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‘Comments and Responses Report’: BASIC ASSESSMENT APPLICATION
proposed development of a double dwelling at erf 532, bantry bay, situated at no. 276, ocean view drive.
Comments received and responses thereto, specific to the draft basic assessment report and draft environmental management programme
The following State Departments have been consulted with during the Basic Assessment process. A 40 day comment period was held in respect of the Draft Basic Assessment Report, in terms of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act 107 of 1998,) as amended (NEMA) and the EIA Regulations, 2010, and which was pre-empted by formal notifications to the following competent authorities and State Departments: 

· City of Cape Town: Environmental and Heritage Resources Management Branch: 
Ms. Sandra Hustwick: Sandra.Hustwick@capetown.gov.za; Mrs. Ronelle Clarke: Ronelle.Clarke@capetown.gov.za; Mrs. Lesley Wolfensberger-Betts: Lesley.Wolfensberger-Betts@capetown.gov.za; Mr. Johan Cornelius: Johan.Cornelius@capetown.gov.za. 

Tel. 021 400 6529; Fax: 021 421 1963; Post: Second Floor Media City, Corner Hertzog Blvd and Heerengracht, Foreshore, Cape Town, 8001. P.O. Box 4529, Cape Town, 8000
· City of Cape Town: Strategy and Planning: Building and Development Management: 

Mr. Ben Schoeman: Ben.Schoeman@capetown.gov.za; Mr. Friedrich Durow: Friedrich.Durow@capetown.gov.za; 

Ms. Joy San-Giorgio: Joy.San_Giorgio@capetown.gov.za; Kajabo Ngendahimana:  Kajabo.Ngendahimana@capetown.gov.za
Tel. 021 400 6566; Fax: 021 421 1963; Post: Second Floor Media City, Corner Hertzog Blvd and Heerengracht, Foreshore, Cape Town, 8001. P.O. Box 4529, Cape Town, 8000
· Heritage Western Cape:  Heritage Resource Management Services: 

Mr. Calvin van Wijk; Ms. Belinda Mutti, Ms. Ntombekhaya Njobe, Ms. Tamara Grover

E-mail: hwc@pgwc.gov.za; Fax: 021 483 9842; Post: Protea Assurance Building, Private Bag X9067, Cape Town, 8001. 

Indeed, in a letter addressed to Heritage Western Cape and dated 23 March 2011, DEA&DP issued formal notification of the opportunity to comment (refer to Appendix E of the Final Basic Assessment Report for copy of letter dated 23 March 2011) on the Draft Basic Assessment Report. Furthermore the above State Departments will be notified of the dissemination of the Final Basic Assessment Report by making available the report for comment for the legislated 21 day period. Any comments received from State Departments and/ or commenting authorities, stakeholders and/ or any other I&AP’s will be appended to the Final Basic Assessment Report upon submission to DEA&DP of that report following the culmination of the commenting period.  

The Draft Basic Assessment Report was prepared and disseminated to interested and affected parties (as has the Final Basic Assessment Report) and the following public participation process, in terms of the EIA Regulations, 2010, as implemented on 02 August 2010 and promulgated under NEMA by way of GN No. R 544 of Government Gazette 33306 of 18 June 2010, has been carried out: 

· A database of all landowners within a 100m radius of the property was obtained from the City of Cape Town: GIS Department, after which a letter was prepared (refer to Appendix F) and posted by registered mail to all persons on the database and all other identified stakeholders, commenting authorities and State Departments having interest in the application (see point below). 
· Direct notification via preferred form of communication was issued to identified stakeholders, being the relevant City of Cape Town officials (Strategy and Planning: Building Development Management; and the Environmental & Heritage Resource Management Branch), the Ward Councilor, and the Chairperson of the City Bowl Ratepayers’ Association: CIBRA (refer to Appendix F of the Final Basic Assessment Report for notification records). In terms of Section 24 O (2) & (3) of the NEMA, as amended, and paragraph 6.6 of the NEMA EIA Guideline Information Series: Guideline on Public Participation (May 2009), the following was also actioned: "The EAP/ applicant must notify DEA&DP of the State Departments (name and contact details of the official) which have received the relevant reports and on which date such reports have been submitted to those authorities. DEA&DP will then request written comment from the relevant State Departments to be submitted within 40 days of such request having been made by the Department. Comments by the State Departments must be submitted to the Department and copied to the EAP". The EAP duly notified (find copies of notifications enclosed under Appendix F of the Final Basic Assessment Report) the relevant officials at the City of Cape Town and Heritage Western Cape, who are considered to be stakeholders and/ or commenting authorities/ 'State Departments' in respect of the application, in so doing also notifying DEA&DP via a hand delivered letter. The notification to DEA&DP requested that DEA&DP in turn request comment from the State Departments, which DEA&DP duly did on 23 March 2011 (refer to Appendix E of the Final Basic Assessment Report for letters of notification). A hard copy of the Draft Basic Assessment Report, together with a CD on which the report was transposed, was also submitted to DEA&DP for information. 
· A Site Notice conforming to the size, layout and content requirements (refer to Appendix F for photograph of Site Notice) of 5.4 and 5.6 of the NEMA Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations Guideline and Information Document Series: Guideline on Public Participation: September 2007 and amended in May 2009, was erected at the boundary of the property (refer to Appendix F of the Final Basic Assessment Report for photographs of Site Notice). A newspaper advertisement was published in the Atlantic Sun (community newspaper distributed in the Bantry Bay, Camps Bay, Clifton, Sea Point, Fresnaye and City Bowl areas) on 10 March 2011 (refer to Appendix F of the Final Basic Assessment Report for a graphic of the page on which the advert appeared in the Atlantic Sun).

· The comment period specific to the Draft Basic Assessment Report was held in excess of the stipulated forty day period, from 17 March 2011 to 25 April 2011 (provision made for public holidays within that period), in which a hard copy of the report (together with the Draft EMP) was made available at the Sea Point Library and on request from the offices of the EAP. An electronic version of the documentation was available for download at the website of the EAP: www.avdsec.com. 
· Hard copies of the Draft Basic Assessment Report (and Draft EMP), and CD’s on which the documentation was transposed were submitted by hand to the relevant City of Cape Town officials in their capacity as commenting authorities in respect of the application. The same process has been applied for the Final Basic Assessment Report. 
· Comments received during the comment period specific to the Draft Basic Assessment Report and Draft EMP have been considered and responded to (refer to the tabulated account below) and indeed extensive correspondence and consultation was entered into with City of Cape Town officials (both those within the Environment and Heritage Resource Management Branch and those within Land Use Planning) and a stakeholder meeting with City officials was held on 10 May 2011. Various correspondence (refer to Appendix F of the Final Basic Assessment Report for records) was also entered into with adjacent residents and other interested and affected parties. 
· The Final Basic Assessment Report, together with this ‘Comments and Responses Report’ and the Final EMP (refer to Appendix H of the Final Basic Assessment Report) are being made available for comment by registered I&AP’s, State Departments and commenting authorities for a legislated 21 day period, between 15 July and 04 August 2011. Registered letters and direct e-mail notifications (refer to Appendix F of the Final Basic Assessment Report) have been addressed to registered I&AP’s informing them of the final commenting opportunity.   
The points noted above profess to a comprehensive public participation process which has successfully identified and assessed potential impacts associated with the activity; in turn providing mitigation measures to reduce the significance of the impacts to an acceptable level, from both a biophysical and socio-economic perspective.
	Interested & Affected Party
	Capacity/ Organisation
	Comment and date of comment
	Comment/ Response: Provided by AVDS Environmental Consultants (Environmental Assessment Practitioner: EAP)

	Mr. Peter Koen
	For: City of Cape Town: Catchment Management.

	Comment submitted to AVDS Environmental Consultants via e-mail on 21 April 2011 
The catchment east of the erf is drained by this watercourse. The road from erf 523 to the end is also drained by this watercourse. There is a catchpit at the lowest point in this portion of Ocean View Drive that discharges into this water course.
The watercourse, in its natural or modified state, is required to convey stormwater to De Wet Road.

	Response confirming receipt of comment issued via e-mail to the I&AP on 21 April 2011, viz.:
“Dear Ronelle (and Others), 

Thank you for your Branch’s comment in response to the comment opportunity provided specific to the Basic Assessment application for the proposed construction of a double dwelling at Erf 532, Bantry Bay. All items raised within the comment will be given due consideration and specific responses will be incorporated within a ‘Comments and Responses’ Report, which will form an appendix to the Final Basic Assessment Report. We note that the comments submitted are of both an environmental and planning-related nature and have accordingly forwarded the comments to the consulting planners so that an holistic response is provided. 

We note that further comment may be forthcoming from other City Branches and would also confirm that you will be notified of the opportunity to review and comment on the Final Basic Assessment Report.

	Interested & Affected Party
	Capacity/ Organisation
	Comment and date of comment
	Comment/ Response: Provided by Willem Buhrmann Associates: Town Planners and Valuers

	Mrs. Ronelle Clarke
	For: City of Cape Town: Environmental Resource Management.

	1. While we regard the site as desirable for a dwelling house, we agree with the statement on pg 33 (of the Draft Basic Assessment Report) that this should be of a “design and bulk which aligns substantially with the zoning scheme regulations”.  Note, however, that the current proposal deviates substantially from the zoning scheme requirements with regard to bulk, coverage, setbacks, number of storeys and the raising of ground levels.


	1. The application that was originally submitted last year has been extensively amended in order to address the objections received. The amendments can be summarised as follows:

Original Proposal

Revised Proposal

Total floor area: 1174.2 m²

Unit 1:                601 m²

Unit 2:                573.2 m²

Total floor area: 909 m²

Unit 1:                462 m²

Unit 2:                447 m²

Parking: 5 parking spaces (all within basement garage – one level below street level)

8 parking spaces, four (4) within garages at street level and other off-street parking spaces are proposed on the driveway between the erf boundary and the road. A lease agreement is being finalised with Council to secure additional land that will release further land for access and landscaping purposes. 

Coverage:           62.93%

47.1%

Design:               Contemporary

Contemporary

Height:            162.45 metres above sea level

162.45 metres above sea level. This represents a single level (3m) above the current back of footway level.

Departures:        6 In total

0 in total

Restrictive Title Deed Conditions:   4 to be amended

3 to be amended (relating to double dwelling and built upon area)

Access: Via steep ramp to garage 1 level below street level
Via gradual driveway/ramp to garage at street level

It would seem that many of your comments relate to the original development and not the revised one. All the departures have fallen away. There is also no departure in terms of coverage or bulk. Please note that bulk is not a consideration with single residential dwellings. All the setback departures have fallen away and the design has been amended to blend in better with the surrounding area and street scene.

	
	
	2. Environmental Management Branch regards the proposal as excessive with regards to scale and bulk in context of the receiving site, i.e. awkward triangular shape, steeply sloping site, interspersed with large granite boulders and with a watercourse on its south western boundary.  We recommend that the built upon area be reduced to allow for view lines and sufficient landscaping. 

3. A double dwelling instead of a single residence (as permitted by the current land use rights) is not supported, as this will entail additional facilities such as additional parking spaces (currently 8 spaces applied for on this Single dwelling Use Zone) and two swimming pools.  These uses therefore create hard surfaced areas that take up space that could be used for greening / visual relief, as well as exacerbating the traffic and parking issues on Ocean View Drive.  

4. It is stated that a lease agreement will be in place for City land for greening and access, but this should not negate having to allow for space on the property itself for greening purposes, in light of the fact that additional rights are being sought.  The leased area is to accommodate an access ramp and “hard grassed landscaping”.  More information on this ramp and what percentage of this area is to be “green” is required before one can comment. Please include this detail in the Final BAR. 


	2. The revised scheme has been reduced in scale and size. The coverage has been reduced from 63% to 47%. The overall floor area of the dwelling has been reduced from 1174.2m² to 909m². The revised dwelling proposed is no larger than many other dwellings in the area.

3. Double dwellings are permitted under the existing single residential zoning with the consent of Council. As noted before, Council and Province are generally supportive of densification proposals as it supports their policy promoting reasonable densification, while indirectly easing pressure on the urban edge and the surrounding agricultural land. Double dwellings will be supported should sufficient on-site parking be provided. The revised scheme shows a dwelling covering only 47% of the property. Although 2 swimming pools are proposed, these swimming pools are built on the permitted 47% coverage area of the dwelling. Land is being leased/ bought from Council by the applicant to accommodate additional parking and landscaping. The parking area will be screened by the trees and associated planting proposed, (please see attached landscaping plan under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report). One additional dwelling will not lead to transportation issues that warrant a reason for refusal and construction-related traffic impacts are addressed at length within the Construction phase EMP (attached under Appendix H of the Final Basic Assessment Report).
4. The landscaping plan attached (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report) shows that the land to be leased/ bought from Council by the Applicant will in part be landscaped and in part be used for parking. No access ramp is proposed any longer. Please see amended drawings (attached under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report). Council is in no position to force the applicant to use the land to be leased/ bought to be used solely for landscaping purposes.  



	
	
	5. The proposal is explained as a 3 storey development over 5 levels. This needs to be detailed / explained. The plans clearly show at least a 4/5 storey building (unsure what will be included as basement at this stage), with a lift shaft that serves all these floors. 

6. Although it is motivated (pg 15) that the area is dominated by double dwellings, this might not necessarily have to apply to this specific site, with its unique conditions.

7. On page 16 (of the Draft Basic Assessment Report), the “associated garden and landscaping” that is referred to that will “improve the aesthetics of the property through appropriate architecture and significant landscaping” is a statement that needs to be qualified and illustrated in the BAR, in order to adequately assess the visual impact of the proposal on the surrounding environment. Trees shown diagrammatically on the architect’s drawings need to be accurately relayed onto a detailed and specified Landscape Plan.

8. Parking provided must be on-site and not on adjacent Council land (as currently proposed). This space must be reserved for landscaping to green the streetscape and provide some measure of open space / visual relief along this narrow and congested road.


	5. Although, technically, the building will be 6 floors in height, this is to accommodate the lift and stairs only. This has to be done given the complexity of the site and steep slope. The building does not read as a six storey building. 

6. As noted in the planning report, double dwellings are permitted under the existing single residential zoning with the consent of Council. As noted before, Council and Province are generally supportive of densification proposals as it supports their policy promoting reasonable densification, while indirectly easing pressure on the urban edge and the surrounding agricultural land. Double dwellings will be supported should sufficient on-site parking be provided. The application property measuring 859m² is large enough to accommodate a double dwelling. 
7. Please see attached (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report) landscaping plan showing the location of trees and associated landscaping and the mitigatory affect which these will have on the built environment.

8. There is sufficient parking on the application property. Additional parking is proposed on the land to be leased/ bought from Council by the applicant. It is totally unreasonable to expect that this entire strip of land is to be used for landscaping. Part of this land is used for parking to address the objections received from neighbours relating to parking and transportation issues.


	
	
	9. A photomontage showing impacts of views up from de wet Road towards the mountain and down from Ocean View Drive, with regards to both the current proposal and what is permitted as of right in respect of the zoning scheme (and title deeds) should be included to accurately gauge the visual impact.

10. Please ensure that a detailed landscape plan be part of the BAR.  The scale and bulk of the proposal may need to be reduced to allow for greening. Street greening by planting trees into ground is recommended, so the proposal must be sufficiently set back at all levels from the street boundary to accommodate this.

11. A plan showing the areas to be built upon, including all pools, terraces, and hard surfacing in relation to the trees / vegetation, stream and boulders on the site must be included on such plan. 

12. One cannot see the shading throughout the checklist to ascertain which box is highlighted (through copying of report) Suggest using  “X”.


	9. Photomontages are attached (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report). As can be gathered from the photomontages, the proposed dwelling will hardly be visible from De Wet Road, with views being obstructed by large dwellings situated above De Wet Road. 

10. Please see attached landscaping plan (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

11. Please see attached Site Development Plan (SDP) (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

12. This is noted but it is also noted that the format adopted (the use of highlighting) within the report is that of the Department of Environmental Affairs & Development Planning and is not chosen by the EAP when completing the documentation. (Response from AVDS Environmental Consultants: EAP).


	
	
	13. Page 9 of the checklist asks for a Site Plan to be attached to Appendix B. This is not attached. Architects drawings (included under Appendix B) is not what is as defined by DEADP as a Site Plan.  Importantly such plan must show “the position of each element of the application as well as any other structures on the site…” and “sensitive environmental elements within 100m of the site” which would include all trees/ vegetation and boulders and the watercourse (show contours and indicate proximity of building work to 1:50 and 1:100 year floodlines if appropriate, or flow rates / stormwater requirements). Please attach this Site Plan in the final BAR, for both alternatives, showing the receiving environment in relation to all of the built form (including pools, paving, terraces, walls, etc). A thorough assessment of all potential impacts on the environment (physical / cultural-historic / socio-economic) cannot be made without this. Setbacks of building footprints from these elements need to be appropriate and therefore this information is required in the BAR.  Section G, (a) and (c) on page 50 and 51 is therefore not agreed with, in that assessment methods used were sufficient.

	13. Please see attached SDP (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report) which illustrates all trees/ vegetation adjoining the property (none of which is situated on the subject erf itself, which is devoid of any vegetation of significance), the granite boulders (those to be removed and those to remain) and the watercourse on the adjacent properties. It is contended that the assessment criteria and findings as laid out in the Draft Basic Assessment Report were not compromised as is alleged by the City, in as much as the information set out in the SDP was to hand during the assessment process but the SDP itself was not included within the Draft Basic Assessment Report as it had not been formally presented by way of the SDP. All features of the site and adjoining areas were considered within the assessment process and have been physically investigated by the EAP. It is apparent that the watercourse itself will not be impacted by the development being proposed, nor will any conservation-worthy vegetation or indeed any significant sight-lines. A number of boulders on the property will be removed to accommodate the built area, but the largest and most attractive boulders on the property (towards the lower boundary) will be retained and will form part of the indigenous garden to be planted (as is detailed within the landscape plan attached under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report). (Response from AVDS Environmental Consultants: EAP).


	
	
	14. Page 10 Section 5. Site photographs, Appendix C (these are in Appendix D). Page 19: Urban edge line (label this line on the attached plan). 

15. Page 25: in the motivation for the development, it is stated that at no point will the proposal exceed 3 floors. The plans clearly show more storeys, and a lift shaft that clearly serves more than 3 floors.  

16. Pg 28: The granite boulders that are impacted on need to be shown on plan in relation to the proposal (foundations and recess), so that an assessment of this impact can be made.

17. Page 42: Operational phase impacts- it is stated that there will be definite planting within the garden of the property.  Street planting is not mentioned.  The plans for landscaping are largely determined by the scale and design of the house, and the 2 are therefore related, in that sufficient space must be reserved for planting.  Please include detailed landscape plan in the Final BAR (for comment which in turn may affect comment on the building work proposed). 

18. Page 43: likewise ”screening landscaping”, offered as a mitigation measure to the Socio-economic aspects, needs to be shown on a plan in order to be assessed for the site as a whole (hard and soft and as it relates to the bulk proposed).


	14. Noted and actioned. (Response from AVDS Environmental Consultants: EAP).
15. Only the lift and staircase will exceed 3 floors. The building still reads as three floors.

16. Please see attached SDP (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

17. Please see attached landscaping plan (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

18. Please see attached landscaping plan (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).



	
	
	19. Pg 43: Cultural-historical aspects: this should be included in the drat BAR as an issue (open space “river” corridor that is part of the character of the area and that provides visual relief and open space amenity, granite boulders etc).

20. Pg 48: Impact summary: It is stated that the redesign has brought about “increased landscaping”- this should be properly motivated by an illustration.

21. Pg 49: Again, please show all trees / vegetation on a plan, as referred to in the 2nd paragraph. The proposal should take the receiving environment into account and be designed accordingly, and therefore these plans showing trees / vegetation and boulders should be supplied upfront, in order to effectively comment on the proposal.

22. Pg 49: Par 5: To which Site Plan is this referring? There is no Site Plan included in Appendix B: only sections, elevations and architects drawing of each level for each unit 1 and 2. Besides supplying a site plan, as mentioned previously, please also ensure that a suitably scaled and detailed landscape plan be included (showing footprints of all building works, including all hard surfaced areas), that provides more information on landscaping (hard and soft).

23. Please include a site plan that shows the erf boundaries and all works to be undertaken as laid out in the EMP, which includes access, parking of vehicles, workers camp, stockpile areas etc.  Please also show on such plan all sensitive features that are to be protected with accompanying text that explains the protection methods to protect / manage these elements. 

19. 
	19. This is noted and amendments have been made within the Final Basic Assessment Report. It is noteworthy that the watercourse will not be negatively impacted by the development proposal as no construction activities will occur near the watercourse, while in fact there may be benefits as a result of the Introduction of locally-indigenous vegetation to create a ‘green’ fringe and interface between Erven 532 and 533 and to assimilate with the aesthetic and landscape ‘feel’ of the mountainside. The present gulley/ watercourse corridor is infested with alien invasive vegetation and is in poor ecological condition; and an interface of locally indigenous vegetation which is well maintained and suitably chosen for this area would in all probability have a positive impact and enhance the cultural-historic and biophysical environment in the immediate and adjacent areas. (Response from AVDS Environmental Consultants: EAP).
20. Please see attached landscaping plan (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

21. Please see attached landscaping plan (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

22. Please see attached SDP (under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).

23. The EMP includes a site notation plan indicating all of the aspects called for and which was included within the Draft Basic Assessment Report under Appendix H. The notation is again included within the Final Basic Assessment Report as an annotation to the Final EMP, under Appendix H. (Response from AVDS Environmental Consultants: EAP).


	Interested & Affected Party
	Capacity/ Organisation
	Comment and date of comment
	Comment/ Response: AVDS Environmental Consultants (Environmental Assessment Practitioner: EAP)

	Mr. Jodi Hasson
	Private capacity (adjacent resident)
	Comment submitted to AVDS Environmental Consultants via e-mail on 18 March 2011, following telephonic contact with EAP.
“Hi; please contact me in connection with the letter I received re development of a double dwelling on the above mentioned property.
Thanks; Jodi Hasson.”
	Response confirming receipt of comment issued via e-mail to the I&AP on 18 March 2011, viz.:

“Dear Jodi, 

Our telecom of a short while ago refers: 

Thank you for your enquiry in respect of the proposed double dwelling to be erected at Erf 532, Bantry Bay (No. 276, Ocean View Drive). In response to your request, kindly find attached herewith the floor plans and sections of the proposed building, together with renderings (artists' impression of completed project) of the proposal. Please be aware, as mentioned over the phone, that the commenting opportunity underway presently is in terms of the environmental application process and is separate from that of the planning-related process (which in and of itself also provides interested and affected parties with commenting opportunities). 

Also as explained, irrespective of the nature of the building being proposed (i.e. whether a single or double dwelling), the applicant would need to embark on an environmental application process given the location of a 'watercourse' (a small mountain gully which flows extremely intermittently) on the NEIGHBOURING property (Erf 533) and which will in no way be impacted by the development on Erf 532, but which occurs within 32 meters of Erf 532 and therefore activates the relevant environmental legislation. Please advise should you require any additional appendices to the Draft Basic Assessment Report (which is also attached).”

No further correspondence was received from the I&AP.



	Mr. David Hanan
	Private capacity (adjacent resident)
	Comment submitted to AVDS Environmental Consultants via e-mail on 24 March 2011:
“Dear Mr Cameron,
 I have received your letter related to the assessment of the proposed development on erf 532. Can you tell me whether this development has been approved already or is this exercise part of the approval process? 
 I also wish to point out that the perspective of the house (first picture in main document) does not relate to the drawings at all. Kindly rectify this. 
 Yours sincerely.”

	Response confirming receipt of comment issued via e-mail to the I&AP on 24 March 2011, viz.:
“Dear Mr. Hanan, 

 Thank you for your correspondence- please be advised that we will accordingly register you as an interested and affected party in respect of the environmental application process (‘Basic Assessment’), which in turn means that you will be kept abreast of key stages in the process. Please note in response to your query that the development proposed has not been approved but indeed is subject to the outcome of the current environmental application, and will also be subject to a separate but contiguous planning application process. 

 In terms of your comment regarding the elevation of the building brought across by the computer-rendered image, I attach the image to which I believe you refer, as well as a comparative elevation and will by way of copy of this correspondence put your concern to the project planner for consideration.”
Note: Mr. Hanan was subsequently issued with current perspective/ graphic illustrations of the proposal relevant to the current drawings (and which are attached under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report).  
No further correspondence was received from the I&AP.
 


	Mr. Michael Fleischmann & Ms. Loraine Boyle
	Private capacity (adjacent residents)
	Correspondence entered into with EAP via telephone contact on 29 March 2011. 
Further correspondence was received on 21 April 2011 via e-mail from Ms. Loraine Boyle (on behalf of Mr. Fleischmann) following telephonic contact by Ms. Boyle on 20 April 2011: 

“Dear Ross

Further to our telephone conversation I would like to register and be informed regarding all aspects of the above application. I am writing on behalf of Michael Fleischmann who is my fiancé and the owner of 32 Arcadia Road, Bantry Bay, ERF 561.

My concerns are:-

1. Traffic congestion with extremely large vehicles and no turning circle. How will these large earth moving vehicles and cement trucks manoeuvre?

2. Noise pollution.

3. Dust pollution.

4. Interruption of water flow down the mountain.

5. Preservation of granite boulders and vegetation.

I will also need a full copy of the Title Deed Restrictions.

I look forward to your prompt reply.”
	Response by EAP following telephonic contact by I&AP, issued via e-mail to the I&AP on 29 March 2011, viz.:

“Dear Michael, 

 Our telecom of a moment ago refers: 

 Please find attached herewith an aerial photograph of the site itself (Erf 532, Bantry Bay), delineated by a red line, along with other properties in the area (including your own). As you will note, your property is situated directly above and to the left (south-east) of Erf 532, as you face the ocean, and as noted, Erf 532 is the first vacant stand on the right-hand side (below Ocean View Drive), as one approaches from the north (Green Point). 

As discussed, it would be appreciated if you could respond, in so doing providing your details, so that we may register you as an interested and affected party.” 

Additional response by EAP following e-mailed correspondence from I&AP of 21 April 2011: 

(see also following page)


	
	
	
	“Dear Loraine, 

Thank you for your comment and for your telephonic contact yesterday. Please note that the consulting planners will be forwarding you a copy of the Title Deeds for the property but we would emphasise that details within Title Deed document are not necessarily pertinent to the environmental application per se, albeit that we do include within our environmental assessment process relevant planning and zoning-related concerns. 

We note that your primary concern is associated with the potential immediate and indeed possible cumulative impacts of the construction process (and of similar processes either currently underway or having potential to commence in the short to medium term) and have taken cognisance of the constraints of the layout of the suburb, the narrowness of Ocean View Drive at its uppermost section and the overall services infrastructure here. In order to try to mitigate the majority (and/ or most significant) construction-related impacts, 

We have prepared a Construction phase Environmental Management Programme (EMP), which forms an appendix to the Draft Basic Assessment Report (and also to the Final basic Assessment Report: see Appendix H), and which I will send to you should you so wish (the document is however available on our website: www.avdsec.com). The EMP will require that the contractor to whom the construction tender is ultimately awarded comply as stringently as possible with its requirements and the level of compliance will be monitored by an independent Environmental Site Officer tasked with reporting to the local and provincial authorities. This notwithstanding, the assessment will be taking further consideration of impacts such as noise, dust, construction traffic, general nuisance and this will be portrayed within the Final Basic Assessment Report. Other aspects which you touch on below (of a biophysical nature) are alluded to within the Draft Basic Assessment Report but will also be responded to further within the final report. 
We confirm registration as an interested and affected party and you will be kept notified of relevant stages in the process.”
No further correspondence was received from the I&AP.

The EAP would comment further as follows (see following page):
 

	
	
	
	It is further observed that the watercourse (and by extension, water flow/ run-off down the mountain, which is limited along this portion of the road edge but which ultimately flows within the watercourse in times of flood/ very heavy rainfall) will not be negatively impacted by the development proposal as no construction activities will occur near the watercourse, nor will any catchment areas be affected. There may in fact be benefits as a result of the Introduction of locally-indigenous vegetation to create a ‘green’ fringe and interface between Erven 532 and 533 and to assimilate with the aesthetic and landscape ‘feel’ of the mountainside. The present gulley/ watercourse corridor is infested with alien invasive vegetation and is in poor ecological condition; and an interface of locally indigenous vegetation which is well maintained and suitably chosen for this area would in all probability have a positive impact. Please refer to the landscape plan attached under Appendix B of the Final Basic Assessment Report.
Also refer to Appendix H of the Final Basic Assessment Report for a discursive of the proposed site camp location. 



	Mr. Michael Rubin
	Private capacity (adjacent resident)
	Comment submitted to AVDS Environmental Consultants via e-mail on 28 March 2011:
“Hi Ross, 

I am the owner of erf 536 Bantry Bay. I have looked at the basic assessment documentation for the proposed double dwelling at 276 Ocean View Dr. At this stage I am of the view that the proposed development, once completed, will not adversely effect me; but I do have some concerns regarding the effects on the access to my house during the construction period, especially in view of the existing construction taking place and proposed in the area.

Apart from existing construction on erfs 542/43, I believe there are currently proposals in respect of development on 548/49; and possibly on 534/35 as well. 

Your proposals set considerable store on the use of the "lay by" for the parking of construction vehicles and the offloading of materials; and I am unclear as to what is actually meant by this lay by. Could you please designate it more clearly, perhaps including a site plan ? and comment on its adequacy, in the event of simultaneous construction activity on erfs 548 and 549. I am, of course, aware that the timing of other construction in the area is outside of your control; but believe it is incumbent on the parties concerned to have adequate management plans in place to cater for the event of similar construction traffic being present on the adjoining sites.

I look forward to your feedback.”

	Response confirming receipt of comment issued via e-mail to the I&AP on 28 March 2011, viz.:

“Dear Michael, 

Thank you for your comment in response to the comment opportunity provided specific to the Basic Assessment application for the proposed construction of a double dwelling at Erf 532, Bantry Bay. We note that your primary concern is associated with the potential immediate and indeed possible cumulative impacts of the construction process (and of similar processes either currently underway or having potential to commence in the short to medium term) and have taken cognisance of the constraints of the layout of the suburb, the narrowness of Ocean View Drive at its uppermost section and the overall services infrastructure here. In order to try to mitigate the majority (and/ or most significant) construction-related impacts, we have prepared a Construction phase Environmental Management Programme (EMP), which forms an appendix to the Draft Basic Assessment Report and which I have attached herewith for ease of reference. The document requires that the contractor to whom the construction tender is ultimately awarded complies as stringently as possible with its requirements and the level of compliance is to be monitored by an independent Environmental Site Officer tasked with reporting to the local and provincial authorities. The document includes detail on the proposed use of the ‘lay-bye’ (which is shown in the photograph below as a gravelled area running parallel to Ocean View Drive and adjoining Erf 532 for use as the site camp). The attached aerial photograph also shows the gravelled section running alongside Erven 532 and 533, loosely separated by an electricity kiosk (which would of course be excluded entirely and afforded due protection). 

Given the dearth of options available for establishment of a site camp and the need for an area from which excavators are able to cut material from the property in an upwards movement, the ‘lay-bye’ appears to be the only feasible option and would we believe be sufficient for the contractor’s infrastructure and to allow for plant to operate without impinging on the roadway or on neighbour’s amenities. Its use would also preclude the need for a crane, which we believe will substantially reduce overall construction-related impacts. 

 (see following page)
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Plate (above): Ocean View Drive facing south-east, with the gravel lay-bye in the foreground and the site itself descending steeply to the right of the photograph. It is proposed to erect the site camp within the lay-bye, ensuring that the electrical kiosk seen here is adequately hoarded off.
It is, as you say, not logistically probable to coordinate construction processes with other projects as it is entirely subject to the respective approval processes entered into before any activities on the ground commence, and to this end, we believe that the strict management of the construction process for this property itself would reduce impacts on neighbours and road-users (see specific section under 4.7 of the attached EMP) to a manageable and not-unreasonable extent. It is also proposed that, if all similar construction projects in the area were similarly subject to the requirements of an EMP and ongoing monitoring by an independent party, construction phase impacts would be significantly reduced, at a cumulative level. We trust this is of assistance and confirm that you are registered as an interested and affected party.“
Also refer to Appendix H for a document discussing further the proposed site camp location. 

No further correspondence was received from the I&AP.


	Mr. David Polovin
	Representative: Sea Point, Fresnaye and Bantry Bay Ratepayers’ Association (SFBBRA)
	Comment submitted to AVDS Environmental Consultants via e-mail on 10 March 2011:
“Dear Ross,
On behalf of the ratepayers’ planning committee of Bantry Bay I have assigned myself the task of considering this application.
I cannot find it referred to on your website and have been unable to access the application and supporting documentation. 
If it is in fact absent then that could be a process fault which you may wish to remedy ASAP.
Please forward the link or relevant information to me so that I can carry out my duty.”
 

	Response confirming receipt of comment issued via e-mail to the I&AP on 10 March 2011, viz.:
“Dear David, 

Please be advised that, as stated within the notification, the commenting period commences on 17 March 2011, and the documentation will therefore become live on our website on that day, being available until 25 April 2011. Similarly, hard copies of the documentation will be available at the Sea Point Library from 17 March 2011 to 25 April 2011. We typically provide parties with one week’s notification in advance of the commencement of the comment period.  

We will in the interim register you, on behalf of the SFBBRA, as an interested and affected party and look forward to your feedback during the commenting period. “
No further correspondence was received from the I&AP.



