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SLR Consulting 
P.O. Box 10145 
Caledon Square 
7905 

 
Attention: Nicholas Arnott 
By email: narnott@slrconsulting.com  
 
Dear Nicholas 
 
Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report for the Proposed Subdivision of Erf 
177476, St James, Cape Town 
(DEA&DP ref. no. 16/3/3/6/7/1/A6/82/2112/17) 

 
CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the application and 
would like to make the following comments. Please note that our comments only pertain to 
the biodiversity related impacts and not to the overall desirability of the application.  
 
Desktop Information  
 
The subject property is classified as No Natural according to the Biodiversity Network 
(BioNet) for the City of Cape Town and the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan. A 
watercourse is mapped on the watercourse layer on City of Cape Town Map Viewer along 
the north eastern boundary of the site flowing in a south easterly direction, and entering the 
site in the eastern section. It is also mapped on Surveys and Mapping along a slightly more 
easterly alignment. The natural vegetation occurring over the site is Peninsula Sandstone 
Fynbos, listed as Endangered. 
 
Application 
 
The proposal is for subdivision of the subject erf into three erven (initially five) for residential 
purposes. While subdivision would require a planning approval and in itself does not require 
environmental authorisation, the application is to allow for authorisation for the listed 
activities related to excavation or deposition of material within a watercourse or buffer and 
clearing of endangered vegetation, which is likely to be relevant to the future development of 
the proposed erven.  
 
It must be noted that planning approval was provided for the construction of a dwelling on 
the largest northernmost erf, which is currently underway. The Department of Environmental 
Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP) determined that no listed activities would be 
triggered for this activity, as indicated in the correspondence dated 5 November 2014 
(DEA&DP ref. no. 16/3/1/6/1/A6/82/2219/14). The determination was in terms of the 
DEA&DP Circular regarding the term “commencement” and it was determined that the 
development of a single dwelling had commenced in terms of the original subdivision of the 
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suburb and the related commencement of earthworks (clearing of vegetation, excavation 
and deposition) which would relate to the relevant NEMA listed activities. 
 
Botanical Assessment 
 
A botanical assessment was undertaken and identified the presence of intact and semi-
intact vegetation occurring across the site which is typical of the south-east facing slopes 
above this coastline. The presence of the watercourse and associated ravine results in a 
higher presence of thicket and forest species, and which is further enhanced by fire 
exclusion at this location.  
 
The addendum to the botanical assessment includes an evaluation of the reference in the 
freshwater assessment to the vegetation adjacent to the stream as riparian forest. 
CapeNature wishes to express that we do not consider there to be a discrepancy between 
the two reports in this regard, as within all vegetation types, riparian/riverine vegetation 
would differ from the surrounding vegetation due to increased moisture availability, however 
this can only be mapped at a national scale for the larger watercourses with more extensive 
riparian/riverine vegetation and not smaller watercourses such as the stream on site. 
 
In terms of the mapping on the BioNet for the site, CapeNature is assuming that the No 
Natural classification was based on the existing rights and the assumption that the site 
would be developed, because based on the botanical (and freshwater) assessments there is 
natural vegetation present on the site, which does not concur with the current classification. 
 
The botanical assessment mapped the intact and disturbed vegetation on site and indicated 
a 10 m buffer from the stream as a no go area, which was subsequently reduced to 3 m 
based on the cut and fill requirements as a result of the steep slope. CapeNature wishes to 
query this reduction and whether the buffer should not remain at 10 m as originally 
recommended. The overall assessment is that the impact is considered of low negative 
significance both before and after mitigation, however certain species and specimens 
thereof are listed as of importance.  
 
The recommendation is that landscaping should utilize locally indigenous species, and 
includes those species which already occur on site. We wish to query if the recommendation 
should rather be to keep as many of the existing specimens as possible in particular mature 
specimens. We do also wish to express that although fire exclusion may result in a different 
vegetation community however it is still of biodiversity value as habitat, particular as riparian 
habitat. We also wish to note that the Leucospermum conocarpodendron specimen which 
was the only threatened species listed (Endangered) was present on the already developed 
footprint of the approved dwelling. 
 
Freshwater Assessment 
 
The freshwater assessment has delineated the centreline of the stream (Figure 4) which 
more or less aligns with the mapping of the City of Cape Town Map Viewer. The 
assessment reveals that the stream channel is geomorphologically intact and is typical of a 
steep sloped mountain stream flowing through a narrow ravine with an intact riparian forest 
zone. It should be noted that the freshwater assessment has included several additional 
riparian tree species to those listed in the botanical assessment. The recommendation 
provided was that a minimum of a 10 m buffer from the centreline of the stream is required. 
 
The initial development proposal for five erven is that the stream will flow above ground in 
the uppermost proposed erf (containing the existing dwelling) after which it will enter a below 
ground box culvert and be piped to where it joins with the existing underground culvert 
which exits into the sea, with the remainder of the run-off from the site channelled to the 
same underground culvert. The revised proposal for three erven allows for above ground 
flow in the natural channel until halfway down the lowermost third erf after which it is 
channelled underground as above. 
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Several concerns are raised in the freshwater assessment. Firstly, the precedent set by the 
existing dwelling which has encroached into the riparian area of the stream with evidence of 
material within the streambed and the associated impacts.  
 
The steep slopes of the site are a general concern and steeper than the generally 
recognised maximum gradient permissible for development. The steep slope significantly 
increases the risk of impacts associated with erosion and sedimentation and substantially 
increases the footprint size for development due to cut and fill requirements.  
 
The loss of the stream habitats in the lower parts and most of the riparian habitat is still a 
concern associated with the preferred alternative, even although the revised proposal for 
three erven is an improvement on the original proposal for five erven in this regard.  
 
The addendum to the freshwater assessment which assesses the revised proposal of three 
erven as opposed to five erven provides a good summary of the concerns with the proposal 
and is supported by CapeNature. 
 
Conclusions 
 
With regards to the existing large dwelling which has already been constructed on the site, 
CapeNature does not support the use of “legal loopholes” to enable activities which will have 
a significant negative impact on biodiversity. While we will not interrogate the legal 
interpretations, other aspects of the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) such 
as Duty of Care (Section 28) and application of the mitigation hierarchy (Section 2) remain 
relevant.  
 
The encroachment of the existing dwelling into the riparian area of the watercourse is not 
supported due to the impacts on the riparian and in-stream habitat. Although not within the 
ambit of an authorisation in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations, CapeNature recommends 
that a setback line/no-go boundary from the stream needs to be established adjacent to the 
dwelling which is being constructed and that a rehabilitation plan is compiled following 
completion of construction. 
 
In conclusion, CapeNature supports the findings of the freshwater assessment, and 
recommends that that the proposed 10 m buffer must be implemented to allow for the 
persistence of the natural stream and associated riparian vegetation. We do not support the 
proposal of tunnelling the stream underground, despite the poor historical precedents 
downstream of the site. CapeNature in general does not support the artificial canalisation 
(above ground or underground) of natural watercourses supporting natural habitat. 
 
In terms of the application, CapeNature therefore objects to the current proposal. While we 
do not object to the principle of three erven, the 10 m buffer as indicated in Figure 5 of the 
freshwater assessment must be implemented as a minimum, and should the remaining 
development envelope not allow for feasible development options for the proposed erven, 
the subdivision proposal must be revised. The approved development envelope and no go 
area must be binding on the title deeds of the subdivided erven. Ideally there should be no 
subdivision of the existing erf. 
 
CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information 
based on any additional information that may be received. 
 



Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Rhett Smart 
For:  Manager (Scientific Services) 
 
cc.  Andy Greenwood, City of Cape Town 
      Jeanne Gouws, CapeNature 
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Candice Sadan

From: Rhett Smart <landuse@capenature.co.za>
Sent: 25 March 2020 06:20 PM
To: Nicholas Arnott
Cc: Candice Sadan; Marius Wheeler; Jeanne Gouws
Subject: Pre-Application BAR: Erf 177476, St James
Attachments: 177476_subdivision_St James_20200325.pdf

Importance: High

Dear Nicholas 
  
Please find attached comment from CapeNature on the Pre‐Application Basic Assessment Report (Second 
Application) for the Proposed Subdivision of Erf 177476, St James, Cape Town. 
  
Regards 
  
Rhett 

  

Rhett Smart 
Landscape Ecologist South | Biodiversity Capabilities 

   
  

tel +27 21 866 8017 | fax +27 86 529 4992 | cell +27 72 835 8741 
email rsmart@capenature.co.za | postal 16 17th Avenue, Voëlklip, Hermanus, 7200 
physical 16 17th Avenue, Voëlklip, Hermanus, 7200 
www.capenature.co.za 

  
  
 
Disclaimer: This electronic message and any attachments is intended 
for the addressee only and is confidential and privileged. If you have 
received this message in error please delete it and notify the sender.  
If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that any unauthorised use, copying or dissemination, 
is prohibited. CapeNature shall not be liable for the message if altered 
changed or falsified. Any unauthorized disclosure may be unlawful. 
CapeNature does not warrant that this message or any attachment is 
free of viruses. CapeNature accepts no liability or legal responsibility 
for any damages resulting directly or indirectly from accessing this  
electronic message or the attachment 
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SLR Consulting 

P.O. Box 10145 

Caledon Square 

7905 

 

Attention: Nicholas Arnott 
By email: narnott@slrconsulting.com  

 

Dear Nicholas 

 

Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report (Second Application) for the Proposed 

Subdivision of Erf 177476, St James, Cape Town 

 

CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the application and 

would like to make the following comments. Please note that our comments only pertain to 

the biodiversity related impacts and not to the overall desirability of the application.  

 

CapeNature commented on the Pre-Application Basic Assessment Report (BAR) for the 

previous application for which we did not support the proposal, primarily due to insufficient 

setback from the watercourse and underground tunnelling of the watercourse. The 

application proposal has been amended and a comments and response report has been 

compiled to respond to comments made.  

 

A new freshwater impact assessment has been undertaken for the new application. The new 

freshwater impact assessment has delineated the channel of the watercourse along the same 

alignment as the previous freshwater assessment. It should be noted that the presence of 

riparian vegetation was confirmed which links back to CapeNature’s previous comment 

whereby we had stated that riparian vegetation would form part of each of the national 

vegetation types for minor watercourses as it cannot be mapped at a national scale except 

for large perennial systems with broad fringes of riparian/alluvial vegetation (take note in the 

comments and response report).  

 

The riparian vegetation was delineated according to DWAF methodology and a key difference 

as described in the new assessment is that it excluded the alien invasive Australian Myrtle 

(Leptospermum laevigatum) on the western bank. It should however also be noted that the 

delineation for the previous study took place prior to construction of the first dwelling which 
removed a large area of the riparian vegetation in the north western section.  

 

Another key difference is that the new assessment has recommended that in the lower 

sections of the site there is evidence that the original course of the watercourse was diverted 
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to a more westerly course. The recommendation is that the artificial western channel can be 

infilled and water flow restored to the eastern channel. The previous study did delineate both 

the artificial western channel and eastern channel, however this was not discussed further, as 

the proposal was to canalise the flow underground upstream of this. 

 

A key consideration is recommendation of an appropriate buffer from the watercourse. The 

buffer zone tool was utilised which calculated a buffer of 15 m. It is assumed that the buffer 

is measured from the centre line of the ephemeral watercourse. It is stated that 

implementation of a 15 m buffer is not feasible due to the small size of the erven. In the 

conclusions, a buffer of 0-15 m is recommended, however a buffer of 0 m would not be 

acceptable as this would result in development within the flow path of the ephemeral 

watercourse during rainfall events. 

 

The previous freshwater assessment had recommended a buffer of 10 m from the 

watercourse which was supported by CapeNature and was the recommended setback line 

for any future development on the two proposed subdivisions. It is therefore recommended 

that  a clearly defined setback line must be presented indicating the maximum, minimum and 

average buffer width with differentiation between the upper section adjacent to the first 
dwelling and below this for which current application is relevant. It would further appear that 

the initial 10 m buffer has been taken forward for implementation as indicated in the BAR. 

 

It is noted that independent reviews have been undertaken of both the previous and the new 

freshwater assessments. The general outcome was that the previous freshwater assessment 

did not meet all of the requirements of a freshwater impact assessment, however the new 

freshwater assessment does. It should however be noted that the recommendation of the 

previous freshwater assessment was that the proposal should be amended, and therefore the 

further requirements were not undertaken until additional proposals were presented. 

 

In addition to a new freshwater assessment, a flood risk assessment and stormwater 

management plan has been compiled. Annexure D of the report indicates the 1 in 100 year 

floodlines on the site layout. The three cross sections presented indicate a width of between 

6 and 8 m to accommodate the 1 in 100 year floodline. 

 

A key consideration in the stormwater management plan is that a new intake at the lower 

end of the property is proposed closer to the south-eastern boundary thereby allowing a 

larger extent of natural watercourse with the only underground tunnelling at the lower end 

where it will still need to connect to the south western corner to link in with the existing 

stormwater infrastructure. The latter is not adequately reflected in the new freshwater 

assessment where the layouts appear to indicate that there will be natural overland flow 

exiting the property. 

 

Apart from the watercourse buffer, the other key concern related to CapeNature’s objection 

was the underground canalisation (tunnelling) of the watercourse. Based on the stormwater 

management plan the extent of underground tunnelling has been significantly reduced from 

the previous proposed alternatives, and is currently only proposed in lowest end of the 

property such that it can connect to the existing stormwater infrastructure. CapeNature is 

therefore satisfied that sufficient effort has been made to allow for a naturally functioning 

system on the site as far as possible in the context of the transformed freshwater system 
downstream. The stormwater infrastructure should however be more clearly indicated on 

the preferred layout as it is in the other alternative layout plans. 

 

The primary dwelling of the original erf is already at an advanced stage of construction and is 

not the subject to the current application. Concerns were raised regarding encroachment 

within relevant buffers particularly due to the extensive cut and fill earthworks for the large 
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dwelling. The area disturbed through the construction of this dwelling must however be 

rehabilitated, in particular the riparian zone of the watercourse. 

 

Rehabilitation following the construction phase has been included in the Environmental 

Management Programme (EMPr) however more detail (including site-specifics) is required for 

effective implementation. Provision is made for method statements in the EMPr, therefore it 

is recommended that a detailed method statement must be compiled for the rehabilitation of 

the riparian zone of the entire length watercourse which must be approved by both the 

botanical and freshwater specialists (or alternatively a method statement for each erf).  

 

CapeNature objects to Point 2 of the operational phase EMPr which makes provision for 

additional clearing of indigenous vegetation following construction. There should be no 

further clearing of indigenous vegetation following the construction phase. It is noted in the 

comments and response report that the recommendation that existing mature indigenous 

trees should be retained as far as possible and has been included as a recommendation, 

however this is not reflected in the EMPr, which should be amended accordingly. Due to the 

steep slopes of the site, it must be ensured that there are adequate controls in place to 

prevent erosion and sedimentation which must be monitored by an independent 
environmental control officer (ECO) at appropriately frequent intervals.  

 

In conclusion, CapeNature recommends that a setback line from the watercourse must be 

clearly defined and indicated on the layout plan at an appropriate scale, taking into account 

the ecological buffer, riparian vegetation and 1 in 100 year floodline. Discrepancies in this 

regard have been discussed above. No earthworks should be permitted in within the setback 

lines. CapeNature is satisfied that underground tunnelling of the watercourse has been 

minimized as far as possible, taking into account downstream hydrology, as indicated in the 

stormwater management plan. The EMPr should be amended as recommended and strictly 

adhered to. 

 

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

based on any additional information that may be received. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
 

Rhett Smart 

For:  Manager (Conservation Intelligence) 
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Nicholas Arnott

From: Alvin Cope <Alvin.Cope@westerncape.gov.za>

Sent: 06 February 2019 05:09 PM

To: Marlyn Botha

Cc: Nicholas Arnott; Clyde Walters; DEON FOURIE; Rizqah Baker

Subject: RE: Comment on Subdivision application: Erf 177476, St James - JNs 17449, 20155 and 24891

Attachments: JOB 20155.pdf

Hi Mr MB, 
 
1.  NO more confusion on my side – Erf 177476 (JN 24891) is a consolidation of Erven 
88268 and 88273 (JN 20155). 
 
2.  See attached – we approved the access (Section 17 of the Roads Ord) based upon the 
COCT’s support – it appears as though it was indeed an existing CWC / access. 
 
3.  1 xtra DU using the PMR 106 access – should be no prob for you to support – I would 
suggest that it be made clear that only single residential use will be allowed – no B & B or 
other Consent Uses. 
 
4.  A new access (I think??) on Main Road (PMR 101)  - safe? 
 
5.  Pl note that the COCT is the RA for both PMR 101 and PMR 106 in this area and no 
further input is required from this Br ….assuming there is an existing access to PMR 101, if 
not, with your recommendation we will approve it ito Section 17. 
 
6.  It appears as though the reason why this Br has not received any official request for 
comment on the subdivision is that there is no legal requirement for us to comment. 
 
6.1  The same applies to the NEMA application for subdivision – no official request for 
comment. 
 
7.  As stated previously (for the PMR 106 access), this Br will offer no obj to the 
subdivision, if requested to do so, both ito your legislation as well the NEMA. 
 
 
 
Thanx 
 
Regards. 
 
A 
 
 
Other Ccs, 
 
Pl note the contents of the above e-m to the COCT’s Mr M Botha. I hope this assists as far 
as the NEMA application is concerned. 
 
Thanx 
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Regards 
 
A 
 
Alvin L Cope 
WCG 
9 Dorp Street 
P O Box 2603 
Cape Town 
8000 
Road Network Management – Room 3-36 
+27 21 483 2009 (Tel) 
Alvin.Cope@WesternCape.Gov.ZA 
 

 
 
 

From: Marlyn Botha <Marlyn.Botha@capetown.gov.za>  

Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 3:56 PM 

To: Alvin Cope <Alvin.Cope@westerncape.gov.za> 

Subject: FW: Comment on Subdivision application: Erf 177476, St James 

 

Good day Mr Cope, 

 

Please see below the email received today so for some reason there seems to be movement on this 

application.  

 

Kind regards, 

 

Mr Marlyn Botha 

Regional Coordinator – Southern Region (Plumstead and Athlone Districts) 

Transport Impact Assessment & Development Control: TDA 

 

1st Floor, 3 Victoria Road, 

Plumstead Office (Southern Region) 

 

Tel: 021 444 9520 

Fax: 021 444 3805 

 

EMAIL:    marlyn.botha@capetown.gov.za 

Website: www.capetown.gov.za  
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From: Nicholas Arnott <narnott@slrconsulting.com>  

Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 12:38 PM 

To: Marlyn Botha <Marlyn.Botha@capetown.gov.za> 

Subject: FW: Comment on Subdivision application: Erf 177476, St James 

 

Good Afternoon Marlyn, 

 

I understand that your colleague Claude Madell had previously provided comment with respect to 

obtaining access for a town planning application for the above-mentioned Erf located off Boyes Drive in St 

James (see attached record of correspondence, for your information).  

 

SLR was appointed as the independent environmental assessment practitioner to undertake a Basic 

Assessment process for the subdivision of said erf.  The Department of Environmental Affairs and 

Development Planning have now requested that we obtain comment from the relevant transport 

department to provide comment on the proposed access for the subdivided portions.  In this regard, it is 

proposed that one of the subdivided portions (Portions 2) would obtain access from the existing access 

located off Boyes Drive. Portion 2 would use this access from Boyes Drive. Portion 1 would obtain access 

from Main Road.  Please see attached the Executive Summary of the Basic Assessment report and a copy of 

the subdivision layout plan which provides additional detail in this regard. 

 

Would you be able to assist me in providing comment on the project proposal as outlined above?  We had 

approached the environmental department requesting for comment, I’m not sure whether this report 

would have been circulated to your department as part of this process. 

 

Kind Regards, 

Nicholas 

 

Nicholas Arnott  

Environmental Consultant
- 

 

 +27 72 376 4809 

 

 +27 21 461 1118 

 

 narnott@slrconsulting.com 
- 

 SLR Consulting 
SLR Consulting (Cape Town office) 

Unit 39, Roeland Square 

Cnr Roeland Street and Drury Lane, Cape Town, Western Cape, 8001
- 

 

  

   

  
Confidentiality Notice and Disclaimer 
This communication and any attachment(s) contain information which is confidential and may also be legally privileged. It is intended for the exclusive use of 

the recipient(s) to whom it is addressed. If you have received this communication in error, please email us by return mail and then delete the email from your 

system together with any copies of it. Any views or opinions are solely those of the author and do not represent those of SLR Management Ltd, or any of its 

subsidiaries, unless specifically stated. 

  

ZAEXC1S 

Disclaimer: This e-mail (including attachments) is subject to the disclaimer published at: 

http://www.capetown.gov.za/general/email-disclaimer Please read the disclaimer before opening any 

attachment or taking any other action in terms of this e-mail. If you cannot access the disclaimer, kindly 
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send an email to disclaimer@capetown.gov.za and a copy will be provided to you. By replying to this e-mail 

or opening any attachment you agree to be bound by the provisions of the disclaimer.  

"All views or opinions expressed in this electronic message and its attachments are the view of the sender and do not 

necessarily reflect the views and opinions of the Western Cape Government (the WCG). No employee of the WCG is 

entitled to conclude a binding contract on behalf of the WCG unless he/she is an accounting officer of the WCG, or his or 

her authorised representative.  

The information contained in this message and its attachments may be confidential or privileged and is for the use of the 

named recipient only, except where the sender specifically states otherwise.  

If you are not the intended recipient you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone." 
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 SPATIAL PLANNING 

 AND ENVIRONMENT 
 
 

 

 

 

 C. Barrett 

Environmental & Heritage Management 
T: 021 444 2613    

E crispin.barrett @capetown.gov.za      

SLR CONSULTING 

P O Box 10145 

Caledon Square 

7905 

25 February 2019 

Attention: Nicholas Arnott 

 

City of Cape Town Integrated comment on the Draft ‘Basic Assessment Report for 
the Proposed Subdivision of Erf 177476, St James, Cape Town’ 
DEA&DP REF NO: 16/3/3/6/7/1/A6/82/2112/17 

 

This is a comprehensive comment on behalf of the following departments in the City of 

Cape Town: 

 

 Water and Sanitation (Rivers, Stormwater and Catchment Management); 

 Roads and Stormwater (Asset Management and Maintenance); 

 Water and Sanitation (Water Section); 

 Transport Impact Assessment & Development Control; 

 Solid Waste Management; 

 Integrated Urban Management; and 

 Environmental Management (Environment and Heritage Management) 

 

Executive Summary 

 

1. The revised alternative for Erf 177476 does not sufficiently address the requirements 

of key City of Cape Town Spatial Planning and Environmental policies and 

strategies, particularly in relation to the maintenance of the ecological and hydro-

functionality of the stream corridor (for example policies 21 and 24 of the Municipal 

Spatial Development Framework).   

 

2. An alternative proposal, with accompanying Site Development Plan and Storm-

water Management Plan which fully addresses the policy statements and 

comments noted below, particularly in relation to retention of a fully functional river 

corridor with sufficient buffer areas is required.   A visual impact assessment will also 

be required (refer to Heritage requirements). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:keith.wiseman@capetown.gov.za
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Plessey Building  

Cnr Victoria & Main Roads, Plumstead, 7800  

Private Bag X5, Plumstead, 7801 

Integrated Urban Management - Land Use Management – Kevin McGilton – 021 444 9537 

(Appendix A) 

 

 The property in question is zoned Single Residential Zone 1 and is within the Heritage 

Protection Overlay Zone. Any proposed subdivision the property would require an 

application which, given the nature of the property with its watercourse, would 

require an Environmental Assessment and Heritage Assessment including a Visual 

Assessment as the property is visible from the Main road as well as Boyes Drive.  

 

 A process of public participation would be required before the adjudication of the 

proposal. 

 

 Please refer to Appendix A for Integrated Urban Management - Land Use 

Management comment. 

 

Water and Sanitation (Rivers, Stormwater and Catchment Management) – Justin Smit – 021 

400 5085 (Appendix B) 

 

 A Stormwater management plan is to be submitted to this office for water quality 

only, due to the size of the Erf. Water quantity is not required due to the close 

proximity of this site to the ocean. 

 

 Although Stormwater detention for water quantity is not required, the volume of 

water generated during the different scenario storms must be calculated and 

accommodated for and therefore the Stormwater management plan must also 

clearly indicate (with details) all required Stormwater overland escape routes to 

cater for flood water not piped underground. No runoff from this site must cause a 

nuisance to neighbouring properties, including Main Road. It must be further noted 

that due to the steep nature of this site, critical velocities must be designed for and 

if so required, energy dissipaters will be required as well as a device/devices that 

will prevent the blocking of any Stormwater intakes/headwalls. 

 

 This office supports the recommendations of the Fresh Water Specialist. 

 

 Best management principles are to be applied to this site regarding the Stormwater 

management. 
 

 Please refer to Appendix B for Water and Sanitation (Rivers, Stormwater and 

Catchment Management) comment. 
 

Roads and Stormwater (Asset Management and Maintenance) – Heuppschenne Lekay – 

021 444 3252 (Appendix C) 

 

 Civil Engineering drawings pertaining roads and Stormwater to be submitted for 

approval should municipal services be affected. Civil Engineering drawings 

demonstrating combined engineering services must also be submitted for perusal. 

This approval must be obtained prior to building plan approval 

 

 Prior to submitting a full set of detailed engineering drawings to this office (Roads & 

Stormwater) for approval, the applicant shall submit detailed Stormwater 

Management Plan (SMP) to Catchment, Stormwater and River Management for 

approval. Consent from Catchment, Stormwater and River Management must 

accompany submissions of the detailed engineering drawings that depict the SMP. 
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 Please refer to Appendix C for Roads and Stormwater (Asset Management and 

Maintenance) comment. 

 

Water and Sanitation (Water Section) – Gaironesse Van Wyk – 021 444 6453 (Appendix D) 

 

 No objections to the proposed subdivision. 

 

 Standard approval conditions will be provided when a water connection is applied 

for to the respective properties. In addition, confirmation from Water Planning will 

be requited that there is sufficient capacity in the existing water reticulation systems 

to accommodate the proposed development or units before approvals can be 

granted for water connections. 

 

 Please refer to Appendix D for Water and Sanitation (Water Section) comment. 

 

Transport Impact Assessment & Development Control – Marlyn Botha – 021 444 9520 

(Appendix E) 

 

 Ref: W15 – Erf 177476, St James 

o Please note that this branch offers no objection in principle to the proposed 

subdivision of Erf 177476, St James. However, due to the fact that Boyes Drive 

is classified as a Provincial Main Road (PMR 106), this branches final 

comment on this application which will be issued at LUMS stage of the 

process will be subject to the final approval been issued by the Provincial 

Roads Engineer. 

 

 Please refer to Appendix E for Transport Impact Assessment & Development 

Control comment. 
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Solid Waste Management – Chantal Erlank – 021 400 5576 (Appendix F) 

 

 The council wishes to ensure that all new developments, that require planning 

permission, contain suitable accommodation for the storage and disposal of waste 

to a licenced landfill site.  

  

 Council reserves the right to service all residential properties that falls within its 

boundaries for refuse removal services. In terms of the Waste Management Tariff 

Policy, Section 18.2.1 all residential properties are compelled to use council refuse 

removal services and may not use private contractors directly. Non-residential 

properties may opt to use either Council services or a private contractor directly.  

  

 In connection with the above proposal / development, I confirm that Solid Waste 

(Collections) as the Service Provider in the St James Area has NO OBJECTION to the 

Proposed Subdivision and has sufficient unallocated capacity to accept and 

collect and dispose of all types of waste to a designated licence landfill site. A 

good waste management system must be in place to handle all waste generated 

by the activities and to mitigate against negative impact on the environment. The 

generation of construction waste and waste during the operation phases should 

be recycled on site or reused to fill up other sites and clean builder’s rubble can be 

disposed of at the nearest licenced facility under the guidance of the City of Cape 

Town. The waste generated by the construction personnel e.g. lunch remains and 

packaging etc. must be placed in approved refuse bins on site during the 

construction phases. The proposed development will not have any implications on 

the infrastructure of the area provided that the contractors identify a permitted 

refuse disposal site for various categories of waste, provided that a refuse room is 

included in the planning stages of the development for the storage of waste to the 

satisfaction of the Director: Solid Waste Management.  

 

 Please refer to Appendix F for Solid Waste Management comment. 

 

Environmental Management: Heritage Resources Section (HRS) – Sjanel Martin – 021 444 

2611 (Appendix G) 

 

Draft Comment on the Draft HIA, prepared by Aikman Associates: 

 

Site Development Plan: 

 The response to the Notification of Intent to Develop, (NID) requested a detailed site 

development plan (SDP). The submitted SDP only indicates the proposed subdivision 

lines and although these are generally in keeping with the pattern of subdivision in the 

immediate surrounds, it does not indicate proposed building platforms, proposed 

building massing/envelope, proposed access roads or existing mature trees to be 

retained. 

 New building platforms should follow the existing pattern of development to mitigate 

the impact of the new building in a currently undeveloped landscape. 

 Most erven in the Heritage Area are rectangular in shape. This is derived from the 

historic gridiron pattern of subdivision. The predominant building form is simple narrow 

rectangle with attached verandhas or stoeps. The houses are almost always situated 

parallel to the boundaries. 
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Design indicators in HIA: 

 Heritage Resources Section (HRS) agrees in principle with the following design indicators 

in the HIA: 

o The subdivisions should complement the overall gridiron pattern of the area; 

o New buildings to be made up of simple rectangular forms parallel to the 

boundaries; 

o New building to be visually recessive with landscaping the dominant 

element. The use of sandstone is recommended together with plastered 

masonry painted with neutral recessive colours; 

o Large areas of glass/windows to be situated in shadow by pergolas and/or 

verandas; 

 HRS also draws the developer’s attention to the already established design guidelines 

for the St James/Kalk Bay Heritage Protection Overlay Zone (HPOZ), which should be 

included as a condition of approval to any proposed subdivision. These guidelines are 

currently used as the establishment of ‘best practice’ for all new developments in the St 

James/Kalk Bay HPOZ and are available on the City’s Website: 

 

HOA and Design guidelines  

 Given that the site falls within the HPOZ, HRS already comments on all applications in 

order to obtain approval to do work in the HPOZ. Currently, HRS strongly advises 

applicant to obtain HRS support during the design phase as well as input from the local 

conservation body prior to formal submission. The Design Guidelines suggest that the 

proposed Home Owners Association (HOA) would scrutinise plans prior to submission to 

the COCT, which may cause undue conflict with applications that meet the HOA’s 

requirements but not the City’s. This needs to be reviewed and all applications need to 

be in accordance with the existing design guidelines for the area. 

 Although HRS is not averse to architectural guidelines that are more restrictive than the 

current design guidelines for the St James/Kalk Bay HPO, any guidelines that are in 

contradiction to the established guidelines need to be removed and are not 

supported. HRS will review the guidelines in detail during the subsequent commenting 

period on the final BAR as well as in HRS comment to HWC on the HIA. 

 

VIA 

  HRs supports all mitigation measures that are in accordance with the design guidelines 

for St Kames/Kalk Bay HPOZ. 

 

Kalk Bay Heritage Subcommittee 

 Please provide the Kalk Bay Heritage Subcommittee’s comment to HRS. This is also a 

requirement of HWC’s response to the NID. 
 

 Please refer to Appendix G for Environmental Management: Heritage Resources 

Section (HRS) comment. 
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Environmental Management Department: Environmental Management Section (EMS) – 

Crispin Barrett – 021 444 2613 

 

This application is for material exceeding 10m3 being removed / deposited from / in an 

unnamed watercourse traversing the site and clearance of an area exceeding 300m2 or 

more of indigenous vegetation. 

 

General comments on specialists’ reports 

 

Botanical Report: 

 

 The following is garnered from the Botanical Assessment Report: 

o The site contains the Endangered vegetation type Peninsula Sandstone 

Fynbos, which is adequately represented within the Table Mountain National 

Park so the conservation value is sufficiently protected for the geographical 

location, but it is still a loss that should be assessed with possible alternative 

development proposal that could see more vegetation protected rather 

than lost. 

o The 10m development setback is seen as adequate for the vegetation 

impact but this does not take into consideration the ecological buffer for the 

watercourse corridor, where the indirect impacts are not assessed. 

o The impacted and invaded patches have the potential for 

restoration/rehabilitation. 

 Dr David McDonald, states that the proposed development would result in the loss of 

mostly intact ‘Endangered’ Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos. While the vegetation type is 

well-preserved in its ecological state with a number of invasive alien species present, 

there is high restoration potential and the seasonal watercourse line is prominent and 

sensitive feature. With particular interest on indirect impacts is the loss of vegetation 

along the seasonal watercourse would reduce the ecological corridor 

 

Freshwater Specialist Report: 

 

 The following is garnered from the Freshwater Assessment Report: 

o The watercourse, together with its riparian zone, constitutes an intact 

ecological entity. 

o The National Environmental Management Act principle ‘sustainable 

development’ requires the consideration of all relevant factors, including 

that a risk-averse and cautious approach should be applied, taking into 

account the limits of current knowledge about the consequences of 

decisions and actions. This is very much applicable for this application. 

 Dr Harding’s findings are that although the previous proposed application has been 

amended to reflect fewer portions of subdivision, the negative impact on the 

environment is to a degree the same, if not worse. This is due to the accumulative 

impact from the upper slope development and with the proposed removal of virtually 

all the western riparian vegetation, the intact ecological entity, causing it to be 

disaggregated into smaller non-functional components.  
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Conclusion 

 

 The construction of the approved dwelling has shown a significant impact on the 

upper slope, which is steeper than 1:4, and requires that DEADP critically assess it in 

accordance with their ‘Guideline for the Management of Development on Mountains, 

Hills and Ridges of the Western Cape’ (EIA Guideline Series File NO E12/2/P). The most 

significant environmental attributes on this site are the presence of seasonal 

watercourses, seeps and mostly intact endangered Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos.  

 

 Conservation and rehabilitation of our watercourses should be at the heart of Water 

Management for Cape Town, being a water stressed area and recently having 

experienced an extreme drought.  

 

National Environmental Management Act: 

The principles of the National Environmental Management Act of 1998 clearly state that 

sensitive, vulnerable, highly dynamic or stressed ecosystems, such as water courses and 

similar systems, require specific attention in management and planning procedures, 

especially where they are subject to development pressure.   

 

Floodplain and River Corridor Management Policy: 

As per the City’s Floodplain and River Corridor Management Policy (27 May 2009), 

watercourses and wetlands with their adjacent riparian areas and associated fauna and 

flora must be protected or ‘buffered’ from the impacts of adjacent development or 

activity.  Buffers for watercourses can be up to 40m from river edge/bank edge. 

 

 The perennial & non-perennial watercourses in the narrow St James valleys are 

threatened by, inter alia, alien invasion, infilling, increased volumes of Stormwater 

runoff and poor water quality. With the recent, approved development of the 

upper slope of the erf, erosion has increased and foreign debris has accumulated in 

the lower stretch of the watercourse. The existing watercourse, although impacted 

upon, needs to be conserved and rehabilitated and there should be no further net 

loss, particularly where alternatives exist. 

 

EMS requires an alternative proposal to be presented where there is: 

 An additional development setback that is taken from the watercourse and 

determined by the aquatic specialist and not the property boundary.  

 In addition to this a registered river servitude that restricts any further 

development/associated infrastructure as well as landscaping with prior consent from 

the relevant Environmental Management department. 

 A Detailed Site Development Plan that shows reduced building 

platforms/massing/envelope and access roads. 

 Condition that no second dwellings will be permissible on the subdivided portions. 

 

 

 

D. Georgeades 

Acting Manager 
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APPENDIX A 
 

 

The property in question is zoned Single Residential Zone 1 and is within a Heritage Protection Overlay 

Zone. 

Any proposed subdivision the property would require an application which, given the nature of the 

property with its watercourse, would require an environmental assessment and heritage assessment 

including a visual assessment as the property is visible from the Main Road as well as Boyes Drive. 

A process of public participation would be required before the adjudication of the proposal. 

Regards 

 

Kevin McGilton 

Senior Professional Officer, Southern District 

Department, Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 

 

 

 

 

1st Floor, 3 Victoria Road, Plumstead, 7800 

Tel: 021 444-9537 | Fax: 021 4443803 | Email: kevin.mcgilton@capetown.gov.za |  

Web: www.capetown.gov.za Report a fault | Enquiry |  0800 65 64 63 (freecall 24/7) 

 

 

 

mailto:kevin.mcgilton@capetown.gov.za
http://www.capetown.gov.za/
http://www.capetown.gov.za/servicerequests
mailto:transport.info@capetown.gov.za
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APPENDIX B 
 

A stormwater management plan is to be submitted to this office for water quality only, due to the size of 

the erf. Water quantity is not required due to the close proximity of this site to the ocean. 

Although stormwater detention for water quantity is not required, the volume of water generated during 

the different scenario storms must be calculated and accommodated for and therefore the stormwater 

management plan must also clearly indicate (with details) all required stormwater overland escape routes 

to cater for flood water not piped underground. No runoff from this site must cause a nuisance to 

neighboring properties, including Main Road. It must be further noted that due to the steep nature of this 

site, critical velocities must be designed for and if so required, energy dissipaters will be required as well as 

a device/devises that will prevent the blocking of any stormwater intakes/headwalls. 

This office supports the recommendations of the fresh water specialist. 

Best management principles are to be applied to this site regarding stormwater management. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Justin Smit 

Senior Professional Officer: Catchment Stormwater and River Management – Water and Sanitation 

Informal Settlements Water and Waste Services 

 

3rd Floor, Water and Sanitation Head Office, 8 Voortrekker Road, c/o Voortrekker and Mike Pienaar Blvd, 

Bellville, Cape Town 

Tel: 021 400 5085| Email: justin.smit@capetown.gov.za | Web: www.capetown.gov.za 

 

CCT Contacts | CCT Media and News | Report a fault | Account Queries | Water Restrictions  

 

 

mailto:justin.smit@capetown.gov.za
http://www.capetown.gov.za/
http://www.capetown.gov.za/General/Contact-us
http://www.capetown.gov.za/Media-and-news
http://www.capetown.gov.za/servicerequests
mailto:accounts@capetown.gov.za?subject=Account%20query%20
http://www.capetown.gov.za/thinkwater
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APPENDIX C 
 

Civil Engineering drawings pertaining roads and storm water to be submitted for approval should municipal 

services be affected. Civil Engineering drawings demonstrating combined engineering services must also be 

submitted for perusal. This approval must be obtained prior to building plan approval. 

The approved civil engineering plans shall be implemented to the satisfaction of Asset Management and 

Maintenance before building plan approval or clearance application in case of sub division or taking 

occupancy. 

Prior to submitting a full set of detailed engineering drawings to this office (Roads and Storm water) for 

approval, the applicant shall ensure that all conditions relating to engineering requirements stipulated by 

Transport Impact Assessment and Development Control (TIA & DC) are met and depicted on the drawings. 

Consent given by TIA & DC must accompany submission of the engineering drawings. 

Prior to submitting a full set of detailed engineering drawings to this office (Roads and Storm water) for 

approval, the applicant shall submit detailed Storm water Management Plan (SMP) to Catchment, Storm 

water and River Management for approval. Consent from Catchment, Storm water and River Management 

must accompany submission of the detailed engineering drawings that depict the SMP. 

TIA & DC to comment on access and parking. 

Development contribution will be applicable and payable prior to or clearance application. 

 

 

Regards 

 

Heuppschenne Lekay 

Principal Professional Officer: District Roads and Stormwater (Plumstead)  

Asset Management and Maintenance, Transport Directorate 

Tel: 021 444 3252 
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APPENDIX D 
 

Please be advised that we have no objections to the proposed subdivision.  

 

We will however provide our standard approval conditions when application is made for a water 

connection for each of the properties. In addition, the developer/owner will be required to obtain 

confirmation from our Mater Planning that there is sufficient capacity in the existing water reticulation 

systems to accommodate the proposed developments or units before approval can be granted for water 

connections for each of the properties.  

 

Please note that the above comment is from the Water Section only and separate comment is required 

from the sewer section.  

 

Regards 

 

Gairo 
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APPENDIX E 
Transport Comment: 31-01-2019 

RE: Draft BAR for the proposed subdivision of ERF 177476, St James 

Our Ref: W15 - ERF 177476, St James 

Please note that this branch offers no objection in principle to the proposed subdivision of Erf 

177476, St James. However, due to the fact that Boyes Drive is classified as a Provincial Main Road 

(PMR 106), this branches final comment on this application which will be issued at LUMS stage of 

the process will be subject to the final approval been issued by the Provincial Roads Engineer. 

I trust that this is in order at this point of the process. 

Kind regards, 

 

Mr Marlyn Botha 

Regional Coordinator – Southern Region (Plumstead and Athlone Districts) 

Transport Impact Assessment & Development Control: TDA 

 

1st Floor, 3 Victoria Road, 

Plumstead Office (Southern Region) 

 

Tel: 021 444 9520 

Fax: 021 444 3805 

 

EMAIL:    marlyn.botha@capetown.gov.za 

Website: www.capetown.gov.za  

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:marlyn.botha@capetown.gov.za
http://www.capetown.gov.za/
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APPENDIX F 
Chantel Erlank  

  Administrative Officer 1  

  T: +27 21 400 5576   F: +27 86 576 2197  

Reference Number:    

E:  chantel.erlank@capetown.gov.za    

Date:        25 JANUARY 2019  

Subject:  BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF ERF 177476, ST 

JAMES, CAPE TOWN  

Attention:        CRISPIN BARRETT  

   

The council wishes to ensure that all new developments, require planning permission, contain suitable 

accommodation for the storage and disposal of waste to a licenced landfill site.  

Council reserves the right to service all residential properties that falls within its boundaries for refuse 

removal services. In terms of the Waste Management Tariff Policy, Section 18.2.1 all residential properties 

are compelled to use council refuse removal services and may not use private contractors directly. 

Please refer to the attached Waste management tariff policy for more information.  Non-residential 

properties may opt to use either Council services or a private contractor directly.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS (EIA) – CONFIRMATION OF AVAILABILITY SOLID WASTE SERVICES 

AND  

LANDFILL SITE CAPACITY:  BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF ERF 177476, ST 

JAMES, CAPE TOWN  

WITH REFERENCE TO YOUR EMAIL DATED 15 JANUARY 2019 FROM CRISPIN BARRETT, PLEASE SEE COMMENTS 

HEREUNDER:  

 In connection with the above proposal / development, I confirm that Solid Waste (Collections) as the 

Service Provider in St James Area has NO OBJECTION to the Proposed Subdivision and has sufficient 

unallocated capacity to accept and collect and dispose of all types of waste to a designated licence 

landfill site. A good waste management system must be in place to handle all waste generated by the 

activities and to mitigate against negative impact on the environment. The generation of construction 

waste and waste during the operation phases should be recycled on site or re used to fill up other sites 

and clean builder’s rubble can be disposed of at the nearest licenced under the guidance of the City of 

cape Town. Please refer to the attached disposal tariff list for more information. The waste generated by 

the construction personnel e.g. lunch remains and packaging etc. must be placed in approved refuse 

bins on site during the construction phases. The proposed development will not have any implications on 

the infrastructure of the area provided that the contractors identify a permitted refuse disposal site for 

various categories of waste and provided that a refuse room is included in the planning stages of the 

development for the storage of waste to the satisfaction of the Director: Solid Waste Management.  

 A. STANDARD BUILDING REGULATIONS: CONDITIONS FOR REMOVAL / COLLECTION OF REFUSE  

Applicable to sectional title or cluster development, secured complexes, flat complex, shopping 

mall/centre (retail) or office complexes, factories and warehousing.  

U1- PROVISION OF AREAS  

Any building, excluding a dwelling house, in which refuse will be generated, shall be provided 

with an adequate centralised refuse room (which comply with the attached standards and 

guidelines for refuse storage areas). That the refuse room be provided in a position nearest to an 

access road (public road) and be accessible for the Council’s refuse collection vehicles at all 

times as this vehicle and/ its crew members (Council staff) will not enter onto private property. 

Premises such as Places of Worship (churches, mosques and temples) and vacant land units do 

not require a refuse room however if the complex is large with function halls and large volumes 

of waste is generated or the vacant land is ear marked for (depending on the land use/zoning 

status) then a refuse room may be considered at the discretion of the Director: Solid Waste 

Management.  

Should there be an existing refuse area in use to accommodate the changes, alterations or 

additions to the building for the storage of bins, then this area should be utilised for any for any 

additional bins required for this development, or provision should be made for added space.  
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U2 – ACCESS TO AREA  

Council’s refuse collection vehicles or its staff will not enter private property, therefore the 

removal of domestic solid waste is effected from the kerbside of a public street. The location of 

any area contemplated in regulation U1 shall be of such access thereto from any street for the 

purpose of removing the refuse is of the satisfaction of the local authority.  

B. HAZARDOUS BIOLOGICAL OR CHEMICAL WASTE  

No hazardous, chemical or medical waste enters the general waste stream. Solid waste 

(collections) does not remove hazardous, chemical or medical waste. A private specialised 

waste company must be engaged for this purpose. These types of waste must be disposed of by 

a private specialised waste company in accordance with the minimum requirements for the 

handling classification and disposal of Hazardous waste (DWAR 1998) with the approval by the 

department of Health. The installation of cellular communications base stations does not require 

a refuse removal service and does not pose a health risk to the environment.  

C. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR SINGLE RESIDENTIAL/RURAL UNITS – ACCESS FROM PUBLIC 

ROADS  

1) Council departmental or contracted waste collection teams will not enter private 

property; therefore, the removal of domestic solid waste (general waste) is effected from the 

kerbside of a public street. Residential units located near mountain areas or areas 

frequented by baboons will be issued with baboon proof bins for the storage of waste at an 

additional cost as determined by the Solid Waste Management. The owner/s will have to 

place the refuse bins on the side walk (kerbside) of a public street on the scheduled day of 

refuse collection. In some instances, a hardened washable surface, in the road reserve, must 

be provided for bins depending on the number of units situated in a cul-de-sac that 

exceeds 20 metres and that does not have direct access for reuse collection vehicles or flat 

units that have no ground floor storage facilities for the tenants located on an upper level in 

the building. Please refer to the attached minimum requirements for vehicular access.  

2) Where the internal roads are developed as private roads and the development is 

designed for the purpose as private residential town house complexes, a refuse room with 

an embayment for refuse vehicles will have to be provided. Please refer to the attached 

requirements for refuse storage areas.  

3) Applications by the owner/s to operate …… from residential existing dwelling units must 

make sure of all Solid Waste Services.  The owner/tenant are required to place the refuse 

bin/s on the Kerbside (Sidewalk) of a Public Street on the Scheduled Day of Refuse 

Collection.  

4) Should the owner/s make alterations or additions to the Residential Property or Subdivide 

the Property into 2 or more portions for residential purposes and require Additional Refuse 

Containers / Bins, the owner/s must liaise with the Corporate Call Centre for Solid Waste 

Management Enquiries on 086 010 3089 to make the necessary arrangements and place the 

container/s nearest to an Access Road (Public Road) on the Scheduled Day of Collection.  

D. SUBDIVISION CONDITION COMPLIANCE ITO SECTION 31:    

Solid Waste Conditions must be clearly stated with the Attached “Annexure A” forms to avoid 

delays with the clearances given by Solid Waste Management.  

 Yours Faithfully,   

  
Chantel Erlank:    

For the Director:  Solid Waste Management  
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APPENDIX F 

 

T: 021 400 2611   

E: Sjanel.martin@capetown.gov.za 

To : Crispen Barrett, Environmental Management Department 

From : Sjanel Martin, Senior Heritage Professional  

Environment and Heritage Management Branch, Environmental Management 

Department 

Subject : Proposed Subdivision of Erf 177476, St James 

Date : 5 February 2019 

 

DRAFT Comment on the Draft HIA, prepared by Aikman Associates: 

Site Development plan: 

 The response to the Notification of Intent to Develop, (NID) requested a detailed site 

development plan (SDP). The submitted SDP only indicates the proposed subdivision lines 

and although these are generally in keeping with the pattern of subdivision in the 

immediate surrounds, it does not indicate proposed building platforms, proposed access 

roads or existing mature trees to be retained.  

 New building platforms should follow the existing pattern of development to mitigate the 

impact of the new buildings in a currently undeveloped landscape. 

 Most erven in the Heritage Area are rectangular in shape. This is derived from the historic 

grid-iron pattern of sub-division. The predominant building form is a simple narrow rectangle 

with attached verandahs or stoeps. The houses are almost always situated parallel to the 

boundaries. 

 

Design indicators in HIA: 

 Heritage Resources Section (HRS) agrees in principle with the following design indicators in 

the HIA:  

o The subdivision should complement the overall gridiron pattern of the area; 

o New buildings to be made up of simple rectangular forms parallel to the boundaries; 

o New buildings to be visually recessive with landscaping the dominant element. The 

use of sandstone is recommended together with plastered masonry painted with 

neutral recessive colours; 

o Large areas of glass/windows to be situated in shadow by pergolas and/or 

verandas;  
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 HRS also draws the developer’s attention to the already established design guidelines for 

the St James/ Kalk Bay Heritage Protection Overlay Zone (HPOZ), which should be included 

as a condition of approval to any proposed subdivision.  These guidelines are currently used 

as the establishment of ‘best-practice’ for all new developments in the St James and Kalk 

Bay HPOZ and are available on the City’s Website: 

http://resource.capetown.gov.za/documentcentre/Documents/Graphics%20and%20educ

ational%20material/HAP12_StJamesKalkBay.pdf 

HOA and design guidelines 

 Given that the site falls within the HPOZ, HRS already comments on all applications in order 

to obtain approval to do work in the HPOZ. Currently, HRS strongly advises applicants to 

obtain HRS support during the design phase as well as input from the local conservation 

body prior to formal submission. The Design guidelines suggest that the proposed Home 

Owners Association (HOA) would scrutinise plans prior to submission to the CoCT, which may 

cause undue conflict with applications that meet the HOA’s requirements but not the City’s. 

This needs to be reviewed and all applications need to be in accordance with the existing 

design guidelines for the area. 

 Although HRS is not averse to architectural guidelines that are more restrictive than the 

current design guidelines for the St James/ Kalk Bay HPO, any guidelines that are in 

contradiction to the established guidelines need to be reviewed and are not supported. 

HRS will review the guidelines in detail during the subsequent commenting period on the 

final BAR as well as in HRS comment to HWC on the HIA. 

VIA 

 HRS supports all mitigation measures that are in accordance with the design guidelines for 

the St James/ Kalk Bay HPOZ. 

Kalk Bay Heritage Subcommittee. 

 Please provide the Kalk Bay Heritage Subcommittee’s comment to HRS. This is also a 

requirement of HWC’s response to the NID. 

 

Kind regards 

 

 

 

Sjanel Martin 

 

 
 

http://resource.capetown.gov.za/documentcentre/Documents/Graphics%20and%20educational%20material/HAP12_StJamesKalkBay.pdf
http://resource.capetown.gov.za/documentcentre/Documents/Graphics%20and%20educational%20material/HAP12_StJamesKalkBay.pdf
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Candice Sadan

From: Crispin Barrett <Crispin.Barrett@capetown.gov.za>
Sent: 23 March 2020 11:29 AM
To: Candice Sadan
Cc: Nicholas Arnott
Subject: DEADP 16/3/3/1/A6/82/2009/20 Proposed Subdivision of Erf 177476 St James

Good Day Candice 
 
This email serves to request an extension, by the City of Cape Town municipality, to the Public commenting period 
that you have allotted for this Environmental Assessment. 
 
Due to the Covid‐19 pandemic there has been a lot of priority changing within the City and the departments; due to 
this many of the departments have had to delay the submission of comments on applications, this unfortunately 
being one of them. I thus request that we could be afforded and extension to the end of the week (Friday 27th March 
2020) to submit the comment. 
 
If this extension request could be confirmed today that would be appreciated as many of our department staff are 
starting to work from home and I would like to convey this to them.  
 
 
Regards 
 

Crispin Barrett 
Environmental Professional, Environmental Management Section 
Department: Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 
 
Ground Floor, Plumstead Municipal Offices, 3 Victoria Road, Plumstead,  
Southern Region 
Tel: 021 444 2613 |Fax: 021 444 3802 |Email: crispin.barrett@capetown.gov.za 
Web: www.capetown.gov.za 

Report a fault | Enquiry |   0800 65 64 63 (free call 24/7) 

 
 

 
 

Disclaimer: This e-mail (including attachments) is subject to the disclaimer published at: 
http://www.capetown.gov.za/en/Pages/disclaimer.aspx. Please read the disclaimer before opening any 
attachment or taking any other action in terms of this e-mail. If you cannot access the disclaimer, kindly 
send an email to disclaimer@capetown.gov.za and a copy will be provided to you. By replying to this e-
mail or opening any attachment you agree to be bound by the provisions of the disclaimer.  
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Disclaimer: This e‐mail (including attachments) is subject to the disclaimer published at: 
http://www.capetown.gov.za/general/email‐disclaimer Please read the disclaimer before opening any attachment 
or taking any other action in terms of this e‐mail. If you cannot access the disclaimer, kindly send an email to 
disclaimer@capetown.gov.za and a copy will be provided to you. By replying to this e‐mail or opening any 
attachment you agree to be bound by the provisions of the disclaimer.  
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Candice Sadan

From: Morne Theron <Morne.Theron@capetown.gov.za>
Sent: 26 March 2020 12:46 PM
To: Candice Sadan
Cc: Nicholas Arnott; Pat Titmuss
Subject: RE: Proposed Upgrade of the Bayside Stormwater Outfall Canal: Notification of Updated Basic 

Assessment Report - Delayed City of Cape Town comment
Attachments: WC MEC Bredell Decision ito Section 47C to Extend NEMA and EIA Regs Timeframes (27March - 

26May2020).pdf

Dear Ms Sadan 
 
Your draft BAR and the Minister’s attached Decision, dated 26 March 2020, to extend all timeframe until 26 
May 2020 refers. 
 
Comment on our draft BAR is was due 3 April 2020. 
 
Be informed that in light of the Minister’s decision comment on your draft BAR will only be provided asap 
after the end of the nation-wide lockdown of 16 April, but before the 26 May 2020. 
 
Regards 
 
 
Morné Theron Pr. Plan A/1965/2014 
Senior Environmental Practitioner: Environmental & Heritage Management, Environmental Management 
Department 
Directorate: Spatial Planning and Environment 
 
Milnerton Civic Building, 87 Pienaar Street, Milnerton, 7435 
T:  + 27 21 444 0601  F: + 27 21 444 0605 E: morne.theron@capetown.gov.za  
Web: www.capetown.gov.za/environment 
 

 
 
 
 
From: Candice Sadan <csadan@slrconsulting.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, 04 March 2020 15:33 
To: Candice Sadan <csadan@slrconsulting.com> 
Cc: Nicholas Arnott <narnott@slrconsulting.com> 
Subject: Proposed Upgrade of the Bayside Stormwater Outfall Canal: Notification of Updated Basic Assessment 
Report 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Please find attached correspondence regarding the availability of an updated draft Basic Assessment Report (BAR) 
for the above‐mentioned project. The updated draft BAR has been made available for a 30‐day review and comment 
period from 4 March to 3 April 2020. A copy of the Executive Summary of the report is attached to this email. An 
electronic copy of the full report can be accessed on the SLR website at the following hyperlink: 
https://slrconsulting.com/za/slr‐documents/bayside‐canal 
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Should you have any queries on the above, or require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned. 
 
Kind Regards, 

Candice Sadan 
 

Office Administrator
 

  
 

+27 21 461 1118 

   
 

csadan@slrconsulting.com  

 

 

SLR Consulting 
SLR Consulting (Cape Town office) 
5th Floor, Letterstedt House, Newlands on Main 
Cnr Main and Campground Roads 
Newlands 
Cape Town ,  7700 
   

 

   

   

Confidentiality Notice and Limitation 
 
This communication, and any attachment(s) contains information which is confidential and may also be legally privileged. It is intended for the exclusive use of the
recipient(s) to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken or not taken in reliance on it is prohibited
and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please advise SLR by e‐mail and then delete the e‐mail from your system. As e‐mails and any 
information  sent with  them may be  intercepted,  corrupted and/or delayed,  SLR does not accept any  liability  for any errors or omissions  in  the message or any 
attachment howsoever caused after transmission.  
Any advice or opinion is provided on the basis that it has been prepared by SLR with reasonable skill, care and diligence, taking account of the manpower, timescales
and resources devoted to it by agreement with its Client. It is subject to the terms and conditions of any appointment to which it relates. Parties with whom SLR is not 
in a contractual relationship in relation to the subject of the message should not use or place reliance on any information, advice, recommendations and opinions in
this message and any attachment(s) for any purpose. 
 
© 2017 SLR Consulting Limited. All Rights Reserved.  
  

 
Disclaimer: This e‐mail (including attachments) is subject to the disclaimer published at: 
http://www.capetown.gov.za/general/email‐disclaimer Please read the disclaimer before opening any attachment 
or taking any other action in terms of this e‐mail. If you cannot access the disclaimer, kindly send an email to 
disclaimer@capetown.gov.za and a copy will be provided to you. By replying to this e‐mail or opening any 
attachment you agree to be bound by the provisions of the disclaimer.  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
APPENDIX E16 

 

CONFIRMATION OF ALL SERVICES (WATER, ELECTRICITY, SEWAGE, SOLID 

WASTE MANAGEMENT) 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Generated by:
Development Information & GIS Tel: +27 21 487 2711

Fax:+27 21 487 2821
city.maps@capetown.gov.za

Please Note: 
 - Every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of Information in this map
   at the time of publication .
 - The spatial data portrayed in this map is as current, accurate and complete as 
   provided by the various line departments responsible for the maintenance
   of these datasets.  
 - The City of Cape Town accepts no responsibility for and will not  be liable for,
   any errors or omissions contained herein.

Services: Connected to SDE

(A3)

Date: 2018-09-18

´ Transverse Mercator Projection, 
Central Meridian 19º East, 
WGS84 Ellipsoid using the
 Hartebeeshoek94 Datum

CityMap Viewer

LEGEND

Sea Outfall

Water Network
®v Hydrant

³±W Water Treatment
Works

")B Booster
Connection

"Ú Pump Station
UT Reservoir

Sewer Network
! Manhole
"Ú Pump Station
!R Rodding Eye

Connection Point
k Bulk (Complexes)
k Standard

Connection Line
Rising Main
Sewer Main
Redundant Sewer
Main

Valves
!h Air
h Divisional (DV)
h Other
h Isolation
h Pressure

Reducing (PRV)
h Scour

Connection Point
k

Bulk Revenue
(Complexes)

k Bulk Zone
k Irrigation
k Standard

Leading
Bulk Water
Rising Main
Reticulation /
Gravity Main
Redundant
Pressurized Main

Non-Potable Lines
TE Line
TE Line
Unverified

Treatment Plants

³±WW WWTW

!!"j Oxidation Pond

³± WW Facility

Stormwater
Stormwater
PondsKJ

Junctions
!( Manhole
"/

Manhole Catchpit
Combination

") Catchpit
") Junction Box

Pipe
Culvert
SubSurface Drain

Open Watercourses
Canal Lined
Channel Open
Canal Composite

1:1 924

Compiled by: 

Water layout



Generated by:
Development Information & GIS Tel: +27 21 487 2711

Fax:+27 21 487 2821
city.maps@capetown.gov.za

Please Note: 
 - Every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of Information in this map
   at the time of publication .
 - The spatial data portrayed in this map is as current, accurate and complete as 
   provided by the various line departments responsible for the maintenance
   of these datasets.  
 - The City of Cape Town accepts no responsibility for and will not  be liable for,
   any errors or omissions contained herein.

Services: Connected to SDE

(A3)

Date: 2018-09-18

´ Transverse Mercator Projection, 
Central Meridian 19º East, 
WGS84 Ellipsoid using the
 Hartebeeshoek94 Datum

CityMap Viewer

LEGEND

Sea Outfall

Water Network
®v Hydrant

³±W Water Treatment
Works

")B Booster
Connection

"Ú Pump Station
UT Reservoir

Sewer Network
! Manhole
"Ú Pump Station
!R Rodding Eye

Connection Point
k Bulk (Complexes)
k Standard

Connection Line
Rising Main
Sewer Main
Redundant Sewer
Main

Valves
!h Air
h Divisional (DV)
h Other
h Isolation
h Pressure

Reducing (PRV)
h Scour

Connection Point
k

Bulk Revenue
(Complexes)

k Bulk Zone
k Irrigation
k Standard

Leading
Bulk Water
Rising Main
Reticulation /
Gravity Main
Redundant
Pressurized Main

Non-Potable Lines
TE Line
TE Line
Unverified

Treatment Plants

³±WW WWTW

!!"j Oxidation Pond

³± WW Facility

Stormwater
Stormwater
PondsKJ

Junctions
!( Manhole
"/

Manhole Catchpit
Combination

") Catchpit
") Junction Box

Pipe
Culvert
SubSurface Drain

Open Watercourses
Canal Lined
Channel Open
Canal Composite

1:1 924

Compiled by: 

Sewer layout



www.capetown.gov.za 

 Making progress possible. Together. 

Hardekraaltjie Head Office                      Hardekraaltjie Head Office                               Hardekraaltjie Head Office                             

Cnr Voortrekker & Mike Pienaar Blvd      Cnr Voortrekker & Mike Pienaar Blvd               H/V Voortrekker & Mike Pienaar Blvd                               

Bellville 7530                                                Bellville 7530                                                        Bellville 7530 

Tel: +27 021 400 4961                                 Umnxeba: +27 021 400 4961                             Tel: +27 021 400 4961                          

Fax: +27 21 970 3140                                  Ifeksi: +27 21 970 3140                                        Faks: +27 21 970 3140 

                                       E-mail: water.info@capetown.gov.za 

                                       Evaluator: L. Sigenene 

Ref. No.: 20180903 – Y            

27 September 2018 

AS van de Merwe 

 

AVDM 

20 Hope Street 

PO Box 2056 

Hermanus 

7200 

 

Cell: 083 650 8103 

Tel: 028-313 0744 

Email: andre@cegela.co.za 

 

COMMENT ON WATER AND SANITATION CAPACITY FOR THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION: ERF 177476 ST 

JAMES, CAPE TOWN 

 

Background  

This report is the conformation of water and sewer infrastructure capacity if adequate to 

accommodate the proposed development. The proposal is to subdivide this erf into five separate 

portions (4 additional portions) for residential use. Currently the site is a vacant residential and 

zoned Single Residential 1: Conventional Housing according CTZS Regulations with an extent 

measured 5 725 m2. 

 

The report provides an overview of the existing water and sewer infrastructure near the 

development and associated conditions and technical requirements to be implemented with 

respect to this application.  

 

Table 1.1: Estimated water and sewer demands based on Red Book (CSIR) 

 Potable Water Demand Sewer Flow* 

ERF 

Number 
Application 

Total AADD 

(kl/d) 

Peak Flow 

      (PF=5)  

 (l/s) 

Fire Flow 

(l/s) 

Total ADWF 

(kl/d) 

Peak Flow 

(PF=3.5) 

(l/s) 

177476 

 

Subdivision 

 

12 0.69 15 10.8 0.12 

TOTAL 12 0.69 15 10.8 0.45 

*Based on a 70% sewer flow design criterion (as per the W&S CoCT Tariff Policy 2015/16) 

 

mailto:rudolf@cegela.co.za
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Water Reticulation 

The proposed development falls in the “Wynberg” pressure management system. 

 

At Heytor road is an existing 100 mm diameter water main branching off 300 mm water main at 

Main road with an average head and static head of 65 m and 103 m respectively with a velocity 

of 0.03 m/s.  

 

The site is fairly steep with the highest point reaching a contour of 80m which approximately 72m 

above the Main Rd so a pressure loss at the highest point could be as much as 72m. If multi storey 

structures are planned for the development the drop in pressure will even be more drastic at the 

highest point of the site.  

 

In periods of drought extreme pressure management can be expected. The developer is 

therefore required to boost the pressure to service all the proposed units. The developer is also 

encouraged to reduce the very high demands by incorporating water saving measures in the 

development. 

 

The existing water reticulation system is able to supply the demand but not the required pressure 

at the highest point of the site. Boosting or storage tanks will be required for the additional head. 

 

Refer to Figure 1 for Existing Water Layout. 

 

Bulk Water Supply  

No Bulk water reticulation infrastructure is directly affected by the proposed development. 

 

The City of Cape Town’s bulk supply system is expected to have sufficient water resources, 

treatment, bulk storage and conveyance capacity to supply the estimated annual average daily 

demand of 5 kl/day of the proposed development. 

 

Once feedback is received from our Bulk Water Branch this comment may be revised  

 

Sewer Reticulation 

The sewer discharged from the development drains by gravity to the catchment of Dalebrook 

Pump Station which has sufficient capacity. The flow is then Pump to a 375mm diameter sewer 

collector in Main road north-east of the development. The 375mm gravity main then drains to 

Clifton Road pump station which has been identified as a Master Plan Item, requiring an upgrade. 

Low flows from the development and the long distance to the Clifton Road PS will however not 

result in additional negative impact and can be accommodated by the system. 

 

Refer to Figure 2 for Existing Sewer Layout.  

 

Wastewater Branch 

The anticipated wastewater flow from the proposed development has been calculated to be 3.5 

kl/d.   
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This proposed development is situated within the catchment of the Cape Flats Wastewater 

Treatment Works; the wastewater treatment works has sufficient hydraulic capacity to 

accommodate the proposed development. 

 

Conclusion 

The sewer and water bulk infrastructure appears to have sufficient spare capacity to 

accommodate the proposed development.  The developer will however need to address the 

need to supply at sufficient pressure to the highest point on the site against Boyes Drive.  

 

Conditions 

The Water and Sanitation Department has no objection to the proposed application provided the 

following conditions are adhered to: 

1. The developer/owner is responsible for the payment of development contributions as per 

the DC Policy. 

2. The Developer will have address the low peak water pressure for the highest elevation of 

the site. 

3. Water saving measure are to be incorporated in the development to significantly reduce 

the high demand. 

 

Additional Technical Requirements 

4. The water and sewer capacities allocated according to this document shall not be 

reserved if not taken up before the lesser of 5 years or the approved development period. 

5. All costs relating to connection, alterations to or provision of new water and sewerage 

services will be for the account of the applicant. 

6. All services to be designed and approved prior to commencement of construction. 

7. All service infrastructure installation is subject to supervision, quality control and testing prior 

to any building occupation. 

 

General/ Disclaimer 

Information provided is based on best available data. The flows and pressures provided in this 

comment are theoretical and not measured. Under drought conditions extreme pressure 

management can be expected. 

 

Yours Faithfully  

2018/09/27

X

Signed by: Shamile Manie  
         

On behalf of 

Michael John Webster 

DIRECTOR: WATER & SANITATION DEPARTMENT 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 
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PROOF OF LAND USE RIGHTS  
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