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Public comments received
A total of ninety-three (93) comments regarding the SDF were received,
attached as Annexure B (5 were duplicated). The majority of comments
relates to the objection against the spatial proposal for Betty’s Bay West. A
portion of + 9,03ha was included into the urban edge earmarked for higher
density development. A summarised response from the Town and Spatial
Planning department on the general objections are attached in Annexure C.

7. Financial Implications

None

8. Staff Implications
N/A

9. Comments from other Departments, Divisions and Administrations
N/A

10.Annexures
Annexure A:  Council resolution and item 27 May 2020
Annexure B:  Public comments received on the MSDF as part of the draft

amended IDP

Annexure C: Summarised response

The MSDF document will be distributed to mayoral committee members and to
councillors as hard copies.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE COUNCIL.:

that the reviewed Spatial Development Framework as was adopted by Council at

its meeting held on 27 May 2020 be confirmed without any amendments.
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL/S : R KUCHAR

TARGET DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION : 1 JULY 2022
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7.
ADOPTION OF OVERSTRAND SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK:
OVERSTRAND MUNICIPALITY

15/1/3/10/4
R Kuchar Senior Manager: Town & Spatial Planning
8 May 2022 (028) 313 8087

1. Executive Summary
The purpose of this report is to table an Overstrand Municipal Spatial
Development Framework (OMSDF) for adoption by Council for the 2022/2023
financial year as part of the IDP.

2. Service Delivery and Budget Implementation Plan - IGNITE

Infrastructure & Planning
Town Planning / Spatial Development

3. Compliance with Strategic Priorities

Provision of democratic, accountable and ethical governance
Promotion of Tourism, Economic and Social Development

4. Delegated Authority
None
5. Legal Requirements

Local Government: Municipal Systems Act, 2000 (32 of 2000)

Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 (Act 16 of 2013)
Western Cape Land Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014)

Amended Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning,
2020

6. Background

Since the establishment of the Overstrand Municipality in 2000, a variety of
spatial plans has been adopted, including:

e Spatial Development Framework (27 October 2006),
e Overstrand Growth Management Strategy (26 January 2011),
¢ Integrated Development Framework (25 June 2014),

Other smaller detailed Sectoral Development Plans. All these plans were
adopted in terms of the Local Government Municipal Systems Act (Act 32 of
2000) and the Land Use Planning Ordinance.
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However, following a total reform of spatial planning legislation in South Africa,
the following new legislation is now applicable:

e Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 (Act 16 of 2013)
e Western Cape Land Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014)
e Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning 2015

Therefore, the OMSDF was reviewed and aligned to comply with the new
legislation.

For the review process an Intergovernmental Steering Committee was
established consisting of various national, provincial and local authority
departments.

In addition, a technical committee consisting of representatives of all
Overstrand Municipal Directorates had oversight of the review.

A public participation process was followed to obtain input from the public and
other stake-holders. This process included public advertisements and public
open days where the public and other stakeholders were invited to submit
comments and inputs. The then Council at its meeting held on 27 May 2020
adopted the reviewed SDF (Item and resolution is attached per Annexure A).

Discussion

The SDF is a core component of the IDP in terms of Section 26 of the
Municipal Systems Act.

The Western Cape Provincial Government annually assesses the draft IDP’s
and Budgets of municipalities and feedback is given at the Strategic
Integrated Municipal Engagement (SIME) (formally known as the LGMTEC
engagement). During the 2022 engagement held on 9 May 2022, the
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning commented
as follows:

“w

The Municipality is reminded that even though the MSDF is not being
amended, it will need to be approved together with the IDP amendment at the
end of May 2022.”

It is therefore recommended that the Council when adopting its IDP for the
2022/23 year also confirms the following:

“That the SDF as was adopted by Council at its meeting held on 27 May 2020
be confirmed without any amendments”.
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Public comments received
A total of ninety-three (93) comments regarding the SDF were received,
attached as Annexure B (5 were duplicated). The majority of comments
relates to the objection against the spatial proposal for Betty’s Bay West. A
portion of + 9,03ha was included into the urban edge earmarked for higher
density development. A summarised response from the Town and Spatial
Planning department on the general objections are attached in Annexure C.
Reviewed Spatial Development Framework (SDF) of 2020

7. Financial Implications

None

8. Staff Implications
N/A

9. Comments from other Departments, Divisions and Administrations
N/A

10.Annexures
Annexure A:  Council resolution and item 27 May 2020
Annexure B:  Public comments received on the MSDF as part of the draft

amended IDP

Annexure C: Summarised response

The MSDF document will be distributed to mayoral committee members and to
councillors as hard copies.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE COUNCIL:

that the reviewed Spatial Development Framework as was adopted by Council at

its meeting held on 27 May 2020 be confirmed without any amendments.
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL/S : R KUCHAR

TARGET DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION : 1 JULY 2022
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MINUTES : ORDINARY MEETING OF THE COUNCIL 27 MAY 2020

5.20
ADOPTION OF OVERSTRAND SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK:

OVERSTRAND MUNICIPALITY

(ITEM 26, PAGE 838: MAYORAL COMMITTEE MEETING : 27 MAY
2020)

RESOLVED (SUPPORTED BY 24 COUNCILLORS):
1. that the following Council resolutions be rescinded:

« 2006 (Council's resolution 27 October 2006), Overstrand Municipal Wide
Spatial Development Framework;

¢ 2011 (Council's resolution 26 January 2011) Overstrand Municipal Spatial
Growth Management Strategy; and

» 2014 (Council’s resolution 25 June 2014) Integrated Development Framework
together with detailed Sectoral Plans;

2. that the Overstrand Municipal Spatial Development Framework be adopted for
the 2020/2021 financial year in terms of Section 20(1) of the Spatial Planning and
Land Use Management Act, 2013; and

3. that the Overstrand Spatial Development Framework be adopted as part of
Overstrand's IDP for the 2020/2021 financial year.

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL : R KUCHAR
TARGET DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION : 11 JUNE 2020
TARGET DATE TO INFORM APPLICANT : N/A

TARGET DATE TO INFORM OBJECTOR : N/A
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26.

ADOPTION OF OVERSTRAND SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK:
OVERSTRAND MUNICIPALITY

15/1/3/10/4
R Kuchar Senior Manager: Town & Spatial Planning
8 May 2020 (028) 313 8900

1.

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to table a reviewed Overstrand Municipal Spatial
Development Framework (OMSDF) for approval by Council for the 2020/2021
financial year.

. Service Delivery and Budget Implementation Plan Reference

Infrastructure & Planning
Town Planning / Spatial Development

. Compliance with Strategic Priorities

Provision of democratic, accountable and ethical governance
Promotion of Tourism, Economic and Social Development

. Delegated Authority

None

. Legal Requirements

Local Government: Municipal Systems Act, 2000 (Act 32 of 2000)
Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 (Act 16 of 2013)
Western Cape Land Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014)

Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015

. Background/Discussion/Comments/Conclusion

Background

Since the establishment of the Overstrand Municipality in 2000, a variety of
spatial plans has been adopted, including:

e Spatial Development Framework (27 October 2006),
« Overstrand Growth Management Strategy (26 January 2011),
« Integrated Development Framework (25 June 2014)
e Other smaller detailed Sectoral Development Plans.

Al
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All these plans were adopted in terms of the Local Government Municipal
Systems Act (Act 32 of 2000) and the Land Use Planning Ordinance.
However, following a total reform of spatial planning legislation in South Africa,
the following new legislation are now applicable:

« Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 (Act 16 of 2013)
« Western Cape Land Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014)
¢ Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning 2015

Therefore, the OMSDF was reviewed and aligned to comply with the new
legislation.

For the review process an Intergovernmental Steering Committee was
established consisting of various national, provincial and local authority
departments. Attached is a list of the members of the Intergovernmental
Steering Committee (Annexure A).

In addition, a technical committee consisting of representatives of all Over-
strand Municipal Directorates had oversight of the review.

A public participation process was followed to obtain input from the public and
other stake-holders. This process included public advertisements and public
open days where the public and other stakeholders were invited to submit
comments and inputs. The comments and inputs received are attached in
Annexure B. A summary of the comments and the response thereto is
attached in Annexure C.

Discussion
The main aims of the review was to:

» integrate the short term and long term spatial vision and strategies of the
Overstrand Municipality into a single SDF, and
» align the OMSDF with new legislation, both in content and in format.

In the current reviewed OMSDF the Overstrand Growth Management Strategy
(GMS) will serve as an informant to the OMSDF, by guiding the
implementation of its growth vision. The GMS does not form part of the
OMSDF and will be a strategy document adopted by Council on its own. This
will, together with the other sectoral plans, serve as strategic documents
informing the OMSDF, but not part of the OMSDF. This is to ensure flexibility
and dynamism in development projects and to reduce red tape for
developments.

In addition, the review of the OMSDF was mainly guided by changes in
objectives, strategies and comments received during the process.

The main areas of change are the following:
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Urban Edge

Urban edges were amended:
¢ in response to the most recent information on critical biodiversity areas,
and
e in areas where the pressure of rapid urbanisation warranted the
adjustment of the urban edge.

An example of the expansion of the urban edge is between Hawston and
Fisherhaven. This creates a large enough area to facilitate the development
of a full integrated, stable and sustainable human settlement development.

Capital Expenditure Framework

The Spatial Planning and Land Use Act requires that a Capital Expenditure
Framework (CEF) must be included in the OMSDF.

As there is currently no regulations or guidelines on how the Municipality
should give effect to this requirement, a proposed CEF is included in the
OMSDF. This will be reviewed as clarifying regulations become available.

The Overstrand Municipality has been selected by the Provincial Government
to draft a Municipal CEF in partnership with the Provincial Department of Local
Government and the Development Bank of South Africa. In addition, the
Infrastructure and Planning Directorate has commenced with a process to
review its masterplans for municipal services to align with the OMSDF.

Housing Settlement Planning

The OMSDF made provision for integrated development approvals in order to
remain flexible to accommodate every strategy of Overstrand Municipality
including the housing settlement plan.

The need for a separate housing plan exists. However, the spatial distribution
and time frames for government subsidised housing projects are heavily
depended on National Government directives, strategies and financing. For
this reason a housing settlement plan is seen as a separate document serving
as an implementation strategy towards the OMSDF. It could possibly be
included in the Overstrand Growth Management Strategy. However, the
details of such a plan is not included in the reviewed OMSDF, but remains a
component of the Integrated Development Plan.

Extract of Key Comments and Subsequent Amendments

It is deemed important to provide an outline of the unique spatial planning
policy framework of the Overstrand Municipality with specific focus on where
the OMSDF fits into this framework. The OMSDF forms the strategic spatial
policy framework which guides development, management and conservation
within the Municipality on a broad scale. The OMSDF does not contain
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project/site specific detail in its proposals in order to keep the framework
strategic and flexible in its daily application.

The higher level of detail components are contained in a suite of council
policies, which include the Overstrand Growth Management Strategy (OGMS),
the Human Settlement Plan (HSP), the Engineering Master Plans (EMP),
Integrated Transport Plan (ITP), etc. The reader of the OMSDF will therefore,
for example, identify an area earmarked for new urban infill (residential,
community facility and mixed land uses) which is not refined to a site/project
specific level. The detail pertaining to the delineated area will be available in
the various aforementioned Council documents informed by the provisions of
the OMSDF.

Unfortunately, despite clearly outlining this unique context during the
Intergovernmental Steering Committee meetings and at the public open days,
it became evident that most commenting parties did not take cognisance of
this context. This led to numerous requests for detail regarding specific and
individual development proposals, amongst others, including existing, future
and envisioned housing projects. There were also a number of requests to
add detail to the OMSDF for specific aspects such as detailed road upgrades,
etc. Additional information was also requested with regard to the provision of
specific community facilities.

The detail requested, as outlined earlier, is not provided in the OMSDF for
reasons of ensuring flexibility. This was clearly outlined and explained in the
“response to comments” report in Annexure C. Detailed information regarding
all housing, densification and community facility provisions will be provided in
the Municipality’s revised Human Settlement Plan and Growth Management
Plan.

A number of plans were updated based on information requested by
commenting parties and the spatial planning policy context section of the
OMSDF was revised to include additional policy extracts.

The aforementioned is a brief outline of the key items received during the
public participation and stake holder engagement process. All comments were
responded to in the “response to comments” report in Annexure C.

Conclusion

The OSDF is a flexible and dynamic document which requires constant
monitoring, review and changes. This constant monitoring, review and
changes will be done as prescribed by the Municipal Systems Act on an
annual basis.

Taking cognisance of the above it is recommended that Council adopts the
OMSDF for the 2020/2021 year as included in Annexure D.
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7. Financial Implications

N/A

8. Staff Implications

N/A

9. Comments from other Departments, Divisions and Administrations

N/A

10.Annexures

Annexure A:

Annexure B:
Annexure C:
Annexure D:

List of members of the Intergovernmental Steering
Committee

Comments and inputs received

Summary of comments and response thereto

Overstrand Spatial Development Framework document (To
be distributed on a Memory Stick)

RECOMMENDATION TO THE COUNCIL:

1. that the following Council resolutions be rescinded:

¢ 2006 (Council's resolution 27 October 2006), Overstrand Municipal Wide
Spatial Development Framework;

* 2011 (Council’s resolution 26 January 2011) Overstrand Municipal Spatial
Growth Management Strategy; and

e 2014 (Council's resolution 25 June 2014) Integrated Development
Framework together with detailed Sectoral Plans;

2. that the Overstrand Municipal Spatial Development Framework (as attached
per Annexure D) be adopted for the 2020/2021 financial year in terms of
Section 20(1) of the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013;

and

3. that the Overstrand Spatial Development Framework be adopted as part of
Overstrand’s IDP for the 2020/2021 financial year.

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL : R KUCHAR
TARGET DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION : 11 JUNE 2020
TARGET DATE TO INFORM APPLICANT : N/A

TARGET DATE TO INFORM OBJECTOR : N/A

ol
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R Louw
From: Robert Morrisby <robertmorrisby@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 10:15
To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut
Subject: RE Opposition to: Draft amended Integrated Development Plan (IDP) in terms of

section 25 (3) of the Municipal Systems Act No 32 of 2000

Good Morning,

| as a rate payer and property owner in Bettys Bay hereby voice my opposition to the proposal of the above for the
following reasons:

1) There are no employment prospects in the area
2) The Bettys Bay area has insufficient and unreliable infrastructure to handle such an influx of population.
3)The area in question is a floodplain wetland,which will have an adverse effect on the sensitive ecology of the area.

4)There will be an increase in crime and protest action due to lack of employment prospects and poor service
delivery.

Yours sincerely,
Robert Morrisby.
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R Louw
From: Allan Perrins <aperrins@sonicmail.co.za>
Sent: 29 April 2022 10:09
To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut
Subject: Representation in respect of Notice No.37 of 2022 - Combined Draft IDP, SDIP,

WSDP 30 March 2022
The Municipal Manager
Overstrand Municipality
Attention - Ms R. Louw & Mr H. Blignaut
Re: REPRESENTATION IN RESPECT OF NOTICE NO.37 OF 2022 —- COMBINED DRAFT IDP, SDIP, WSDP 30 March 2022
Dear Sir / Madam,
Your abovementioned Notice and invitation to submit representation in respect of the above has reference.
I have read through your Amended Integrated Development Plan 2017/18 — 2022/23 dated March 30™ 2022 more
specifically Chapter 10 entitled Reviewed Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) and do hereby wish to
formally lodge my strongest objection to the proposed new urban development area as detailed in the below
extract and accompanying diagram entitled Betty’s Bay West,

Betty's Bay Betty’s Bay West

Spatial proposal for Betty’s Bay west and east, which is predominantly focused on sensitive development related to
unique biodiversity areas with a significant inner urban wetland system. The development of the existing vacant

Betty's Bay West

In my opinion and that of many other Betty’s Bay homeowners including subject experts the demarcated area is
totally unsuited to the proposed development for a host of substantial reasons including but not limited to its
unique bio-diversity and utterly conservation worthy status not to mention the lack of essential services and
infrastructure needed to ensure a successful development.
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| would suggest that the value of the land in its natural state significantly outweighs any possible benefits of its
destruction and possible development with a resultant decrease in the value of abutting properties and desirability
of property ownership in Betty’s Bay.

There are many positives contained in your draft plan and | commend you for prioritising urgent needs like water
reticulation, storm water drainage and roads but | respectfully implore you to reconsider the merits of this
objectionable development that needs to be scrapped in its entirety or, at the very least, substituted for an
ecologically sympathetic development that is in keeping with the criteria that earned the area revered UNESCO
biosphere status.

Thank you for affording all interested and affected persons an opportunity to have their say and best wishes for the
rest of your ambitious plans.

I truly hope that this development that has been described as a “maybe or could be” development by our
indefatigable Ward Councillor, Ms Theresa Els is definitely omitted from your future plans for Betty’s Bay.

Yours faithfully

Al R

Allan Perrins
Owner Erfs 4699 & 4700 Oxalis Road Betty's Bay
Telephone: 078 631 5126

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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R Louw

From: Hennie Du Toit <hannels.dutoit@gmail.com>
Sent: 27 April 2022 13:20

To: R Louw

Subject: Draft amended IDP/draft SDBIP

To whom it may concern,

As a new home owner waiting on transfer to take place | definitely object to any new high density development in
Betty’s Bay and surrounding areas. This is a high biodiversity area which is sensitive to water ways and should
remain undisturbed and was one of the reasons why | have purchased property here. There are no work
opportunities and focus should be elsewhere for high density developments,

Kind Regards,
H du Toit
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DRAFT AMENDED INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (IDP) FOR 2017/2023
PROPOSED HIGHER DENSITY MULTI PURPOSE HUMAN SETTLMENT IN
BETTY'S BAY

OBJECTION: PROPERTY OWNER WRB PEROLD ERF 2782 PO BOX 721,
BETTY’S BAY 7141

A recent public meeting addressing the draft amended IDP for 2017/2023, refers. |
wish to raise my objections

Your Notice 37/2022 stated that it would be available for perusal from 1 April 2022 at
the local library, but it was not available until this morning. When | made enquiries
the librarian obtained it from somewhere, with insufficient time for thorough perusal
of 316 pages.

However, with the information at my disposal | wish to submit my objection to the
proposed development as follows:

1. When evaluating such a proposal, the desirability and relevance of such a
development must be subjected to the following considerations: compatibility
with surrounding users, impact on safety , health and well-being of the
surrounding community, social impact, economic impact, impact on heritage
and quality of life (including views, privacy, visual impact and character)

2. Betty's Bay is a small rural village, attractive to tourists because of the
Kogelberg Biosphere — with international status. A high multi- purpose density
settlement next to the R 44 (Clarens Drive) which is a renowned international
scenic drive, will forever change the unique character of our town. (visual
impact and character)

3. The consideration to locate a multi-purpose high density settlement in Betty's
Bay is in my opinion, not because of a housing need of Betty's Bay, but
because of pressures on the Municipality to provide housing for the large
influx of peaple from other regions. As a resident of Betty's Bay | have never
seen the SDF 2020 situation analysis, referring to the housing need of Betty's
Bay.

4. The current infrastructure of Betty’s Bay in respect of sanitation, water and
electricity does not support additional housing and business development, as
the current services provided has already reached saturation point —i.e. the
constant rate of burst pipes and the large numbers of new dwellings being
erected, applying pressure on the existing infrastructure. (health and
wellbeing of surrounding community)

5. Traffic on the R 44 is already overburdened. If there are any incidents along
the N2 all the traffic are rerouted through Kleinmond, Betty's Bay, and Rooi
Els. Additional entrance and exit routes on the R44/Clarence drive into the
proposed development will increase the likelihood of motor vehicle accident
(safety of community).

6. There are no additional job opportunities in Betty's Bay as there are very few
businesses in our village. Thus incoming residents will not be gainfully
employed where they live, with the need to travel to surrounding towns or
remain unemployed. Another problem, is public transportation — which is non-
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existent. An influx of busses and or taxis would again increase the danger of
motor vehicle accidents on a road where the current speed limit through the
town is 80kph. The speed limit has been a cause of concern for residents for
a long time, as the speed limit in built up areas should be 60kph.(impact of
safety of residents)

7. The proposed land identified is a wetlands area, feeding Rondevlei directly
opposite the proposed land. The influence on the Kogelberg Biosphere should
also be considered. Thus it is not foreseen that an environmental impact
‘assessment will support such a multi-purpose high density development.

8. As this is now in the public domain, | am concemed that the possibility exist
that people will become impatient with the process and start their own
informal development without any infrastructure in place. This will have a far
more negative impact on the environment that the aspects already listed.

In view of the above, | cannot support the approval for the development of this
piece of land.

W.R.B. PEROLD 29 APRIL 2022
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R Louw
From: Rene Kaljee <rene@bpps.co.za>
Sent: 26 April 2022 11:40
To: R Louw
Subject: DRAFT AMENDED INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2017/2023

Muncipal Manager
ATT: Ms R Louw

We are completely against any such kind of high density development as indicated in the
proposal/s.

The municipality can barely keep up with the current maintenance of the existing
infrastructure (water, roads and electricity) as we have been experiencing recently and
now they want to develop a whole new area.!?

We constantly have to hear at the numerous repetitive meetings “no funding no budgets”
we must maar accept the ongoing water disruptions and very bad roads etc.

This yet again another example of the different levels of the municipality not talking to one
another. Is planning Hanré Blignaut (amongst others) sitting in their ivory towers in
Hermanus talking to the operational manager in Kleinmond, Denovan van Rhodie, who has
limited staff to handle water pipe bursts etc ? Mr van Rhodie told us there is no budget for
more plumbers.

Please note our objection.

René Kaljee

For Ignonyama Trust
2391 Una Drive
BETTYS BAY
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From: terrycarol <terrycarol@worldonline.co.za>
Sent: 28 April 2022 14:51
To: R Louw
Subject: Draft IDP, SDBIP, WSDP

| rerer you to the recent communications regarding the above Issues
I with to object to the proposed housing high density locations

Betties Bay has a unique biosphere which has world renounced vynbos The devropment will have a detremenral
impact on this biosphere

Basic infrastructure in Betties is under huge pressure as evidenced by the number of water pipe breakages. High
density housing will ecacerbate this

Finally there are very few employment opotunities in Betties Bay .Where will the residents from the high density
housing find employment

Yours faithfully.
Terry Lavery

3983 Diastella

Sent from my Galaxy
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From: Dr Mike L Anderson <mla@mikelanderson.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 08:58
To: R Louw
Subject: For attention Ms. R Louw - Draft amended IDP
DGI O’'NEILL

MUNICIPAL MANAGER

Overstrand Municipality
PO Box 20

HERMANUS

7200

| am writing to express my concerns over the proposed housing development in Betty's Bay.
My concern is over the viability of the prbject given that Betty's Bay is so distributed without, for instance,
local schools, health services or public transport. How practical is it to expect lower socio-economic people

without the means to deal with the absence of infrastrucure?

Regards
Dr. Mike L Anderson
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R Louw
From: chrise <chrismetheridge@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 09:56
To: R Louw
Subject: For attention Ms. R Louw - Draft amended IDP, Draft SDBIP and Mr. H Blignaut -
Draft WSDP
Hithere

| am emailing with regard to the planned high density human settlement development.

The infrastructure in Betty's Bay and the general Overstand area is already under constant stress. It can barely
handle the increased amount of people moving into Betty's Bay and the surrounding areas. We constantly have
issues with electricity outages unrelated to loadshedding, water outages, and other infrastructural issues. The
infrastucture is already not capable of properly sustaining the amount of people in Betty's Bay.

If we intend to allow many people to move into a Sha piece of land, the infrastructure will simply crumble under the
increased demand. Without improving the infrastructure these people, and the current occupants of Betty's Bay,
will be the ones dealing with these consequences.

Additionally, the people who would occupy this new piece of land need jobs to sustain themselves. | do not see how
Betty's Bay (and the surroundings) will be able to provide enough jobs for these people. This ultimately leads to an
increased level of crime.

I genuinely do not think this is a good idea, and would love to hear the reasoning behind this proposal.

Chris
4937 Serruria Road, Betty's Bay
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R Louw

From: Hanre Blignaut

Sent: 03 May 2022 07:47

To: R Louw

Subject: FW: Nuwe ontwikkeling Bettiesbaai
FYI

From: Hanre Blignaut

Sent: Saturday, April 30, 2022 8:29 PM

To: Hilda van der Merwe <hildavandermerwe7@gmail.com>; riouw@overstrand.gov.za
Cc: S Block <sblock@overstrand.gov.za>; D Hendriks <dhendriks@overstrand.gov.za>
Subject: RE: Nuwe ontwikkeling Bettieshaai

Geagte Me. van der Merwe
Ontvangs van u e-pos word hiermee erken.

Groete
Hanre Blignaut

From: Hilda van der Merwe <hildavandermerwe7@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 11:46 PM

To: riouw@overstrand.gov.za

Cc: Hanre Blignaut <hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za>

Subject: Nuwe ontwikkeling Bettiesbaai

Ek staan die beoogde nuwe ontwikkeling teen om die volgende redes.
Wyk 10 het reeds Overhills wat in sy wyk val.

Nog so 'n ontwikkeling en in 'n werelderfenisgebied is totaal onvanpas.

Op die oomblik is daar geen beheer by Overhills nie en word strukture nog steeds opgerig en die munisipaliteit kan
dit nie beheer of bestuur nie.

Die selfde ding gaan hier in Bettiesbaai gebeur.
Tans is die dorp se infrastrukteur onder erg druk en kan dit nie nog 'n ontwikkeling hanteer nie.

Water toevoer na huise , tenkwaens ,vullis verwydering , swak paaie en die krag netwerk is onbetroubaar en
onvoldoende.

Die beoogde grond is in 'n vleiland wat rondevlei en grootvlei met water voed.

Die vleilande gaan vernietig word met al sy diere lewe.

Is daar 'n inpakstudie gedoen en waar is die verslag.

Hier is geen groot supermarkte nie.

Geen openbare vervoerstelsel nie.

Geen werksgeleenthede nie.

Misdaad gaan toeneem.

Geen polisiestasie nie en Kleinmond is reeds onder beman en het net een voertuig.

Met onluste gaan die R44 vanaf Pringle baai tot by Kleinmond gesluit wees en gaan Bettiesbaai afgesluit wees van
die ander dorpe.

Die inwooners gaan afgesluit wees van enige winkels of mediese hulp om maar 'n paar voorbeelde te noem.
Ons bly in 'n brandgevaar area en veldbrande gaan toeneem.

Jag op die diere wat vrylik rond beweeg gaan toe neem.

Perlemoen smokkel gaan verder handuit ruk asook onwettige dwelm handel.

Meer sacks gaan opgerig word as wat toegelaat mag word wat die probleem net gaan vererger.

1
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26 April 2022 3946 Diastella Street

Betty's Bay
7141

Mr DGI O'NEILL
MUNICIPAL MANAGER
Overstrand Municipality
PO Box 20
HERMANUS

7200

Dear Sir

Re: Representation regarding the following:

Notice number:37 /2022
Draft amended Integrated Development Plan (IDP) in terms of section 25 (3)
of the Municipal Systems Act No 32 of 2000.

Dr NJ Basson and Mrs RA Basson oppose the IDP for the New Urban Development
area proposed on the northern periphery of the settlement in Betty's Bay, directly
abutting the R44 to the south and comprising 9.03ha intended for higher density
human settlement development as well as potentially mixed-use development for the
following reasons:

1.

2,

3.
4.

The current infrastructure in Betty's Bay cannot support such a development. It
is unreliable and in serious need of repair and maintenance.

The impact of pollution of the environment in this wetland area is a serious
concem.

Itis in a flood plain area which poses a risk to settlement development.
Employment opportunities in Betty’s Bay are minimal. Unemployment leads to
social problems and crime.

We request that you seriously reconsider this proposal.

Yours truly

Yoif

oA /7 /‘f, i

N

Reneda Basson

Email: renedabasson@gmail.com
Cell: 0769332281
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R Louw
From: Andrea Weiss <redwingstarling@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 15:26
To: R Louw
Subject: Attention R Louw - comment on draft amended IDP for 2017 to 2023

As an interested and affected party who has previously commented on proposed developments in the Rooiels area, |
would like to comment on a proposal contained in Chapter 10 on page 239 of the draft amended IDP, in particular
with regard to the last sentence in italics below:

Key to the future of Rooi-Els is to protect the vast environmental resources within and surrounding the settlement.
The unique characteristics of Rooi-Els include its location along the coastline within a pristine natural setting. The
MSDF proposal for this settlement is underpinned by these functions. A New Urban Development area is proposed on
the southern periphery of the settiement. The land area is + 1.12ha in extent and was included by realignment of the
urban edge with the coastal management line.

| am assuming from the map that the 1.12 hectares referred to here on the southern periphery is the same land
located at the end of the village at the start of the smallholding area adjacent to the sea. If 5o, this is a particularly
sensitive piece of land from an environmental point of view (note the high endemism risk alluded elsewhere in the
plan) and should not be opened up for development. It includes an area of wetlands which contain many different
species of ericas, including 'mielie heath". Rather than being earmarked for development, it should be given greater
conservation status (even if in private hands). | cannot see any cogent reason for extending the footprint of the
current Rooiels village or opening it up to further development. My question would be whether any of these
proposed development extensions in Rooiels and other areas (ie Betty's Bay/Stanford etc) have been subjected to
ElAs or any kind of environmental assessment in relation to the fynbos/indigenous vegetation?

Regards
Andrea Weiss

Mobile 082 920 5993
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From: Jesse van wyk <jessevanwykstrand @gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2022 3:11 AM

To: R Louw <rlouw@overstrand.gov.za>; Hanre Blignaut <hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za>
Subject: PLAN (IDP) FOR 2017/2023

Good day.
My name is Jesse v Wyk and | recently bought a house in Silver Sands, Betty’s bay.
I am writing in regards to the planned low cost housing development in Betty’s Bay.

I have major concern for not only the people that will be given this low cost housing but also for the
protected biosphere and the impact that it will have on the small community that already lives in
Betty’'s bay.

There is no infrastructure for the 1000s of people that would be given these houses. There is no
hospital , no schools , no grocery stores , no jobs , no public transport and nothing close by for these
people to be able to survive in Betty’s Bay. It is basically a death sentence for them at they will have
to resort to crime to feed there families. -

They will have to drive to Hermanus or Strand to look for work and most of the people will not have
cars. What will happen to these poor people.

This is not to mention that the lot that is allocated is in a protected wetland. How will the people
stay warm in the winter? They will have to chop all the protected vegetation down for burning wood
which I am sure is illegal as Betty’s bay is a protected biosphere. Who will Enforce the law when this
happens because there is no police station in Betty's bay.

What happens when someone get sick or has a serious accident? There is no hospital close by and
there is no public transport. Your will be putting these peoples lives at risk by making them settle
their.

I employ you to please reconsider this plan as it will destroy one of the most beautiful parts in our
country and brings so much hardship to so many people. This should development should not go
ahead as there is nothing good that will come of it. Please reconsider where to build this and move it
to a location that will better suit the people you are trying to help.

Regards

Jesse v Wyk

Sent from my iPhone




111

BETTY'S BAY
CONSERVANCY

Wetlands
14fige

To whom it may concern,

Comment: IDP

| write to you in my capacity as both a stakeholder of the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve and the coordinator
of the Betty’s Bay Conservancy: Wetlands portfolio.

On the 26th of April 2022 | attended the IDP public information session. It was an informative session but like
most meetings, it is the conversations that happen after that often provide the most interesting comments.
One comment that stuck with me, as we have been trying our best to get more protection for wetlands,

is this one -

‘We didn’t think that it was necessary for people
to do EA’s anymore’

| certainly hope that this is not forming any basis for decision-making as it would suggest that -

‘we don't care about NEMA, we don't care about your constitutional rights to an environment that is
not harmful to your health and well-being, we don't care about protecting the environment for the
benefit of present and future generations and we certainly don't care about securing ecologically

sustainable development and use of natural resources through reasonable legislative measures.’

This is not who the Overstrand is.

How does this relate to my comment on the IDP?

In simple terms, budget, risk and how we can not afford disasters.

Betty's Bay has a lake system spanning from Rondevlei to Malkopsvlei. In a 2012 report commissioned for

Overberg/WC DEA&DP, the section relating to this area warns of possible flooding in future:

Sea Level Rise and Flood Risk Assessment for a Select Disaster Prone Area Along the Western Cape Coast
Phase B: Overberg District Municipality (D. Blake, N. Chimboza, Umvoto)
‘.and possible flooding of low elevation areas around the coostal Betty’s Bay Lake system (from west to east,

Rondevlei, Grootvlei and Malkopsviei).’
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This is a very large area in Betty's Bay and an increase in flooded properties and damaged road infrastructure
has already started to become noticeable (see image attached on last page documenting recently developed
areas and the imapact), especially in Ixia Road and the surrounding area. Betty's Bay is dominated by the
NFEPA layer.

As the IDP points out - In Betty’s Bay, there is a very limited formal storm water network. Storm water in this
area is mainly limited to open storm water drains, if any. Infilling of entire wetlands and no storm water

system Is a recipe for disaster.

The legal definition of a wetland - National Water Act (Act 36 of 1998)
“wetland” means land which is transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is
usually at or near the surface, or the land is periodically covered with shallow water, and which land in

normal circumstances supports or would support vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated soil.

This definition can include the fragmented privately-owned economically significant wetland sections found
scattered throughout the urban area, predominantly in the lake system between Rondevlei and Malkopsvlel.
Small wetlands should be considered as a collective system rather than considering them individually.

Wetlands

- are economically significant
« trap pollutants and naturally filter water

« provide carbon storage and climate change adaptation and resilience services
« provide critical habitat and for some creatures, the only habitat

- absorb and slow down flood waters
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The cumulative effect of wetlands being able to provide flood attenuation is economically significant.
In one study in the USA, it was found that flood flows were reduced by as much as 80% in basins with
wetlands. In another USA report, it was noted that the construction of storm water facilities for flood control

is estimated to be 130% more costly than just simply using and maintaining natural wetlands.

I would like to ask the Overstrand Municipality to provide an accurate calculation of the loss of water

storage capacity of a wetland that has been infilled, including the moisture holding capacity of soil.
This calculation should be a factor that has already been considered in the risk and planning processes.

A basic sum suggests that just ONE ERF, where only 400m2 is infilled to a depth of 0.5m, could result in the
loss of approximately 200 000 litres of water storage capacity. in the absence of an adequate
storm water system in Betty's Bay and maintenance that is not able to keep up with vegetation growth,

where will this anticipated water displacement go?

Acknowledging the statement that ‘people have vested rights to build’

A statutory environmental ‘duty of care’ obligation is imposed in section 28 of NEMA and section 19 of

the National Water Act.

While the owner has a right to enjoy his or her property, this does not mean that reasonble measures to
prevent environmental degradation can be disregarded. In the case of Betty’s Bay - If the owner chooses
to build in a way that is likely to divert a significant amount of water and the building method is driven
by cost rather than by environmental sustainability, why should the burden, risk and cost of this
decision be placed on 1) the adjacent property owners , 2) the ratepayers/the municipality to fix
damaged infrastructure? The IDP refers to a CAPEX of R600 000 for disasters - is that enough and is there

a disaster management unit in place?

Trying to present the argument ‘'but people have the right to build’ holds little value as it would suggest

that environmental laws and environmental management should not exist.
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-In Ward 10 priorities - tarring/or hardsurface may do even more harm and may speed up flood waters.
At present, the gravel roads, although they can be more regularly scraped, are allowing some through-
movement of water and slowing it down. Most people enjoy our well-maintained gravel roads in Betty's

Bay and think that it adds to the charm of the village.
- llike the tourism-centric approach in the IDP

- The table discussing the sustainable development goals -

“At point 13 in the table 3: Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts and develop
a Climate Change response strategy” - sustainable building methods employed in sensitive wetland
areas through reasonable measures is one of our biggest tools that can be used to help us to

adapt to climate change.

The key here is adaptation and resilience efforts that are put in place now that will ensure a

healthy and sustainable environment, as well as healthy ecosystems, for future generations.

In Betty’s Bay for example, we don’t have major industrial facilities. What we do have is peat soil that
is currently acting as a carbon capture. When this is disturbed, as we are seeing all over the area, it

is released back to atmosphere and the carbon capture capacity is lost. What is the OM calculation

of carbon storage loss per 600m2 ERF? By not applying strict laws to development in privately owned
wetlands, we are actually in effect just contributing to it. It is necessary for people to do EA’s when

they build in or sloping to a wetland.

The SDF reference in the IDP correctly identifies -

Areas important for climate change resilience will require proper management and conservation
through a range of mechanisms including land-use planning, environmental impact assessments,
protected area expansion, and collaboration with industry sectors to minimize their spatial footprint

and other impacts.

- The municipality should also consider additional environmental staffing for the Kleinmond-Hangklip

area.
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At point 15 - this is good and | would like to see and have more time to read the disaster risk management
plan. Areas that are dominated by the NFEPA (or just FEPA) layer need to have more environmental
management overlay zones: Urban Conservation added. This is a much needed effort in Betty’s Bay so that

the municipality can have better tools of enforcement.

Why are EA’s necessary?

The National Environmental Management Act

- is a systematic process to identify potential positive and negative impacts (biophysical, socio-economic
and cultural) on the environment associated with a proposed activity.

- It examines management measures to minimise negative and optimise positive consequences.

- The aim Is to prevent substantial detrimental effects on the environment.

- According to NEMA, sustainable development requires the integration of social, economic and environ-
mental factors in the planning, implementation and evaluation of decisions to ensure that development

serves present and future generations.

Strict conditions may also be instructed in the environmental authorisation (like those known to have
conditions that prohibit any use of fertilizer; prohibit the installation of impermeable paving; prohibit

the planting of Kikuyu grass). Building methods are assessed for the best available option.

The 2014 WC DEA&DP commencement circular does not specifically state that the municipality can
ignore NEMA. In fact, it provides a caveat at the end of the document which clearly states that each
application should be considered on its' merits due to the significant impact to the environment

that these decisions could have. Considering the increased storm events we are headed towards,
wetland erfs should be considered very carefully and should ideally be factored in to a risk management

section of the IDP.

The answer is simple. The burden of poor decision-making as it pertains to building in a wetland, should
not be transferred to someone else. Either the Overstrand budgets for a storm water system to be
completed in the next 5-10 years or wetland ERFS fall under strict control in Betty's Bay as well as

in other sensitive wetland areas in the Overstrand Municipality.
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Other comments raised by Betty’s Bay Conservancy members
- What is the council approved policy for expanding the urban edge?
- How does the Overstrand Municipality identify land for future development?

- Comments from Jan Briers regarding the SDF mentioned at the IDP meeting, resubmitted

| would like to have had more time to comment on a very detailed and mostly excellent IDP but
| believe we have sufficiently highlighted the value and economic significance of urban fragmented
wetlands to guide better protection and the need for the services of adaptation and resilience that

they offer.

Kind regards

Liezel Bohdanowicz

Betty’s Bay Conservancy: Wetlands
0791940163

*opinions expressed are my own and not necessarily the opinions of the Betty’s Bay Conservancy
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R Louw
From: Jane Rosenthal <e janerosenthal@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 16:47
To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut
Subject: Fwd: Objection to rezoning for residential development: From Mooi Uitsig to R44

throughroad

To: The Municipal Manager, Overstrand Municipality (DGI O'Neill) PO Box 20, Hermanus. 7200.
and
R Louw, Senior Manager, Overstrand Municipality
and

I Blignaut, Overstrand Municipalilty

From : David and Jane Rosenthal
4661 Disa Circle
Betty's Bay.

Western Cape.

Dear Mr DGI O'Neill and Ms Rochelle Louw

RE: OBJECTION TO PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF THE VLEI AREA WEST OF DISA
CIRCLE, SOUTH OF MOOI UITSIG AND NORTH OF THE R44 THROUGH ROAD, BETTY'S
BAY

As residents of Disa Circle as from August 2022 we are writing to object to the proposal to re-
zone the proposed section so as to allow high density residential development.

Reasons for objection:

1- This is an untouched vlei of high biodiversity, backing onto the Kogelberg Mountains. in
the pristine Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve. The small developed area of Mooiuitsig should
NOT be extended for the same reason. A development here goes against all the principles of
conservation of our biodiversity heritage.

2 - The water table is either extremely high or, in the rainy season, the vlei has water in it
above ground level. Housing development here will cause serious problems for the run off of
water to Grootvlei lagoon. Sewage infrastructure will also be tricky and costly.

3 - No proper EIA will pass scrutiny here.
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4 - There are many other vacant spots in Betty's Bay within the built up area that should be
built up if more housing space is needed.

5 - From environment.gov.za website on wetland loss: "Wetlands make up only 2.4% of the
country's area but 48% of wetland ecosystem types are critically endangered. South Africa has
lost approximately 50% of the original wetland area."

Please remove this proposal from the Spatial Development Plan. It is absolutely inappropriate
and should NEVER have appeared there in the first place.

Please take serious note of the many many objections you will receive on this,

Kind regards

Jane and David Rosenthal.
082 896 8880

072784 8481
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R Louw
From: Paul Saker <paul@mineware.co.za>
Sent: 28 April 2022 16:40
To: R Louw; hblignaut@overstrand.go.za
Subject: Fwd: Proposal for low cost housing development in Bettys Bay

Proposal for low cost housing development in Bettys Bay

Dear Sir/Madam,

I would like to oppose this proposal in the strongest possible terms.

It shows a complete contempt for the UNESCO biosphere.

The whole area is fire sensitive in the extreme, this poorly considered proposal will aggravate the situation even
further.

The area is woefully lacking in support infrastructure, drainage, sewerage, shops and hospital facilities.

In addition the area cannot support a community providing sufficient work.

This will obviously give rise to greater joblessness in the area with all the unfavourable effects that this will have on
self worth and rise in crime rate.

Is this what the municipality stands for?

Is this what our rates and taxes are designed to fund?

There needs to be a complete revision of this ill conceived proposal.

Regards,

Paul Saker
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R Louw
From: Hillary Parkes <patnhill@gmail.com>
Sent: 25 April 2022 07:38
To: Dean O'Neill; R Louw
Cc: mikewormald59@gmail.com; Schaafsma Jan; wormald.sarah@gmail.com;
wilma.grobbelaar@gmail.com
Subject: hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za;

REPRESENTATION WITH REGARD TO THE PROPOSED NEW URBAN DEVELOPMENT - BETTY'S BAY WEST

I am horrified that Overstrand is even entertaining the idea of this development! When we bought here 20 years
ago, it was the beauty of the Biosphere and the wild life that we came here for. Slowly but surely the "Powers" that
are supposed to be keeping control of our Biosphere have turned a blind eye to building control and the stripping of
plots! Now Overstrand are entertaining the idea of building dwellings on the Wetland! Has anybody thought of
people living on water soaked land ..... healthwise??? And what about the run-off into our vleis... are they now just
going to dry up? This whole area is supposed to be the last Floral Kingdom IN THE WORLD
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R Louw
From: Sharon C <sharoncrawford7@gmail.com>
Sent: 25 April 2022 16:30
To: R Louw
Subject: HIGHER DENSITY HUMAN SETTLEMENT

After reading the above proposals | would certainly be against further development, particularly Higher Density
Human Settlement. As itis Bettys Bay has seen a huge influx of people moving into the Village in the last 2 or 3
years. If this Settlement us allowed to take place it will most certainly bring an added influx of crime as well as
turning our very special Bio Diverse Village into just another town which becomes filthy, continues to need more
and more infrastructure and as a whole the very essence of Bettys Bay will be lost including a loss of the tourism
industry. We are one of the few, very few small, relatively un developed little towns in South Africa and that is the
reason people have chosen to live here.

PLEASE keep our Villages as they are and develop somewhere else.

Sincerely,
Sharon Crawford
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R Louw
From: Ina De Klerk <deklerkina04@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 08:53
To: R Louw
Subject: Hoé digtheid behuising. Ek is gekant daarteen. Dankie Ina de klerk

Sent from my Huawei Mobile
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R Louw
From: Hennie Marx <hendrikgmanc@gmail.com>
Sent: 27 April 2022 11:48
To: R Louw
Subject: Huis ontwikkeling in betyys baai

Dit absolute malligheid om nog meer mense hier te laat bly wat nie werk gaan hé nie.

Dit noodsaak daardie inwoners om misdaad te bepleeg om te oorleef,binne n paar maande sal alle wilds lewe
uitgewis wees omdat hierdie inwoner nie n inkomste sal kan vedien in hierdie omgewing nie,so hulle moet eet en
wat is makliker om die onskuldige wild uit te roei

Die bestaande mense in Mooiuitsig kry alreeds baie swaar om dat werk skaar is en dan is die toegang toe publieke
vervoer baie moeilik

Dan wil julle ontwikkeling op n wetland doen
Julle is heeltemal van die wal af
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R Louw
From: Catherine Jaussaud <catherine.jaussaud12@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 09:37
To: R Louw
Subject: IDP
Good day

I would like to oppose the proposed above amendment for Betty s Bay.

Sort out our infrastructure first.Burst old waterpipes every week ,and increasing housing pressures.Ridiculous idea.
This is also wetland area.

And please how can you even think of this .Very little employment in this area to sustain such .And the historic
Mooiutsig community continue waiting for promised housing for years,but nothing happens.Yet you cater for the
needs of those who have no grass roots here!

Perfect recipe for crime and unrest,as experienced in Kleinmond,Botriver, Hermanus

Best regards
Catherine Jaussaud

Sent from my iPhone
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R Louw
From: Michael Raimondo <michael@greenrenaissance.co.za>
Sent: 28 April 2022 15:35
To: R Louw
Subject: IDP Comments

Please find my very brief comments below, please confirm receipt of email.

Page 137 - Hawston/Fisherhaven: Hawston Planning Unit 4 (Overstrand Growth Management Strategy) - Please can
you indicate where this Overstrand Growth management Strategy is to comment on - | can not find it the only thing
on the Overstrand website is the Overstrand Municipality Spatial Growth Management Strategy 2010 from 2015 -
please send a link so that we might comment on this.

Page 144 -table 58 lists for Hawston - ERF 527/8 - 12.6 ha. On figure 14 it clearly shows proposed development of
the Department of Public Works land Erf 572/8 right up to the border of Hoek Van De Berg protected area - ignoring
any ecological corridors or buffer zone as have been outlined in the SFD on page 193.Please can the IDP take into
account the SDF ensuring that ecological buffers are all the way alongside the Protected area of Hoek van de Berg
Nature Reserve as well as the overlay's of ecological corridors are respected.

OnPage 144 - table 58 number 9 lists the ownership of Hawston property to be developed as the National
Department of Public Works - please can clarity be given as to where the current legal court case stands between
the Municipality and Department of Public Works - as the ownership of this land will affect when any development
might take place.

Many thanks,
Michael Raimondo
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R Louw
From: Ebert Hyman <eberthyman@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 18:41
To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut; Amanda Hoatson
Subject: IDP FOR 2017/2023 - comments

Dear Municipal Manager
Re: Higher density human settlement development

I wish to raise my concerns re a New Urban Development area, proposed on the northern periphery of the
settlement, directly abutting the R44 to the south. The land area is + 9.03ha in extent and is intended for higher
density human settiement development as well as potentially mixed-use development, based on the housing need
for Betty’s Bay identified in the situational analysis of the SDF, 2020.

Betty's Bay is under immense pressure from failing infrastructure which is felt by residents in the form of increased
water pipe bursts and electricity outages. We are new owners of our property at 4859 Lakeside Drive, and we expect
that further pressures in the form of extra usage without capacity will topple the system and may leave vulnerable
people at risk.

In addition to these key infrastructure concerns, the idea of placing thousands of new residents in a non
commercially viable town is rather worrying. Mostly to the recipients of the land in that they would have little
opportunity to work locally and would likely need to travel distances to secure and maintain work. The cost of travel
and fuel has increased exponentially and this is not likely to improve.

I do worry about schooling, access to primary and secondary healthcare, and the impact on children.

Lastly, the area is meant to be protected from an enviromental standpoint, and placing high density structures
without proper infrastructure will no doubt create problems for all life including our precious fauna and flora.

I don't agree with the underlying tone (this is how | understood it) from the recent meeting in Kleinmond; that this is
a topic for later, that a decision is likely to only be made around 2031 or later. | believe in being more proactive now
that we know residents are concerned and want to engage.

Please consider my plight for this new urban development to be removed from the Betty's bay spatial development
plans or at least until other concerns are addressed.

Many thanks

Ebert Hyman
Bcomm LLB , Cima
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OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (SDF):

PROVISIONAL COMMENTS BY - KOGELBERG BIOSPHERE RESERVE COMPANY
(KBRC)

1. Background

It is assumed that public comments on the SDF were invited. As far we are aware, the KBRC
was not explicitly requested to comment. Overstrand Municipality (OM) regularly require that
private developments must consult the KBRC apart from advertising it a local newspaper
and placing proposals at the library. Because the SDF is a matter the KBRC concerned and the
OM sit on our Management Committee we would have like to have been specifically notified.

I will comment direct on extracts out of the SDF document. The extracts will be of important
requirements, finding and proposals of a SDF,  Extracts are given in BLACK with headings and
wording emphasised or referred to in bold and my inputs in BLUE.

2. Comments.

Part 1: Introduction
1.1 BACKGROUND

The terms of reference of the SDF is “To update and merge the MSDF (2006) with the
Overstrand Integrated Development Framework (IDF: 2014) and the Overstrand Strategic
Environmental Management Framework (EMF: 2014)

1.3 PURPOSE OF A MUNICIPAL SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK - The Municipal
Spatial Development Framework is a sectoral component of the IDP that, in terms of the MSA, is
aimed at providing general direction to guide decision making on an ongoing basis, aiming at the
creation of integrated, sustainable and habitable regions, cities, towns and residential areas

1.4 KEY STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

In this regard, Section 21 of the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 (Act No.
16 of 2013) and Chapter 3 of the Western Cape Land Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act No. 3 of 2014)
stipulates the aforementioned content requirements.

 include estimates for the demand of housing units and the planned location and density of
future housing developments;

* include a strategic assessment of the environmental pressures and opportunities (incl.
spatial location of environmental sensitivities, high potential agricultural land and coastal
strips);

» identify areas in which more detailed local plans must be developed and shortened land
use procedures may be applicable;

» provide spatial expression of integration of municipal sectoral policies;
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SPLUMA Principles and Related Aspects

SPATIAL SUSTAINABILITY - Environment Indicate how sprawl will be curbed and prime
agricultural land protected. Indicate environmental sensitive areas, nature reserves, cultural
zones and its status

EFFICIENCY - Indicate how the use and innovation of green technology, alternative forms
of energy and infrastructure will be optimised. Settliements Indicate a balanced variety of
land uses, businesses, education, and entertainment that are supportive of each other and well
integrated. Indicate and identify areas for compaction and intensification such as corridors, nodes
and TODs in order to promote compact cities which allows for more affordable and efficient
infrastructure development and public transport.

SPATIAL RESILIENCE - Identify and prioritise areas most vulnerable to possible disasters,
e.g. flood plains. Promote long term spatial planning that monitors future trends and forecasting
of possible disasters and the possible impacts and target areas of disasters.

GOOD ADMINISTRATION - Provide proof that an integrated intergovernmental planning
and consultation process outcome was achieved.

Part 2: The Overstrand Municipal Area

2.3 STATUTORY POLICY CONTEXT

A Synthesis of Key Relevant Policies at National, Provincial, and Regional Level is given and
Policy, Principles and objectives and Focus implications for Overstrand SDF are given:

4. National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (2011)

POLICY - The National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPA) map provides strategic
spatial priorities for conserving South Africa's aquatic ecosystems and supporting sustainable
use of water resources. FEPAs were identified based on a range of criteria dealing with the
maintenance of key ecological processes and the conservation of ecosystem types and species
associated with rivers, wetlands and estuaries.

PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES - The NFEPA project is a multi-partner project which aims to:
Identify Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (FEPAs) to# meet national biodiversity goals for
freshwater ecosystems; and develop a basis for enabling effective implementation of # measures
to protect FEPAs, including free flowing rivers.

FOCUS IMPLICATIONS FOR OVERSTRAND SDF - FEPA data included in the MSDF will
inform the ecological assessment in land use decisions, on various scales and in various
sectors, through illustrated and described priority areas. Land use planning within the MSDF
should be consistent with the objectives of FEPAs.

5. National Biodiversity Assessment (2011)

POLICY - This report assesses the state of South Africa’s biodiversity and ecosystems, across
terrestrial, freshwater, estuarine and marine environments, with an emphasis on giving spatial
information where possible, especially about ecosystems.

PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES - It provides a mechanism for synthesising key aspects of
South Africa’s excellent biodiversity science and making it available to policymakers, decision-
makers and practitioners in a range of sectors. It provides a spatial picture of the location of
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South Africa’s threatened and under-protected ecosystems, and focuses attention on geographic
priority areas for biodiversity conservation.

FOCUS IMPLICATIONS FOR OVERSTRAND SDF - Overstrand has a high level of alien
invasive plant species especially along river banks. This leads to further degradation of aquatic
systems which impacts on the water quality and quantity available in the region. OM has a high
level of alien invasive trees over large areas, including land that the OM own such as reserves.
parks and open space where Al-trees have not been controlled for years. The SDF should
include a map indicating density and species in these areas and require that an alien invasive
plant (Al) Eradication Plan must be compiled and funds made available in the IDP for the
mapping, Eradication Plan and Eradication work.

4. Western Cape Biodiversity Framework (2017)

POLICY - The Western Cape Biodiversity Sector Plan (WCBSP) illustrates vicinities of
biodiversity that are significant throughout the Western Cape. The data covers major coastal and
estuarine habitats as well as terrestrial and freshwater realms respectively.

PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES - The focus of the framework is to identify Critical
Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) and Ecological Support Areas (ESAs) which are areas required
to meet biodiversity targets for ecosystems, species and ecological processes. Emphasis
is placed on the spatial implications for development and conservation. In order for an MSDF to
aid in reaching biodiversity targets and indirectly maintain or improve human well-being, it needs
to consider the WCBSF information in its spatial planning.

FOCUS IMPLICATIONS FOR OVERSTRAND SDF - The OMSDF is informed by the WCBSF
data sets in its status quo plans, and the said data informed various earlier sources that are
comnerstones of the MSDF proposals. The MSDF is therefore entirely consistent with the
provisions of the WCBSF.

2.4 OUR PEOPLE

It appears that there is a particular demand for housing from middle-income wage earners,
earning more than the minimum salary of R3 500 per month, who are excluded from state
housing programmes and are forced to live in backyard dwellings. Overcrowding and living in
backyards increases the strain of living in limited spaces, and thus the demand for access to
vacant land to erect their own structures.

2.4.12 Land Area Requirements based on Housing Need

The following tables present the amount of land (ha) required to accommodate the housing need
as per the preceding section. The land area calculation are based on two scenario’s, namely at a
density provision of 15du/ha as well as 20 du/ha.

Hangklip/Kleinmond needs in 2021 is calculated to be 1 566du requirering 104ha of land at
a density of 20du/ha (Thus 500m2/du)

Hankklip/Kleinmond does nor has large areas of suitable land/space available. The SDF should
investigate how does a allocation of 20du/ha compare with high density housing in developed
counties? Creative ways must be sought to provide and upgrade the housing while reducing the
land surface required for housing.

Note that the SPLUMA Principles of spatial sustainability under the point, Environment
require that the SDF must indicate how sprawl will be curbed.
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2.5 OUR ECONOMY

Overstrands' average Total economic growth in GVA is 2.9%. The average GVA of primary
sector industries of agriculture, forestry and fishing are contracting (-1.1% and -1.7%,
respectively) and tourism will contract substantially as result of the lockdown. With an average
Total growth in GVA of 2.9% the economy has thus contracted in real terms.

The Overstrand should take into account and must make people moving in the area aware of the
fact that the economy has been contracting over time and that will do so in future.

The SPLUMA Principles of spatial sustainability under the point, EFFICIENCY, requires that the
SDF indicate how the use and innovation of green technology, alternative forms of energy
and infrastructure will be optimised. In the absence of projects on the ground, policy changes
that provide incentives to promote such projects should be called for. Policy encouraging
individual residents and davelopers in the OM to use Solar Panels as an example will stimulate
the industry,

Challenges and Impacts / Implications for Economy is this MSDF

The Overstrand’s economy and ecology are inseparable and the natural environment is
widely regarded as the region’s single largest asset. The future management of the natural
resource base and the subsequent state thereof, will to a great extent influence economic
sustainability. If resources are not effectively managed, the resource base may limit economic
growth. Effective integrated environmental management is required to ensure a sustainable
balance between the Overstrand economy and ecology.

2.6 OUR NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Specific most pertinent challenges impacts on the Overstrand rural and natural
environments according to the Overstrand EMF, 2014 are:

The infestation of invasive alien plants that (i) dramatically decreases water quantity from

mountain catchment areas. (i) It suppresses and overgrows indigenous vegetation that
negatively affects the scenic quality of the natural environment and (iii) increases the
frequency and intensity of fires.

A number of factors increasingly impact on natural vegetation including the invasion of alien
vegetation, an increase in agricultural activities, reduced rainfall and changes in land use to
accommodate housing and infrastructure development. Plan 7 spatially illustrates the current
land cover of the Overberg Municipality's rural environment. This land cover transformation plan
depicts naturally vegetated areas, degraded sites, densely alien infested areas, and urban built-
up areas.

A decrease in quantity of freshwater inflows into reservoirs and recharging of aquifer
systems, may compromise adequate potable water supplies to the towns within the Overstrand
region. The quality and quantity of freshwater inflows into estuarine ecosystems are declining as
the result of various factors, which will lead to the gradual transformation thereof into fresh water
lakes. This in itself is a significant disturbance of the natural environmental balance of the area.
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Suggested priority projects that give address these challenges are:

1. The SDF should mention that lack of 2 map indicating the density and species of alien invasive
in the Kogelberg portion of the area and on OM owned land and that such a map should be
compiled and made available.

2. OM should take the responsibility for the cost of catchment management in the
catchments area of the boreholes they abstract water from and catchments of dams that
currently supply water to the OM irrespective of the ownership of the land.

3. Scientific studies in the Fynbos region (see attached review articles) show that the most
impartant manageable fire risk is the presence of dense stands of fast and high growing
Alien Invasive trees. The second is the veld age older than 12-15 years (at this point some
short-lived plants may start dying off).  Likewise the greatest threat to Biodiversity in the Fynbos
region is Alien Invasive (Al) trees while Fynbos is a fire driven vegetation.

The approach to fire must shift from preventing, fighting all fires to managing fires because
prevention of all fire has lead to increased veld age and fire risk, especially near residential areas.
The perception that fire and conservation is or has to be in conflict is therefore incorrect. In fact,
controlling if Alien Invasive trees and managing fire have been a conservation functions for
decades. The largest challenges for managers are integrating fire management with
invasive alien plant management.

Managing fire require that it is done according to a proper Fire Management Plan (FMP)
that take account of season, fire temperatures, veld age, veld type, infrastructure, cooperation
with neighbours, monitoring, ect. The absence of a FMP makes accountability and continual
improvement impossible. A FMP must be an integrated plan i.e. eradication of Al trees is as
much the Fire Departments job as that of conservation. Provision should be made for
such plan in the SDF and IDP. The SDF/IDP should mention that lack of an Invasive Alien
Tree Control Plan and Fire Management Plan hinder work efficiently and monitoring of staff and
contractors.

4. Spatial information about the density and species in a useful format it can be used by the
public, education, Botsoc's hacking teams and others. It is recommend that the information that
the OM has should be made available to ARC at Elsenburg and/or SANBI. They will make it
available to all and the information will be used in the interest of people and the environment.

2.7.4 Rural Settlements
2.7.5 Urban Nodes

BB RE and PB are already inappropriately spread out along more than 20km. A large number of
plots in BB, RE and PB should never have been developed and can today be serviced at very
high cost (we can blame it on thoughtless planning of the past). The residential plot in the
wetlands that are filled up with building rubble and plots and roads in a transgressive dune field
that are covered with sand in the BB main beach area can attest to this.

The density of future housing developments and the location thereof should be based on
the actual environmental, special and economic constraints and realities.

‘The Spatial Sustainability aim of SPLUMA and is to minimize "Urban Sprawl " and
peripheral, segregated development in favour of inclusive integrated development.
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Rooiels (RE)

The town was surveyed in terms of availability of vacant land in 2019, and a total of 58 vacant
residential erven were identified. A total amount of 295 additional people will need to be
accommodated from 2019 to 2031. Based on an average household size of 2.6 persons per
household, this amounts to a total requirement of 113 additional dwelling units by 2031. When
the aforementioned existing amount of available erven for residential development is compared
to the amount of additional dwelling units, it is evident that a shortage of approximately 55
dwelling units will be required by 2031.

No densification is proposed for Rooiels in terms of the Overstrand Growth Management
Strategy. Therefore the shortage of 55 dwelling units will either have to be accommodated
by means of secondary dwelling units on existing erven or a maximum of approximately
65 additional erven will be required.

Pringle Bay (PB)

Due to the excessive amount of vacant residential zoned land in Pringle Bay no densification
will be required by 2031,

Betty’s Bay (BB)

Almost half of the erven zoned for residential use are currently vacant. The town was surveyed in
terms of availability of vacant land in 2019, and a total of 856 vacant residential erven were
identified. A total amount of 417 additional people will need to be accommodated from 2019 to
2031. Based on an average household size of 2.6 persons per household, this amounts to a total
requirement of 160 additional dwelling units by 2031. When the aforementioned existing amount
of available erven for residential development is compared to the amount of additional dwelling
units required, it is evident that a significant excess of residential developable land will be
available by 2031 (sufficient land area to develop a surplus of approximately 696 dwelling
units).

Finding: Due to the excessive amount of vacant residential zoned land in Betty’s Bay no
densification will be required by 2031.

The portion of land 9,03 ha in extent indicated on Plan 45 state that the land is intended for
higher density human settlement development. This recommended development is inconsistent
with the final finding of the assessment (see above) and does not explain why this particular
area is the priority spatial location or argue merits / demerits of development outside urban
edge.

All the information and rules in this SDF as well as the Overstrand EMF clearly identify
this area as a “no go" area for the following reasons:

¢ The proposed site falls outside of the current approved Urban Edge. The urban edge had to
be amended to include the area.

« The proposed site is part of the Buffer area of the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve. See Plan 16
below.
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» National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPA) map and FEPA data must be
included in the MSDF fo inform the ecological assessment in land use decisions. Point 2.3
above state that "Land use planning within the MSDF should be consistent with the objectives
of FEPAs." Map 3 above shows Nalional Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPA) map
indicating the area fall in FEPA wetland in FEPA River.

e The proposed site is a Threatened Ecosyslem and classified as Critically Endangered. See
Plan 4 of SDF below.

» The proposed site is classified as a Critical Biodiversity Area. See Plan 5 below.

* The proposed site is along a identified Important Scenic Route (Plan 40) and the SDF state on
p 174 that “The unigue sense of place should be maintained by implementation of the Draft
HPOZ and EMOZ regulations” .

» The finding in the SDF for Betty's bay rural settlement reporl state "Due to the excessive
amount of vacant residential zoned land in Betty's Bay no densification will be required
by 2031”. This proposal is therefore contrary to the final finding and seems to be irrational.

All the above views of the SDF report are supported by the KBRC. The KBRC further support
the final point in the summary of Point 2.3 under the heading, Our Economy, that the main
challenge of the MSDF is, "The Overstrand’s economy and ecology are inseparable and the
natural environment is widely regarded as the region’s single largest asset. The future
management of the natural resource base and the subsequent state thereof, will to a great
extent influence economic sustainability. If resources are not effectively managed, the
resource base may limit economic growth. Effective integrated environmental
management is required to ensure a sustainable balance between the Overstrand
economy and ecology.”

Updating the SDF should not be used to shortcut to add land for development and move the
urban edge without any consultation or an assessment.

A scoping study evaluating different alternatives and public consultation should have been
carried out prior to the proposed site being identified and included in 2 SDF for approval.
Therefore the proposed site should be removed from the map (Plan 46) in the SDF.

The SDF state that “the seftlement is not adequately serviced by stormwater
infrastructure” is agreed with. Such infrastructure however seems fo drain wetlands and
canalise the watercourses indicaled on this map (an aclivity that is probably unlawful). The lack
of an understanding of the surface waler and welland dynamics will cause that any stormwater
infrastructure construct by the OM may cause unknown environmental damage. All new
development on roads, existing- or vacant erven will add to this problem and it is imperative that
stormwater infrastruclure should be guided by a study to understand the wetlands, infrastructure
and strormwater dynamics. .
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2.8 OUR FACILITIES
Three (3) additional Primary schools are proposed for BB according to the SDF.
Primary schools for BB, RE and PB has a Population Threshold of 1000.

The Population Threshold for a Primary school is 7000 in the rest of OM. This threshold amounts
to one (1) Primary school estimated provision for Kieinmond.

Correct this irrational proposal in the SDF as limited funds should be used at priority
locations.

Level surface playing field x 2 plus Single hard surface court x 2 plus Neighbourhood
park (with Equip.) x 2 has been identified for BB according to the SDF at total provision for
these facilities approx. 0.56 ha per 1000 people.

While the Population Threshold for a Level surface playing field and Neighbourhood park (with
Equip.) are 3000 in the rest of OM.

BB PB and RE thal has relatively large erven, has large open areas for hiking, water bodies and
the sea for swimming rowing and fishing the threshold level is 1000. A high proportion of
permanent residence in BB is older and/or without children and additional land suitable for
development scarce, as it already overdeveloped. Better use for land and funding elsewhere
seems to be obvious.

Correct this irrational proposal in the SDF as the funds should be used at priority
locations.

2.7.4 Rural Settlements
2.7.5 Urban Nodes
Kleinmond (KM)

As illustrated in Plan 24 an informal settlement is located in the area north of the R44 at the
western most periphery of the town. The housing need for the indigent and estimated percentage
annual growth in Kleinmond is presented in detail in Sections 2.4.11 and 2.4.12 of this report.
The Hangklip — Kleinmond area had a total housing need ranging from 855du in 2011, 1 178 in
2016 which has been projected to increase to 2 468du by 2031 (Refer Section 2.4.11).

This translates to a total required housing land area of £65ha by 2031 when the density of
20du/ha is applied. Kleinmond boasts of a substantial housing project currently
underway.

The final recommendation after the assessment of the housing requirements in Kleimond (above)
indicate that an additional area in extent of 65ha should be made available for higher density
human settlement, Plan 49 below for Kleinmond does not seems to show any additional land
proposed for residential development. If so, it is inconsistent with the final finding of the
assessment (see above) especiglly since the report state that the "Kleinmond boasts of a
substantial housing project currently underway”.

At a public meeting that | atlended a few menths ago, the OM said that no land has been
identified for housing development but that they embarking on a survey to determine the
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community needs that may have a spatial footprint. Nothing was heard of the progress or findings
of the survey.
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R Louw
From: Janet Longman <cousinnorman@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 10:52
To: R Louw
Subject: IDP FOR BETTY'S BAY

Will this proposed development be open for public participation BEFORE any development takes place?
Thanking you

Terry & Janet Longman
4792 Salvia Road
Betty's Bay

Tel 083 651 0352
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Municipal Manager
(For attention Ms. R Louw - Draft amended IDP, Draft SDBIP and Mr. H Blignaut - Draft WSDP)

DRAFT AMENDED INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (IDP) FOR 2017/2023 AND RELATED
DOCUMENTS

My Objection

(Paragraph 1)

| have various reasans for my objection to the proposed mixed use, high density development in
Betty’s Bay West, but | will focus on the glaring anomaly in the provided documentation, i.e. the
Overstrand MSDF.

(Paragraph 2)

The document accumulates a bunch of statistics, determines a statistical ‘need’ and then spreads the
solution throughout the Overstrand area, ignoring one of the seven key strategies as defined on
pages 155 and 156, i.e. “Adopt o selective “supply driven” approach by only providing for housing
growth and related community facilities in the urban areas where the highest potentiol for sustained
economic growth exists.”

(Paragraph 3)

Additional statistics and justification provided shows that the planning is clearly biased according to
reguirements of “settlements”. In particular, on Page 27 of the OMSDF, a highlighted section, which
seems to be a focussed justification as to why new land must be made available, is complete
rubbish, and is simply a matter a situation that has developed due to the lack of law enforcement.
Viz: “A further housing related matter refers to 22 March 2018 when a small group of approximately
15 women in Kwasa Kwasa, Zwelihle, walked to the Overstrand Municipality offices to complain
about exorbitant rental prices for small backyord dwellings that are attached to the RDP homes in
2welihle. They were also frustrated with the lack of services by their landlords, who fail to pay rates
and electricity. These women demanded land to build their own homes. Land invasions are a matter
of concern after an invasion took place in the area behind the Zwelihle swimming pool, as well as on
the old dump mound, now referred to as Marikana.” Basically, people who benefited from the
provision of RDP housing should not be allowed to demand rent for the use of those facilities. If you
continue bowing down to the demands of people who are basically behaving badly in an illegal
manner, then there is a serious management/leadership problem that needs to be addressed.

(Paragraph 4)

Considering Paragraph 2 above, instead of spreading the solution, the individual nature of each area
should be taken into consideration, in particular, Betty’s Bay, which certainly cannot be described as
an area where “the highest potential for sustained economic growth exists”! | believe that Pringle

Bay and Rooi Els are of a similar nature. Surely, the needs of the current land owners must be taken
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into consideration, after all they are the rate-payers, who have reasons why they chose to invest
financially in the area. In my case, | invested my life-savings into my retirement home, based on the
exquisite bio-diversity of the area. The fact that there is no industrial area, minimal commercial
areas, and the fact that no further development should take place based on the sensitive bio-
diversity of the area. These areas are being diminished country-wide and should be protected.

(Paragraph 4)

The real facts are that the Betty's Bay population is not growing, and therefore there is no ‘need’ for
more housing. There are still plenty of empty erven available for home building. The vast majority
of the permanent residents are not young people with growing families. The land owners who do
have young families are usually not permanent residents, and by the time that they may become
permanent residents, at their time of retirement, their children will probably not be joining them.
The real fact is, that amongst the current permanent residents in Betty’s Bay, the ‘growth rate’ is
probably negative. If people are migrating from other areas in the country to realise a perceived
‘opportunity” based on the fact the Western Cape is the best managed region in the country, then
perhaps the migration issue should be addressed at the source of the problem. Merely
accommodating everyone’s demands, without addressing the root cause, creates situations which
impede other people’s happiness, which is not a sustainable solution. This is an internal RSA matter
that needs to be addressed. The Western Cape Government’s input at a national level, should be
focussed on encouraging the addressing of the issues that are forcing the population to migrate due
to lack of opportunities, such in the Eastern Cape. Just saying.

In summary | believe, like myself, the land owners in Betty’s Bay have invested in the area for the
same reasons as mentioned in paragraph 4 above, i.e. minimal commercial development. Leave it
like it is.

s

John Francis
Betty’s Bay Ratepayer

2022-04-27




143

uf o

R Louw

From: Suzette de Beer <vrouliefie@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 18:45

To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut

Subject: Insake kapsie teen " IDP"

Heil dieLeser!

Hiermee my sterkste teenkanting teen ontwikkeling van goedkoop behuising of enige aanmoediging van informele
nedersettings te Bettysbaai!

Ek het ure op "google maps" spandeer en deeglik navorsing gedoen oor watter plekke NIE informele
nedersettings/goedkoop behuising het nie, voor ek besluit het om my aftree huis geldjie hier in Bettys te kom
spandeer.

Ons geniet 'n rustige misdaad vrye oudag, die vrug van my navorsing! Ek sidder by wat die resultate sal wees van
wat julle nou beplan!

By voorbaat dank,
Suzette de Beer
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R Louw

From: Patrick Koen <patrickoen@gmail.com>

Sent: 27 April 2022 14:58

To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut; R Kuchar; R Van Antwerp; A Theart; Annelie Rabie

Cc: Marieta Koen

Subject: KOEN Patrick OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT REPRESENTATIONS: DRAFT AMENDED
INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (IDP) FOR 2017/2023 AND RELATED
DOCUMENTS

Attachments: KOEN Patrick REPRESENTATIONS (IDP) FOR 20172023 AND RELATED
DOCUMENTS.pdf

Overstrand Municipality
PO Box 20
HERMANUS

Attention: DGI O'NEILL
MUNICIPAL MANAGER

OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT REPRESENTATIONS: DRAFT AMENDED INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT PLAN (IDP) FOR
2017/2023 AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

To whom it may concern,

It is with grave concerns that | am writing to you at this time. The Draft amended Integrated Development Plan (IDP)
in terms of section 25 (3) of the Municipal Systems Act No 32 of 2000 issued 01 April 2022 as per OPPORTUNITY TO
SUBMIT REPRESENTATIONS: Notice number: 37/2022 pertains.

The proposed New Urban Development area which is proposed on the northern periphery of the settiement, Betty's
Bay directly abutting the R44 to the south. The land area is intended for higher density human settlement
development as well as potentially mixed-use development, based on the housing need for Betty’s Bay identified in
the situational analysis of the SDF, 2020.

The definition of a High-Density Urban Settlement as | understand is as follows:

High-density urban settlement that is mentioned here is an area located in urban, housing is a mainfand area, with
building coverage under 90 percent. The house in this location is less than 50 square meters. Each home occupied
more than 5 people with lack of facilities and infrastructure.

This type of development in my opinion is reminiscent of the example of forced removals that took place in Cape
Town as a result of the Group Areas Act that were enforced in the 1960's by the Apartheid Government.

The argument is that you would enhance people’s lives and living conditions with the proposed new urban
development area providing housing opportunities and associated land uses in the Overstrand, to accommodate
human settlement and alleviate pressures in areas where expansion is not possible, and right the wrongs by
reversing segregated development and the creation of poverty pockets in the peripheral areas by integrating
previously excluded groups and resuscitating declining areas.

This beggars the question how these people will have jobs in an area clearly identified as a retirement and holiday
village. There is no public transport and the nearest work is in Kleinmond and Hermanus. How will the people travel,
and they will bear the exorbitant cost of travel with the price of petrol increasing as it is currently.

When families were moved from Cape Town and surrounding areas and thrown out into Cape Flats, Mitchells Plein,
with no Hospitals, shops, schools, transport to work, places of worship, families were destroyed and thrown into an
unending cycle of criminality and poverty that 27 years after Apartheid still has not been rectified.
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By creating an area where the document clearly states no industrial development is foreseen for this settlement, as
this town (Betty's Bay) is predominantly a retirement/holiday town, you will be creating a Den of Iniquity and not a
Garden of Eden.

By creating this exact environment, you will be robbing the people of access to connectivity, economic and social
infrastructure and will not be able to ensure the attainment of basic services, job opportunities, transport networks,
education, recreation, health and welfare facilities.

The Overstrand Municipality will not be able to facilitate and catalyze increased investment and productivity in the
area because it does and cannot exist when half the current population are retirees and are not interested in
creating jobs/work.

The legacy of apartheid and forced removals left Cape Town as a segregated city, and residential suburbs created by
apartheid through forced removals are still visible. You will once again be creating a very visible and divided society
when you place people in an area that will not fulfill their needs but rather breed contempt for an aged and
vulnerable village.

This development must be reconsidered as ill planned and an ill-advised venture that will not only create social and
economic upheaval but will bring financial ruin on the very people it is supposedly trying to uplift.

| am strongly opposed to this development.

Yours Faithfully

Regards

Patrick Koen
SA Mobile (Whatsup): +27 845877297
patrickoen@amail.com

*Signed letter attached
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R Louw
From: Fanie Fourie <fourie.sa@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 14:18
To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut
Cc: Theresa Els
Subject: New IDP Plan - Proposed Betty's Bay Western Extension (Mooiuitsig)

I am in principle totally against adding this extra area in Betty"s Bay (BB) for housing, as per the following reasons:

1. The area shown is:
a. Part of the protected Kogelberg biosphere,
b. It is thus part of a Nature reserve and may not be developed,
c. Itis an protected marsh wet land area.

2. Because at least 75% of the proposed area is a wet land, it is not suitable for housing development without
destroying the natural flow and cleansing of water during our raining season - this is already a major problem in the
low laying areas of BB and specially around our lakes.

3. The idea of high density housing is totally unacceptable to the adjacent residents as it will bring lots of criminal
elements into BB, which are curently a fairly quite and a very safe residential area.

4. What will all these people do to earn a living and sustain themselves, as job opportunities in BB is already very
limited as businesses which can employ them are almost non-existent,

5. The value a of adjacent properties will be seriously reduced and this is totally unacceptable to us owners who has
invested much money into our houses and properties in the Disa Circle area.

6. The current water, sanitation and electrical infrastructure in BB can already not cope with existing demands due
to the rapid building of new residences and guest houses in BB.

7. We don't need another OverHills type of development in BB - and a big influx of druggies and poachers !.

8. If an development of not more than 40 houses is done close to the existing Mooiuitsig, in the high laying area, it
would be adequate to support labour requirements in BB for many years to come.

9. If the proposed area is ever developed, it will in any case need its own entrance road into the R44 (Clarence
Drive) and the current road from Mooiuitsig into Disa Circle will have be permanently closed - the current traffic
volume is already not acceptable to owners residing on the tar part of Disa Circle.

Please consider my points above positively as it will have:

- A major and serious impact on the value of all the properties inside the Disa Circle area, and

- If very high density housing is implemented it will also reduce our safe living quality in BB, which is not why |
purchased property here and why | want to keep staying in Betty's Bay.

Regards,
Fanie Fourie

BB 4588
082-564-6784
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From: Parzival <jesterswart@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 13:18
To: R Louw
Subject: Notice 32 /2022 Feedback
Good day,

Herewith my personal objections to the amended IPD draft, as per notice given in Notice 32 /2022.
In short: | STRONGLY object to this proposed plan.
Reasons:

My parents and several colleagues of mine live in Betty's Bay, and to my knowledge the situation regarding
water/electricity is already abysmal at the current stage.

Water shortages and outages bordering on the line of Human rights violations, coupled with a new amended plan to
introduce a "High Density, Low Cost housing” solution, which if we are all being honest is just a more culturally
appropriate definition of a squatter camp, is a recipe for disaster. Especially considering the area is known for its
environmental protection and reservations.

It is by plain historical FACT that areas like these become difficult to maintain and control, decreases safety and
security and become a major downfall in system stability due to electricity theft etc.

This is not even to mention this will negatively impact the fact that the area is currently largely attractive to holiday
goers, tourists and retirees etc.

This will also affect the valuation of property etc in the area, effectively costing citizens' money, reducing their
overall net worth tied up in property assets.. And for some, this is all they have in this harsh and unforgiving country.

| hope you take all of this into consideration.
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From: Collen Smook <csmook@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 18:09
To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut
Subject: Notice37 /2022 - objection
A big and definite NO!

Reasons not needed from ratepayers.. a simple yes / no should be sufficient.

Regards
Collen
Property owner Pringlebay
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R Louw

From: Chan Schultz <schultz.chan@gmail.com>
Sent: 26 April 2022 14:23

To: R Louw; Hanre Blignaut

Subject: Object to IDP

Importance: High

DATED: 26" April 2022

Time: 14h15

To:

We
We

1
2.

10.

Ms R Louw — Draft Amended IDP, Draft SDBIP
Mr H Blignaut = Draft WSDP
as permanent resident of Betty’s Bay make the following submission in terms of the Betty's Bay IDP
are NOT in support of the IDP in the Betty's Bay area as proposed or in terms of any other such proposal.

The Betty’s Bay Municipality does not have the funding to develop and sustain such a development.

The majority of the persons expected to be accommodated in such a development will not be able to pay for
their housing, rates, water and electricity creating an untenable drain on the already constricted Betty's Bay
Municipal fiscal capacity.

There are no work opportunities for the proposed target residence of such a development. There are already
numbers of residence that are struggling for work opportunities and the labour market has no ability to absorb
anymore workers in larger numbers. The work opportunities already service the labour capacity from
Kleinmond to Rooi Els.

There is no adequate Socio-Economic infrastructure to support such a community e.g., Schools, clinics, public
transport, shopping, factories, malls, etc

There is no prevalent taxi industry situated in Betty’s Bay, no noisy, criminal controlled, and violence affected
taxi ranks and increased traffic, which is already a problem every time a public route is blocked and
accompanied by violent protests, property destruction, etc

The present electricity, sanitation, water, and road infrastructure is in a constant state of disrepair and financial
constraint. This infrastructure which is being funded by the tax and rate payers must enjoy priority over the
non-ending costly “hollow money pit” that a IDP will become, first get the structural infrastructure of the Betty’s
Bay residents up to the required standard. Especially when the present residents are being told that financial
constraints are effecting the provision of quality sustainable services.

As we can determine the envisaged area is planned to be developed on a Wet land area, which is contrary to the
Provincial Statutes.

Due to the lack of employment opportunities in the larger Overberg and TWK areas, there is already a high
unemployment rate resulting in greatly increased criminal activities and elevated crime rate, Such a
development would escalate the situation and require a greatly elevated policing plan as well as a permanent
Police Station and presence in Betty’s Bay. This is unfortunately a reality that has been experienced in many
areas in the Overberg and TWK where development, formal and informal has already taken place legally and
illegally.

Betty's Bay is, in the majority, a holiday destination and can’t absorb the socio-economic requirement of such a
development on a full time daily, weekly, monthly etc basis.

1 also specifically refer to the Overstand IDP Amended Integrated Development Plan 2017/18 — 2-22-23 dd 30
March 2022. Chapter 4, Strategic Directives Page 136, Para 4. Identifying Resources 4.1 Land Point 2. (And |
quote) “Betty’s Bay: Current demand in Betty’s Bay too small to warrant a separate low —income housing
project” unquote. This is an outcome of an extensive analysis that was done over a period of years.
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This is also the considered opinions of the majority of the Betty’s Bay residents and rate payers. So, one can only ask
the question what is going on now within the greater political municipal management to go against their own
analysis and planning directive. Why do they want to subject the residents and rate payers of Betty's Bay to an ill-
considered, costly, doomed to decay and failure, forced socio-economic engineered plan? The other question is
who is going to benefit from this obviously unrequired development? “A few tender-preneurs” and politically
connected persons at the expense of the larger Betty’s Bay community.

Therefore, with the above aspects taken into consideration, we do without reservation NOT support this referred to
IDP or any other in the Betty’s Bay area in the medium to long-term strategic planning.

Betty's Bay Residents
A E Schultz
C Schultz
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From: Cathy Storm <cathystorm10@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 12:28
To: Hanre Blignaut; R Louw
Cc: deonstorm001@gmail.com
Subject: Objection - Betty's Bay Planned Low Cost Housing Development
Good day.

My name is Cathy Storm we own a house in Disa Road, Betty’s bay.
| am writing with regards to the planned low cost housing development in Betty’s Bay.

I have major concerns for not only the people that will be given this low cost housing but also for the protected
biosphere and the impact that it will have on the small community that already lives in Betty’s bay.

There is no infrastructure for the 1000s of people that would be given these houses. ‘As it stands, the existing
infrastructure in Betty’s Bay is at risk and fragile at the least. There is no hospital , no schools , no grocery stores , no
jobs , no public transport and nothing close by for these people to be able to survive in Betty's Bay. They will have to
travel to Hermanus or Strand accordingly.

This is not to mention that the lot that is allocated is in a protected wetland. How will the people stay warm in the
winter? They will have to chop all the protected vegetation down for burning wood which | am sure is illegal as
Betty’s bay is a protected biosphere. Who will Enforce the law when this happens because there is no police station
in Betty's bay.

What happens when someone gets sick or has a serious accident? There is no hospital close by and there is no public
transport. Your will be putting these peoples lives at risk by making them settle there.

1 employ you to please reconsider this plan as it will destroy one of the most beautiful parts in our country and
brings so much hardship to so many people, This development should not go ahead as there is nothing good that
will come of it. Please reconsider where to build this and move it to a location that will better suit the people you
are trying to help.

Regards

Cathy Storm
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R Louw
From: Car lo <carlomail7@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 April 2022 10:15
To: L Gillion
Cc R Louw
Subject: Objection

To whome it may concern
Formal objection

Hi Loretta/OM

Please may | formally object to the proposed aprox Shectr housing development Bettys bay
| believe the notice number is Notice number 37/ 2022, if incorrect pls advise)

Pls can you in addition provide me any additional formal objection process required thanks
Kind regards

Carlo Valentini

3779 Nerine Crescent Bettys Bay

Thank you
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R Louw

From: bjanssens <bjanssens@mweb.co.za>
Sent: 25 April 2022 21:36

To: R Louw

Cc: Hanre Blignaut

Subject: Objection 37/2022

Dear Sir/Madam

Objection for 37/2022.

No further development until the infrastructure is fully operational and 100% reliable. At present, the infrastructure
is a disaster.

Sort out our infrastructure in Betty's Bay and surrounding areas first.Burst old waterpipes every week and increasing
housing pressures.Ridiculous idea.

This is also wetland area.

And please how can you even think of this. Very little employment in this area to sustain such. And the historic
Mooiutsig community continue waiting for promised housing for years, but nothing happens.Yet you cater for the
needs of those who have no grass roots here!

Perfect recipe for crime and unrest, as experienced in Kleinmond, Botriver, Hermanus and and and......Wake up
people,because this will be what we are in for. You are going to take away everything from us: peace and quiet and
nature.

Instead you will create an added problem to a struggling/non existent infrastructure and bring a huge amount of
crime and unemployment in the area.

Regards

Carine van Riet
Benny Janssens
4335 Wallers Way
Betty's Bay

Sent from vivo smartphone
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