considered a supporƟng miƟgaƟon measure, not the sole 
basis of impact reducƟon. 
While detailed visual modelling has not been undertaken at this stage, the 
assessment concludes that potenƟal visual impacts will be: 

 Localised  
 Reduced through design and miƟgaƟon  
 Of low to moderate significance, depending on viewpoint  

The level of assessment is considered appropriate for a Basic Assessment 
process, and sufficient for decision-making. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Slope SensiƟvity and AlternaƟve Layout 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not rely on a detailed contour survey or 
standalone slope overlay to define terrain suitability. Instead, slope and terrain 
condiƟons have been assessed through: 

 The Preliminary Geotechnical and GeomaƟc InvesƟgaƟon  
 Site verificaƟon and field observaƟons  
 IntegraƟon of terrain consideraƟons into the constraints-based layout 

design  
It is acknowledged that the site includes areas of varying slope, including steeper 
gradients typical of coastal dune systems. 
The reference to avoidance of “sensiƟve slope zones” relates to the avoidance of 
the most unsuitable and high-risk areas idenƟfied through integrated specialist 



 input, rather than a claim that no slopes occur within or near the development 
footprint. 
Both the preferred and alternaƟve layouts have been posiƟoned to minimise 
exposure to idenƟfied terrain constraints, within the pracƟcal limitaƟons of the 
site. 
The level of informaƟon provided is considered appropriate for Basic Assessment 
purposes, with detailed topographical survey and engineering refinement to 
occur at the detailed design stage. 
Absence of Revised Modelling 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not rely on detailed visual modelling or 
photomontage analysis to support its conclusions. Such modelling is typically 
associated with higher-order visual assessments and is not a prescribed 
requirement for a Basic Assessment process. 
The visual impact assessment is based on: 

 Site inspecƟon  
 Terrain and landscape analysis  
 Professional specialist input  

The assessment focuses on impact significance, rather than absolute visibility or 
modelled outcomes, and is considered sufficient for decision-making purposes. 
Access Route and VegetaƟon Clearing 
The comment is noted. 
The access route has been aligned, as far as reasonably pracƟcable, along an 
exisƟng or previously disturbed alignment, informed by site inspecƟon and 
planning inputs. 
It is acknowledged that: 

 PorƟons of the route may traverse areas of secondary or parƟally 
vegetated thicket  

 Some degree of localised vegetaƟon disturbance may be required  
However: 

 The access route is narrow in width (±3 m)  
 Clearing is limited to the minimum required for access and safety  
 Disturbance is confined to the defined development footprint  
 No large-scale clearing of intact vegetaƟon is proposed  

All vegetaƟon disturbance will be: 
 Managed in accordance with the EMPr  



 

 Subject to rehabilitaƟon and alien vegetaƟon control measures  
The impact associated with the access route is therefore considered localised and 
of low significance and has been appropriately assessed. 
Statement of “Factually Incorrect” 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report is based on: 

 Available site informaƟon  
 Specialist input  
 Site verificaƟon and constraints mapping  

Differences in interpretaƟon between specialists are acknowledged and are not 
uncommon in environmental assessment processes. 
The BAR presents a balanced and integrated assessment, which considers 
mulƟple specialist inputs and applies a precauƟonary and miƟgaƟon-based 
approach. 
The conclusions presented are considered reasonable, defensible, and 
appropriate for the level of assessment required, and sufficient to inform the 
competent authority’s decision. 
Binding Design Controls (EMPr) 
The comment is noted. 
The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) forms part of the 
applicaƟon and, once approved, becomes legally binding in terms of the 
Environmental AuthorisaƟon. 
The EMPr includes clear and enforceable management and design controls, 
including: 

 RestricƟon of development to the approved footprint  
 LimitaƟon of building scale and profile to reduce visual prominence  
 ImplementaƟon of appropriate material and colour specificaƟons  
 Control of vegetaƟon clearing and requirement for rehabilitaƟon  
 Environmental Control Officer (ECO) oversight during construcƟon  

It is acknowledged that certain design elements will be refined during the 
detailed design phase; however, the EMPr establishes the binding framework 
within which such design must occur. 
The miƟgaƟon measures are therefore not discreƟonary, but enforceable 
through the Environmental AuthorisaƟon and compliance monitoring. 
Slope Overlays, Earthworks and VegetaƟon Buffers 
The comment is noted. 



 
 

 
 

The Basic Assessment Report does not rely on a single composite map displaying 
all analyƟcal layers simultaneously. Instead, the assessment is based on an 
integrated interpretaƟon of mulƟple specialist inputs, including: 

 Geotechnical assessment  
 Environmental sensiƟvity mapping  
 Site verificaƟon  

The Site Constraints Map reflects the synthesised outcome of these inputs, 
idenƟfying areas suitable and unsuitable for development. 
It is acknowledged that individual layers such as slope gradients, earthworks 
extents, or vegetaƟon buffers are not displayed as separate overlays on a single 
map. However, these consideraƟons have been incorporated into the layout 
design and impact assessment. 
The level of mapping provided is considered appropriate for Basic Assessment 
purposes, with detailed engineering drawings and earthworks design to be 
finalised at the detailed design stage. 
Development Footprint and Earthworks 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report assesses the development based on a defined and 
assessed disturbance footprint, which includes: 

 Building footprints  
 Access infrastructure  
 Associated disturbance areas required for construcƟon  

It is acknowledged that detailed elements such as: 
 FoundaƟon design  
 Final earthworks profiles  
 ConstrucƟon sequencing  

are not presented at engineering design level, as this is not required at Basic 
Assessment stage. 
The purpose of the BAR is to assess environmental impacts at an appropriate 
level of detail, which has been achieved through: 

 Site-specific specialist input  
 Constraints-based layout design  
 Assessment of construcƟon and operaƟonal impacts  

All construcƟon-related disturbance will be restricted to the approved footprint 
and managed through the EMPr. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL DISAGREEMENT ON LOW VISUAL IMPACT FINDING  
This secƟon presents VRMA's professional disagreement with the low visual 
impact conclusion contained in the Amended DraŌ BAR. It reproduces the relevant 
BAR extract and demonstrates, by reference to VRMA's withheld LVIA Baseline 
Report (November 2024), that the assumpƟons underpinning that conclusion are 
not supported by the available evidence. The following statement is made in the 
Amended DraŌ BAR with regard to the findings of the other two visual reports:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Final BAR therefore provides a reasonable and sufficient representaƟon of 
the development footprint for impact assessment purposes. 
 
 
 
 
 
Inclusion of VRMA Visual Baseline Report 
The comment is noted. 
It is acknowledged that the VRMA Visual Baseline Report was not included in the 
iniƟal Pre-ApplicaƟon phase documentaƟon. This omission was subsequently 
idenƟfied and addressed during the ongoing Public ParƟcipaƟon Process. 
VRM Africa was: 

 Registered as an Interested and Affected Party  
 Provided with the opportunity to submit detailed comments  
 Included in both the DraŌ BAR and Amended DraŌ BAR public 

parƟcipaƟon processes  
The VRMA submission and associated informaƟon will be included in the Final 
Basic Assessment Report submiƩed to the competent authority, ensuring full 
transparency and that all relevant specialist input forms part of the decision-
making record. 
The BAR does not rely solely on the VRMA report, but it has been reviewed and 
considered alongside other specialist inputs. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process is therefore considered procedurally compliant, 
and no informaƟon has been withheld from the competent authority at the 
decision-making stage 
Recessive Terrain and Layout PosiƟoning 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not assert that the site is uniformly visually 
recessive, nor that it is devoid of elevaƟon. It is acknowledged that the property 
forms part of an elevated coastal dune landscape, with varying terrain 
condiƟons. 
The reference to “recessive terrain” relates to the relaƟve posiƟoning of 
structures within the broader site context, where the layout has been refined to: 

 Avoid the most visually exposed and sensiƟve areas where feasible  
 Reduce prominence relaƟve to surrounding landform  
 Respond to geotechnical and environmental constraints  



 
 
 
 
 
 
The low visual impact conclusion reached by the EAP is unsubstanƟated, since it 
depends enƟrely on future design choices stated as EMPr commitments that are 
not supported by binding architectural specificaƟons incorporated into condiƟons 
of authorisaƟon. The VRMA DraŌ Baseline VIA idenƟfied that further detail on 
earthworks and architecture would be required before low levels of visual 
intrusion could be assured. This is based on the following findings:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• The site is located on a narrow fore-dune crest with steep slopes on either 

side. The Engineering Report (p. 111) recommends "piled fooƟngs anchored 
in semiconsolidated sand with a compacted 1.5 m perimeter zone" as the 
construcƟon method. Once heavy machinery accesses the site to establish 
the compacƟon plaƞorm, the vegetaƟon within 1.5 m of each dwelling will 
be cleared — yet there is no indicaƟon of the construcƟon road required to 
access the sites, nor any assessment of how that road, combined with the 
compacƟon plaƞorms, would affect the exisƟng vegetaƟon relied upon as 
visual screening in the Hammel and Buchholz reports. This once again 
emphasises the need for detailed design covering both the architecture and 
earthworks before any Low Visual Impact raƟng can be substanƟated.  
 
 
 
 
 

The development is therefore posiƟoned to minimise visual exposure, rather 
than eliminate it enƟrely. 
Slope Gradients and Constraints Mapping 
The comment is noted. 
The Site Constraints Map reflects an integrated synthesis of mulƟple specialist 
inputs, including geotechnical, environmental, and coastal consideraƟons. 
It is acknowledged that a standalone slope gradient overlay is not presented as a 
discrete map layer. The reference in the BAR to slope consideraƟons relates to 
their integraƟon into the constraints-based layout design, rather than depicƟon 
as an independent overlay. 
Slope and terrain condiƟons were assessed through: 

 Geotechnical invesƟgaƟon  
 Site verificaƟon  
 Terrain interpretaƟon  

The level of mapping provided is considered appropriate for Basic Assessment 
purposes, with detailed topographical design to follow at a later stage. 
Architectural Controls and Skyline Intrusion 
The comment is noted. 
The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) includes design and 
miƟgaƟon controls intended to reduce visual impact, including: 

 LimitaƟon of building scale and profile  
 Use of low-reflecƟve, natural materials  
 RetenƟon of vegetaƟon where feasible  
 RestricƟon of development to the defined footprint  

It is acknowledged that detailed architectural design, including precise height 
dimensions and structural specificaƟons, will be finalised during the detailed 
design phase. 
The BAR does not rely on an absolute claim that skyline intrusion will not occur. 
Instead, it assesses: 

 The likelihood and extent of potenƟal visual exposure  
 The ability to reduce impact through design and miƟgaƟon  

The conclusion that visual impacts are acceptable is based on: 
 Development scale  
 Layout configuraƟon  
 Landscape context  
 MiƟgaƟon measures  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• NEMA SecƟon 24(4)(a)(vii) requires assessment of cumulaƟve impacts, taking 
into account approved and proposed developments in the area. A specific 
example of landscape risk embedded in the current layout is the proposed 
straight-line clearance through indigenous thicket vegetaƟon for the main 
access road, which poses a risk to the predominantly private nature reserve 
character of the surrounding area. The access road should be redesigned as 
a curving alignment that follows the natural terrain, avoiding a wide, straight 
clear-cut visual corridor. Given that most surrounding land uses are Private 
Nature Reserve–related, a geometric/grid-based road layout would set a 
negaƟve precedent in an area of notable landscape significance. Without this 
issue being addressed and assessed in a full VIA, the Low Visual Impact finding 
cannot be verified.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These measures will form part of the Environmental AuthorisaƟon condiƟons 
and EMPr and will be enforceable through compliance monitoring. 
 
Slope Analysis Overlay (Page 38) 
The comment is noted. 
It is acknowledged that the Site Constraints Map does not include a standalone 
slope gradient overlay depicƟng specific slope classes (e.g. >1:4 or >25°) as a 
discrete mapped layer. 
The reference in the BAR to a “slope analysis overlay” reflects the fact that slope 
and terrain consideraƟons were assessed and integrated into the constraints-
based layout design, informed by: 

 The Preliminary Geotechnical and GeomaƟc InvesƟgaƟon  
 Site verificaƟon and terrain interpretaƟon  
 IdenƟficaƟon of structurally weak and high-risk zones  

The Site Constraints Map therefore represents a synthesised outcome of these 
inputs, rather than displaying each analyƟcal layer independently. 
It is acknowledged that the broader site includes areas of varying slope, including 
steeper gradients typical of coastal dune systems. The development layout has 
been refined to posiƟon infrastructure within the most suitable and stable 
porƟons of the site, avoiding areas idenƟfied as geotechnically unsuitable to the 
extent feasible. 
The BAR does not rely on a claim that no slopes occur within or adjacent to the 
footprint, but rather that terrain-related risks have been appropriately 
considered and miƟgated through layout refinement. 
The level of informaƟon provided is considered appropriate for Basic Assessment 
purposes, with detailed topographical survey and engineering design to be 
confirmed at the detailed design stage. 
Encroachment into Steep Areas 
The comment is noted. 
The amended layout reflects a refinement of the development footprint based 
on integrated specialist input. It is acknowledged that the site includes localised 
areas of steeper terrain, and that the footprint occurs within a variable dune 
landscape. 
The layout has been posiƟoned to: 

 Reduce exposure to steep and unstable slopes where feasible  
 Avoid idenƟfied high-risk geotechnical zones  
 Limit disturbance to a defined and controlled footprint  



 
• A further cumulaƟve risk pertains to the precedent being set for development 

along the 1.7 km fossil dune system. The applicant's response that approval 
is "site-specific, not precedent-seƫng" does not address the reality that an 
authorisaƟon will be cited as precedent in adjacent development applicaƟons 
along the same dune system. This secƟon of coastline — between Sedgefield 
and the Goukamma Nature Reserve — has no exisƟng precedent for skyline-
intrusive development and represents one of the last stretches in the Garden 
Route where a natural, undeveloped coastal landscape sƟll prevails. No 
assessment of cumulaƟve visual impact across the Groenvlei Fossil Dunes 
landscape corridor has been undertaken; without this issue being 
addressed and assessed in a full VIA, the Low Visual Impact finding cannot 
be verified.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As previously requested by VRMA in the Ecoroute Pre-BAR submission, detailed 
design must be provided before any Low Visual Impact finding can be made with 
confidence. The following informaƟon, drawn from the DEA&DP Visual and 
AestheƟc Guideline, is relevant and should inform the final detailed design: 
 SiƟng and orientaƟon of all proposed structures.  
 Footprint, height, form and massing of the structures (including decking and 

associated substructure earthworks).  
 Architectural elevaƟons, finishes, colours and material specificaƟons.  
 Length, width, treatment and finishes of access roads, internal roads and 

parking areas.  
 Cut-and-fill slopes and all associated earthworks.  
 AnƟcipated construcƟon-phase faciliƟes, including camps, storage areas, 

haul roads, stockpiles and batching areas.  

The assessment considers that any remaining interacƟon with sloped terrain is 
limited and manageable, and has been addressed through: 

 Design measures  
 ConstrucƟon controls  
 Environmental management requirements 

Buchholz Report / “QuotaƟon” Issue (Page 38) 
The comment is noted. 
It is confirmed that the final signed Visual Impact Statement prepared by Mr P. 
Buchholz (2025) forms part of the Basic Assessment Report. 
Any previous reference to preliminary documentaƟon or quotaƟons has been 
corrected in the Amended BAR, and the assessment relies on the final submiƩed 
specialist report. 
The inclusion of standard professional limitaƟons within the report reflects 
accepted pracƟce at this stage of assessment, where detailed design informaƟon 
is sƟll to be finalised. 
The documentaƟon contained in the BAR is therefore considered accurate and 
appropriate for the purposes of the assessment. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report does not rely on an asserƟon of absolute non-
visibility of the proposed development from all surrounding receptors, including 
Groenvlei Beach, Groenvlei Lake, or public roads. 
It is acknowledged that the site is located within an elevated coastal dune 
landscape, and that parƟal or intermiƩent visibility may occur from certain 
viewpoints, depending on topography, vegetaƟon cover, and final building 
design. 
The visual specialist inputs (Outline Landscape Architects, 2025 and Buchholz, 
2025) were undertaken to assess visual impact significance, rather than absolute 
visibility. These assessments considered: 

 Landscape character and visual sensiƟvity  
 Visual absorpƟon capacity of the receiving environment  
 Scale, form, and layout of the proposed development  
 PotenƟal for miƟgaƟon through design and siƟng  

The conclusion of low visual impact is based on: 
 The limited scale and footprint of the development (±1,375 m²)  
 The fragmented and non-dominant layout  



 Clear presentaƟon of alternaƟves, including layout, architectural and 
earthworks design opƟons.  

 Detail on post-construcƟon landscaping.  

The withholding of the VRMA DraŌ Visual Baseline report does not add to the BAR 
process as this limits the Relevant Authority ability to make an informed, 
defensible decision. Had the risks idenƟfied in the visual reports been openly 
discussed during the process, this situaƟon could have been avoided. Meaningful 
engagement, supported by adequate informaƟon, remains essenƟal to address 
the risk to the receiving fossil dune landscape. The VRMA recommendaƟon, sƟll 
remains, is that a full Level 4 VIA is undertaken based on full detail design of the 
proposed dwellings. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The presence of vegetaƟon and terrain complexity, which contribute to 
visual absorpƟon  

 The ability to reduce visual prominence through design and miƟgaƟon 
measures  

While VRMA’s LVIA Baseline Report highlights the sensiƟvity of the landscape 
and potenƟal for visual exposure under certain condiƟons, it is noted that: 

 The assessment is based on baseline and preliminary assumpƟons  
 It does not reflect the final refined development layout assessed in the 

BAR  
 It represents a worst-case interpretaƟon of visibility, rather than an 

assessment of miƟgated impact significance  
Differences in professional opinion between specialists are acknowledged. The 
BAR presents a balanced and integrated assessment, informed by mulƟple 
specialist inputs and based on the development as proposed. 
The Final BAR therefore concludes that, although visibility may occur, the 
significance of visual impact is low and acceptable, subject to the implementaƟon 
of miƟgaƟon measures. 
 
 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report (BAR) does not rely “enƟrely” on future design 
choices to support the low visual impact conclusion. The assessment is based on 
current, site-verified informaƟon and an integrated evaluaƟon of impact 
significance, considering: 

 Scale and extent of development (±1,375 m² disturbance footprint)  
 Layout configuraƟon (fragmented, low-density siƟng)  
 Landscape context and visual absorpƟon capacity  
 Constraints-based posiƟoning informed by geotechnical and 

environmental inputs  
The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) establishes a binding 
framework (upon Environmental AuthorisaƟon) within which detailed design 
must occur. While architectural and engineering details are refined at the 
detailed design stage, the BAR has assessed worst-credible construcƟon and 
operaƟonal scenarios at an appropriate level for Basic Assessment. 
The VRMA observaƟon that further detail could refine the assessment is 
acknowledged; however, the EIA RegulaƟons require sufficient informaƟon to 



 
 
 
ANNEXURE 1: TOPOGRAPHIC CROSS-SECTION MAPPING FROM THE VRMA 
DRAFT BASELINE VIA  
On Page 110, in reply to the VRMA I&AP comment, the following mapping from 
the DraŌ Baseline VIA submiƩed by VRMA. The map depicts a Terrain Model 
generated from Survey General 5m contours. The site visit also confirmed the site 
as an elevated dune ridgeline along a fossil dune sea cliffs. The locaƟon of the 
proposed main dwelling is marked in Red on the map below. 

determine impact significance, not final engineering design. The informaƟon 
presented is considered adequate and proporƟonate for decision-making. 
 
Dune Crest LocaƟon, FooƟngs, Clearing and Access 
The comment is noted. 
It is acknowledged that the site occurs within an elevated coastal dune system 
and that construcƟon will require appropriate foundaƟon soluƟons (e.g., piled or 
anchored systems) and localised working areas. 
The BAR assesses construcƟon impacts, including: 

 Localised vegetaƟon disturbance associated with foundaƟons and 
working plaƞorms  

 Temporary construcƟon access within the defined footprint  
 Short-term visibility of construcƟon acƟvity  

MiƟgaƟon and controls include: 
 RestricƟon of disturbance to the approved footprint and minimum 

working widths  

 Phased clearing and immediate rehabilitaƟon of disturbed areas  
 DemarcaƟon of no-go areas and vegetaƟon retenƟon zones  
 ECO oversight during all clearing and construcƟon acƟviƟes  
 Final siƟng and micro-alignment of access and plaƞorms to avoid the 

most sensiƟve/unstable areas  
VegetaƟon screening is treated as a supporƟng miƟgaƟon measure, not the sole 
basis of impact reducƟon. The visual assessment therefore does not depend on 
intact vegetaƟon alone to achieve a low impact raƟng. 
The absence of a finalised construcƟon road alignment at this stage is consistent 
with Basic Assessment pracƟce; however, the principle of minimising disturbance 
and avoiding unnecessary linear clearing is embedded in the EMPr and will 
govern detailed design. 
Accordingly, construcƟon-related impacts are assessed as temporary and 
localised, and manageable to low significance with miƟgaƟon. 
 
Access Road Alignment and CumulaƟve Landscape Risk 
The comment is noted. 
The access route has been planned to minimise disturbance and, as far as 
reasonably pracƟcable, to follow exisƟng or previously disturbed alignments and 
natural terrain. It is acknowledged that: 



 
In the Baseline Assessment that was withheld from the Pre BAR and the DBAR 
public parƟcipaƟon processes. This mapping supports the statement that the site 
is located on the dune ridgeline. It also clearly idenƟfies that the statement in the 
DBAR ‘lies behind the dune ridge’ is incorrect. 
 
ANNEXURE 2: UPDATED TABLE OF CORRESPONDENCE  
The following table reflects the correspondence undertaken with the EAP for this 
project. 

 Some localised clearing may be required  
 Alignment refinement will occur at detailed design stage  

The BAR assesses the access road as part of the overall disturbance footprint, 
with impacts considered under vegetaƟon clearing, visual impact, and habitat 
disturbance. 
MiƟgaƟon measures include: 

 LimiƟng road width to the minimum required  
 Avoiding straight, visually intrusive corridors where feasible  
 Aligning the route to follow natural contours during detailed design  
 RehabilitaƟon and re-vegetaƟon of disturbed verges  
 ECO supervision and compliance monitoring  

The suggesƟon of a curvilinear alignment is acknowledged as good pracƟce and 
is consistent with the EMPr principles; however, detailed geometric design is not 
fixed at this stage. 
The cumulaƟve landscape impact of the access road, in combinaƟon with the 
development, is assessed as low and localised, given the small scale of 
intervenƟon and retenƟon of the broader landscape in a natural state. 
 
Precedent and CumulaƟve Visual Impact (Fossil Dune System) 
The comment is noted. 
The BAR includes a cumulaƟve impact assessment, which considers the broader 
environmental and landscape context. It is acknowledged that the Groenvlei 
fossil dune system is a sensiƟve and largely undeveloped landscape corridor. 
However: 

 The proposed development is limited in scale and extent  
 The majority of the property remains undeveloped  
 The layout has been refined to minimise visual prominence and 

disturbance  
In terms of EIA pracƟce, each applicaƟon is assessed on its own merits, based on 
its specific locaƟon, scale, and impact profile. While it is recognised that decisions 
may be referenced in future applicaƟons, this does not in itself determine 
cumulaƟve impact. 
The BAR concludes that the proposed development: 

 Does not introduce large-scale or visually dominant infrastructure  
 Does not materially alter the broader landscape character  
 Results in low cumulaƟve visual impact when considered in context  



 

A corridor-scale VIA is not a prescribed requirement for this Basic Assessment. 
The level of cumulaƟve assessment undertaken is considered appropriate and 
sufficient for decision-making. 
 
 
 
Requirement for Detailed Design Prior to Low Visual Impact Finding 
The comment is noted. 
The informaƟon listed (siƟng, elevaƟons, materials, road details, earthworks, 
construcƟon laydown, alternaƟves and landscaping) is acknowledged as best-
pracƟce detail typically associated with advanced design stages or higher-order 
Visual Impact Assessments (e.g. Level 4 VIA). 
The Basic Assessment Report (BAR) has been compiled in accordance with the 
EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended) and the applicable protocols, which require 
that impacts be assessed based on sufficient, reasonable, and site-specific 
informaƟon at the Ɵme of applicaƟon, rather than final construcƟon-level design. 
The BAR includes, at an appropriate level of detail for this stage: 

 Defined development footprint and layout  
 IndicaƟve building scale and use  
 Access arrangements and disturbance areas  
 Constraints-based siƟng informed by specialist inputs  
 Assessment of construcƟon and operaƟonal impacts  
 Design and miƟgaƟon principles incorporated into the EMPr  

The purpose of the Basic Assessment is to determine impact significance, not to 
finalise architectural or engineering design. Detailed design elements listed 
above are typically refined post-authorisaƟon, within the framework of: 

 The Environmental AuthorisaƟon condiƟons, and  
 The legally binding EMPr  

The BAR does not rely on speculaƟve future design, but rather on conservaƟve 
assumpƟons and miƟgaƟon-based assessment appropriate to the level of detail 
available 
Adequacy of InformaƟon for Decision-Making 
The comment is noted. 
The Basic Assessment Report provides sufficient informaƟon to enable the 
competent authority to make an informed and defensible decision, including: 

 Specialist inputs (visual, geotechnical, biodiversity)  



 

 Site verificaƟon and constraints mapping  
 Impact assessment and miƟgaƟon measures  
 Public parƟcipaƟon record and responses to all comments  

The VRMA submission and associated concerns have been considered and 
responded to, and will form part of the Final BAR submiƩed to the competent 
authority. 
The BAR therefore reflects a transparent and comprehensive assessment 
process, and no material informaƟon has been withheld from the competent 
authority at the decision-making stage. 
Meaningful Engagement and Visual Risk 
The comment is noted. 
The sensiƟvity of the fossil dune landscape and associated visual risk has been 
recognised and incorporated into the assessment, including: 

 ApplicaƟon of a constraints-based layout approach  
 ReducƟon and refinement of the development footprint  
 IdenƟficaƟon of visually sensiƟve receptors  
 Inclusion of design and miƟgaƟon principles to reduce visual prominence  

Public parƟcipaƟon has been conducted in accordance with the EIA RegulaƟons, 
and all registered Interested and Affected ParƟes, including VRMA, have been 
afforded opportunity to comment, with responses recorded. 
Meaningful engagement has therefore occurred within the regulatory 
framework of the Basic Assessment process. 
RecommendaƟon for Level 4 VIA 
The comment is noted. 
A Level 4 Visual Impact Assessment, including detailed architectural design, 
photomontages, and quanƟtaƟve modelling, is not a prescribed requirement in 
terms of the EIA RegulaƟons for a Basic Assessment process of this scale and 
nature. 
The level of visual assessment undertaken: 

 Is appropriate to the development footprint and intensity  
 Is based on site-specific specialist input  
 Evaluates impact significance rather than absolute visibility  

While addiƟonal detail may refine the assessment, it is not required to determine 
whether the anƟcipated impacts are acceptable within the environmental 
context. 
The Final BAR therefore concludes that: 



 

 Visual impacts may occur, parƟcularly given the elevated dune seƫng  
 However, such impacts are localised and can be reduced through design 

and miƟgaƟon measures  
 The overall impact significance is low and acceptable, within the context 

of the receiving environment  
No further specialist visual assessment is considered necessary at this stage. 
 
 
 
 
Annexure 1 – Topographic Cross-SecƟon Mapping and Ridgeline PosiƟon 
The comment is noted. 
The topographic cross-secƟon and terrain model presented by VRMA are 
acknowledged as reflecƟng the broader geomorphological context of the site, 
namely that the property forms part of an elevated fossil dune system associated 
with coastal dune ridgelines. 
It is therefore accepted that: 

 The site occurs within a raised dune landscape, and  
 The general landform exhibits ridgeline characterisƟcs when viewed at a 

macro scale  
However, the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) does not rely on the asserƟon that 
the development is located “behind” a dune ridge in a strictly geomorphological 
sense. Rather, the intent of the statement was to describe the relaƟve siƟng of 
the development within the property, based on: 

 Localised terrain variaƟon  
 Micro-siƟng within the broader dune system  
 Refinement of the development footprint to avoid the most exposed 

posiƟons where feasible  
The development layout has been informed by: 

 Geotechnical input  
 Environmental constraints mapping  
 Site-specific observaƟons  

and represents a posiƟon within the site that reduces visual exposure relaƟve to 
more prominent or sensiƟve areas, rather than implying complete separaƟon 
from the ridgeline system. 
It is further noted that: 



 

 The VRMA mapping represents a broad terrain model derived from 5 m 
contour data, which is appropriate for baseline characterisaƟon  

 The Basic Assessment evaluates impact significance at a site-specific 
scale, incorporaƟng layout refinement and miƟgaƟon  

The BAR therefore acknowledges that: 
 The site is located within an elevated dune environment  
 Visibility from certain viewpoints, including the beach, may occur  

However, the assessment concludes that: 
 The proposed development is limited in scale and extent  
 The layout is non-dominant within the broader landscape  
 Visual impacts can be reduced through design and miƟgaƟon measures  

Accordingly, while the VRMA mapping confirms the elevated nature of the site, 
it does not invalidate the conclusion that the anƟcipated visual impact is low to 
moderate and acceptable within context, based on the scale of development and 
miƟgaƟon applied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annexure 2 – Table of Correspondence 
The comment and annexed correspondence are noted. 
The correspondence reflects the evoluƟon of the project and engagement 
between the applicant, Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner (EAP), and Visual 
Resource Management Africa (VRMA) during the early stages of site invesƟgaƟon 
and assessment. 
It is acknowledged that: 

 VRMA was iniƟally appointed by the landowner in 2024 to undertake a 
baseline visual assessment  

 Preliminary findings raised concerns regarding ridgeline development, 
skyline intrusion, and slope sensiƟvity  



 A minor spaƟal discrepancy (±4 m) in early survey alignment was 
idenƟfied and corrected  

These inputs were considered as part of the iteraƟve refinement of the 
development proposal, which included: 

 Appointment of addiƟonal visual input to verify and expand the 
assessment  

 Refinement of the development footprint and layout  
 IntegraƟon of geotechnical, environmental, and visual constraints into 

planning 
Public ParƟcipaƟon Process (PPP) 
It is acknowledged that VRMA was not included in the iniƟal Pre-ApplicaƟon 
Public ParƟcipaƟon Process. 
However, the process is iteraƟve by design, and this was subsequently 
addressed: 

 VRMA was formally registered as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP)  
 VRMA was noƟfied of the DraŌ BAR and Amended DraŌ BAR  
 VRMA was provided with opportunity to submit detailed comments, 

which have been incorporated into the Comments and Responses Report  
Furthermore: 

 All relevant submissions by VRMA, including the Baseline LVIA inputs, 
have been considered in the assessment process  

 The informaƟon forms part of the Final BAR submission to the 
competent authority  

The competent authority is therefore in possession of all relevant informaƟon 
required for decision-making, and no Interested and Affected Party has been 
excluded at the decision stage. 
The Public ParƟcipaƟon Process is therefore considered procedurally compliant 
with the EIA RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended). 
AllegaƟon of “Withholding” of the VRMA Baseline Report 
The comment is noted. 
The VRMA Baseline Assessment represents an independent baseline study 
commissioned by the landowner prior to the formal EIA process. 
The Basic Assessment Report: 

 Does not rely exclusively on this report  
 Has considered its findings alongside other specialist inputs  



 Reflects an integrated assessment based on the final proposed layout  
The Final BAR submission will include: 

 The VRMA submission and associated correspondence  
 The visual specialist inputs relied upon in the assessment  

No material informaƟon has been withheld from the competent authority. The 
process reflects a transparent and inclusive assessment, where all inputs have 
been considered. 
AlternaƟve Site and Layout ConsideraƟons 
The comment is noted. 
The suggesƟon of an alternaƟve development locaƟon in the southeastern 
porƟon of the property was considered during the assessment process. 
The final layout was informed by a mulƟ-disciplinary constraints analysis, 
including: 

 Geotechnical suitability  
 Environmental sensiƟvity (including biodiversity and dune stability)  
 Access feasibility  
 Overall development pracƟcality  

The preferred layout represents a balanced outcome, taking into account these 
constraints. 
The BAR includes an assessment of alternaƟves, as required in terms of the EIA 
RegulaƟons. 
Requirement for Detailed Design and Level 4 VIA 
The comment is noted. 
The correspondence reflects an early recommendaƟon by VRMA for a Level 4 
Visual Impact Assessment based on detailed design informaƟon. 
However: 

 A Level 4 VIA is not a regulatory requirement for a Basic Assessment 
process of this scale  

 The EIA RegulaƟons require that impacts be assessed based on 
reasonable and sufficient informaƟon at the Ɵme of applicaƟon  

The visual assessment undertaken: 
 Is appropriate to the scale and nature of the development  
 Is based on site-specific specialist input  
 Evaluates impact significance rather than absolute visibility  

While addiƟonal detail may refine the assessment, it is not required to determine 
impact acceptability. 



EvoluƟon of the Project and Assessment Approach 
The correspondence clearly demonstrates that: 

 The project has undergone iteraƟve refinement  
 Specialist inputs (including those from VRMA) have informed the process  
 The development layout and assessment have been adapted in response 

to idenƟfied risks and constraints  
Differences in professional opinion between specialists are acknowledged and 
are not uncommon in environmental assessment processes. 
The Final BAR presents a balanced, integrated, and defensible assessment, 
which: 

 Considers all available informaƟon  
 Responds to stakeholder input  
 Provides a sufficient basis for decision-making by the competent 

authority 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 003          23 April 2026 

Tessa Joubert, MSc 

Ecological RestoraƟon PracƟƟoner 

Sedgefield Resident 

Dear Ms Joubert, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 
OF FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme 
(EMPr), specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on 
PorƟon 79 of Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
on 23 April 2026 for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments 
made to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, 
which may request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to 
appeal in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

 

Kind regards, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

 

 

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



Eco Route  
  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANCY         REGISTRATION NO. 1998/031976/23 
 

 

Ecoroute 005           23 April 2026 

Western Cape Roads Infrastructure 
 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENT – BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS: PROPOSED PRIMARY DWELLING ON PORTION 79 OF 
FARM 205, RUYGTE VALLEY: SUBMISSION OF FINAL BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT TO THE DFFE 

Please be advised that the Final Basic Assessment Report (BAR), together with the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr), 
specialist studies, Comments and Responses Report, and supporƟng appendices for the proposed development on PorƟon 79 of 
Farm Ruygte Valley No. 205, was submiƩed to the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) on 23 April 2026 
for consideraƟon and decision-making in terms of the NaƟonal Environmental Management Act, 1998 and the Environmental 
Impact Assessment RegulaƟons, 2014 (as amended).  

The Final BAR incorporates comments received during the public parƟcipaƟon process, specialist inputs, and amendments made 
to the proposed layout and miƟgaƟon measures. The applicaƟon will now be reviewed by the Competent Authority, which may 
request addiƟonal informaƟon or clarificaƟon during its decision-making process.  

Once a decision has been issued, all registered I&APs will be formally noƟfied of the outcome and advised of their right to appeal 
in terms of the applicable regulaƟons.  

We sincerely thank all Interested and Affected ParƟes for their parƟcipaƟon, Ɵme, and valuable input throughout the 
environmental assessment process.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

Bianca Gilfillan 
Environmental Assessment PracƟƟoner 
Eco Route Environmental Consultancy 

  

DR. COLLEEN EBERSOHN MS. JANET EBERSOHN 

PhD Univ. Pretoria Bsc. Hons. Environmental Management

Cell:072 222 6013 Cell: 082 557 7122 

e-mail: ebersohn@cyberperk.co.za e-mail: janet@ecoroute.co.za 

 



 


