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1. Introduction 

An Environmental Authorisation (EA) was issued by the Provincial Department of Economic Development, Environmental 

Affairs and Tourism (DEDEAT) on 6 March 2015 to Earth Temple Design Centre (ETDC) for the development of Honeyville 

Eco-Village (EC08/C/LN1&3/46-2013). The Eco-Village is situated on the Remainder of Farm Honeyville No. 304 along the 

R332, approximately 10 km north of Humansdorp in the Kouga Municipality (see Figure 1).  

 

The project entails the development of an Eco-Village, comprised of 34 Erven and permaculture areas, within a Protected 

Area. The Kouga Municipality approved the rezoning and subdivision of the Farm into Resort II for the 34 Erven, while the 

remainder is Open Space III. The full extent of the property is within the Honeyville Nature Reserve. The development is 

divided into 4 areas which are referred to in the project description in the EA as the ‘Northern Area’ with 3 Erven, the ‘Farm 

Village’ with 15 Erven, the ‘Arable Lands Area’ with 13 Erven, and the ‘Remainder/Southern Area’ with 3 Erven. Refer to 

Figure 2. 

 

All 34 Erven have been registered with the Surveyor-General, and are owned by ETDC until such time as they are sold and 

transferred to a buyer. Seven of the 34 Erven have existing dwellings, intended for refurbishment. The remainder are vacant 

land where new structures will be developed. Each Erf owner is responsible for construction, operation and maintenance of 

his/her respective Erf. Earth Temple Design Centre is responsible for the construction of any internal roads and services 

(water and sewer). A Services Report has been developed by Jaco Spies Engineers in 2022 to guide the development and 

compliance auditing process. The report is attached as Appendix 2 of the Due Diligence Audit Report, and the Services 

Plan is shown in Figure 3 in this report. 

 

At the time of writing this report, 6 of the 34 Erven are developed and occupied. Permaculture areas and the Nature 

Reserve will be accessible to all members of the Home Owners Association (HOA), under conditions of the Protected Areas 

Management Plan (PAMP) and Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP). Members commit to adhering to 

rules and regulations by means of signing a Code of Conduct which includes a set of all management plans for Honeyville. 

Funds for managing the Reserve are administered within an Environmental Committee that is part of the HOA, with a 

representative of ETDC.  

 

ETDC appointed CEN IEM Unit in 2021 to do a Due Diligence Audit of their compliance with Conditions of the EA, and 

submit an Amendment Application to the DEDEAT for certain Conditions of the EA. In the process, it was determined that 

some Conditions have not been complied with, and that a Section 24 G application in terms of the National Environmental 
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Management Act (NEMA) must be submitted to the DEDEAT to apply for rectification of the non-compliances. The DEDEAT 

subsequently issued a written notice on 23 July 2021 of their intention to issue a Compliance Notice in terms of Section 31 L 

of the NEMA and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations.  

 

CEN IEM Unit has been appointed by ETDC to make the necessary applications to amend the authorisation and apply for 

rectification of the non-compliances. This includes compiling and submitting: 

• A Part 2 amendment application in terms of the EIA Regulations to DEDEAT for changes that relate to the 

Environmental Authorisation (refer to a copy of the application in Appendix 1). 

• A Section 24 G Application in terms of NEMA to apply for rectification of non-compliance with certain Conditions of 

the EA.  

• A report that identifies and assesses impacts of the proposed amendments to the EA, and non-compliances (i.e. 

this report). 

• A Public Participation Report (refer to Appendix 3) - this draft assessment report is being submitted to stakeholders 

(including the competent review authority) for a 30 day public participation and comment process. Comments 

received on the draft report will be collated and responded to, and used to update this assessment report and the 

above-mentioned applications for submission to the DEDEAT, and their final review. The PPP Report will be 

updated after the 30 day commenting period, to respond to comments submitted by stakeholders; and sent to all 

registered Interested and Affected Parties (IAPs).    
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Figure 1: Google Earth image showing the location of Honeyville Eco-Village and Nature Reserve on the Remainder of Farm Honeyville No. 304 (outlined 
in red).
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Figure 2: Site Development Plan, showing the different development areas and the position of registered Erven, and permaculture areas.
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Figure 3: Services and Internal Roads (Jaco Spies Engineers, 2022).
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2. Description of activities/aspects included in the applications 

A. Amendment Application 

Amendment requested Reason why amendment is required 

Condition 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 –  

Construction of dwellings or facilities on all properties sold 

after the date of signature of EA, must be completed within 

60 months (5 years) from date of registration in the Title 

Deeds Office provided that the balance of the 60 month will 

apply to any properties being resold after the initial sale.  

Furthermore, the 60 month timeframe for completion of 

construction of individual dwellings or facilities will also apply 

to properties already registered with existing owners 

provided that the balance of the 60 month period will also 

apply to properties sold after the date of the signature of this 

EA 

Amendment Request: 

The Condition be binding on individual Erf owners, once the 

Erf is sold from ETDC to the new owner. The new owner will 

then be bound by the 60 month timeframe from the date of 

taking transfer of the Erf to complete new dwellings and/or 

refurbish existing structures. Individual Erf owners need to 

submit information to demonstrate compliance with this 

Condition to ETDC, for collation in the site Environmental 

Management File, and submission to the DEDEAT by 

ETDC’s ECO on an annual basis. ETDC remains 

accountable for compliance with the Condition and reporting 

to DEDEAT, but the 60 month timeframe is only applicable 

on an Erf basis, once the new owner takes transfer of the 

Erf.  

It is submitted that the 60 month timeframe for completion of 

construction on vacant erven is not practical to the 

development model. ETDC is not responsible for construction 

on each erf. ETDC owns all erven, but will not develop the 

erven. Once an erf is sold, the owner who will then need to 

comply with the 60 month period for completing construction 

from date of the erf being transferred to them. ETDC remains 

accountable to demonstrating compliance with this Condition 

to the DEDEAT, and will be responsible for collating the 

information and reporting compliance on an Erf basis to the 

DEDEAT in annual audits. ETDC has an Environmental 

Control Officer (ECO) who will monitor compliance in annual 

audits.  

Condition 3.2.11 –  

Where any of the applicant’s contact details change, the 

applicant must notify the Department. 

Mr John Barrett is no longer the owner of the property and is 

not responsible for the development.  

The EA is issued to ETDC, and the company remains as such. 

The contact person and owners have changed. The current 

contact person and owners of ETDC are aware of the 

Conditions of the EA, and have been integrally involved in 
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Amendment request – change details of the contact person 

for ETDC from Mr John Barrett to Mr Zak Venter. 

compiling the Amendment and Section 24 G applications and 

this assessment report. Mr Barrett is aware of the Amendment 

Application to change the contact person from himself to Zak 

Venter. 

Condition 3.3.1 –  

A Final layout and design plan for the development of the 

respective eco-village and permaculture area is to be 

submitted and approved by the DEDEAT prior to the clearing 

of vegetation and the commencement of any construction 

activities taking place on the property. The Plan is to provide 

for: 

3.3.1.1 The exact spatial and locality boundary extent for 

each of the 34 erven comprising the eco village component 

of the development to be based on the details contained in 

Slides 9, 10, 11, 12 of Appendix B of FBAR. 

3.3.1.2 The final position of the new structures to be erected 

may not exceed the development footprint area designated 

for such (as proposed), which the tables in Annexure 1 of 

this EA refers, and which correlates with the respective 

tables contained in slides 5& 6 of Appendix B of FBAR. In 

this regard, new dwellings are to be located below the 1:100 

floodline and at least thirty two metres from the edge of any 

watercourse and at least 50 metres from the edge of any 

wetland.  

3.3.1.3 A 5 m disturbance area permitted around the 

periphery of this development footprint area (if required), in 

which activities associated with site preparation, construction 

as well as operations for the respective structure can be 

conducted; conditional upon this disturbance area precluding 

the establishment of any hardened structures , exotic 

gardens and or keeping of pets.  

3.3.1.4 Carports may not exceed 72m2 to accommodate a 

maximum of 4 parking bays which must be designed in 

parallel side by side and adjoining to the dwelling. 

3.3.1.6 The position of all existing infrastructure that is to be 

used for the eco village and commonage permaculture 

In the due diligence audit report, the position of registered 

erven in the SDP was checked against the co-ordinates and 

details provided in Appendix B of the FBAR, and Table 1 of 

the EA. Several variances were noted. Table 1 of the EA 

needs to be amended to reflect the correct Erf details provided 

in Table 1 below.  

Keeping of pets: the request is for 2 pets per Erf, with no cats 

allowed. Dogs to be walked on a leash in shared spaces, and 

contained within an enclosed area of no more than 36 m2 

adjacent the dwelling on each Erf. Dogs are important for 

security, and are a valuable addition to a good lifestyle.  

Private gardens on erven: growing vegetables for private use 

is an important part of being self-sufficient and sustainable 

living.  

Carports: the footprint restriction of 72 m2 can easily be 

complied with, however the side by side orientation may not 

be suitable for all erven. The request is to determine the best 

position and orientation of a carport on an Erf basis, to 

minimise disturbance and visual impacts.  

A detailed services investigation has been done by Jaco Spies 

to determine the demand of water and sewerage, and how this 

can be supplied for Phase 1 (refer to Appendix 3 of the Due 

Diligence Audit Report). The services investigation showed 

that the full development of Phase 1 can be supplied with 

water from the 2 existing boreholes, and recommends that 

water be supplemented with rainwater harvesting at each Erf. 

The investigation considered different sewage 

treatment/disposal options, and recommended the Scarab 

package plant, and re-use of treated effluent for irrigation 

purposes. A services plan is provided (see Figure 3), which 

made every effort to stick to existing tracks when aligning 

pipeline infrastructure to connect Erven to the package plant 

and boreholes. However, in some instances, this had to be 

deviated from to accommodate the required pressure 
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areas. Where existing infrastructure to service the eco 

village and the permaculture areas is required to be 

realigned, such realignment may only then be 

accommodated within existing roads/ tracks used for the 

development where-after disturbed areas must be 

rehabilitated. 

3.3.1.7 The alignment of infrastructure to transport effluent 

from the closed bio-digester type sewage system with the 

respective permaculture areas where the effluent is to be 

reused, conditional upon such infrastructure and associated 

discharge areas being located outside of:  

• 32m from the edge of a watercourse 

• 50m from the edge of a wetland  

• The 1:100 floodline of a watercourse 

Amendment request: 

• Aligning the position of central co-ordinates of the 

registered erven in the Site development Plan with co-

ordinates listed in Table 1 of the EA. Refer to Table 5 in 

the Due Diligence Audit Report for the correct details for 

each of the registered 34 Erven.  

• Change the disturbance footprint for the dwelling on Erf 

35 from 180 m2 to 240 m2.  

• Change the disturbance footprint for the dwelling on Erf 

17 from 120 m2 to 240 m2 

• Request additional disturbance areas on each Erf, 

adjacent to the dwelling, to allow for private vegetable 

gardens (36 m2), keeping of pets (36 m2), and biopools 

not more than 10% of the permissible disturbance 

footprint on each Erf). This does not apply to the 3 erven 

in the ‘Northern Area’. 

• Carports: the location of a suitable carpark area will 

need to be determined on an Erf-basis rather than as 

per the blanket condition which specifies side-by-side 

orientation. The footprint restriction and number of cars 

differential with changing contours. The position of access 

tracks and approved Erven necessitates that pipelines cross 

the 32 m buffer of watercourses (the 1:50 000 watercourse 

that was not reflected in the BAR) in some instances. Refer to 

Figure 4 to Figure 7 that shows the positions where services 

infrastructure cross the 1:50 000 watercourse. The alignment 

of the riparian fringe as delineated in the aquatic specialist 

study is also shown, where relevant.   

Biopools are a good way of capturing runoff from roofs and 

hard structures on an Erf basis, and attenuating flow. 

Furthermore, they act as reservoirs of water for irrigating 

gardens and recreational swimming. Being natural systems, 

they also create habitat for aquatic organisms. If carefully 

positioned on an Erf basis, biopools could be viewed as green 

infrastructure, and an advantage to the area. There are 

currently 2 biopools at the Eco-Village – one on Erf 35, and 

another in the Farm Village, south of Erf 16 and east of Erf 7. 

The latter Biopool collects runoff from the main gravel road 

through the Eco-Village, and provides water to irrigate 

communal gardens in the Village.  
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allowed on each Erf is to remain at 72 m2 and 4 cars 

respectively.  

• Align the description of Services in the EA with those 

recommended in the recent Services Report and plan 

done by Jaco Spies Engineers. This includes a 

biodigestor (Scarab system) and utilising groundwater 

from the 2 existing boreholes (as per the BAR and EA). 

However, the Services Report provides a site specific 

plan showing the position and alignment of infrastructure 

to take water from the boreholes to each Erf, and to take 

sewage effluent from residences to the communal 

Scarab treatment plant and irrigation areas. 

• Request permission for an alternate sewage treatment 

system for Erf 35. An on-site treatment system has been 

installed and is operating. The treatment system is not a 

dry compost loo or a package plant as per the EA, but a 

modified septic tank and French drain. Percolation tests 

were done to determine if this type of sewer disposal 

can safely be used at the Erf. Ground conditions were 

shown to be suitable at this Erf.  

• Each Erf to be responsible for their own waste 

management and disposal (instead of the HOA). 

• Allow pets to be kept under controlled conditions on 

erven other than the 3 in the ‘Northern Area’. Enclosures 

for pets to not exceed 36m2, and can be fenced, with 

natural vegetation to be retained, and to be positioned 

adjacent to the dwelling.  

• Allow biopools to be developed on Erven, to a maximum 

size of 10% of the permissible development footprint on 

each Erf, and to be aligned adjacent to the dwelling.  

• Allow the establishment of gardens on all Erven other 

than the 3 Northern Area erven, with a maximum 

footprint of 36 m2, and to be aligned adjacent to the 

dwelling. 

• Services infrastructure for sewer and water lines to be 

installed as per Jaco Spies’s Services Plan. The sewer 

and water lines have been aligned along existing access 



 

Environmental Impact Assessment Report – Honeyville Eco-Village Amendment and Section 24 G application.  
 

14 
 

tracks as far as practically possible, but there are some 

instances where the alignment is off the track (because 

of contour levels), and where the 32 m buffer of a 1:50 

000 watercourse needs to be crossed. The main 

channel of the Gheis River is not crossed by 

infrastructure.  

Condition 3.3.2 –  

The Final Position and exact development footprint areas 

specifically located within the natural ‘’North’’ and 

‘’Remainder’’ areas for the 3 erven, that details the criteria 

and considerations used to determine the footprint areas for 

each of the structures and associated service infrastructure 

is to have been determined by a feasibility study. Feasibility 

study to consider: 

3.3.2.1 Sensitivity of areas that occur within the spatial 

extent of each Erf, where the structure development footprint 

area and associated infrastructure has been considered by 

an independent ecologist to have the least environmental 

impact 

Amendment Request: 

Condition must be binding on the future owners of each Erf 

within the North and Remainder areas of the plan (rather 

than ETDC), and each owner will need to submit a 

Feasibility Report to ETDC, the HOA, the ECO, and the 

DEDEAT prior to development commencing on his/her Erf. 

As above, ETDC will not develop Erven. Once transferred to 

the new owner, the onus will be on him/her to do a feasibility 

study on the specific Erf to inform where 

structures/infrastructure should be positioned. Once confirmed 

(with the ECO and/or an ecological specialist), the site 

development plan must be submitted to ETDC, and the 

authorities (including DEDEAT) for approval.  

Condition 3.3.3 –  

Stormwater overflow from rainwater harvesting tanks must 

not be allowed to accumulate nor cause erosion, but 

discharged away from the structure within the 5m ambits of 

the disturbance areas associated or alternatively harvested 

in additional rain water tanks 

Amendment request: 

As above regarding the benefits of well managed biopools. 
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As above, request permission for the establishment of 

biopools on each Erf, for storage and attenuation of 

rainwater/runoff, in addition to rainwater tanks. 

Condition 3.3.6.5 –  

Boundary of structures and the exclusionary areas 

associated with that of the erven may not be demarcated by 

any hardened, continuous structure such as a fence or 

boundary wall. Such boundaries must however be pegged in 

accordance with a detailed survey plan conducted for each 

of the erven. 

Amendment request: 

Fencing off a maximum area of 36 m2 for keeping pets, and 

36 m2 for gardening for personal use on each Erf to be 

permissible, in line with recommendations of the 

Architectural Guidelines regarding the type of fencing. Not 

applicable to the 3 Erven in the ‘Northern Area’ of the 

development. 

It is unrealistic not to allow pets to be kept in the Eco-Village, 

and proper fencing is needed to keep them within the Erf area. 

Vegetable gardens also need to be protected. The 

Architectural Guidelines provide specifications for fencing – 

these are to be low impact kraal type fencing. No hardened 

walls to be used. The intention of fencing is to retain pets, and 

to keep animals outside of vegetable gardens.  

Condition 3.3.6.7 –  

No swimming pools are to be established 

Amendment request: 

As above, permission to have biopools on each Erf is 

requested.  

As above regarding biopools. 

Condition 3.4.5 –  

No blanket clearing of vegetation and no earth moving 

equipment to be used for removing vegetation 

Amendment request: 

Change wording of Condition to read - the use of earth 

moving equipment to remove vegetation within the approved 

disturbance footprint on each Erf must be avoided as far as 

practically possible, except when absolutely required based 

on site-specific conditions. Machinery will be needed to 

The CEMPr encourages minimal disturbance to the ground 

when vegetation is removed. However, using machinery is 

unavoidable when making excavations in certain instances, 

depending on the geotechnical conditions, especially when 

doing foundations. Earth-moving equipment (e.g. TLB, 

excavator) has to be used when constructing structures on 

individual erven. 
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excavate foundations. This is to be advised on an Erf basis 

ahead of construction commencing. 

Condition 3.4.13 –  

Site preparation and construction phase is to be audited on 

an ongoing basis by ECO and quarterly audit reports are to 

be submitted to the Department 

Amendment request: 

Request change to the Condition to allow for annual audits 

by ETDC’s external ECO, and ongoing audits by the ECO for 

each Erf when construction is underway, with monthly audit 

reports to ETDC and the external ECO, and quarterly audit 

report to the DEDEAT on an Erf basis. 

The ECO must do annual audits of compliance of all activities 

on the Honeyville Eco-Village (i.e. inclusive of construction 

activities, developed areas, permaculture areas and the 

conservation area). Because of the nature of this 

development, the ECO will monitor different stages of the 

development during each audit (e.g. construction may or may 

not be underway, and operational activities).  

Each erf owner will need to employ his/her own ECO to assist 

with site planning and preparation, and audit construction 

phase activities. It is recommended that the ECO submit 

monthly audit reports to ETDC and the external ECO, and 

quarterly audit reports to the DEDEAT. The external ECO and 

ETDC will oversee activities.  

Condition 3.5.5 –  

The General Code of Conduct to address amongst others: 

• 3.5.5.2 No private gardening may take place on the 

property 

• 3.5.5.3 No domestic animals may be kept at the 

respective residential dwellings of the development 

• 3.5.5.4 No fires are allowed on the property for any 

reason except in purpose built in fireplaces  

Amendment request: 

As above regarding private gardening and keeping of dogs 

at the Eco-Village. 

No fires - allow burning of fynbos areas in accordance with 

an approved Fire Management Plan (currently being 

developed as part of the OEMP and Protected Areas 

Management Plan updates – available end of September 

2022).  

As above for keeping of dogs and private gardening. 

Fire is a necessary ecological driver of fynbos vegetation. The 

property will need to be burnt to maintain fynbos diversity in 

accordance with a Fire Management Plan currently being 

done by Conservation Outcomes as part of the updated 

Protected Areas Management Plan and Operational 

Environmental Management Plan.  

Condition 3.5.6 –  

Reserve Management Plan to provide for an environmental 

conservation trust fund to be established within 6 months of 

The HOA is established and has been managing the property 

from funds within the HOA.  

ETDC would prefer to establish a Committee (with an ETDC 

Director in attendance) that deals with management of the 
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the date of issue of EA. Funds generated are to be 

specifically apportioned for effective implementation of the 

provisions of the nature reserve management plan 

Amendment request: 

Change Condition to read (as per the Zoning Approval 

included with the Title Deeds) – ‘The HOA levies will be 

contributing to the management and maintenance of the 

reserve, and that a nature reserve committee headed by a 

director of ETDC to oversee the reserve and the 

preservation thereof in terms of the EA’. 

Reserve (rather than a separate Trust). Funding for Reserve 

management will be within the HOA.  

Condition 3.5.13 –  

Homeowners association to be instituted prior to 

commencement of operations make provisions for 

• 3.5.13.4 Ownership of the Remainder of the Farm 

Honeyville 403 inclusive of the Open Space III area to 

vest in the Homeowners Association and such areas are 

to be maintained in its natural state. This includes the 

‘’commonage areas’’ associated with the planned 

permaculture activities that are to be utilised for the 

overall benefit of the collective 

Amendment request: 

Wording in this Condition to be amended to be in 

accordance with the Zoning Approval and Title Deed: 

‘Regarding the ownership and transfer thereof, on complete 

development of the farm in terms of the EA the developer 

will consider the transfer of the remaining land to the HOA 

on viable commercial terms’ 

ETDC owns and manages the full extent of the property, and 

has a vested interest in managing open space areas. There 

are not enough owners of individual erven as yet to be able to 

transfer ownership of open space areas to them.  
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Figure 4: Northern Area – the planned water and sewer lines to Erf 37 crosses a drainage area, but they are aligned 
along an existing access track.  

 

Figure 5: Farm Village Area – the planned water and sewer lines to Erven 17, 18 and 19 cross a drainage area, but 
they are aligned along an existing access track.
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Figure 6: Arable Lands Area – infrastructure required to service Erven in the Arable Lands area do not cross any 
drainage areas. The sewer line from the Northern and Farm Village Area crosses a drainage area along an existing 
road, en route to the proposed sewage treatment plant. 

 

Figure 7: Remainder/Southern Area – the planned water and sewer lines to Erf 36 cross a drainage area, but they 
are along an access track. The water line to Erf 35 has been installed, but was not aligned with an existing track – 
this is subject to the Section 24 G application to address the non-compliance.  
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Table 1: Updated Registered Erf Details (to replace Table 1 in the Environmental Authorisation) 

SDP Registered Erf 
Number 

SDP Erf Central Co-Ordinates 

 Latitude (S) Longitude (E) 

4 33°55.774'S 24°45.817'E 

5 33°55.837’ 24°45.855’ 

6 33°55.882'S 24°45.888'E 

7 33°55.915'S 24°45.917'E 

8 33°55.942'S  24°45.878'E 

9 33°55.956'S  24°45.910'E 

10 33° 55.969'S 24° 45.940'E 

11 33°55.970’ 24°45.977’ 

12 33° 55.995'S 24° 45.987'E 

14 33°55.846'S 24°45.963'E 

15 33° 55.881'S 24° 45.965'E 

16 33° 55.904'S 24° 45.981'E 

17 
33°55.874'S 24°46.028'E 

18 33°55.896'S 24°46.031'E 

19 33°55.918'S 24°46.030'E 

20 33°56.155'S 24°46.004'E 

21 33° 56.349'S 24° 45.903'E 

22 33°56.378'S 24°45.958'E 

23 33°56.388'S 24°46.041'E 

24 33° 56.305'S 24° 46.236'E 

25 33°56.282'S 24°46.275'E 

26 33°56.310'S 24°46.321'E 

27 33°56.365'S 24°46.268'E 

28 33°56.355'S 24°46.334'E 

29 33°56.391'S 24°46.378'E 

30 33°56.429'S 24°46.325'E 

31 33°56.427'S 24°46.234'E 

32 33°56.462'S 24°46.184'E 

34 33°56.573'S 24°45.687'E 

351 

SDP 35 central co-ordinates: 
33°56.765'S 
Dwelling co-ordinates: 

SDP 35 central co-ordinates 
24°46.074'E 
Dwelling co-ordinates: 

                                                           
1 Development on Erf 35 is subject to a Section 24G application because the dwelling has been built outside the Erf boundary specified 
in the EA.  
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33°56.734'S 24°46.086'E 

36 33°56.777'S 24°46.751'E 

37 33°55.362'S 24°45.381'E 

38 33°55.365'S 24°45.642'E 

39 33°55.480'S 24°45.615'E 

B. Section 24 G Application 

An Environmental Authorisation has been issued for the establishment and operation of Honeyville Eco-Village, and 

permaculture areas. The Section 24 G application deals with the non-compliance of certain Conditions of the EA, as 

identified in the Due Diligence Audit process and/or by the DEDEAT in their letter of intention to issue a compliance notice. 

Majority of the non-compliances relate to not submitting plans and obtaining the required approval from the DEDEAT prior to 

construction commencing. Non-compliances associated with construction and establishment of structures are only relevant 

to Erf 35. The Section 24 G application has relevance to the following Conditions of the EA: 

Condition of the EA that has been contravened Description 

Condition 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 – ‘Construction of dwellings or 

facilities on all properties sold after the date of signature of EA, 

must be completed within 60 months (5 years) from date of 

registration in the Title Deeds Office provided that the balance 

of the 60 month will apply to any properties being resold after 

the initial sale. Furthermore, the 60 month timeframe for 

completion of construction of individual dwellings or facilities will 

also apply to properties already registered with existing owners 

provided that the balance of the 60 month period will also apply 

to properties sold after the date of the signature of this EA’ 

DEDEAT’s letter noted this as a non-compliance since 

the specified 60 months to complete construction has 

ended, yet only 2 houses were being built, and 

existing structures meant to be renovated were not 

complete. All erven in the SDP have been registered, 

and have a corresponding SG code. Until Erven are 

sold, the properties are registered with Earth Temple 

Design Centre. A list of all properties sold to date with 

SG codes, and the status of development on each Erf, 

is given in Table 3 of the Due Diligence Audit Report. 

Eight Erven have been sold by ETDC to others. The 

earliest date that properties were transferred from 

ETDC to individual owners was 2019. All erven that 

have been sold are therefore still within the 60 month 

timeframe to complete construction and/or renovations 

(i.e. 2024) 
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Condition 3.2.7 – ‘Any changes to, or deviations from, the 

project description set out in the EA must be approved in writing 

by the Department before such changes may be effected’ 

Changes have been made to the project description 

listed in the EA without notifying the DEDEAT (i.e. 

changes are as described above in this Assessment 

Report that are either subject to the Amendment 

Application or the Section 24 G Application) 

Condition 3.2.9 – ‘The EA must be made available to registered 

Interested and Affected Parties within 12 days of receiving the 

EA’ 

The DEDEAT’s letter noted that the holder of the EA 

failed to notify registered IAPs of the issuing of the EA 

and appeals period. The first compliance audit report 

done by Lessing (2015) reports that the EA was sent 

to all registered IAPs at the time. These included 

Megan McCarthy and Kobus Reichert 

Condition 3.2.12: ‘The holder of the EA must notify the 

Department within 30 days if a Condition of the EA is not 

adhered to. The notification must be accompanied by reasons 

for non-compliance’ 

The DEDEAT has not been notified of non-compliance 

with Conditions of the EA 

Condition 3.3.1 – ‘A Final Layout and Design Plan for the 

development of the respective eco-village and permaculture 

area is to be submitted and approved by the DEDEAT prior to 

the clearing of vegetation and the commencement of any 

construction activities taking place on the property’ 

• Erf 35 is built in a different position to that 

listed in the EA and within 32 m of a 

watercourse. An aquatic study has been done 

and the position of the watercourse and buffer 

has been determined. The dwelling is not 

within and aquatic area buffer, based on the 

site specific delineation (rather than the 

desktop alignment of the 1:50 000 

watercourse.  

• Pets are being kept on the property. 

• Carports on occupied Erven are not aligned in 

accordance with specifications in the EA 

(specifically on Erf 5). 

• Sewer infrastructure to be outside the 32 m 

buffer of a watercourse – the sewage system 

on Erf 35 is within 32 m of a watercourse. As 
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above regarding the position of the site 

specific alignment of the aquatic area.  

• The DEDEAT’s letter notes that old structures 

are still using dry compost loos. No septic 

tanks in use as yet.  

• The alignment/boundary of the proclaimed 

Nature Reserve has not been demarcated by 

means of fencing and signs.  

• The footprint of the dwelling of Erf 35 exceeds 

the permissible footprint in the EA (i.e. 180 

versus 237 m2). 

• The water line between Erf 35 and Borehole 1 

does not align with an existing track 

Condition 3.3.2 – ‘Final Position and exact development 

footprint areas specifically located within the natural ‘’North’’ and 

‘’Remainder’’ areas for the 3 erven, that details the criteria and 

considerations used to determine the footprint areas for each of 

the structures and associated service infrastructure. Feasibility 

study to consider the sensitivity of areas that occur within the 

spatial extent of each Erf, where the structure development 

footprint area and associated infrastructure has been 

considered by an independent ecologist to have the least 

environmental impact; and the extent of excavation required to 

accommodate structural foundations where such excavation 

has preferably avoid steep slopes and areas likely to be easily 

eroded down-gradient of the development footprint area’ 

A feasibility study to determine suitable placement of 

the dwelling on Erf 35 was not done and submitted to 

the DEDAET before commencing with construction 

Condition 3.3.3 – ‘Stormwater overflow from rainwater 

harvesting tanks must not be allowed to accumulate nor cause 

erosion, but discharged away from the structure within the 5m 

ambits of the disturbance areas associated or alternatively 

harvested in additional rain water tanks’ 

A ‘swimming pool’ (i.e. biopool) has been developed 

on Erf 35 and is filled with rainwater runoff from the 

roof of the dwelling, within 5 m of the house 
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Condition 3.3.5 – ‘Architectural and Land Use Guidelines to be 

developed to the satisfaction of the Department, and 

implemented for construction of structures and operation of the 

eco village component as authorised in the EA. Guidelines to be 

based on the design guidelines applicable as detailed in section 

1.2 of FBAR and revised specifically for Phase 1 of the 

development’. 

• The Architectural Guidelines were not updated 

and submitted to the DEDEAT for approval. 

• Fencing is used around gardens in the Farm 

Village area 

• A swimming pool (biopool) is established on Erf 

35 

Condition 3.4.2, 3.4.12, 3.4.13, 3.4.14 – ‘CEMP to be updated 

and resubmitted for approval by the Department’; ‘an ECO must 

be appointed for the duration of site preparation and 

construction and rehabilitation phases to oversee compliance 

with the CEMPr, and Conditions of the EA’; ‘Site preparation 

and construction phase is to be audited on an ongoing basis by 

ECO and quarterly audit reports are to be submitted to the 

Department’. 

An ECO has not been appointed, and no construction 

audit reports have been submitted to the DEDEAT 

Condition 3.4.4 – ‘Extent of development footprint areas i.t.o. 

final design and layout plan to be clearly demarcated with pegs 

prior to commencing’. 

The dwelling on Erf 35 has been built outside the 

registered Erf boundary, and is not in accordance with 

the position indicated in the EA 

Condition 3.5.3, 3.5.4, 3.5.15, 3.5.17 and 3.5.18 – ‘OEMP to be 

compiled to the satisfaction of the Department and 

implementation for the duration of operational phase’; 

‘Compliance with the OEMP to be audited on an annual basis 

by an independent and suitably qualified professional and the 

results of such audits to be submitted to DEDEAT within 1 

month of the audit being completed’; ‘Non-compliance with any 

stipulation in OEMP will be regarded as a non-compliance in 

terms of the EA’. 

No OEMP nor sub-plans have been developed and 

submitted to the DEDEAT. No annual audits of an 

OEMP have been done. 

Condition 3.5.5. – ‘General Code of Conduct to Address…’ No updated Code of Conduct has been submitted to 

the DEDEAT 

Condition 3.5.6 – ‘Reserve Management Plan to provide for: an 

environmental conservation trust fund to be established within 6 

• No Reserve Management Plan in place. This was 

identified in the DEDEAT’s letter, but is not 
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months of the date of issue of EA. Funds generated are to be 

specifically apportioned for effective implementation of the 

provisions of the nature reserve management plan; An alien 

vegetation control programme for the removal of invasive in 

controlled and phased manner; A comprehensive vegetation 

management programme inclusive of rehabilitation of disturbed 

areas; Fauna management plan. 

correct. A PAMP is in place, and is currently being 

updated.  

• No sub-plans are required by the existing Reserve 

Management Plan have been developed as yet 

• No Environmental Conservation Trust has been 

established. Funds for the Nature Reserve are 

being administered via the HOA. 

Condition 3.5.7 – ‘The Permaculture Management Plan must 

address…’ 

No Permaculture Plan has been submitted to the 

DEDEAT. Permaculture has not commenced as yet 

Condition 3.5.10 – ‘Should the Reserve Management Plan 

specify that an active veld burning regime must be followed as 

part of general vegetation management in the reserve, 

appropriate arrangements must be put in place to render human 

habitation of the eco-village compatible with such a regime’. 

No Fire Management Plan in place. 

Condition 3.5.11 – ‘Waste Management Plan to make 

provisions for…’ 

No Waste Management Plan in place. 
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Plate 1: View of one of the 2 existing ‘biopools’ on the property, at the Farm Village. Some of the existing old 
structures are visible in the background. 

 

Plate 2: A view of the dwelling on Erf 35, with the created biopool at the front. 
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Plate 3: Photos of the Farm Village Area – on the slope where Erven 8 to 12 are positioned, overlooking the agricultural lands to the south (top left); 
thicket on riparian slopes (top right); vegetable gardens in the Village bottom left); and one of the existing structures planned for refurbishment.
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Plate 4: A view of the Farm Village area with one of the developed Erven and examples of existing carports (top); existing tracks on the Farm (bottom left), 
and the existing water line pipe running on the surface adjacent to the track (bottom right).
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Plate 5: A view of the grassy fynbos vegetation, forming a mosaic with thicket in places in the Northern Area. 
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Plate 6: The Arable Lands area (top), and the Remainder/Southern Area (bottom).
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3. Impacts Associated with the Amendment Application 

A. Terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity impacts 

i. Activities that may result in loss of and/or degradation of terrestrial and aquatic 

biodiversity: 

• Increased disturbance footprint,  

• Keeping of pets,  

• Having private gardens,  

• Using biopools,  

• Changes to the alignment of carports as specified in the EA,  

• Placing water and sewer infrastructure across a watercourse, and 

• Fires. 

ii. Description 

According to available desktop information on biodiversity priority areas and/or sensitive environments, the following applies 

to the property: 

• The full extent of the property is a Protected Area.  

• The site is NOT within a threatened ecosystem identified in the List of Threatened Ecosystems (2011) under the NEM: 

Biodiversity Act. 

• The pre-transformation vegetation types occurring on the site are Kouga Grassy Sandstone Fynbos (predominant), 

Sundays Mesic Thicket, and Eastern Inland Shale Band Vegetation (National VEGMap, 2018) which has a threat status 

of least threatened.  

• In terms of the Eastern Cape Biodiversity Conservation Plan (2019) (ECBCP), the site is classified as being within a 

Protected Area (PA) is surrounded by critical biodiversity areas (CBAs) and Ecological Support Areas (ESAs), and 

provides an important link on a landscape scale to other PAs and natural areas (e.g. Baviaanskloof Mega-Reserve to 

the north).  

• The site does NOT fall within an area mapped as Important Bird Areas. 

• The site is NOT within a Strategic Water Source Area. 

• The farm includes two rivers – i.e. the Gheis and Swart; and side drainages mapped on the 1:50 000 watercourse layer. 
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Figure 8: Vegetation Types according to VEGMAP (2018). 

 

Figure 9: The site is a Protected Area, providing an important link with CBAs and ESAs to other Protected Areas 
and natural areas (6 – Protected Area, 5 = CBA1, 4 = CBA2, 3 = ESA1, 2 = ESA 1). 
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Figure 10: Aquatic Environments in the property 

 

Vegetation on the site is predominantly grassy fynbos, but becomes a thicket/forest mosaic on riparian slopes and in 

sheltered valleys. The village area and old arable lands have been degraded to an extent by development of structures and 

infrastructure and agricultural activities. Alien vegetation is problematic in isolated areas and along the riparian systems.  
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iii. Assessment 

Increasing the size of the permissible disturbance footprint on each Erf (other than the 3 Erven in the Northern Area) to 

allow for keeping pets, private gardens and a biopool will result in an increased loss of vegetation per Erf of 108 m2  

(i.e. 36 m2+36 m2+ (10% of the disturbance area of each Erf – variable but estimate a maximum size of 36 m2) = 108 m2)). 

When the additional disturbance footprint requested for the dwellings on Erf 17 and 35 (i.e. an additional 120 m2 and 60 m2 

each respectively) is added to this; then the cumulative increased loss in vegetation over the 31 Erven will be a total of  

3528 m2 (i.e.  (108 m2 * 31 = 3348 m2) + 180 m2)) = 3528 m2. To put this in perspective, the area of the Farm is  

791.7422 ha. The increased footprint of 3528 m2 is 0.04% of the Farm area. The full extent of the property is within a Nature 

Reserve that is managed with a Biodiversity Stewardship Agreement with the East Cape Parks and Tourism Agency 

(ECPTA). The development therefore significantly contributes to conservation of the vegetation types and sensitive habitats 

within the property, and an additional loss of 3528 m2 of vegetation to make a sustainable development is not deemed to be 

a significant negative biodiversity impact. 

 

The garden, pet enclosure and biopool on each Erf will be positioned adjacent to the dwelling to reduce the extent of the 

disturbance area on each Erf. The position of the disturbance zone on each Erf will be determined by the landowner’s ECO 

and/or ecological specialist based on a survey of the Erf, to select the most suitable area to avoid biodiversity impacts. The 

extent of aquatic areas (with buffers) has been mapped by an aquatic specialist where these are in proximity to Erven. 

Honeyville‘s Code of Conduct stipulates that development must be located outside aquatic areas, therefore no direct loss of 

aquatic habitat is anticipated. If this is unavoidable, the landowner must submit an application to the DEDEAT (if 

development will take place within 32 m of a watercourse) and/or the DWS (if activities are planned within the regulated 

area of a watercourse or wetland). The site development plan on each Erf will be submitted to the ETDC to check 

compliance with their Environmental Authorisation, and then to the DEDEAT for review and approval, prior to 

commencement.  

 

Keeping private vegetable gardens is part of sustainable living and should be encouraged, especially in an Eco-Village. An 

Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) is being developed (target date for completion is end of September 

2022), that will provide guidelines on fencing, resource use, herbicides, and fertilisers in private gardens. Permaculture 

principles will be used at Honeyville. The use of herbicides will need to be reviewed and approved by ETDC, and will only 

be considered if the product is confirmed to be environmentally-safe. In general, herbicides will be discouraged, with natural 
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alternatives recommended in the OEMP. Composting of organic matter at home to create fertiliser and/or using only organic 

products will be permissible.  

 

Only dogs will be allowed to be kept at Honeyville, as it is difficult to restrict the movement of cats. To prevent impacts of 

dogs on Honeyville such as chasing and hunting of wildlife, dogs will need to be walked on leashes at all times, and will 

need to be retained within an enclosed area at home. Natural vegetation within the enclosed area will be retained. All 

landowners will be made aware of this requirement when buying land at Honeyville, and will sign a Code of Conduct that 

reflects this requirement. 

 

Biopools are a good way to attenuate runoff and prevent erosion, while simultaneously creating aquatic habitat, and a water 

storage reservoir. The position and design of a biopool on each Erf (if the landowner chooses to create a biopool) will need 

to be done with the advice of a suitable specialist to consider water quality and runoff parameters. 

 

Fencing of private gardens and pet enclosures could result in trapping and electrocution of small animals if an inappropriate 

fencing were to be used. Visual impacts also need to be considered. The Architectural Guidelines stipulate that a low 

impact, kraal-type fence must be used. No electrical fences must be used at Honeyville.  

 

No change to the footprint specified in the EA for carports is applied for. The requested change is to allow for a change in 

the wording of the Condition that requires all carports to be aligned ‘in parallel side by side and adjoining to the dwelling’. As 

above regarding the placement of the structure, garden, pet enclosure and biopool; it is recommended that the position and 

alignment of a carport on each Erf be determined in detailed design stage based on a site specific survey by an ecological 

specialist. Factors such as vegetation cover and condition, slope, erosion risk, visual impact, heritage resources etc. will 

need to be considered on an Erf basis to determine the best position and alignment of these structures/infrastructure. The 

position of the carport will be included in the site plan submitted to the DEDEAT for approval, prior to commencement.  

 

As per the Services Plan done by Jaco Spies and requirements of the EA, water and sewer lines need to take water and 

sewage between Erven, the 2 existing boreholes, and the proposed Scarab treatment plant. The EA stipulates that 

infrastructure must be aligned with internal roads. This has been complied with as best as possible in the Services Plan, 

considering flow and contours. Because of the position of Erven and the side drainages of the Gheis River (which are 

reflected on the 1:50 000 watercourse layer), crossing of watercourses by sewer and water lines is unavoidable to connect 

to the following Erven: 
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• Northern Area: Erf 37 

• Farm Village Area: Erven 17 to 19 

• Remainder Area: Erven 35 and 36 

The alignment of infrastructure has been positioned to co-incide with tracks / roads (i.e. already disturbed areas). Trenches 

will be hand dug in areas where watercourses are crossed (unless geotechnical conditions do not allow this to happen) 

and/or placed above ground if they can be sufficiently protected from animals and deterioration. An engineer will need to 

advise on the specifics of installing the pipelines at the watercourse crossing areas for erosion protection before 

construction takes place, by means of a method statement.  

Positioning sewer pipelines through drainage areas presents a risk of pollution of aquatic areas should the pipe leak. 

Furthermore, the Scarab treatment system may result in pollution of aquatic areas and the groundwater environment if 

effluent is not treated to meet the specified standards (e.g. if there is a maintenance issue or shut-down, and 

untreated/partially treated effluent is released to the environment). The Services Report describes that an irrigation pond 

must be constructed to be able to accommodate the inflow up to 15 days X Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) that can be 

re-circulated to the “communal” septic tank if needed to limit the risk of possible contamination of water sources. The 

irrigation pond will be constructed with a plastic lined base covered with a 300 mm clay layer to avoid percolation to lower 

lying ground layers. A mobile independent diesel generator will be available at the plant in case of power failures. The 

effectiveness of the treatment system will be monitored on a bi-weekly basis over the first 3 months; and if proven to meet 

standards monitoring will then revert to the method specified in the effluent monitoring plan (that is part of the OEMP).  

 

The OEMP will include a water and groundwater quality monitoring plan that will test if effluent from sewer infrastructure, the 

treatment plant itself, and irrigation with treated effluent is causing pollution. If the Scarab treatment plant and pipelines are 

well maintained and regularly inspected to check for any leaks, no significant impacts of watercourse crossings nor the 

treatment plant are expected.   

 

Honeyville is part of a Protected Area and has good quality fynbos vegetation which needs to burn. The Code of Conduct 

and Architectural Guidelines provide specifics for individual home owners to comply with regarding fires. The Code of 

Conduct specifies the following:  

All Members shall ensure that their erven are equipped with basic firefighting equipment for their home, namely, an up-to-

date serviced 9kg fire extinguisher, fire beaters, shovels and sand buckets.  

Open fires, wood burning fires and/or charcoal braais are not permitted unless same is contained in a fire purpose-built area 

and the firefighting equipment, as referred to in 4.2 above, is on hand.  
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Members shall provide the Board of Trustees with all certificates of compliance pertaining to any and all fireplace and/or gas 

installations prior to the use thereof 

Natural areas will need to be burnt according to procedures in the Fire Management Plan (being developed with the OEMP 

with target date of September 2022 for completion). The FMP is a requirement of the Protected Areas Management Plan, 

and is important to maintain fynbos diversity. Honeyville is a member of the Fire Protection Association, and any future fires 

will be done in accordance with the FMP and relevant regulations and reporting requirements. Controlled fires are therefore 

a necessary activity at Honeyville to maintain fynbos diversity, and are not expected to create negative biodiversity impacts. 

iv. Mitigation Measures 

• The location of the dwelling, and additional footprint for a garden, pet enclosure, biopool and carport must be 

determined on an Erf basis by the landowner and his/her ECO and/or ecological specialist. Note that the additional 

disturbance footprint is not permissible on the 3 Erven in the Northern Area. The disturbance area must be selected 

based on a site specific survey, and must be positioned in the least sensitive portion of the registered Erf boundary. As 

far as practically possible, and if this presents the least environmental impact; the garden, pet enclosure and Biopool 

must be positioned adjacent to the dwelling footprint to avoid increasing the extent of the disturbance zone.  

• The location and extent of the disturbance area on each Erf must avoid aquatic areas and their buffers. If this is 

unavoidable, then development within 32 m of a watercourse will trigger an application to the DEDEAT, and 

development within the regulated area of a watercourse or wetland will trigger an application to the DWS. 

• A heritage specialist must survey the selected disturbance zone, and confirm there are no sensitive archaeological 

and/or heritage features within the area. No disturbance to any archaeological and/or heritage features may take place 

without a permit from the Eastern Cape Heritage Resources Agency. 

• The position and design of all biopools must be done under guidance of a suitable specialist, with relevance to sizing of 

the pond to allow for attenuation of runoff and erosion prevention, and maintenance of the Biopool to ensure consistent 

water quality.  

• Once the disturbance zone on an Erf has been determined; the Site Plan must be sent to ETDC to check compliance 

with the EA and Honeyville’s management plans. Once ETDC has signed the Site Plan, it must be submitted to the 

authority(s) for approval prior to any activities taking place on site.  

• If there are any threatened or protected plants that need to be removed, permits must be obtained from the DEDEAT 

and/or relevant authority before activities commence. 

• The Construction EMPr must be used to guide pre-construction planning, and environmental management during 

construction phase.  



 

Environmental Impact Assessment Report – Honeyville Eco-Village Amendment and Section 24 G application.  
 

38 
 

• A Water Use Authorisation must be applied for and obtained from the DWS before installing any infrastructure across 

aquatic areas; and for disposing of sewage effluent and using treated effluent for irrigating agricultural areas. 

• Method statements must be produced by an engineer on how infrastructure will be installed at drainage crossings, 

considering erosion protection, pollution prevention, and preventing change to hydrological flow conditions.  

• The Nature Reserve must be managed in accordance with the Protected Areas Management Plan, and implementation 

plans that deal specifically with fire, alien vegetation, vegetation and fauna. Annual audits must be done by ETDC’s 

ECO, and reports submitted to the DEDEAT and ECPTA. 

• The Scarab treatment plant must be developed and maintained according to the specifications in the Services Report. 

Monitoring of effluent quality must be done bi-weekly for the first 3 months to test if the treatment system is working 

effectively, and if anticipated effluent quality standards are being met. If consistent standards are achieved, monitoring 

frequency can change to twice a year.  

• Irrigation with treated effluent must not be done within 100 m of the two boreholes on the property, within the 32 m 

buffer area of 1:50 000 watercourses; below the 1:100 year floodline; and 50 m of the wetland south-west of the Farm 

Village Area. 

• A surface and groundwater monitoring plan must be developed with the OEMP, and implemented to test if any activities 

at Honeyville are resulting in a decline in water quality. Baseline levels must be established before the Scarab system is 

developed.  

• Only Erf 35 may use a septic tank and soak away. The ground conditions at all the other Erven are not suitable for 

septic tanks, and must either use a dry compost loo, or be connected to the Scarab treatment system. 

• No electric fencing is to be used at Honeyville. Fencing used around private gardens and pet enclosures on each Erf 

must consider visual impacts, and preventing small animals from being trapped. 

• The only pets permissible at Honeyville are dogs, and a maximum of 2 dogs may be kept at each Erf.  Dogs must be 

retained in an enclosure on the Erf, and must be walked on leashes when using communal space. 

• Gardening must be done in line with the Permaculture Management Plan (currently being developed with the OEMP), 

and the use of herbicides and inorganic fertilisers must be avoided. Herbicides must only be used where absolutely 

required for the removal and management of alien plant species, in accordance with the Alien Vegetation Management 

Plan. 

• No planting of plant species that do not naturally occur on the Honeyville property is permitted.  
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Table 2: Impact Assessment: Terrestrial Biodiversity 

Theme Terrestrial Biodiversity  

Impact 

Description 

 Loss of natural vegetation and plant and animal SCCs, through clearing for site establishment and 

construction activities in the expanded footprint area (construction phase) 

 Impacts on fynbos diversity if fire is not well managed (operational phase). 

 Disturbance to and/or death of fauna – inappropriate use of fencing, hunting by dogs (operational phase). 

 Degradation in environmental quality – pollution from herbicides, fertilisers, and sewage effluent (operational 

phase). 

Phase Construction Phase Operational Phase 

Significance  Without mitigation With mitigation Without mitigation With mitigation 

Nature and 

Type 
Direct and Indirect, Negative 

Extent 2 (local) 1 (Erf footprint) 2 (local) 2 (local) 

Duration 1 (short term) 1 (short term) 3 (long term) 3 (long term) 

Intensity 4 (low) 2 (very low) 6 (medium) 4 (low) 

Probability 2 (probable) 1 (unlikely) 2 (probable) 1 (unlikely) 

Confidence High High High High 

Level of 

significance  

14 4 22 9 

Low (-) Very Low (-) Low (-) Very Low (-) 
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Table 3: Impact Assessment: Aquatic Biodiversity  

Theme Aquatic Biodiversity  

Impact 

Description 

 Loss of aquatic habitat (construction phase) 

 Degradation of aquatic areas when installing infrastructure across watercourses (e.g. erosion and 

sedimentation, flow alteration) (construction and operational phase). 

 Degradation in environmental quality – pollution from herbicides, fertilisers, leaking sewer pipes and irrigation 

with treated effluent (operational phase). 

Phase Construction Phase Operational Phase 

Significance  Without mitigation With mitigation Without mitigation With mitigation 

Nature and 

Type 
Direct and Indirect, Negative 

Extent 2 (local) 1 (Erf footprint) 2 (local) 2 (local) 

Duration 1 (short term) 1 (short term) 3 (long term) 3 (long term) 

Intensity 4 (low) 2 (very low) 6 (medium) 4 (low) 

Probability 2 (probable) 1 (unlikely) 2 (probable) 1 (unlikely) 

Confidence High High High High 

Level of 

significance  

14 4 22 9 

Low (-) Very Low (-) Low (-) Very Low (-) 

 

B. Impacts related to Administrative Aspects 

i. Relevant activities, Description and Assessment 

• Rectifying details for registered Erven listed in Table 1 of the EA 

Refer to Table 5 in the Due Diligence Audit report, which includes details for each Erf in the SDP referenced in the FBAR 

and the EA; as well as the position of the registered Erf in the SDP. Table 1 in this Assessment Report provides the correct 

details for registered Erven. Table 1 in the EA needs to be corrected to reflect the correct details, as per the registered plan. 

This is an administrative matter, and no additional impacts are anticipated. 
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• Change in contact person for ETDC 

Administrative change – no impacts expected 

• Change in requirement for ETDC to commence construction on Erven within 60 months to place the onus on the Erf 

owner from date of transfer 

Until such time as an Erf is sold, it will be managed as Open Space within the broader Protected Area. Once sold and 

transferred to a new owner, the 60 month timeframe for construction to be completed will apply. No additional impacts are 

expected. 

• Change in the Condition related to ECO audits 

The change requested is for ETDC to have an external ECO who will assist with ad hoc issues as they arise, and do annual 

audits, rather than quarterly audits. Rather, each landowner will need to have their own ECO to oversee environmental 

compliance on an Erf basis, and do monthly audit reports. ETDC will still remain accountable for all activities on Honeyville 

related to the EA; however it will be more practical to manage construction compliance in this manner. Refer to details in the 

Construction EMPr regarding ‘roles and responsibilities’ and ‘audits’.  The intention of having an ECO on site and doing 

audits is that construction be monitored and managed to prevent environmental impacts beyond the approved disturbance 

footprint. The suggested change to how this is done will not impact on this intention. No impacts expected. 

• Administering Funds for managing the Nature Reserve, and Ownership of Open Space III areas 

The amendment request is to change the requirement to set up a Conservation Trust for administering funds to manage the 

Reserve to funds being received from HOA levies and administered within a sub-committee headed by a representation of 

ETDC. Also, ETDC is going to retain ownership of Open Space III areas until such time as the development is complete; 

whereafter ETDC will consider transfer thereof to HOA members on commercial terms. This is in accordance with the 

Zoning Approval and provisions of the Title Deed. ETDC is fully committed to managing the Reserve and is already doing so 

in terms of their current PAMP. All HOA members are aware of the requirement to contribute to the Fund to manage the 

Nature Reserve, and also that they do not have ownership of Open Space III areas because it is reflected in the Code of 

Conduct that they have to sign. The PAMP is currently under revision. As soon as it is completed with specific sub-plan, 

auditing of compliance with the plan will commence. No impacts expected.  
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4. Impacts Associated with the Section 24G Application 

A. Terrestrial and Aquatic Biodiversity Impacts 

i. Activities that may have caused impacts to terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity 

• Establishment of a dwelling on Erf 35 outside of the Erf boundary, and not in alignment with co-ordinates listed in Table 

1 of the EA. 

• Establishment of a dwelling on Erf 35 that exceeds the permissible disturbance footprint in the EA (i.e. 238 m2 versus 

180 m2). 

• Establishment of a biopool on Erf 35.  

• Installation of a waterline to transfer water from Borehole 1 to Erf 35, not in alignment with an existing track. 

• Establishment of a dwelling and sewage system on Erf 35 that is within the 32 m buffer of a watercourse. 

• Construction has been done without an updated and approved CEMPr, with no ECO to monitor construction activities, 

and no reporting done to the DEDEAT. 

• Keeping dogs on the property. 

• Positioning of a carport on Erf 5 in a manner that is not consistent with the Conditions of the EA.   

• No fencing or signs demarcating the Nature Reserve boundary. 

• No Operational Management Plan has been developed to guide management of aspects such as alien vegetation, fire, 

vegetation and fauna. Therefore no audits of the management of Honeyville Nature Reserve have been done, and no 

reporting to the DEDEAT has been done. 

ii. Description 

As above under Item 3Aii.  

iii. Assessment 

The position of the dwelling on Erf 35 was selected to avoid sensitive fynbos vegetation and a relatively steep slope, and to 

co-incide with an old quarry area (i.e. disturbed land). A vegetation and heritage survey were done in the area prior to 

construction commencing by Carol and Bart Logie, to help position the dwelling. While the position of the dwelling is outside 

the footprint of the Erf provided in the EA, the current position is preferred to that indicated in Table 1 of the EA and 

therefore has created less of a biodiversity impact. Construction at the Erf is complete, and the area surrounding the 

dwelling has been rehabilitated.  
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The water line from Borehole 1 to the dwelling on Erf 35 was aligned through natural area rather than along an existing 

track. This would have resulted in removal of indigenous vegetation during construction phase. The area has been covered 

and rehabilitated. No signs of significant biodiversity impacts along the pipeline have been observed in site surveys.  

 

The biopool on Erf 35 is situated adjacent to the dwelling which was positioned on a disturbed area (i.e. an old quarry). The 

biopool is a natural system, used to harvest and attenuate surface runoff. It provides aquatic habitat, and serves to 

attenuate runoff and store water for private use. It is therefore viewed as a positive contribution to environmental 

management, and assists with preventing erosion from runoff from hard surfaces, as well as reduced pressure on natural 

resources (i.e. groundwater harvesting for water supply). 

 

A site specific assessment of riparian areas in proximity to Erven that are situated within and/or adjacent to a 1:50 000 

watercourse (and the 32 m buffer) as shown on desktop maps, was done by Dr Anton Bok. The study delineated the extent 

of aquatic areas and indicate the required buffer based on site-specific conditions. The study showed that the dwelling on 

Erf 35 and the sewage system are not within a watercourse nor the 32 m buffer of a watercourse. Therefore the listed 

activity pertaining to activities within the 32 m buffer of a watercourse is not relevant to Erf 35, and no direct impacts on 

aquatic biodiversity have taken place because of the establishment of the dwelling or infrastructure.  

 

Free-roaming dogs on the Reserve presents risks to wildlife from pack hunting. This must be avoided and controlled.  

 

The carport on Erf 5 is not positioned adjacent to the dwelling, but rather at the top entrance to the Erf. From historic Google 

Earth images, it seems clear that the Erf has been previously disturbed and developed, and it is unlikely that the position / 

alignment of the carport caused any significant biodiversity (or other) impacts.  

 

ETDC did not update their CEMPr nor have an ECO on their team to oversee construction of the Erven that have been 

developed to date. It is best practice for construction to be done under the supervision of an ECO and in line with an 

approved CEMPr. During the site audit, no significant signs of biodiversity degradation or environmental impact were 

observed in areas where Erven have been developed so far. In general, the development is being well managed and the 

overall biodiversity impact of the Nature Reserve is positive. However, ETDC has appointed CEN IEM Unit as the external 

ECO. The CEMPr has been updated and is submitted with this application. The CEMPr will be made available to all persons 

who buy Erven to guide construction on an Erf basis. 
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CEN IEM Unit is developing and Operational EMP, with the target date for submission being end of September 2022. 

Conservation Outcomes is updating the Protected Areas Management Plan in conjunction with rectifying the Nature 

Reserve Declaration Process. This includes all the sub-plans required for the OEMP and PAMP (e.g. Fire Management, 

Alien Vegetation, Vegetation, and Fauna). Once the OEMP and PAMP are finalised, annual operational audits will 

commence. In the interim, ETDC has been implementing alien vegetation control in partnership with Working for Water, and 

with their own goat-herding method in the riparian area. The OEMP, PAMP, sub-plans and audits will be beneficial to 

ensure a co-ordinated approach to biodiversity management across the property.  

 

ETDC has established a Home Owners Association (HOA). Funds for managing the Reserve are administered through the 

HOA levies. ETDC has not set up a separate Environmental Trust to deal with funds, but rather does this via an 

Environmental Committee on the HOA with a representative from ETDC (refer to Amendment Application). This is in 

accordance with the Rezoning Approval and Title Deed. 

 

Operation of the Eco-Village and Nature Reserve without finalised and approved Plans, and with no independent audits, has 

the potential to result in biodiversity impacts. The required plans and processes are being put in place, and are submitted to 

the DEDEAT for approval with the Amendment and Section 24 G application. The updated PAMP and OEMP will be 

submitted to the DEDEAT at the end of September 2022. 

 

iv. Mitigation Measures 

• The position of Erf 35 must be rectified to incorporate the existing dwelling. ETDC is in the process of amending the 

cadastral drawing and title deed with the surveyor general. 

• The Construction EMPr must be used to guide pre-construction planning, and environmental management during 

construction phase on each Erf, and by ETDC when installing services and/or roads. 

• ETDC’s ECO must do annual audits of the CEMPr and OEMPr, and audit reports must be submitted to the DEDEAT. 

• The owner of each Erf must have an ECO to assist with construction planning, and monitoring of environmental 

compliance during construction phase. Monthly audit reports must be submitted to ETDC and the external ECO, and 

quarterly audit reports to the DEDEAT. 

• An OEMP and updated PAMP, with all the required sub-plans, must be submitted to the DEDEAT for approval. 
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• The Nature Reserve must be managed in accordance with the updated Protected Areas Management Plan, and 

implementation plans that deal specifically with fire, alien vegetation, vegetation and fauna. Annual audits must be done 

by ETDC’s ECO, and reports submitted to the DEDEAT and ECPTA. 

• ETDC must erect signs on the Nature Reserve Boundary, indicating the extent and status of the Protected Area, with 

contact details.  

• Only 2 dogs may be kept on Erven. Dogs must be retained within an enclosure of a maximum footprint of 36 m2 

adjacent to the dwelling and with natural vegetation retained. Dogs must be walked on leashes outside of the 

designated enclosure on each Erf.  

• The biopool at Erf 35 must be monitored and maintained to ensure good water quality and optimal attenuation of runoff 

from the hard surface on the Erf.  

• The septic tank and soakaway on Erf 35 must be maintained and inspected to ensure effective breakdown of matter 

and prevent pollution of surface and groundwater resources. Monitoring will be addressed in the surface and 

groundwater monitoring plan in the OEMP. 

 

Table 4: Impact Assessment: Terrestrial Biodiversity 

Theme Terrestrial Biodiversity  

Impact 

Description 

 Loss of natural vegetation and plant and animal SCCs, through clearing for site establishment and 

construction activities in the expanded footprint area of Erf 35 and the waterline from Borehole 1 to the 

dwelling (construction phase – no mitigation relevant since construction is complete, and the disturbed areas 

around the dwelling, biopool and water line are rehabilitated) 

 Lack of guidance and monitoring of environmental compliance during construction phase, in the absence of a 

CEMP and ECO (construction phase) 

 Uncoordinated management of the Nature Reserve and the Eco-Village with no overarching OEMP and sub-

plans to guide the process (operational phase) 

Phase Construction Phase Operational Phase 

Significance  Without mitigation With mitigation Without mitigation With mitigation 

Nature and 

Type 
Direct and Indirect, Negative 

Extent 2 (local) 1 (Erf footprint) 2 (local) 2 (local) 

Duration 1 (short term) 1 (short term) 3 (long term) 3 (long term) 
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Intensity 4 (low) 

2 (very low) 6 (medium) – i.e. the 

Nature Reserve is already 

being managed, with alien 

vegetation being the only 

significant issue observed 

in audits. ETDC has 

implemented measures to 

control alien vegetation. 

Lack of a Fire Management 

Plan is also an issued, 

considering that majority of 

the vegetation is fynbos 

which needs to burn to 

maintain diversity. 

4 (low) 

Probability 2 (probable) 2 (probable) 2 (probable) 2 (probable) 

Confidence High High High High 

Level of 

significance  

14 8 22 18 

Low (-) Low (-) Low (-) Low (-) 

 

Table 5: Impact Assessment: Aquatic Biodiversity  

Theme Aquatic Biodiversity  

Impact 

Description 

 Loss of aquatic habitat– based on site specific aquatic survey, it is confirmed that development at Erf 35 did 

not take place within the 32 m buffer of a watercourse therefore no direct loss of habitat took place 

(construction phase). 

 Degradation in environmental quality – pollution from the sewage system on Erf 35. As above, the sewage 

system is not within 32 m of a watercourse. Percolation tests have shown that ground conditions are suitable 

for a septic tank and soak away. Therefore very low to no impact expected (operational phase). 

 Attenuation of runoff and erosion prevention, and reduced pressure on natural resource harvesting – 

establishment of a biopool on Erf 35 (operational phase – positive impact). 

Phase Construction Phase Operational Phase 

Significance  Without mitigation With mitigation Without mitigation With mitigation 
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Nature and 

Type 
No impacts Indirect, positive (biopool) and negative (septic tank pollution) 

   Biopool 

Extent   2 (local) 2 (local) 

Duration   3 (long term) 3 (long term) 

Intensity   4 (low) 4 (low) 

Probability   2 (probable) 2 (probable) 

Confidence   High High 

Level of 

significance  

  18 18 

  Low (+) Low (+) 

   Septic tank and soakaway at Erf 35 

Extent   2 (local) 2 (local) 

Duration   3 (long term) 3 (long term) 

Intensity   6 (medium) 4 (low) 

Probability   2 (probable) 1 (unlikely) 

Confidence   High High 

Level of 

significance  

  22 9 

  Low (-) Very Low (-) 

 

B. Heritage Impacts 

The development is approved, and the zoning of the property has been changed to Resort II for Erven and Private Open 

Space III for the remainder of the property. The full property is included in the boundary of the Honeyville Nature Reserve. In 

the Basic Assessment process, the position of the erven were selected to be sensitive to the environment, and also 

considering visual impacts, sense of place, and heritage impacts. 

The activities included in this Section 24G application do not materially change the nature of the development. The position 

of Erf 35 has shifted slightly, but to a better position from an environmental perspective. A heritage survey was done of 

erven that have been newly developed to date, and no issues were noted. 
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C. Impacts Related to Administrative Aspects 

i. Relevant activities, description and assessment 

• Condition 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 – DEDEAT’s letter noted this as a non-compliance since the specified 60 months to complete 

construction has ended, yet only 2 houses were being built, and existing structures meant to be renovated were not 

complete. All erven in the SDP have been registered, and have a corresponding SG code. Until erven are sold, the 

properties are registered with ETDC. A list of all properties sold to date with SG codes, and the status of development 

on each Erf, is given in Table 3 in the Due Diligence Audit Report. The earliest date that properties were transferred 

from ETDC to individual owners was 2019. All erven that have been sold are therefore still within the 60 month 

timeframe to complete construction and/or renovations (i.e. 2024). The Amendment Application requests that this 

Condition be amended to apply on an Erf basis, from the date of transfer of an Erf to the new owner. No impact 

expected. 

• Condition 3.2.7 – changes have been made to the project description listed in the EA without notifying the DEDEAT. 

Changes to the project description are identified in the Due Diligence Audit Report, and have been dealt with in the 

Amendment Application and/or the Section 24 G Application. The DEDEAT has been notified of all changes in this 

process. No impact expected. 

• Condition 3.2.9 – the DEDEAT’s letter noted that the holder of the EA failed to notify registered IAPs of the issuing of 

the EA and appeals period. The first compliance audit report done by Lessing (2015) reports that the EA was sent to all 

registered IAPs at the time. These included Megan McCarthy and Kobus Reichert. No impact expected. 

• Condition 3.2.12 - the DEDEAT has not been notified of non-compliance with Conditions of the EA. As above for 

Condition 3.2.7. 

• Condition 3.5.5. – No updated Code of Conduct submitted to the DEDEAT. A draft Code of Conduct is submitted with 

the Due Diligence Audit Report. The document will be finalised for signature by all HOA members once the PAMP has 

been updated, and the OEMP with sub-plans is complete.  

• Condition 3.5.6 –  

o no Reserve Management Plan in place (note this was identified in the DEDEAT’s letter, but  is not correct) 

o no sub-plans are required by the existing Reserve Management Plan have been developed as yet. Biodiversity 

impacts associated with management of a Reserve without a co-ordinated set of plans (especially a fire 

management plan) was addressed under Item 4A above.  
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o no Environmental Conservation Trust has been established. As above, funds to manage the Reserve are 

administered by a Conservation Committee within the HOA, with a representative from ETDC. The Amendment 

Application requests a change to the Condition of the EA to be worded accordingly.  

• Condition 3.5.7 – no Permaculture Plan has been submitted to the DEDEAT. Permaculture has not commenced as yet, 

however the Permaculture Plan presented with the FBAR is being updated with the OEMP. 

• Condition 3.5.10 – no Fire Management Plan in place. As above.  

• Condition 3.5.11 – no Waste Management Plan in place. Currently, 6 erven area occupied at Honeyville Eco-Village. 

Solid waste is managed by each Erf owner. No signs of dumping were observed in any of the site visits done. A Waste 

Management Plan is being developed with the OEMP.
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Conclusion  

This report identifies and describes the changes to the project description, and variances with Conditions of the 

Environmental Authorisation issued by the DEDEAT to ETDC. ‘Changes’ are included in an Amendment Application to the 

DEDEAT. Where certain Conditions of the EA have not been complied with, these are included in a Section 24 G 

application.  

The entire property is within a Protected Area. Approvals issued by the Kouga Municipality for rezoning and subdivision are 

in place. ETDC has established a Home Owners Association, and a system is in place for administering funds to manage 

the Nature Reserve. A Code of Conduct has been developed, which provides a set of ‘rules’ which all HOA members must 

comply with. The Code of Conduct makes reference to the CEMPr, OEMPr and PAMP; with all the sub-plans. The changes 

and non-compliances do not compromise on these approvals and management systems. 

 

The possible impacts of changes and/or non-compliances on terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity, and heritage resources 

have been assessed. As part of the current process, an aquatic specialist study and Services Report have been done to 

guide the assessment process. Identified impacts were assessed to be of low to very low significance.   

The Environmental Assessment Practitioner is of the opinion that the activities included in the 2 applications should be 

accepted by the DEDEAT, provided the following recommendations are complied with: 

• The OEMP and updated PAMP, with all the required sub-plans must be submitted to the DEDEAT by end of September 

2022 for review and approval. Once approved, an action plan must be drawn up for implementing the Plans and annual 

audits must commence. 

• As soon as the Amendment and Section 24G applications are finalised; ETDC’s external ECO must commence with 

annual audits of the full development area, and test compliance of all activities with all approvals and plans.  

• Each buyer of a new Erf at Honeyville Eco-Village must appoint their own ECO to assist with preparation of an Erf-

specific plan, construction planning, and environmental management in construction phase. 

• All residents at Honeyville Eco-Village must be members of the HOA, and must sign the Code of Conduct.  

• All recommendations and mitigation measures in this Assessment Report must be implemented. 

• A Water Use Authorisation must be obtained for any infrastructure that crosses watercourses, discharge of treated 

effluent from the Scarab treatment system, and irrigation with treated effluent. 
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Appendix 1: Environmental Authorisation 
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Appendix 2:  Due Diligence Audit Report
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Appendix 3: Public Participation Report 

A list of stakeholders has been compiled, including landowners and residents in Honeyville Eco-Village and neighbouring 

the property boundary (see Figure 1), community representatives, state departments, and the ward councillor. Contact 

information was obtained using landowner information available on WinDeed.  Notices were compiled, explaining the 

assessment and application process, and inviting stakeholders to participate in the process and review the draft reports. 

Notices included a link to access the draft assessment reports and informed stakeholders that if they have difficulty in 

downloading documents, they should contact the EAP to make alternative arrangements. Notices were also placed in the 

legal section of the Herald and Die Burger; and two site notices were erected in the area.  

Comments received from stakeholders on the draft reports will be compiled in a Public Participation (PPP) Report. The PPP 

Report will be sent to all registered stakeholders after the comment period has ended to inform them of how their comments 

were addressed. The PPP Report will also be submitted with the Final application and assessment reports that go to the 

authorities for review. 

 

Figure 1: Map showing the location of properties where landowners were included in the stakeholder database. 
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Stakeholder Database: 

Table 1: State Departments 

Authority/Organ 
of State 

Contact person (Title, Name 
and Surname) 

e-mail 

ESKOM M Sitole, J Geeringh sitolerm@eskom.co.za; John.geeringh@eskom.co.za  

National 
Department of 
Agriculture 

A Collett AnnelizaC@nda.agric.za  

SANRAL Amanda Mboniswa, Chumisa 
Njingana, Fez Duze 

MboniswaA@nra.co.za; tsolekilec@nra.co.za; DuzeF@nra.co.za 

SAHRA  cscheermeyer@sahra.org.za;  

Department of 
Water and 
Sanitation 

B Kama, C Russell, J Baron, L 
Fourie, M Bloem, M Maneli, M 
Ndima, N Dweni, N Mpumela, P 
Chilton, P Tshatshu 

KamaB@dws.gov.za; RussellC@dws.gov.za; BaronJ@dws.gov.za; 
FourieL4@dws.gov.za; BloemM@dws.gov.za; manelim@dws.gov.za;  
NdimaM@dws.gov.za; DweniN@dws.gov.za; MpumelaN@dws.gov.za; 
chiltonp@dws.gov.za; TshatshuP@dws.gov.za   

Provincial 
Department of 
Economic 
Development, 
Environmental 
Affairs and 
Tourism 

A Struwig, D Govender Andries.Struwig@dedea.gov.za; Dayalan.Govender@dedea.gov.za;  

DEFF: Forestry B Layini BabalwaL@daff.gov.za   

DEFF: Land Use 
and Soil 
Management 

Gcnile Dumise GcinileD@daff.gov.za 

DEFF: Rural 
Development and 
Agrarian Reform 

Ruffus Maloma Ruffus.Maloma@drdar.gov.za 

Provincial Air 
Quality Officer 

L Mardon Lyndon.Mardon@deaet.ecape.gov.za  

Provincial Roads 
Department 

M Manga, Randall Moore Monde.Manga@ectransport.gov.za; Randall.Moore@ectransport.gov.za;  

Eastern Cape 
Heritage 
Resources 
Agency 

M Zote, S Mokhanya mlzote@ecphra.org.za; smokhanya@ecphra.org.za   

AgriEC Natasja Barkhuizen, Sharlene 
Matthews 

natasja.barkhuisen@agriec.co.za; sharlene.matthews@agriec.co.za 

ECPTA Shane Gertze, Mfundo Ndovela, 
Kagiso Mangwale 

Shane.Gertze@ecpta.co.za; Mfundo.Ndovela@ecpta.co.za; 
Kagiso.Mangwale@ecpta.co.za  

Transnet Ndileka Ntikinca, Akhona 
Ngqinambi, R De Klerk, M 
Mdodana 

Ndileka.Ntikinca@transnet.net; Akona.Ngqinambi@transnet.net  

Kouga 
Municipality 

Mayor – Horatio Hendricks pamayor@kouga.gov.za 

 Deputy Mayor - Hattingh 
Bornman 

hattingh@kouga.gov.za 

 Speaker- Brenton Williams  paspeaker@kouga.gov.za 
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 Municipal Manager jreed@kouga.gov.za 

 Infrastructure and Engineering ljeggels@kouga.gov.za 

 Planning, Development and 
Tourism 

aswart@kouga.gov.za 

 Community Services fkettledas@kouga.gov.za 

 Environmental  nsiwela@kouga.gov.za 

Ward 10 Cllr Msingathi Mbandana mmbandana@kouga.gov.za 
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Table 2: Identified Stakeholders 

Name Property Email Address Postal Address 

Honeyville HOA and Residents  

Joshua right  Joshuajameswright6@gmail.com  

Nicki Upton  nixupton@gmail.com  

Eugen Strueli  Eugenstraeuli0@gmail.com  

Yi Want  Yw150179500@gmail.com  

Nathalie Verehage  Nathalie.vrhgh@gmail.com  

Vincent Parker  vinparker@yahoo.com  

Susan Jensen  Jensensusan55@gmail.com  

Zak Venter  venterzak@gmail.com  

Amy Venter  amy@basicsupply.co.za  

Judy van der Heever  heever.j@icloud.com   

Anthony Gibb  ant.gibb@dancor.co.za   

Neighbours 

Willem van Vuuren  krantzplaas@igen.co.za   

Nikita Saint  niquita@kembali.co.za  

Corn van der Watt 
Familie Trust 

Ptn 5 of Farm 
Zwartebosch No 347 

cornvdwatt@hotmail.co.za  

Kouga Municipality Erf 2, Humansdorp   

C P A D FARM 
HOLDINGS 5 500 000 
PTY LTD 

Ptn 0 of Farm 
Honeyville No. 302 

 PO Box 27869, 
Greenacres, 6057 

C P A D FARM 
HOLDINGS 5 500 000 
PTY LTD 

Ptn 0 (Remaining 
Extent) of Farm Poplar 
Grove No 303 

 PO Box 27869, 
Greenacres, 6057 

CHAN TE MAR 
TRUST 

Ptn 0 (Remaining 
Extent) of Farm 874 

No contact details available on WinDeed 

CHAN TE MAR 
TRUST 

Ptn 3 of Farm 
Weltevreden No 306 

No contact details available on WinDeed 
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D C 3 FAMILIE 
TRUST 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
Weltevreden No 305 

No contact details available on WinDeed 

SAINT FAMILY 
TRUST 

Ptn 12 (Remaining 
Extent) of Farm 
Dieprivier No 301 

No contact details available on WinDeed 

Schellmurray Familie 
Trust 

Ptn 13 of Farm 
Dieprivier No 301 

No contact details available on WinDeed 

C M Van Den Heever Ptn 29 of Farm 
Zwartebosch No 347 

vdhfam@worldonline.co.za  PO Box 463, 
Humansdorp, 6300 

Stakeholders    

Gamtkwa Khoisan 
Council - Kobus 
Reichert 

 kobusreichert@yahoo.com  

BirdLife Eastern Cape  corne.erasmus@axxess.co.za; 
les.blandy@gmail.com; 
andynixon@telkomsa.net; 
prhall@vodamail.co.za 

 

The Co-Op  info@humkoop.co.za  

WESSA  garyk22@me.com; 
lorienp@mandela.ac.za; 
eckarts@mweb.co.za 

 

Registered IAPs from the Basic Assessment 

Megan McCarthy  meganm@polka.co.za  

Kobus Reichert  kobusreichert@yahoo.com  
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