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Appendix 1: City of Cape Town Council Resolutions

On the 7th December 2006, in terms of resolution C 39/12/06 council adopted the:

THE UPDATED BIODIVERSITY NETWORK OF MINIMUM SITES REQUIRED TO CONSERVE BIODIVERSITY
WITHIN THE CITY OF CAPE TOWN

RESOLVED that

a) The Biodiversity Network of minimum areas required to conserve biodiversity in the City of
Cape Town is adopted subject to more detail investigation on some of the sites.

b) The Biodiversity Network forms the basis of CMOSS and is one of the primary informants for
the 2030 year plan.

c) The Biodiversity Network is taken into account during land use decision making processes.

d) Council applies to the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning to
have the Biodiversity Network declared as a Bioregional Plan under the National
Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act 10 of 2004.

e) Action plan and corresponding toolkit required to implement the network forms the basis of
a follow up report to PEPCO.

f) The Nature Conservation Branch of the Environmental Resource Management department is
supported in its task of securing the City’s Biodiversity Network.

g) Internal City line functions which manage sites containing important biodiversity are
requested to conserve and, if appropriate, restore biodiversity in consultation with the
Nature Conservation Branch.

h) External key role players such as DEAT, South African National Parks, CapeNature, South

African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI), and CAPE Action for People and Environment
are called upon to assist with the implementation of the network.

On the 27th May 2009, in terms of council resolution C64/05/09 council adopted;

THE 2008 UPDATED WETLANDS MAPPING AND THE BIODIVERSITY NETWORK OF MINIMUM SITES
REQUIRED TO CONSERVE TERRESTRIAL BIODIVERSITY WITHIN THE CITY OF CAPE TOWN IN ODER TO
MEET NATIONAL CONSERVATION TARGETS AND LOCAL, NATIONAL AND GLOBAL RESPONSIBILITIES

RESOLVED that:

The contents of the report on the 2008 updated wetlands layer and the Biodiversity Network be

noted.

a)

b)

The Biodiversity Network be taken into account as a key informant during land use decision-
making processes by the relevant City Department.

All City line functions which manage land with important biodiversity must consult with the
Biodiversity Management Branch.
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Appendix 2: City of Cape Town Dated 31 August 2010
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR — STRATEGY AND PLANNING

31 August 2010

Mr Rudi Ellis

Head of Department

Department of Environmental Affairs & Development Planning
Provincial Administration: Western Cape

Wale Street

Cape Town

Dear Mr Ellis,

RE: DECLARING A BIOREGION AND PUBLISHING BIOREGIONAL PLAN FOR THE CAPE
TOWN MUNICIPAL AREA

In accordance with the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act (NEMBA: Act 10 of
2004, regulation 40(1)) and the Guideline regarding the Determination of Bioregions and the
Preparation and Publication of Bioregional Plans (hereafter, "Guideling”, chapter 7), we wish to
notify the Department of our intention to draft a Bioregicnal Plan for the City and on completion,
declare Cape Town a Bioregion and publish the Bioregional Plan.

The intention is to proceed with the development of the components for the Bioregional Plan in
tandem with the drafting of the Cape Town Spatial Development Framework and District Spatial
Development Plans/Environmental Management Frameworks.

The City of Cape Town is putting in place a hierarchy of plans within which planning takes place in
the City. In this regard, the Cape Town Spatial Development Framework (CTSDF) is the lead plan
that must incorporate other sectoral plans into an overarching spatial plan to implement the future
City vision. The biodiversity network is such a sectoral informant that must be incorporated into the
CTSDF.

The hierarchical approach requires that the lead plan be approved prior to sectoral plans. In
adopting this approach the City must guard against preparing or approving plans that are in conflict
with one another as well as plans that wil unnecessarily move the delegated powers of
development approval to a higher sphere of government

In the interim we therefore seek the approval from the Provincial Government of the Western Cape
for our integrated process and the subsequent declaration of the Cape Town Bioregion and
drafting of the Bioregional Plan.

The City's internal process to integrate the Bicregional Plan into the CTSDF will ensure that there
is alignment between the two plans and will ensure that there is no public confusion between the
roles of the various plans. This will also ensure alignment amongst the Provincial SDF, the CTSDF
and the Bioregional Plan. The detailed biodiversity maps and land use guidelines are being
integrated into the district SDP's and EMF’s to be approved by Council in terms of S4¢(10) of LUPO
1985.

THIS CITY WORKS FOR YOU  ESISIXEKO SISEBENZELAWENA  HIERDIE STAD WERK VIR JOU
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Once the CTSDF has been approved by Council and the DEA&DP, PG:WC in terms of S4(8) of
LUPO 1985, the Bioregional Plan (as an extract of the CTSDF with supplementary information as
required in a Bioregional Plan but not necessarily contained in the CTSDF, such as the setting,
monitoring and review of biodiversity targets) will be presented to your Department for publication
and for the declaration of the City of Cape Town Bioregion.

The geographic area of the City of Cape Town (see appended map) encompasses the largest
urban area in the Western Cape Province as well as being characterised by a diverse array of
landforms and terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. The City of Cape Town is unparalieled as a
municipality anywhere in the world in having six endemic national ecosystems and 190 endemic
plant species. Unfortunately, much of this unique biodiversity is threatened with extinction. It is
therefore with a sense of urgency that we wish to move forward in conserving a representative
sample of this biodiversity, hence this notification of our intention to develop a Bioregional Plan for
the City of Cape Town Bioregion in accordance with the Guideline.

According to the Guideline, a municipality or other region encompassing a specific ecosystem or
several nested ecosystems, and that is characterised by its landforms, vegetation cover and/or
cultural heritage, may develop a Bioregional Plan and approach the Minister or MEC with a request
to declare this as a bioregion and publish the Bioregional Plan (National Environmental
Management: Biodiversity Act, section 40{4)). The Guideline indicates that the Minister or MEC
should respond within 30 days, otherwise if no response is received, it is assumed that the
municipality may proceed with the development of the Bioregional Plan.

The purpose of the Bioregional Plan is to promote the management of biodiversity and its
compenents in the bioregion in a way that does not conflict with the bioregion's adopted plans,
including the CTSDF and Integrated Development Plan,

The Environmental Resource Management Department has received the mandate to pursue the
publishing of a Bioregional Plan for Cape Town in the Council resclutions dated 07 December
2006 (C39/12/06) and 27 May 2008, (C64/05/09).

We look forward to receiving approval and support for this initiative

Yours sincerely

PIET van ZYL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
STRATEGY & PLANNING
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Appendix 3: DEA&DP Letter Dated 23 September 2010
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REFERENCE:  3/5/2
ENQUIRIES:

war Dan Plato
Exgcutive Mayor
City of Cope Town
PO Box 4557
CAPE TOWMN

BOCO

Deoar Mayor Plato

re; DECLARING A BIOREGION AND PUBLISHING A BIOREGIONAL PLAN FOR
THE CAPE TOWN MUNICIPAL AREA

The letter from the Executive Director: Strategy and Planning of the City of Cape Town
dated 31 Auvgust 2010, with regard to having the Cape Town municipal area declared a
bicregion as well the request for approval for the drafting of a bioregional plan, hos
reference,

In terms of the Guideline regarding the Determinafion of Bioregions and the Preparation
and Publication of Bioregional Flars (the Guidelineg); os provided for in the Mational
Envircnmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 [Act 10 of 2004), the Provincial Minisier
for the environment has to approve the application to commence with the proces fo
have o municipal area declared o bicregion as well as with the drofting of o bioregional
phan.

With regard to the drafting of a bicregional plam for the City of Cape Town, the following
must be noted:

1) For purposes of overseeing the project. a project steering committee should be
formed, consisting of. apart from the relevant components within the City of Cape
Town, also as a minimum, representatives from the following institutions -

a) The Department of Environmental Atfairs and Development Planning:
fi} Directorate: Environmental and Spafial Planning
fii} Directorate: Integrated Environmental Management - Region B
(i) Directorate: Environmental Sustainability, Climate Change and

Biodiversily.
) The provincial Department of Hurran Setllemeants
c) The provincial Department of Transport and Public Works
d) Department of Environmeantal Aficirs
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el CapeNature

f) SANBI
g)  ACSA
h) ESKOM

i} The Cape West Coast Biosphere Reserve

il The Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve

2} The process to be followed in the drafting of the bioregional plan is set out in Table
1 below. These process steps will apply over and above the requirements as
determined in the Guideline.

Table 1: THE PROCESS PRINCIPLE OF DRAFTING A PLAN
To ensure that the affected public and the approving authority are taken along in
the process and to avoid the situation where the public is confronted with a fait
accompli at a late stage
Drafting of
PHASES | STEPSPER | product Steering Reviewby | oo ing off
Committee affected
| PHASE — for Setlew blic of product
evaluation P
Draft report | Endorsed or | Made known delgyo ia
Status quo, goals, compiled referred to ogf
problems & issues by drafting back to stakeholders approving
team team {60 days) authority
By
Spadtial perspective, Drcft report Er:g?;' eec;or Made known | delegate
objectives & compiled PSRN to public of
principles by team ' (60 days) approving
eam s
autherity
By
First draft plan EXCRL BcHY Encormd.cr Made known | delegaie
incl, report referred
(& moredrafislf | o ctionsas| bockto fo public of
needed) {60-90 days) | approving
needed) team 3
authority
Final plan Er:g?mor Made known BBt
Final draft plan including Backin to public C’L ?m omyg
report G (90 days)
3) In order to streamline the drafting process it will be essential tor all the above-

mentioned institutions fo be actively involved, as this would ensure alignment and
concurrence matters being dealt with as integral part of the process and not only
after the formal drafting process has ended. In this regard three crucial steps
should be noted -

fi) The review of the draft product by SANEBI and CapeNature;
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[ii) The review of the product by the Depoartment of Environmental Affairs and
Development Planning: and

[ii} The review of the product by the Depoartment of Environmental Affairs.

The City of Cape Town is hereby then granted permission to commence with the process
ta have the municipol area declored a bioregion a5 well os for the droffing of o
bioregional plan. You are further wished all the best with the project,

Kind regards

; ; e
ItEDEll

MINISTER

DATE: 2.5 / ‘?/#W
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Appendix 4: City of Cape Town Letter Dated 15 November 2010
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FANPSTAD

STRATEGY & PLANNING — Enviranmenial Resouree Management — Bindiversity tdenagement Branch

15.11.2010
Mr Chris Rabig
Head: Spatial Planning
Department of Envirj“-m'uental Affairs & Development Planning (DEA&DR)
Frovincial Government Western Cape (PGWC)

Your ref 3/5/2

Dear Mr Rabis,

Re: Declaring a Bio
Area

We have received allletter from the Minister, Anton Bredell, dated 23/9/2010 and addressed to
Mayor Dan Plato, in [esponse to our request fo commence the process to declare Cape Town a
Bioregion and publ[s a Bioregional Plan (in accordance with NEM:BA Act 10 of 2004, regulation
40(1)). The Minister grants permission for the City to commence with the process and outlines a
process that must be followed. Ten organizations are indicated, as a minimum, to be represented
on @ project steering fommittee. A four phase process is outlined in the lefter, each phase of which

fegion and publishing a Bioregional Plan for the Cape Town Municipal

requires a 60 or 90 d2

. The fine-scala, 5
a leng-standing |
wark for the Eind
participation’. Si
2008 and 2009)
ecosystem targe
infarmation. It als

The Biodiversity
Development Fra
Environmental M
round of public pa

relevant Bloregio
order to facilitate 2
the City. The ele

approved by PG

We would like to prog
representatives in wh
Bioragional Plan and
Bioraglonal Plan. We

It has been agreg

|
in either a Biodive

y public participation process.
e process and the four opportunities for public commenting. However, we

that owing to the long-term standing of conservation planning in the city and

planning process currently underway, the first two phases already have been

slematic conservation plan for the city (known as the Biodiversity Network) is

n that will form the basis for the Bioregional Plan. Conservation planning
ersity Network was initiated in 2001 and was informed by key stakeholder

ige then, the Biodiversity Network has been updaled several times {in 2008,
dand now incorporates the latest national vegetation type mapping, national

and updated and ground-truthed biodiversity remnant and wetland
forms part of the Western Cape Biodiversity Framework.

twork forms a base layer, and is a key informant, in the Cape Town Spatial
ework (SDF), -and eight District Spatial Development Plans (SDPs) and
agement Frameworks (EMFs). These spalial plans have already had one
icipation and will shortly go through a second public commenting period.

d with the City Spatial Planning and Urban Design departrmant that the
| Plan elements would be integrated into the City of Cape Town SDF, in
ignment of the plans and ensure a clear hierarchy of planning documents in
ents of the Bloregional Plan that are not covered in the SDF will be dealt with
sity Sector Plan or a published Bioregional Plan once the SDF has been

L]

ose that we hold an initial meeting with the suggested steering committes

we share information on the Biodiversity Network, how it relates to the
ther spatial plans and present our progress to date with the drafting of the
would then seek a recommendation from the committes that the process

! City of Cape Town Biodi

fowm.

rsity Metwork Prioritizetion Project Final Report {June 2004);
nment (9o to; publications; reparts & sciantific papers)
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could embark at thg first draft plan” phase as outlined by the Minister. The completed draft plan
could then be submitted to SANBI, CapeNature and DEA&DP for comment.

If this is in order, wg would like to approach DEA&DP for the contact details of representatives in
each of the listed organizations to form the steering committee and set up the first meeting.

%%‘,

Dr P M Holmes
Biophysical S

ialist, Biodiversity Management Branch

(2] (»nﬂ

- Asmal
Director: Environméntal Resource Management Department
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Appendix 5: Bioregional Plan Process Meeting Dated 9" February 2011
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STRATEGY & PLANNIMNG — Environmental Resource Management —

Sodwarsiy Managamam Sranch
9.02.11
Motes from meeting on CCT Bicregional Plan Process held at 44 Wale St, 9" February 2011

Present: City: Julia Wood (chair), Patricia Holmes, Ame Purves, Riaan van Eeden; DEA&DP:
Willem Smit, Marek Kedzioja: CapeMature: Emnst Baard, Kerry Maree; SANBI: Jeff Manuel.

Apologies: Peter Grey, Keith Wiseman, Clifford Dorse (all City)

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss a suitable process for declaring a bioregion and
publishing a bicregional plan for the CCT (in line with NEM.BA 2004).

Jeff Manuel presented the required process as defined by SANBI DEA.
Pat Holmes and Ame Purves updated the meeting on the City's process to date, namely:
« A completed and updated fine-scale systematic conservation plan (Biodiversity Metwork).

o Delayed initiation of process by City Spatial Planning until the precedence ofthe various spatial
plans resolved: agreement to first publish Cape Town Spatial Development Framework
(CTSDF). The Biodiversity Metwork is a base layer in the CTSDF.

« Alignment of bioregional categories and Provincial spatial planning categories.

+ A process to deal with conflict areas outlined.

o Letterto MEC (via DEA&DP) sent in August 2010 to request initiation of process.

+ Response received in September 2010, with a four-phase process principle outlined.

s Letterto DEA&DP in Movember 2010 requesting a streamlining of this process, which led to
this meeting as a suggested way forward.

Main discussion points

« City: The Bioregional Plan (essentially the Biodiversity Network with land use guidelines) has
been integrated into the CTSDF, SDPs and EMFs. As such it is part the public participation
process and commenting periods for these processes. The City should therefore not need to
go through all four separate phases of PPPs as stipulated by the MEC. The City has a record
of all the comments and responses that relate to the environmental aspects of the CTSDF and
these can be extracted and presentedto DEADP as partially fulfilling the PPP requirement for
the CT Bioregional Plan.

« SANBI: Port Elizabeth has integratedthe two processes, but during the PPPs the Bioregional
Plan is presented in parallel to the SDF, distinguishingthe different legislation under which the
two plans fall.

« DEA&DP: It is important that no step in the process as defined by the MEC is missed. It is
therefore necessary to check that all stakeholders (includes all land owners) are suitably
informed and can comment. Stakeholders need to be aware if the plan has implications for
their properties in terms of development. Alsothe general public needs to be aware of the plan
and have an opportunity to comment. The advertising of the Bioregional Plan has not been
explicit in the CTSDF process.
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« DEA&DP:However, ifthe CTSDF process and earlier Biodiversity Network PPPs adequately
cover some ofthe stepsin the Bioregional Planning process, then the evidence (in the form of
comments and response documents, attendance lists etc) can be submitted and a decision
taken to start the process at a more appropriate step. However, note that SANBIf DEA must be
satisfiedthat this PPP requirement has been met, otherwise the City may be referred back to
the relevant stage of the process.

« [DEA&DP: Once the Bioregional Plan has been published, all subsequent plans will need to
align to it. This gives the identified biodiversity areas some legal status against potential future
changes to the CTSDF. For it to have this legal status it must have been through a credible
process.

¢ CapeMature: Other benefits of a Bioregional Plan include engagement of the public around the
important biodiversity areas, the formal adoption of the CBA map by Province and the extra
components such as monitoring of implementation and implementation tools.

Way Forward

City will collate (early March) and submit reports on PPPs to DEA&DP to motivate for a shorter
process. DEAS&DP will decide whether there has been sufficient engagement to justify this. If so, a
steering committee will be convened and a meeting arranged in order to discussthe draft plan and
hopefully embark on the process.

Interim communication with identified stakeholders will be done electronically.
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Appendix 6: Comments and responses from the CTSDF public participation process.

Comment Theme: The Natural Environment

6.4 Which areas are biodiversity areas? 1. Environment "No natural vegetation -
Uncomfortable with classification 'No natural settlement" has been taken of the
vegetation - settlement'. map that shows the biodiversity

network.

6.5 Need to map fire breaks as these could be 1. Environment Noted. Will investigate the
used in battles over territory. feasibility of doing this.

6.6 Need to map perennial rivers and streams. 1. Environment The CTSDF uses GIS layers
Refer to Map 6.4 wrt Bokkemanskloof area. supplied by the relevant
This may affect future assessments of land departments within the City. This
use change. comment has been referred to

the relevant Department.

6.7 Small holdings along the Disa River should be 1. Environment The agricultural land study did not
shown as rural include "rural living" areas within

the urban edge. Such areas have
been shown as buffer 2 on the
SDF (map 6.1).

6.8 .Definition of 'rural development' is 1. Environment The definition has been edited on
problematic especially the reference to land the basis of this comment.
reform.( 6.2.8 pg 58)

24.7 The city should discuss the streamlining of 1. Environment NEMA is national legislation and
planning processes with province e.g. NEMA can only be amended by
processes Parliament. The Provincial

DEA&DP do lobby for change at a
national level, and the City and
DEA&DP have various forums for
coordination and alignment of
development assessment
procedures.

39.1 Pleased to note that biodiversity has been 1. Environment The biodiversity network, whilst a
given appropriate recognition in the SDF. major informant into the CTSDF,
However, there are some areas of conflict, is not the only informant.
where critical biodiversity areas (CBA's) have Planning is ultimately about
been earmarked for development. These finding a balance between
should be highlighted in the SDF and where competing objectives. The
appropriate, earmarked for environmentally approval of the CTSDF as a
responsive development. structure plan does not negate

the need to follow due process
i.t.o. the application legislation
i.t.o. NEMA & LUPO. The CTSDF
provides a signal for the
assessment of applications and
states under section 1.3 "... other
maps, figures and text in the
CTSDF are included for illustrative
purposes intended to broaden the
general interpretation of the
CTSDF and will act as informants
to the interpretation of the
statutory components of the
CTSDF. The preparation of spatial
plans and the assessment of
development applications must
therefore be guided by due
consideration of these informants
when interpreting the statutory
components of the CTSDF."

39.2 Recommend the use of biodiversity offsets or 1. Environment Agreed and incorporated into
a similar tool eg conservation tax, where Policy P 25. The Bioregional Plan
there is to be a loss of natural habitat. being drafted by the City will deal

with this issue more
comprehensively.

m City of Cape Town Bioregional Plan Process and Consultation Report: Appendices




39.3 Sand mining is a significant threat to 1. Environment Additional guidelines for avoiding
biodiversity in the city. Support for the and mitigating biodiversity
proposed policy in this regard. conflict areas is provided in the

District SDP / EMFs and will also
Concern re Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA) be addressed in the Bioregional
and land SDF earmarked for development. Plan.
Such conflicts should at least be highlighted to
ensure appropriate controls / sensitive
development.
Encourage use of/consideration of tools incl:
biodiversity offsets, conservation tax
Encourage pro-active (not piecemeal)
approach to formally protect high
conservation priority areas
Support policy of exploiting sand resources
before development in order to minimise
impact of sand mining on biodiversity

42.1 Section 3 : Add in that the loss of open space 1. Environment Policy P26 has been edited to
and surface connectivity between wetlands, include this comment.
rivers and the surrounding land has had a
major impact on the biodiversity value and
ecological functioning of, in particular, fresh
water ecosystems. The city's natural and
ecological services must include ecological
corridors and not just critical biodiversity
areas, wetlands and agricultural areas.

42.3 Section 4.3 : None of the principles deal 1. Environment Noted but we do not agree as the
explicitly with the City's biodiversity. following principles in the CTSDF

adequately address the concern.
"Work harmoniously with nature,
reduce the city's ecological
footprint, and introduce
sustainable risk reduction
measures" and "Adopt a
precautionary approach to the
use of resources, switch to
sustainable patterns of resource
use, and mitigate negative
development impacts.

42.4 Section 4.4 : Suggests extra wording in 4.4.2 ( 1. Environment Policy P26 has been edited to
relating to biodiversity and fresh water include this comment.
ecosystems etc) The problem of poor water
quality in the city is not addressed in this
section.

42.5 Section 6: Policy 20 : Suggest more specific 1. Environment Comment is supported and has
wording and to include a statement regarding been incorporated into Policy
the unacceptable water quality in most of the P26.
city's rivers and many of its wetlands.

51.2 Essential to preserve our beautiful natural 1. Environment Agreed.
environment as this is one of the big
attractions for tourists. Need more indigenous
vegetation and a serious stand vs littering.

56.3 Table 6.1 (pg 61) should include a reference to | 1. Environment Agree with comment but feel this
urban agriculture and appropriate techniques is too much detail for a citywide
including greenhouses and hydroponics. policy document such as the

CTSDF.

61.4 Far greater vigilance should be exercised to 1. Environment Agreed. The SDF adequately
protect wetlands, river environs and covers the land use related
estuaries. policies required.

62 Disappointment that scant attention is being 1. Environment Policy 26 has been edited to
given to urban drainage and water sensitive address this concern, within the
urban design. Ecological services in the flood parameters of the CTSDF. A
plains of rivers and wetlands are not given number of other departments
nearly enough attention. within the City are responsible for

protecting and managing water
resources.
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65.5 Public open spaces are vital and should not be | 1. Environment The comment has been

sold off for development. considered. This is true for some
areas. However, in other areas
excessive and unmanaged public
open space creates a security risk
as well as other problems.

71.1 Motivates for the exclusion of the 1. Environment The information related to these
developable portions of portion 16 of farm No sites on the maps has been
220, Farm No 212, Farm No 221 and Farm No checked and corrected
222, Cape Town from the protected
biodiversity corridor.

73.1 The proposed policies are not sufficiently 1. Environment Policy 26 has been edited to
clear or brave enough to address the address this concern, within the
environmental challenges facing Cape Town. parameters of the CTSDF. A
Ecological services are fundamental to the number of other Departments
survival of the city's residents and do not just within the City are responsible for
benefit tourism. protecting and managing water

resources.

73.3 Need to promote a new culture of sustainable | 1. Environment Policy P30 & 31 have been edited
living and of sustainable development. Eg to address this concern
rain water tanks, waste management and
urban agriculture.

73.4 The bio-physical constraints of the city need 1. Environment Carrying capacity and ecological
to be acknowledged eg identification of the footprint are both influenced by
carrying capacity of the city in terms of how the eficiency of resource use:
many people with an acceptable quality of life Policies P30 and P31 of the SDF.
can be sustained and secondly the size of the
city's footprint.

75.1 Comments refer to Philippi Horticultural Area 1. Environment Arising from the City's evaluation
(PHA). Urban edge should address the of the RAPICORP application, a
realities of this area to ensure its long term Philippi Horticultural Area Task
sustainability. Eg reduction of farmers over team was set up and a rapid
the last decade, uncontrolled informal review of the PHA was
settlements and illegal uses. Need to launch undertaken involving a number of
an integrated planning and design process for consultants. One of the
the PHA. recommendations of the review

was for the City to investigate
mechanisms to facilitate
increased horticultural farming in
the PHA. This internal study /
review is currently underway -
refer TOR: an Urban Edge and
Development Guidelines Study
for the Schaapkraal Smallholdings
Area and Environs in the Philippi
Horticultural Area (PHA) - 25
January 2011.

80.06 Quarries need screening policies; Mining 1. Environment Policy 29 and related guidelines

areas should be rehabilitated address this issue from the City's
SDF perspective. The City also
continues to engage with the
Department of Mineral Resources
in terms of monitoring and
management of mine areas and
rehabilitation.

85.02 Infrastructure: Map 3.1: Proposed 1. Environment Agreed. The City is aware of this
developments in S Pen will impact negatively challenge.
on Wildevoelvlei

85.03 Natural Environment: 3.1.2 Concern re loss of 1. Environment Agreed. Policy P25 and Policy 23
biodiversity, wetlands, agricultural land address this concern. In addition
through uncontrolled urban encroachment the City plans to prepare a
and pollution Bioregional Plan.The Biodiversity

Network will form the basis of the
Bioregional Plan and is already
integrated into the SDF and
District plans.
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voltaic panels be considered. Bylaws which
promote feeding into City grid should be a
priority to encourage homeowners to invest.

85.07 Agricultural (map 6.5) areas should be 1. Environment Noted. Further studies will take
identified in S Peninsula. Small areas can this comment into account.
accommodate small-scale agriculture.

86.04 SDF doesn’t adequately address 1. Environment Former policies P30 & P31 have
environmental issues. No real polies to combined as Policy P30 and been
minimise wasteful consumption. edited to address this concern

within the parameters of the SDF.
A number of other City
departments are charged with the
responsibility of protecting and
managing the use of natural
resources and they have/ are
drafting the necessary By Laws,
strategies and concerns raised by
the author.

86.11 Concern re Agri to Industrial rezonings along 1. Environment An environmental assessment will
Kommetjie Road and the impact of this on the need to accompany a rezoning
wetlands application that covers a site with

wetlands.

86.14 Environment: Cape Floral Region World 1. Environment The CTSDF is a spatial plan which
heritage Site: There is no reference to has been prepared at a
CFRWHS legislation, Buffer zone management metropolitan scale and intended
Plan & identity of the Management Authority to establish high level principles,

goals and spatial strategies.
Author referred to policies P25 -
P29.

86.15 Vision statement: In light of unique natural 1. Environment The author raises a valid point but
environment (Both Cape Floral Region World it is beyond the scope of the
heritage Site and National Park in city) a more CTSDF to change the vision
appropriate vision statement would be: “To, statement. The vision statement
by 2040, ensure that CT is an inspiration to is part of the draft City
the world showing how urban planning Development Strategy (CDS)
sensitive to the surrounding unique natural which is currently being discussed
heritage is able to sustain an economically with stakeholder groupings.
vibrant city which enriches the health and These comments will be forward
well-being of all who live in it or are attracted to the CDS drafting team.
to visit it.”

88.01 Environment: Concerns regarding attention 1. Environment Agreed. The CTSDF maps indicate
given to environmental issues including the the areas in which the
overemphasis of the importance of environment should be
“immediate physical and economic urban paramount.
development”. It is argued that
“...environmental sustainability is
paramount”.

Planning for the future development of Cape
Town should be revised to include greater
professional environmental understanding”
and it is requested that sufficient and suitably
qualified environmentalists be involved in the
planning process.

93.18 Support policies however: wind turbines on 1. Environment Former policies P30 & P31 have
erven are undesirable due to noise factor, been combined as Policy P30 and
safety, insufficient wind levels in Noordhoek, been edited to address this
aesthetically displeasing. Recommend that concern.
wind power be built on large properties >10ha
away from residences and consist of larger
units spread in appropriate locations
throughout the City to provide a grid that
supplements and balances overall power
system.

93.19 Recommend that roof top thermal and photo- | 1. Environment The City and Provincial

Government of the Western Cape
are already dealing with this
issue.
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water and electricity resources, the SDF
should favour a vastly different economic
model. The economy should thus be
redirected to enhancement of the
environment. New development and
densification (redevelopment), whether
residential, commercial or industrial must
include solar geysers. Rain-water tanks would
not only save water but would mitigate
against hard surfacing and urban runoff that
accompanies densification. Supply of these
components would help to enhance the
environment and add to the economy.
Nutrient rich water from waste water
treatment plants could be used for irrigation
for small scale farming activities and sports
fields etc. The report lacks imagination in
terms of solutions. Policies that seek to grow
both the City and the economy at the expense
of the global and local environment are not
supported.

95.22 SIA - There are inherent contradictions like 1. Environment Planning is ultimately about
maintaining land for urban agriculture while balance, the challenge is to find
promoting industrial development. an appropriate middle ground /

land use distribution which
promotes sustainable forms of
production and minimises
negative externalities / impacts.

95.24 The restoration of degraded areas must be 1. Environment Supported , addressed in Policy
emphasized. P25.

95.31 It is important to increase the amount of 1. Environment Agree with comment at the level
space for food production - NB agricultural of principle
zoning and methods of food production.

95.32 As wine farming is integral to the economic 1. Environment The areas of high potential and
value of Cape Town there needs to be unique agricultural land and those
reference to the land used specifically for this of significant value shown on Map
purpose. 5.7 and policy P28 address this

comment adequately

95.34 Biodiversity must not be linked to pockets for 1. Environment Supported. Refer to District SDPs
tourists, but to genuine conservation efforts. for more information.

95.63 P20 - Critical that extensive infrastructure 1. Environment Policy P26 has been edited to
upgrades be commissioned Clamp down on include this comment.
illegal water extraction and promote
reduction of water demand

95.68 P30 - This Policy is short on detail. The City is 1. Environment The CTSDF is a spatial plan which
paying insufficient attention to the issue of focuses specifically on spatial
energy demand. There is no reference here to strategies. Refer to policy P30.
recycling water. Comment passed on to water

dept.

95.70 P48 - Policy supported, but reality appears to 1. Environment This comment relates to a
be stronger than any written word. (Princess development application and
Vlei proposed Shopping Mall) should more appropriately be

submitted as a public comment
on the application.

95.71 P49 Insufficient attention is currently being 1. Environment The proposed Princessvlei
given to protection of areas of biodiversity, shopping centre pre-dates the
such as Princess Vlei, where serious SDF and has received a positive
consideration is still being given to the Recod of Decision from DEA&DP.
building of a shopping mall, which the CTSDF However, no final decision has yet
cautions against elsewhere. Dependent on the been made as the ROD lapsed and
outcomes of the District SDPs. DEA&DP must consider whether it

should be extended.

96.11 In this age of climate change, peak oil, limited 1. Environment The comment has merit. The

CTSDF's transport and growth
management strategies support
this view Sections 5.1.4, 5.1.5,
5.2.1 and 5.2.3 support this.
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96.12

A serious omission is the Cape Floral Region
World Heritage Site (CFR WHS). Although the
CFR WHS is mentioned in the Draft SDF
Technical Report, there is no reference to (a)
the relevant WHS legislation; (b) a
Management Plan for the Buffer Zone; and (c)
the identity of the Management Authority.

1. Environment

Table Moountain National Park is
one of the eight protected areas
in the Western Cape proclaimed
in 2004 as World Heritasge Sites
in terms of the World Heritage
Convention Act 49 of 1999.
Management of the area is the
responsibility of SAN Parks.
Management of the TMNP and
City interface is coordinated by a
bilateral forum.

accommodated within the SDF but there is no
indication of where this could be located.
Surely the smallholding area adjacent to the
wetlands would ideally suit this purpose?
Quality soil is not the only criterion for
agriculture to succeed. New methods of crop
production that are not reliant on soils exist
and could be employed to contribute to food
security in the valley. There is no mention in
the draft document of Eco or Agri villages in
appropriate locations. Creative use of
agricultural zoned land that would contribute
to the tourist experience, offer employment
opportunities and which would generate
revenue from tourism should be encouraged.

96.13 This CFR WHS was proclaimed to protect the 1. Environment The CPPNE and TMNP boundaries
area's biodiversity and ecological processes. have been added to the
The TMNP is merely a management agency biodiversity and agriculture map
for protecting the biodiversity and ecological in the SDF. The City works closely
processes on the publicly owned land. The with TMNP to continue to expand
privately owned land is proclaimed "Buffer" in the protected and managed areas
spite of the fact that large portions could (in of the park and to manage
regard to their biodiversity and ecological development in the buffer areas
processes) qualify as "Core". Their protection around the park. Proclamation of
is therefore imperative, irrespective of the CFK WHS refers to the TMNP
ownership. A Management Plan for the and not the larger CPPNE area
CPPNE (Buffer Zone land outside the TMNP) (see http://whc.unesco.org) and
must be established in terms of The National covers the proclaimed park area
Environmental Management: Protected Areas of about 17 000 ha.

Act (No. 57 of 2003). The CPPNE was
established long before the 2003 Protected
Areas Act was promulgated. Section 28 (7) of
Act 57 of 2003 states that an area which was
protected before this section took effect,
must be regarded as having been declared as
such in terms of this section. The CPPNE is
therefore a protected area in terms of this
Act. This status must be reflected in the Draft
SDF Technical Report. The proclamation of
the CFR WHS refers to each property that is
included in the Core and Buffer zones of the
Peninsula Section of the CFR WHS. The
Proclamation can be easily obtained on the
Internet. As far as we know all the properties
are designated outside the Urban Edge.

96.17 The implementation of an EMF in order to 1. Environment EMFs have been integrated into
mitigate the effects of the SDF does not meet the District SDPs in order to guide
the legal requirements development decisions in terms

of both NEMA and LUPO. The
EMFs are not intended to mitigate
the impact of the SDF, but to
inform the location and form of
development.

96.26 We note that urban agriculture is 1. Environment Policy P28 has been edited to

incorporate the content of this
comment.
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100.25

Biodiversity needs a section of its own, as well
as its own strategy

1. Environment

The CTSDF has to address a broad
range of concerns in a balanced
way. Map 6.1 incorporates a
bioregional map. The Bioregional
Plan that is being drafted by the
City is the more appropriate
vehicle for addressing the
management of biodiversity.

100.26

Agricultural land needs its own section and its
own strategy. Agricultural land is a topic dealt
with inadequately. All agricultural land (not
just prime land) needs protection. It should be
one of the goals of the CTSDF to secure
agricultural land (even if not for immediate
use) — for future local food production, for
conservation of winelands, for recreational
gardening, for educational and recreational
agriculture, horse riding and public open
space.

1. Environment

It would inappropriate for it to
have its own strategy. The
agricultural study used a broad
range of factors to identify the
areas of greatest value. The
Development Edges policy P23
and more specifically Table 5.5
also addresses this concern.
Policy P 28 has been edited to
include existing farmed areas.

100.27

TMNP is not mentioned. No mention of a
baboon strategy. There are no goals, key
principles or strategies to plan how the Cape
Peninsula (mosaic between TMNP and City)
should function as one ecological and spatial
system. TMNP needs its own plus a strategy in
CTSDF to be complete.

1. Environment

The TMNP is shown in the
biodiversity and agriculture maps
of the SDF and included, tigether
with Provincial and Local
Authority protected areas, in the
biodiversity network. The
management of individual
species, such as baboons, cannot
be addressed at a city wide scale
such as the SDF.

101.13

Explain "peak oil" in the 2nd bullet under 8.3

1. Environment

Peak oil is the point in time when
the maximum rate of global
petroleum extraction is reached,
after which the rate of production
enters terminal decline.This
concept is based on the observed
production rates of individual oil
wells, and the combined
production rate of a field of
related oil wells. It raises warning
bells about Cape Town's
dependence on motorised
transport and the inefficiencies of
the city's current form.

101.16

What does the reference to "peak oil" mean
in the introduction?

1. Environment

Peak oil is the point in time when
the maximum rate of global
petroleum extraction is reached,
after which the rate of production
enters terminal decline.™ This
concept is based on the observed
production rates of individual oil
wells, and the combined
production rate of a field of
related oil wells. It raises warning
bells about Cape Town's
dependence on motorised
transport and the inefficiencies of
the city's current form.

102.1

In terms of the Municipal Systems Act a
Strategic Impact Assessment (SIA), evaluating
the impact of the citywide and/or district level
plans must be undertaken, but the CTSDF
suggests that this is included as a longer term,
medium term or shorter term product. This
makes no sense- the SIA must be undertaken
before the CTSDF is considered, and certainly
before any CTSDF is accepted. Without it, the
city and Civil Society is in no position to
determine whether the CTSDF is acceptable or
not and there is an opportunity for
unscrupulous developers to seize
opportunities before the SIA, District SDFs and

1. Environment

A Strategic Impact Assessment
was undertaken in 2007 and
informed the preparation of the
SDF. A summary of strategic
impacts is included in the CTSDF.
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Local SDFs are implemented.

102.13 Support water demand management and well | 1. Environment Former policies P30 & P31 have
managed and sustainable limited use of combined as Policy P30 and been
aquifers, water-recycling, and desalination but edited to address this concern
we don’t believe that sufficient attention is within the parameters of the SDF.
being given to demand management, A number of other City
particularly at the level of Industry and the departments are charged with the
very wealthy. responsibility of protecting and

managing the use of natural
resources and they have/ are
drafting the necessary By Laws,
strategies and concerns raised by
the author.

102.34 P19 - We are concerned that insufficient 1. Environment The proposed Princessvlei
attention is currently being given to shopping centre pre-dates the
protection of areas of biodiversity, such as SDF and has received a positive
Princess Vlei, where serious consideration is Recod of Decision from DEA&DP.
still being given to the building of a shopping However, no final decision has yet
mall, which the CTSDF cautions against as been made as the ROD lapsed and
being bad for small businesses. DEA&DP must consider whether it

should be extended.

102.35 P20 - We support this policy, pending the 1. Environment Former policies P30 & P31 have
general acceptance by Civil Society of District combined as Policy P30 and been
SDFs and Local SDFs, but note that, while edited to address this concern
there is minimal mention of minimising within the parameters of the SDF.
demand for water under LUM guidelines, A number of other City
there is no mention of reducing demand in departments are charged with the
the Means/Required column, and no detail responsibility of protecting and
about how this will be done. Because this is managing the use of natural
absolutely critical to protection of water resources and they have/ are
systems, we are deeply disappointed at the drafting the necessary By Laws,
lack of attention to this area. strategies and concerns raised by

the author.

102.36 P22 - We support this policy, pending the 1. Environment No comment required
general acceptance by Civil Society of District
SDFs and Local SDFs, but note that the recent
decision by Mayco to recommend the
extension of the urban edge at Uitkamp does
none of this.

102.46 P30 + P31 are short on detail. The City is 1. Environment Former policies P30 & P31 have
paying insufficient attention to the issue of combined as Policy P30 and been
energy demand, That there is no reference edited to address this concern
here to recycling water and desalination of within the parameters of the SDF.
water. A number of other City

departments are charged with the
responsibility of protecting and
managing the use of natural
resources and they have/ are
drafting the necessary By Laws,
strategies and concerns raised by
the author.

102.47 P34 - With regards the recommendation that 1. Environment Agreed. This recommendation has
the City develops management partnerships been deleted.
with ratepayers associations, we have grave
concerns about the latter. It is not the role of
ratepayers associations to undertake
management which is the responsibility of the
City.

103.10 The maintenance of environmental integrity, 1. Environment Agreed.
as defined by ecological, economic and social
criteria must be a primary determinant of
land use planning
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103.16 The CTSDF needs to restore credibility by 1. Environment The CMOSS concept has been
focusing on need for legally binding aspects of superceded by the bioregional
CMOS and CPPNE to be protected; planning categories specified in
the Provincial Spatial
Development Framework. The
PSDF is approved in terms of S4(6)
of LUPO . See appendix C(i) for
more details. The development
guidelines are outlined in the
relevant District SDP. Similarly,
the CPPNE remains a protected
area status, but has been
superceded largely by the
proclamation of the TMNP.
Development activities within the
CPPNE remain subject to the
management guidelines
established for those areas.
103.17 The biophysical environment should come 1. Environment Agreed but is also important to
first — political pressure must be resisted to note that City has the unenviable
prevent precedent setting erosion of natural task of having to manage growth
resources; and create a balance between
urban development and
environmental protection.
103.21 Support for concerns expressed regarding 1. Environment No comment required
climate change, hydrological, energy, food
and oil.
103.23 Slavish position around market trends in 1. Environment Change and growth are
Resilience and Adaptivity section inevitable. What is important is
how the city chooses to deal with
them. The CTSDF makes it clear
that urban development must
respect the presence, role and
function of natural assets (see
Section 4.3).
103.24 Green anchors supported 1. Environment No comment required
103.6 Extensive comment provided on a 2007 1. Environment The 2007 Strateigc Impact
document produced by the City by Ninham Assessment informed the
Shand entitled Strategic Assessment of the preparation of the SDF, along
Environmental and Heritage Impacts of the with a number of other research
CTSDF process — concern that there has not documents and investigations.
been a process of this sort to review The SDF is intended to guide
environment and heritage impacts to development towards
knowledge of WESSA. Comments relating to appropriate areas and sustainable
the 2007 Ninham Shand document and cross forms of development, promoting
referenced to the CTSDF include: (1) Avoid public welfare and sustainability
impacts of development as opposed to whilst protecting natural and
mitigation to prevent unsustainable heritage resources.
cumulative impacts. (2) CTSDF suggests a less
precautionary approach than that advocated
by PSDF and MSA, Need for sustainability
criteria, (3) CTSDF must address limitations
noted by 2007 Ninham Shand document,
103.7 Recommendations for inclusions under Policy 1. Environment Reference to this act has been
21 under what this means / requires from included in this policy - see Policy
Integrated Coastal Management Act — The P27.
City will implement relevant provisions of the
Integrated Coastal Management Act (No.24 of
2008) to ensure that the use and enjoyment
of the coastal environment are sustainable
(act provisions quoted in comment
105.6 Cumulative impacts in Fishhoek and 1. Environment The City is aware of these
Noordhoek are being experienced in the form challenges. They are beyond the
of: Toxic algal blooms in Wildevoel vlei, Road scope of the SDF to address. The
pavement breakup, Traffic congestion, IDP and 15 year growth
Baboon human conflict, Loss of public views, management plan are the more
Solid wate water generation, Freshwater appropriate vehicles for
supply pressures. It is urgent that the SDF addressing them.
paves the way for a more sustainable and
cautious approach to development in
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Kommetjie.

105.7 The CTSDF must take into account a resource 1. Environment Agreed.
constrained future in its planning i.t.o. land
use, density, connectivity, proximity and other
urban form attributes to mitiate against risks
of excessive costs from declining food
security, global warming, rising fuel prices,
building costs, traffic congestion, welfare
costs and reduced economic competitiveness.

105.8 Recommend that strengthened emphasis be 1. Environment This concern is addressed by the
afforded to climate and resource constraint CTSDF in the following principle
challenges given the long time frames it takes "Adopt a precautionary approach
to implement policies to mitigate against to the use of resources, switch to
these challenges. The schedule of tasks arising sustainable patterns of resource
out of policy statements in Appendix G only use, and mitigate negative
features 2 minimal priority actions with development impacts".
respect to climate change reflecting that
climate change is not a high priority.

105.9 The Green paper re: National Climate Change 1. Environment The provisions of the National
Response strategy requires alignment of local Climate Change Response
govt. policies and strategies (in its current Strategy are supported by the City
form) — it identifies critical loci in which and have, to the extent that is
national responses to climate change are to feasible, been incorporated into
be located, particularly with regard to urban the CTSDF.
form, livelihoods and human settlement
patterns — it is imperative that this strategy is
held firmly in the SDF.

108.1 Further submission. Suggests Biodiversity Act 1. Environment Agreed, the definition has been
2004 definition for ' diversity. Open space edited on the basis of this
needs to be put aside for the protection and submission.
enhancement of aquatic biodiversity and
ecological functioning. Not only consumptive
uses ( i.e. water supply) but also non
consumptive uses ( ie using rivers etc for
dischange of waste) need to be managed
sustainably.

113.1 SDF does not indicate how the anticipated 1. Environment Policy 26 has been edited to
water shortage will be confronted eg rain address this concern, within the
water harvesting, use of grey water etc. parameters of the CTSDF. A

number of other Departments
within the City are responsible for
protecting and managing water
resources.

124.02 Water conservation and demand 1. Environment The CTSDF is a spatial plan which
management not given enough attention in focuses specifically on spatial
SDF strategies. Refer to policy P30.
More attention should be given to waste Comment passed on to water
treatment works and the capacity of existing dept.
bulk infrastructure to carry additional load
especially in rapidly developing areas

125.3 More attention should be given to Water and 1. Environment The CTSDF is a spatial plan which
water quality and food security focuses specifically on spatial

strategies. Refer to policy P30.
Comment passed on to water
dept.

14.1 Object against massive development planned 1. Environment The City is unable to amend
for Gordon's Bay. Degradation of the earth & existing development rights.
housing delivery Policy P43 deals with issues

related to the quality of the built
form.
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72.1

Refers to Cape Farm 609-06 Philippi. The
entire block of land bounded by Lansdowne
Rd, Vanguard Drive and Duinefontein Road
has been indicated as a wetland on the SDF.
This designation is incorrect as it does not
take into consideration existing zoning, guide
plan and permitted uses and actual wetland
status of the land.

1. Environment/
mapping

Noted and plan has been
corrected.

m City of Cape Town Bioregional Plan Process and Consultation Report: Appendices




Appendix 7: List of public and stakeholder engagements on the Biodiversity Network:

For the Period: 2008 -2011

The Biodiversity Network is regularly presented and /or work-shopped with various
organizations and bodies. The presentations focus on the science behind the BioNet

as well as its interpretation and implementation.

Following is a list of the main presentations and workshops held since 2008:

2008

o All seven City Sub-council cluster meetings — 18 & 20 Feb, 11, 15" & 215t April
2008.

o Friends of the Liesbeek River AGM — 7 May 2008

o Urban Biodiversity and design conference, Erfurt Germany -22 & 23 May 2008.

o Fynbos Forum — 6 August 2008

o Bionet Partners Workshop with external Partners — 14 August 2008

o Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP)
Heads of Departments— 06 October 2008.

o City of Cape Town: Strategy and Planning Departmental Meeting: — 17
October 2008

o  Zandvlei Trust AGM - 10 December 2008

o  STRIDE - 23 October 2008

2009

o City of Cape Town Planning and Building Development staff — 8 districts: A — H.
26,28,29 & 30 Jan; 3, 4, 11 & 20 Feb 2009

o City of Cape Town Environmental Resource Department staff — 8 districts: A —
H. 26, 28, 29 & 30 Jan; 3, 4, 11 & 20 Feb 2009

o City Town Planners — 3 February 2009

o Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP)
Region B1 (Overberg district) staff — 5 February 2009
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o Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP)
Region B2 (West Coast district) staff — 5 February 2009

o Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP)
Region A2 (Boland district staff) — 5 February 2009

o The Developers Forum — 16 February 2009

o The Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality Bilateral - 20 February 2009

o The City of Cape Town Executive Management Team (EMT) -24 February
2009.

o The Sand River Catchment Forum - 23 February 2009

o  Table Mountain National Park Land Consolidation Forum — 5 March 2009

o International Association for Impact Assessments South Africa (IAIAsa)
Workshop: Environmental Assessment Practitioners - 4 March 2009

o IAIA Specialists workshop — 5 March 2009

o Biodiversity Planning Forum, Kwa-Zulu Natal 10-13" March 2009

o City Interns — 16 March 2008

o The Wildlife and Environment Society of South Africa (WESSA) AGM - 17 June
2009

o CCT: Transport Roads & Stormwater Portfolio Committee - 2 April 2009

o CCT: Housing Portfolio Committee — é April 2009

o CCT: Utilities Portfolio Committee — 6 April 2009

o CCT. Community Services Portfolio Committee — 7 May 2009

o CCT: Economic Development (ECONDEV) Portfolio Committee — 7 May 2009

o CCT: Planning and Environment Portfolio Committee (PEPCO) — 7 April 2009

o CCT: Health Portfolio Committee — 7 April 2009

o CAPE Partners Conference and Market Place — 13 May 2009

o Bellville Probus Club — 19 June 2009

o Mowbray Garden Club - 12 June 2009

2010

o DEA&DP planners - 27 May 2010

o Urban Ecology Lab, Environmental and Geographical Science Department,
UCT - 25 August 2010

o IAIA — 7t October 2010
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2011

o  An interview on the CoCT Reserve Proclamation Process and the value of
Cape Town's Biodiversity was presented on Radio 786 on the 3@ February
2011.

o Six advertised public open days were held across the CoCT during February
2011. The public were invited fto review and comment on the proposed
reserve boundaries and IRMP’s.

o A presentation on the ERMD Biodiversity Branch activities was given to the
ERMD Interns on 2274 March 2011.

o DEA&DP biodiversity section and environmental case officers — 28, 29, 30
March 2011.

o At an Opinion Leaders event on the 5" May 2011, Alderman Watkyns
presented on the importance of Cape Town's biodiversity and what the
CoCTis doing to protect it.

o Talk to the Botanical Society Volunteers on the BioNet and its implementation.
10" May 2011

o Biodiversity Network methodology talk at the BioNet and Climate Change
workshop, which had stakeholders present from City ERMD, CRSM,
CapeNature, UCT, SANParks, SANBI and private consultants. 22 June 2011.

o Presentation to the Constantfia Valley garden Club on the BioNet and its
implementation. 7th October 2011.

o A presentation was given at the 20" year anniversary celebration of the
Koeberg Nature Reserve on the 17 October 2011.

o Talk on BioNet and implementation to IBSA (Indigenous Bulb Society of SA) on
29 October 2011.

o A presentation detailing CoCT's spectacular biodiversity was given to the Old

TOFF's group in Tokai on the 01st November 2011.
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Appendix 8: City of Cape Town Letter Dated 09 May 2011
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CITY OF CAPE TOWN | ISKREKD SASEXAFA | STAD KARPITAD

STRATEGY & DEVELOPMEMT — Environmental Resource Management

2011-05-09
Mr Chris Rabie
Head: Spatial Planning
Department of Environmental Affairs & Development Planning
Provincial Government Western Cape

Your ref 3/5/2

cc. Marek Kedzoija (DEA&DP), Willem Smit (DEA&DP), Tammy Smith (SANBI), Jeff
Manuel (SANBI), Ernst Baard (CapeNature)

Dear Mr Rabie,

Re: Process for publishing a Bioregional Plan for the Cape Town Municipal Area

Further to our last correspondence, dated 15% November 2010, and subsequent email
correspondence with Mr Willem Smit, a meeting was convened on 9t February 2011 to
discuss the proposed process for publishing a Bioregional Plan for the Cape Town
Municipal Area (see appendices for list of participants and notes from the meeting).

At the 9t" February meeting, City proposed that phases 1 and 2 in the process principle
table outlined by the Minister {in his letter dated 23 September 2010) have already been
completed, as follows:

Phase 1: “Status quo, goals, problems & issues” The status quo is the current status of
biodiversity in the city and is reflected in the Biodiversity Network which identifies the
Critical Biodiversity Areas and Ecological Support Areas for terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems and species across the metropole. The Biodiversity Network is aligned to the
national biodiversity targets and priorities, and is thus representative of regional and
national biodiversity goals. The Biodiversity Network is the name of the Critical Biodiversity
Area map for the metropole that forms the basis for the Bioregional Plan. It has been
incorporated into the City's spatial plans, namely the Cape Town SDF, SDPs and EMFs.
Thus problems and issues with the Biodiversity Network have been raised through the
public participation process for the SDF. These are listed in the comments and response
document (see appendix).

Phase 2: “Spafial perspective, objectives and principles™: The spatial perspective of the
Biodiversity Metwork is presented in its entirety in the Cape Town SDF as a key base
layer. The notion of Critical Biodiversity Areas has already been pulled through into the
SDF and the categories have been aligned to those of the Provincial SDF. The intention to
prepare a Bioregional Plan is listed as a specific action in Policy Statement no. 25 of the
Cape Town SDF. Two rounds of public participation have been completed for the SDF.
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The February 9t meeting resolved that City submit evidence to DEA&DP on the Phase
1&2 public participation processes in order for the Department to decide whether sufficient
engagement has occurred to justify moving on to Phase 3 (First draft plan). In addition to
the comments and response document, a list of other public engagements is appended
which indicates the breadth of communication relating to the Critical Biodiversity Area map
(i.e. Biodiversity Network) and its implementation.

We thus request that should the Department consider the above sufficient for completion
of Phases 1&2 public participation, that we complete one last step under Phase 2, which is
to engage with the proposed project steering committee representatives. We intend to
contact representatives by email, establish whether they are wiling to be part of the
process and request a decision on whether they would prefer a workshop or email
correspondence to enable commenting on the first draft plan. The proposed timeline for
the way forward in Phases 3&4 is as follows:

Step

Draft CBA map, biodiversity profile,
guidelines etc completed

Draft CBA map, biodiversity profile,
guidelines etc circulated for comment
to  key stakeholders & steering
committee; comments incorporated
Final Draft CBA map & documents
submitted to SAMBI

SAMBI comments incorporated

Draft plan submitted to Minister for
public participation process
Declaration/ implementation of the
plan

Yours sincerely,

Ms J. Wood

Acting Director

Environmental Resource Management Department
City of Cape Town

List of Appendices

1. Participants at 8t February 2011 meeting

2. Motes from gt February 2011 meeting

3. CT SDF Final Draft (2010) response to comments received: Comment Theme - The
Matural Environment

4. List of public and stakeholder engagements on the Biodiversity Network
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Appendix 9: DEAD&DP Letter Dated 6" June 2011

, DEPARTMENT of ENVIRONMENTAL AND SPATIAL PLANNING
B ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS el NoerGpge govze
4 & DEVELOPMENT PLANNING Tel: +27 21 483 2B35; Fac: +27 21 483 4527
1 Dorp Steest, Caps Town, 3001
Provincial Govemment of the Western Cape W Cope galeway govIo

REFERENCE: E17/3/3/1/3
ENQUIRIES: MM Maiker

The Director

Environmental Resource Manageme nt
City of Cape Town

44 Wale Street

Cape Town

8001

(For attenfion: Mr. ©. Asmal)

PROCESS FOR PUBLISHING A BIOREGIONAL PLAN FOR THE CAPE TOWN
MUNICIPAL AREA

1. Yaur letter in the above regard doted & May 2011, hos efersncs,

2 With regord to your reguest for the Depodment of Emvironmental Affols ond
Developrrent Plonning (hersofter referred to as Deportment) to corslder phoses 1 & 2
of the Process Pinciple oullined by the Minkster (in his letter doted 23 September 20100
o5 completed, the Department occepts that Phose 1 (Stotus quo, gools, problems &
lmues) hos been identiflied ond mode known to the elevont stokeholder, Boed on
the evide nce supplied by your municipaliby on the stokeholder engogement which hos
taken ploce with regord to the BICNET (Chy of Cope town Seste motic Blodbeersity Plan),
the Depatment also occepts thot Phose 2 Spotiol perspective. oblectives & principles)
hos been odeguotely addressed os port of the Public Poricipotion process in the
compiation of the Cope Town Spoticl Development Framework and thaot the infention
to publish o seporote Biore gional Plor waos made known, The Department ogrees thot,
o5 o final step in phase 2, yvou convens the proposed project steering committes and
engoge with the representotives approprotely,

K Ir oddition to the Department’s reguests, you are ako to maoke odjustrme nts to the work
tirrelings for phases 3 &4 to Include the following B oomme ndotion which wos rolesd by
SANEIL

+  As port of the Biersgional Flon developrment process, vour Municipality will be
required to drow up o Process aond Corsultation report, which explicitl oddreses
the requirement thot the bloreglonol plon is not in conflict with ary other plons or
frameworks,  This, amongst other things, wil need to oddress areos of conflict
between the blorgional plon aond other plons 2.9, the cify's howing plan, or
ESKCM's development plans, as relevont). There will need to be o record kept of
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hiow these corflicts were resoled (Including “compromises” thot were ogreed to),
or if unresoled, what the conflict resolution process will be, This b thesfors o veny
different report to thot which wos presented for conside rotion now. If thers o any
stoke holders who hove not been engoged with, this needs to hoppen before the
first draft of the plon b completed,

4, In conclusion, permision to proceed to phose 3k gonted, however the Deportrment
reiterates the need to ensure thot the requirrments o3 stipuloted obove ond in the
Guidelire for Publishing Bloregional Flans are adhersd to.

Youms faithifully

C. Rable
for HEAD OF DEPARTMENT
DATE: & June 2011

CC M, ) Wood
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Appendix 10: Bioregional Plan Process Meeting Dated 31* August 2011
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CITY OF CAPE TOWN | ISIKERD SASERRRE | ETAD KAAPSTAD

y Fioad Berdey Road Baridey Foad
T4 Maiznd T4L5 Maiiand 7405
Cela: Dr P Holmes Vra vir: Dr PHolmes

Umnzebac 021 514 4125 Tet 021514 4185
fekea 021 5111551 Faks: 021 511 1581

Azl for: Dr PHolmes

FRef

Tek 021 14 4125
Fax 021 5111531
Emai paiics hoimesGoapatown gouss
ebebe- wiw capebown gouzs
Fleniame:

STRATEGY & PLAMMNIMNG — Envionmantal R M 12Nt — &

¥ Managamam Brancn

MINUTES OF
BIOREGIOMAL PLAM STEERING COMMITTEE

HELD ON WEDMNESDAY 315 AUGUST 2011 FROM 14:00-15:30
AT 44 WALE STREET, 7™ FLOOR BOARDROOM: ERMD

ATTENDEES

Patricia Holmes PH COCT: Biodiversity Management
Arne Purves AP COCT: ERMD

Julia Wood W COCT: Manager Biodiversity Management
Grasme Williams GW DWaA- Resource protection

leff Manuel ma SAMNEBI

Mare-Liez Qosthuizen MLO DEA EDP

Melizza Maicker MM DEADP

Sean Bradshaw 5B ACSA

Willem Smith Ws DEA & DP

Dennis Laidler DL DEAEDP

lan Du Pleszis D PGWC: Transport & Public Works
Kerry Maree KM CapeNature

Gerhard Hitge GH COCT: Transport

Douglas Chitepo DC Dept. of Agriculture

APOLOGIES

Brenda Sudano BS COCT: Transport

INVITED (Absent)

Sivuyile Mpakang DMR

Justice Mavhungu Eskom

lanette du Toit Cape West Coast Biosphere Reserve

&
ITEM | DISCUSSION/DECISION ACTION | STATUS
1. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
« AP welcomedall to the meeting. AP
2. PURPOSE OF THE MEETING
#« APinformed that the purpose of the 1% Bioregional Plan (PB) meeting is to
infarmwhat the PBis, the processof publishinga BP, the status ofthe BP
and the timeline envisaged to complete.
3. Presentation of background info on Bioregion & BP & Process (JM)
& The presentation highlighted the purpose of the BP whichis ta inform 1 Done
land use planning and decision making by a range of sectorswhose
policies and decision impact on biodiversity.
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s [t further highlighted two the elements of the BP, the first beinza map of
critical bindiversity areas (CBA)} which are terrestrial and aquatic features
critical for conserving biodiversity and maintaining ecosystems, and the
zecond isthe accompanying land-use puidelines for avoiding loss ar
degradation of natural habitat in critical biodiversity areas.

& Todate BPs have been initiated by COCT, Melzon Mandela Bay Metrao,
Mamagua District Municipality and GertSibande District Municipality in
Mpumalanga.

* IM informed that the BP should be reviewed every 5 years.

+ Bioregional boundaries must align with administrative boundariesto
ensure effective implementation of Bioregional plans

¢ 5B askedwhetherthere are funds set aside to assist land ownerswith
conserving CBA land.

& PHreplied thatthis is complex and dependson the priority of that land for
conszervation; other optionssuch as rates rebates for owners could be
pursued through stewardship agreements.

& IM informed that the BP does not grant or remove rights from land
owWners.

« KM informed of the CapeMature stewardship programme, however the
programme is guided by their priorities and available funds.

¢ GW guestioned whether agquatic vegetation within river systemswas
considered.

*»  APrepliedthat fresh water systems (rivers and wetlands) have been
mapped and are incorporated into the fine scale conservation analysis.
kMW added that they are highlighted (on map) although at small scale they
may not be visible.

All

4. Presentation on Phase 1 & 2 Outcomes (PH & AP)

+ PH did presentation on currentstatus of the BP processfor COCTand also
explained the COCT s CBA map, known as the Biodiversity Metwork and
the various category descriptions.

¢+ PHinformed of meetings held internally and with DEAP.She also outlined
that the Biodiversity Metwork has been akey informant in the SDF and has
through the latter processalready been subject to stakeholder and public
scrutiny and comment. This same information forms the basis for the BP.

& The fine-scale systematic biodiversity planning for COCT done in 2009, will
be updated later this year, to include Climate Change adaptation
strategies.

& Currentstatus of BP process: engaging with key stakeholders that have
been identified.

PH

done

5. Future process, timeline & requirements of SC

* Climate change adaptation to be incorporated as a consideration inthe
latest Biodiversity Metwork update.

* 5B gquestioned involvement of land owners.

+ M replied that public participation will be allowed within the BP process;
at thiz stage only key stakeholders are engaged.

& KM stated that BP cannot be used to resolve conflicts. It will however
detail a conflict resolution process to be followed.

s |W stated that the Process and Consultation report (attached as an

PH, AP
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addendumto the BP)is critical.

Each Dept. in PGWC comments on local IDPs. Focusshould be on how to
incorporate economic factors and social wellbeing (creating jobs) in the
COCT= IDP.

PH informed that Biodiversity Network will be updated by Mov/Dec;
suggested that at least 1 meetingshould be held before final draft
documentis circulated in mid lan 2012, to then allow 3 weeksfor
comments. If no major issues BP will go to final stage.

5 General

Other key stakeholders that should be included: Cape Winelands District
Mun (Quinton Ballie) from the planningsection in relation to the Cape
Winelands Biosphere Reserve, SANPARKS & SANRAL and Dept of Human
Settlements.

KM representing CapeMature enguired about possible conflict of interest
by beingonthe 5C, and then having to reviewthe BP. Responze:
CapeMature will only reviewthe technical aspects of the BP therefore no
conflictof interest.

PH, AP

6 Close

Meeting closed at 15:30
Date for next Steering committee meeting will be circulated later in the
VEar.

PH, AP

Wt
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CITY OF CAPE TOWN | ESINEKD SASERAPA | STAD KAAPSTAD

Appendix 11: Stakeholder Meeting 7" March 2012
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STRATEGY & PLANMNING — Envircnmantal Resource Management — Sodvarsity Managamant Seanch

MINUTES OF

BIOREGIONAL PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE

HELD ON WEDMESDAY 7 MARCH 2012 AT 13:00
AT 44 WALE STREET, 7™ FLOOR BOARDROOM: ERMD

ATTENDEES

Keith Wiseman KW COCT: ERMD

Arne Purves AP COCT: ERMD

Patricia Holmes PH COCT: Biodiversity Management
Kerry Maree KM CapeNature

Providence Rapoo PR DEAEDP

Dennis Laidler DL DEAEDP

Melizza Maicker MM DEADP

Crispin Barrett CcB COCT: ERMD

Schalk de Jager Sd) COCT: PBDM

Jan Briers 1B MR

Sivuyile Mpakane SM DMR

Sarmonay Smidt 55 DEAEDP

Marbe Coetzee MC DEAEDP

Eldon van Boom EvB DEAEDP

Douglas Chitepo DC Dept. of Agriculture

Chad Cheney cC SanParks

APOLOGIES

Brenda Sudano COCT: Transport

Micky Covary MNC COCT: Tranzport

Gerhard Hitge GH COCT: Transport

Marek Kedzieja MK PEWC:

leff Manuel M SANBI

ITEM | DISCUSSION/DECISION ACTION | STATUS
1. WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS

s KW welcomed all to the meeting, representing Julia Wood. KW Done

2. WHERE WE ARE IN THE BP PROCESS

s APinformed thataccording tothe guideline documentthe processis AP
currently on step 3. The draft BP has been completed and haz been
submitted to various stakeholders for comment.

s Further informed draft BP will be submitted to SAMBI for a technical
review and to Council for approval. The two processes will run
simultaneously.

3. Overview of the City of Cape Town Bioregional Plan

THIE CITY WORKS FOR YOU

ES| SIXEKO SISEBENZELA WENA

HIERDIE STAD WERK VIR JOU
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» BioMet update

The presentation by PH gave a brief overview of the methodology and
how biodiversity climate change adaptation also was incorporated into
the C-plan and Marxan analyses.

» Biodiversity Profile
PH presentation gave brief overview of the City’s biodiversity profile.

* Maps

AP informed thatthe COCT Bioregional Plan maps are presentedin a
seriesofthree Maps. Map 1 is the terrestrial CBAs, Map 2 is the Wetlands
and Riversand Map 3 is a composite map.

¥ Guidelines

Strategic guidelinesfor each Spatial District Plan have notbeen repeated
in the BP.

¥ Additional measures for effective management
AP informed that measures for the effective management of Biodiversity
have been included in the BP.

¥ Monitoring and Review

The City has several programmes, initiatives and reporting protocols that

are on-goingwhich can be used as sourcesfor monitoring data for the

Bioregional Plan.

¢ The BP will be reviewed every five years; howeverthe BioMetwill be
updated every 2-3 years.

4, General discussion and comments on the Bioregional Plan
¥ Question 8 Answer session KW

* The risk of running the bwo processes simultoneously, submitting the draft KM
BP to SANB! and to Council.

+ BP tobesubmitted to SANBIfor technical review. KW stated that the BP
will be submitted to Council to obtain approval/mandate to submit to the
Minister.

& KM enquired why the Spatial Plan would be reviewed every 2-3 years. KM

& APinformed thatfive yearsis too longto reviewthe BioMet Spatial Plan.
PH =stated that the analysis done every fewyears owingto rapid changes
occurringin the city.

¢ DL enquired whether it is a plan ormap of status quo; stated that there oL
should be a plan in place that outlines the objectivesfor the future,
should also indicate what was lost.

& PHinformed thatthere isan implementation strategy in place.

s Sh stated that the all considerationsshould be included i.e. mining
development also to include other departments in discussions.

¢ PHinformed that other stakeholderswere invitede.g Eskom, ACSA and
the Biosphere Reserves to give comment.

* [Cstated that the Dept. of Agriculture has given theirinput. oo

& NN enquired whetherthe SDP was incorporated inthe BP.

s Conflicts listed and potential ones will be dealt with by the City processes. KW

s DLcstated that it iz important to consider latestinformation in EIA. Further

Cois s \pomma'Des kicpiDocumenis ' BIDREGIONAL FLANEF Stakeholder Minetes O7 Marh 2012 doc
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that decision makers to consider plan that will resultin achievement of
the BP.

s KM stated that it is also important to identify how to deal with conflicts.

s KW stated that on mining the City commissioned the Council for Geo-
Science to establish economic viability of resources.

s 5M stated that data obtained by the Council for Geo-5cience might not be
up to date and may only give data of resources, and not be well placed to
assess whether the resource is economically viable. Proposedthat Dept.
of Minerals (DMR) and City work together. DMR could supply City with
data of rights granted to farms.

s CCenquired whether Protected Areas were considered CBAs under NEMA
and whether it is clearly defined in the BP.

s B enquired obout steps taken by the City to address land degrodation.

*  PH that there isa huge challenge with illegal dumping. Also informed that
there is a conservation stewardship initiative with private land owners.

*  5M stated that maps should be revised to include current status quo.

s KW informed that Ground Truthing was done.

s PH indicated that biodiversity teams visited most properties with natural
vegetation remnants across the City, butthat mapping does need to be
continuously updated.

s DLinformed that most critical biodiversity areas are inspected by experts
in the case of a development application.

s KM informed that CBA, does not have to be pristine area, can be
degraded but still falls within the CBA.

» Commenting process

¢  Allcomments and record of meetings will be submitted with the BP.
« Comments, concernsand objectives will be responded to.

s [Deadline for comments on draft BP is Friday 16 March 2012

cC

1B

K

KW
AP

5 Close

s Meeting closed at 14:15

Coisers pomne DeskiopiDocumenis BIDREGIONAL FLANEF Siakenolder Minutes. 07 Mamch 2012 dioc
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Appendix 12: Draft Bioregional Plan: Comments and Responses Document

No (o]:4 Comment Response

DEADP (2.1.1) The BP is in need of a defining vision Defining vision added

DEADP (2.1.2) The CoCT BP methodology should be indicated The methodology is described in BioNet Methods and Analysis
report. The Bioregional Planning Guideline specifically states that
the methodology should not be included as part of the Bioregional
Plan document.
The process and consultation report outlines the broader
Bioregional plan drafting process and the process to deal with
conflict areas.

3 DEADP 2.2 CTSDF has been approved by Council. Corrected

4 DEADP 2.3 Spelling error Corrected

5 DEADP 2.4 Add District to neighbour Municipalities Corrected

6 DEADP 2.5 Spelling error Corrected

7 DEADP 2.6 Focus on obligations should be divided into International, This section was redrafted to include the relevant International,
National and Local Obligations National and Local obligations.

8 DEADP 2.7 Show a composite map reflecting the alignment of the These Maps are shown in the CTSDF composite maps and not in
PSDF/MOSS/BP the CT Bioregional Plan.

9 DEADP 2.8 DEA not DEAT Corrected

10 DEADP 2.9 Include link to BioNet Links included

11 DEADP 2.10 Spelling error Corrected

12 DEADP 2.11 Coastal Protection Zone, not clear how was determined and This section has been removed as it does not form part of the
no mention of a coastal setback development of the BP. The policies covering Coastal protection

Zones and Coastal Setback lines are covered in their individual City
Policies and not the Bioregional Plan.

13 DEADP 2.12 Mitigation measures to accommodate the risks of coastal This does not form part of the Bioregional Plan, but rather the
flooding must be incorporated into the plan. integrated District EMFs/SDPs.
Dedicated/committed no go areas must be delineated.

14 DEADP 2.13 What measures will be put in place to reduce the impact of This does not form part of the Bioregional Plan, but rather the
flooding. integrated District EMFs/SDPs.

15 DEADP 2.14 Process for dealing with conflict areas not enough detail in the | Added a summary of the conflict resolution process.

BP.
16 DEADP 2.15 Spelling error Corrected
17 DEADP 2.16 GIS Layers and metadata not included Section G: will be added to report when it is submitted for review.
The BioNet will be served through SANBI’s BGIS once it is approved
and will also be available on the City’s intranet and spatial GIS
viewers.

18 DEADP 2.17 Implementation of the plan needs to be included in section F The statutory status of the plan is indicated.
and should focus on the statutory status of the BP and the The Process and Consultation report details the process followed
processes to be followed to have the plan approved and the to have the plan approved and the amended process approved by
timeline. Elaborate on roles and responsibilities of how all DEADP that the City has followed.
decision makers ought to use the plan. Roles and responsibilities of users of the plan are indicated in the

BP in the section on Users (see Section 3).
19 DEADP 3.1 Purpose of the BP to be re-worded Done
20 DEADP 3.2 Define the BP Done
DEADP 3.3 Climate Change should be expanded upon more and include Climate Change adaptation strategies were built into the
aquatic CBAs and their buffers. systematic biodiversity planning analysis and are detailed in the
BioNet Analysis and Methods report (Annexure 1).
Aquatic CBAs are shown in Map 2. Aquatic buffers are too narrow
to show up on the map and their implementation is guided by the
City’s Floodplain and River Corridor Management Policy (2009).
21 DEADP 3.4 Need to update the vegetation type status according to the Done.
National List for Threatened Species in Table.
22 DEADP 3.5 Suggestion to map ecosystem threat status in BP. These maps have not been added.
23 DEADP 3.6 There is no mention of heritage in the document. The BP deals with biodiversity priority areas and not heritage.
Heritage is captured in the integrated District EMFs/SDPs.

24 DEADP 3.7 It is vital for the plan to outline how they are going to monitor | This is governed by the City’s policies and by-laws.
pollution and degradation of rivers and wetland systems, as . Management of Urban Stormwater Impacts Policy
well as reduce contamination and pollution in the long term. (2009)

. By-Law relating to Stormwater management (2005)
. City’s Floodplain and River Corridor Management Policy
(2009).

25 DEADP 3.8 The BP does not consider relief/topography as part of its The 2011 BioNet analysis included the latest National Ecosystem-
range of biophysical layers. based Adaptation layer which incorporates detailed aspect, slope

and topography into the analysis.

26 DEADP 3.9 Appendices were not attached. Appendices are provided in separate download links.

27 DEADP 3.10 What about anthropogenic related categories as included in The BP deals with biodiversity priorities. The other categories of
the PSDF. Eg. Agriculture, urban core areas and transition the PSDF are included in the CTSDF, but not relevant to the CoCT
areas. BP. Areas of intensive and extensive agriculture are included in the

CESA and OESA categories where these are relevant. High potential
agricultural areas are shown in the district SDPs.

28 DEADP 3.11 CoCT must provide a clear definition of No Natural habitat and | No Natural Habitat/transformed category is shown as urban
show on the map. development and agriculture on the map. Maps will be changed to
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reflect the correct category.

29 DEADP 3.12.1 The document does not specify whether adjacent degraded The wording was changed to reflect that development should only
areas should fall outside of CBAs for instance. occur outside of CBA's

30 DEADP 3.12.2 In CBAs it states that no further expansion of intensive The City’s agricultural potential layer was used as an informant in
agriculture be allowed into CBAs. the BioNet analysis in the threats layer. Intensive agriculture is not

an acceptable activity within a CBA.

31 DEADP 3.13.1 Have offset areas been identified for possible mitigation for Development offsets are considered on a case by case basis. Offset
developments approved on CBAs areas have not been identified. For most lowland vegetation types

there are no offset areas available.

32 DEADP 3.13.2 Should this not be considered to prevent CBAs from becoming | The City’s LBSAP identifies priority areas for securing CBAs.
isolated? Connectivity and retention of corridors is a primary factor in

prioritising areas.

33 DEADP 3.13.3 If done why has it not been included in the BP. Not included. Priority areas are indicated in the CTSDF.

34 DEADP 3.13.4 DEADP Offsets Policy to be consulted The departments offset policy has been consulted.

35 DEADP 3.14 CoCT should explore additional category; intensive agriculture | The CoCT BP deals with biodiversity priorities. Other priorities are

indicated in the integrated District EMFs/SDPs.

36 DEADP 4.1 The adoption of the BP by the competent authority is relevant | Added this as a note and the end of Section 4.
to a number of listed activities as contained in GN No. R.546 of
NEMA EIA regs which are specific to areas outside of the
urban edge. Need to reference the applicability of obtaining
EA under Sec4 of the BP.

37 DEADP 4.2 In accordance with the land management objective of the The binding requirements of the CoCT Plan will be communicated
Bioregional Plan category there should be a reflection on how through publishing and gazetting of the plan by the Minister.
decision making authorities should communicate the binding A communication programme will also be initiated within the City’s
requirements of the CoCT BP at the level of EIA and general ERMD, and the approved BP will be on the City web site and on the
development application and developers alike. SANBI website.

The responsibility to publicise published bioregional plans also lies
with the SANBI.

38 DEADP 4.3 Part f does not consider the applicable EIA Regulations with The EIA regulations are published independent of the CoCT BP. The
respect to the updating and reviewing of the CoCT BP. latest published EIA regulations will be applicable to the BP. Any

changes to the underlying transformation data as result of EIA
outcomes is captured in the spatial data and forms part of the
BioNet updates and re-analysis.

39 CapeNature 1 Only the published spatial product will be recognized as the As the BP guideline currently stands, this may be the case, as there
Bioregional Plan and the updated version will only represent is only provision for updating the BP every 5 years, but the BioNet
the “best available science” will likely need updating more frequently than this. Need guidance

from SANBI on whether this will be the status.

40 CapeNature 2 More emphasis placed on the fact that we are already in a Have added additional sentences to this effect in the text.
very compromised position with CoCT......

41 CapeNature 3 Alignment of the PSDF categories with the BP categories. The compatible activities have been aligned as suggested. The
Need for consistency. categorisation can’t be changed as this is how it is represented in

the approved CTSDF.

42 CapeNature 4 Section 4.1 refers to DME as a mandated user. Please update Corrected
this to reflect the new
Departmental name.

43 CapeNature 5 No CBA 1(b) It was not highlighted and therefore easily missed. Corrected.

44 CapeNature 6 Ambiguity in the compatible activities in map categories. The wording has been corrected to remove the ambiguity.

45 CapeNature 7 Part D, section 17 defines Other Natural Vegetation as ‘either Corrected
CBA or ESA’ which makes little sense. We can only assume this
is meant to read ‘neither’ instead of ‘either’. The Significance
of the Habitat then indicates that loss ‘will’ result in an
impaired ability to meet
targets even when the definition indicates it is not required to
meet targets. We suggest you chance the ‘will’ to a ‘may’. We
also feel that the compatible activities are too restrictive.

Although we understand that in time they may become
necessary in order to meet thresholds, we feel that by
adopting the ‘all is important strategy’ the result will be
‘nothing is important’. We therefore suggest that subject to
site assessments, these areas be allowed to be sustainably
developed until such time that the Bionet is rerun and the
formal categorization shift them up into a higher category.

46 CapeNature 8 Similarly, we feel that the objective placed on some of the Added changes to the wording in the BP.
aquatic ecosystems (whether ESAs or CBA2) could possibly be
relaxed. In many instances, the focus should be on
rehabilitating the ecological processes supplied by the
ecosystem and not necessarily restoring the biodiversity
pattern as is stipulated. This might appear to be a very subtle
difference but may prove vital in obtaining stakeholder
support, e.g. rehabilitating a wetland within a park area might
not deliver on biodiversity value but will deliver on an
important ecosystem services for the community.
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not 4(6)

47 CoCT PBDM 1 The document is vague in what it intends to be or achieve. Its | The definition and purpose of a bioregional plan is highlighted
status or purpose should be better clarified upfront. It could upfront in the executive summary and in the introduction. The
be interpreted that its purpose is to inform the development definition and purpose are prescribed by the NEM: BA.
of policies such as SDFs, SDPs, LAPs etc. If this is the case,
then it needs to be made clear.

48 CoCT PBDM 2 In addition, it could also be noted that the document will The BP identifies Biodiversity Priorities spatially and recommends
suggest possible tools or mechanisms to assist decision possible measures to further their general protection. The
makers or policy drafters when considering how sites / areas management of individual sites will be governed by site
can be managed before or after development has occurred. management plans which are drafted on a case by case basis.

49 CoCT PBDM 3 We would propose that a specific section be developed to set The BP identifies Biodiversity Priorities spatially and recommends
out management tools and mechanisms to monitor / protect / | possible measures to further their general protection. The
manage these sites / areas. Issues like ownership, management of individual sites will be governed by site
management plans, who pays etc are important to achieve management plans which are drafted on a case by case basis.
success and should be discussed in more detail. Section 42
LUPO conditions (and for instance Home owners associations)
is not a sustainable option. This may need further debate.

50 CoCT PBDM 4 The document lacks sustainability statements with respect to The BP identifies biodiversity priorities, as required by NEM: BA. It
the triple bottom line. Social justice and economic prosperity | does mention sustainable development in section 1 (pg13),
are key considerations, when considering development however the sustainability statements are to be found specifically
proposals on biodiversity sites. ‘No-go’ areas should be in the CTSDF.
limited to areas declared as ‘protected areas’ (or similar areas)
and the approach to assess other areas needs to be different. The allocation of the CBA categories is a result of the conservation
Table 3 is useful, but the challenge is what area will be planning analysis and is based on published national biodiversity
allocated what code? This needs to be dealt with as broad targets. The detailed explanation of categories can be found in the
statements to inform policy drafters. BioNet Analysis and Results Report (2011), which will be an

Appendix to the BP.

51 CoCT PBDM 5 It is stated in several places in the document that the BioNet / This is correct and is detailed in the BP in both the executive
CBAs etc have been integrated into the CT SDF and DSPs / summary and the body text. However it should be noted that
EMFs. Itis therefore assumed that this also includes all plans. | detailed site assessments are still required and the latest available
As such, there are thus no separate plans (other than those biodiversity information must always be consulted.
included in the SDFs) and statutory land use management
decision-making will continue to take place on the basis of the
SDFs. This is critical to be confirmed, in order to ensure
bioregional issues are also taken into consideration when
measuring a development proposal against the SDF. For the
purposes of forward planning and development management
in the city, the Bioregional plan objectives and guidelines finds
expression through the CT SDF and district plans / EMFs, as
those are the tools used on a daily basis to guide statutory
land use decision-making. This must be made clear in the
purpose statement.

52 CoCT PBDM 6 The same approach should be followed on map viewers on the | The BioNet forms part of the CTSDF. However for detailed site
intranet / external website, i.e., there must only be one set of assessments going forward it will be necessary to consult the latest
maps, i.e. those forming part of the CT SDF. biodiversity information. Updated BioNet information will be made

available to City staff on the intranet and externally through the
SANBI BGIS website (and the Biodiversity Advisor website).

53 CoCT PBDM 7 Legislative context section — not clear how this document The main point of relevance would be the relationship between the

relates to recently promulgated WC Biosphere Reserves Act CWCBR framework plan and the city's draft bioregional plan on the
matter of planning alignment and consistency.
Section 6 of the Western Cape Biosphere Reserves Act sets out the
details for the Framework Plan (i.e. the spatial plan) that is a
requirement for any biosphere reserve in the province. Section 6.3
requires alignment and consistency between such a framework
plan, and any other preceding spatial framework in terms of any
other relevant legislation. A Bioregional Plan in terms of NEMBA is
listed as a relevant plan.
In the case of the city, one can infer that there should be
consistency between the portion of the CWCBR that falls within
city limits, and the proposed Bioregional Plan (as a result of the
requirement for alignment between Bioregional Plans and any
other preceding plan, as set out in NEMBA). Should any future
Biosphere framework plan overlap with the city's Bioregional Plan
(or expansions to existing BR's), such plans would need to
demonstrate consistency.
Also to note is that there is a tolerance for inconsistency between
the Biosphere Reserve Framework Plan and other
frameworks/plans but only if the BR framework plan is MORE
restrictive. In the city's case, the CWCBR may therefore have a
higher degree of land-use restriction in the Northern corridor, for
example, than the Bioregional Plan, and it would be deemed
consistent. When reviewing a bioregional plan, the review
committee will need to factor this in.

54 CoCT PBDM 8 p16 — district plans are to be approved ito LUPO Section 4(10), | Corrected
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55

CoCT PBDM 9

Not clear why there is a reference to “local and district
municipalities’ as users in Section 4.2, if plan only relates to
CoCT area

Corrected

56

CoCT PBDM 10

Decision makers on statutory development applications are
not mentioned separately as users in Section 4. Itis
assumed that this is so as the bioregional issues have already
been integrated Into the SDFs, which provides the guidance,
and that decision-makers on development applications are
therefore not a direct user of the bio-regional plan

Section 4 — Mandated users - references all decision makers.

57

CoCT PBDM 11

Figure 2 (p15, Section 2.1) is useful; however, categorisation
used in CT SDF should be added as another column, as we’ll
mostly be working with the CT SDF (more than the PSDF)

The categorisation used in the CTSDF is the same as the PSDF?

58

CoCT PBDM 12

Section 23 is very vague. It is not clear what aspect or
element of the BioNet is proposed to be taken into an overlay
in the CTZS, or what the specific management mechanisms
and controls are that would need to be applied as part of this
overlay. This would need to be set out in much detail, to
enable land owners to gauge how it would affect rights. Itis
assumed that this will still be further developed in
collaboration with PBDM. This aspect need to be clarified, if
plan drafters would want to ensure that the impending public
participation process on the bioregional plan doubles up as
the public participation process around the suggested
introduction of the overlay (a separate requirement).
Alternatively, it will need to happen separately.

This has been removed from Section 23 as it is not 100% clear how
the overlay zones are going to be applied at this stage. Further
discussions will be required around this.

59

CoCT PBDM 13

There should be a separate statement somewhere (perhaps
separate from Section 23) that it is made clear that the CTZS
doesn’t apply in NEMA protected areas (understood to be PA1
and PA2 as per table 3 on p42 under Section 12). Although it
is stated as one of the aims of the plan, what seems to be
completely absent from it are the land use management
guidelines that will need to applied in such protected areas.
According to the NEMA PA act, development management
guidelines are to be set out in the management plans for such
areas (to be developed in consultation with the local
authority). If the bioregional plan is meant to set out these
guidelines (as is gathered from the objectives stated early in
the documentO, then this will have to be expanded on
significantly. — see section 26.1

The BP does not set out the detailed management guidelines for
each PA. These are developed by the management authority on a
site by site basis in consultation with relevant stakeholders and are
submitted to the Minister for approval (PA1 category).

60

CoCT PBDM 14

There is a lack of clarity regarding buffer areas around
protected areas

The BP does not specifically deal with buffer areas around PAs.

61

CoCT Transport
Planning Branch

Part A:
Section 4.1 and 4.2: Mandated User

As a ‘mandated user’ the City is mandated to take the City’s
Bioregional Plan into account in terms of planning and
decision making.

Accordingly, it is essential that the City’s Transport
Department, as the Transport Planning authority in Cape
Town, ensure that the Critical Biodiversity Areas and Critical
Ecological Support Areas outlined in the Bioregional Plan be
taken into consideration during planning undertaken.

The following is recommended:

. As the Biodiversity Network has been integrated
into the Cape Town Spatial Development
Framework (SDF), the City’s transport planning
process must be aligned with the SDF to ensure
that the abovementioned integration is
undertaken.

. Once finalised, the Bioregional Plan be included as
one of the strategic informants into the Integrated
Transport Plan. It is essential that that the
appropriate locations and routes are identified for
road and other transport related infrastructure
during the planning process.

. Bioregional Plan to inform Transport Impact
Assessment approval process.

. Bioregional Plan to inform all future Integrated
Rapid Transport Planning processes.

Agreed

62

SANParks —

The Bioregional Plan defines CBA’s along the lines of ....

Critical Biodiversity Areas are unprotected areas with no formal
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TMNP 1

The Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) are priority areas
requiring managed conservation interventions to ensure their
long term survival.

The CBAs are required in order for the City to meet its
required contribution to national ecosystem targets in terms
of the NSBA...

So thus the carry though to NEMA triggers e.g.

If the an area has a ‘Protected’ Status, it is not a CBA then this
for e.g. is not a trigger :

12 The clearance of an area of 300 square metres or more of
vegetation where 75% or more of the vegetative cover
constitutes indigenous vegetation.

o Within critical biodiversity areas identified in bioregional
plans;

This has implication for both all our reserves...?

conservation status. Critical Biodiversity Areas in PAs are managed
according to the site management plan and approved zonation
plans, but are still subject to the EIA triggers.

63

SANParks —
TMNP 2

There are three landowners in the South Peninsula that had
‘Nature Reserve Status’ before NEMA:PAA. The NEMA:PAA
stated that there was a ‘automatic carry over’ that these
reserves be Provincial PAA’s.

There properties are not show as ‘Protected’

These properties should be show as Protected.

64

SANParks —
TMNP 3

Section 14 Protected area needs to be reworded
. Development on existing footprints only, or in
adjacent degraded areas and in accordance with
the PA Zonation plan. No development in CBA
areas.
As there are No CBA’s in a Protected area. Here NEMA
Triggers would determine development opportunities...

Wording has been corrected

65

CoCT SPUD

It is felt that the role of the Bioregional Plan in relation to the
CTSDF should be further clarified. This is made more explicit in
the Process and Consultation Report (PCR), but it is proposed
should be incorporated in the body of the Bioregional Plan
that is intended for approval. It is particularly unclear how the
Bioregional Plan should be used (if at all) in land use (and
environmental) decisions. Since the Biodiversity Network has
been incorporated into the CTSDF and District Plans
(integrated SDP/EMFs) it is contended that an additional plan
for the purposes of land use decision making is not required.
The intent in this regard should be clarified.

The intent of a Bioregional Plan is clearly outlined in the Report.
Subsequent revisions and updates to the CTSDF and the EMF/SDF’s
will be required to include the biodiversity informants as contained
in a published Bioregional Plan.

The BP mandates certain organisations to consult a published BP in
their decision making processes, thus providing an additional level
of assurance that CBA’s will be carefully considered by all land-use
decision makers.

A bioregional Plan provides for a mechanism to monitor the
gains/losses of CBA’s and the reporting thereof.

The publishing of the City of Cape Town Bioregional plan is listed as
a specific action under Policy Statement 25 in the CTSDF as well as
in the ERMD Business Plan 2012/13.

66

CoCT SPUD

With regard to the above, Part D, appears aimed at guiding
land use planning, but notes that the detailed land use
guidelines are listed in the relevant (SDF) SDPs / EMFs. Is it
then necessary to detail compatible activities — it is assumed
that this list is not to be consulted for land use management
purposes as the CTSDF and District Plans (Integrated SDP
/EMF) will serve this purpose.

Part D was included as per the Guideline document on drafting BP
plans.

67

CoCT SPUD

As a general comment, it is noted that the District Plans do not
currently refer to sites where there are both “development”
and “biodiversity” imperatives as “conflict areas/sites” but
rather “areas of potential impact.” In this regard, the
annexure the latest draft of the district plans should be
consulted. It is proposed that the Bioregional Plan align to this
wording. The intention here is to reflect that there may be
“sustainable solutions” on site, rather than simply a “one or
the other” view as well as recognising that there will be an
impact that will need to be assessed.

Wording changed in the BP Text.

68

CoCT SPUD

The CTSDF has dual approval, namely as a component plan of
the Integrated Development Plan in terms of the Municipal
Systems Act (No 32 of 2000) (MSA) and also as a Section 4 (6)
structure plan in terms of the Land Use Planning Ordinance
(No 15 of 1985) (LUPO). Council approved the CTSDF in terms
of the MSA on the 8th June 2011 and PG: WC’s approval in
terms of LUPO is confirmed as per Government Gazette 6994,
18 May 2012.

BP Text updated accordingly.

69

CoCT SPUD

The DSDPs (SDP component) are to be approved in terms of
section 4 (10) of LUPO and not in terms of section 4 (6) as
stated on page 22 of the Plan. (and are not yet approved — as
noted in the PCR). The EMF component is intended to be
submitted to PGWC for approval in terms of provisions of
regulations under NEMA.

BP Text updated accordingly.

70

CoCT SPUD

The reference to the DSDPs (needs to be included in the List of
Abbreviations and then altered through the document). The
same List needs to refer to the Cape Town Zoning Scheme

Included
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(CTZS) and then corrected within the document where it is
referred to as the CTIZS.
71 CoCT SPUD Acts or Ordinances require their correct referencing e.g. LUPO | Corrected
(No 15 of 1985) and the MSA (No 32 of 2000).
72 CoCT SPUD Further reflection on the CTSDF may be useful as a point of Added recommended text as supplied.
departure (section 2.3). The CTSDF includes policy directly
related to the protection and enhancement of biodiversity
networks as follows:
Policy Statement 25:
‘Increase efforts to protect and enhance biodiversity networks
at all levels of government’
Policy Guideline 25.1:
‘Carefully assess the impact of proposed development on
critical biodiversity areas and endangered species and make
decisions related to the city’s biodiversity network based on
the development guidelines in the relevant DSDPs, other
relevant policies and the most up to date mapping of the
city’s biodiversity network’.
The CTSDF also contains urban and coastal edge lines which
will inter alia support the preservation of biodiversity
resources in the city.
73 CoCT SPUD The CTSDF Map 6.1 shows the Core 1 & 2 and Buffer 1 & 2 Agreed
areas on a notational basis i.e. not cadastrally accurately
depicted. Large biodiversity sites are shown on Map 5.3 of the
CTSDF as ‘development extent to be informed by more
detailed investigation’.
74 CoCT SPUD There are instances where other significant environmental Noted
attributes may be impacted on by development proposals,
and these areas have been highlighted in the DSDPs. (see also
1.iii above).
75 CoCT SPUD The inclusion of the Biodiversity Plan as an overlay zone in the Noted
CTZS needs to be carefully considered, keeping in mind that
the zoning scheme is a legal mechanism that grants
development rights. For example, should land, located within
the urban edge, be classified as Core 1 in a new overlay zone,
any imposition of limitations this property’s ‘as of right’
development potential may result in claims for compensation.
The nature of this proposal is likely to require further
discussion with affected departments.
76 CoCT SPUD It is envisaged that the CTSDF will only be updated every 10 The underlying fine scale biodiversity plan that underpins the CBA
years and will therefore not coincide with the updating of the maps is under a constant state of flux. As the City develops, areas
Bioregional Plan every 5 years. For this reason, a mechanism are lost and gained etc. The spatial extent of the CBA Maps is also
to include Bioregional Plan updates into the CTSDF needs to affected by improvements in the remnant vegetation layer
be established. This is similarly the case for the District SDPs mapping and ground truthing. Although it is understood that the
(although provision is made for a 5 year review on certain version of the Biodiversity network that was included in the CTSDF
aspects). gazetting is the “official” version, the scale at which it is presented
is not suitable for decision making and the latest version available
should always be consulted. It would be irresponsible for decision
makers to base their decisions on outdated information. It is
common practice amongst consultants and decision makers alike
to refer to the most up to date information that is made available.
All subsequent updates/revisions to the CTSDF and DSDPs/EMFs
that are made either through an amendment process or through
the normal review process must include the latest CBA Maps as
part of that process.
77 CoCT SPUD Table 3 needs to be correctly referenced in the text. Corrected
78 CoCT SPUD Page 63: 20: Private Land: 2nd paragraph : ..’where Corrected
development rights may be anticipated, there is “.... The word
‘anticipated’ should be replaced with the word ‘exist’. The
best that can be done is to moderate the impact of buildings
that take up existing zoning rights only.
79 CoCT SPUD The CTSDF went through three and not two rounds of public Corrected
participation
80 CoCT SPUD Comments on Process and Consultation Report This refers to environmental authorisations that may have lapsed
and require the applicant to resubmit. If there is updated
It is not clear what is meant by 4.2 (i.e. “updated assessment”) | biodiversity information available then this needs to be included in
in the PCR — it is assumed that this refers to areas where there | the re-submission, especially where biodiversity was not
is no EA / ROD? adequately addressed in the initial assesment.
81 CoCT SPUD Point 4.4 — this is supported and is aligned to what is included Noted
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in the district plan.

82 CoCT SPUD It is proposed that the updated “areas of potential impact” Noted
maps are used as a basis identifying what are currently termed
conflict sites. (as per district plan, draft April 2012). It is likely
to be necessary to update the tables if this has not yet
occurred. Spatial Planning comments have not been
submitted for each site identified. It is, however, clear from
the draft DSDPs what the proposal for each of these sites is.

83 CoCT SPUD It is proposed that the updated principles for assessing Updated with current as supplied.
development proposals in “areas of potential impact” are
used (as per district plan, draft April 2012) to ensure
alignment.

84 CoCT SPUD It is proposed that the “comment / resolution” column is Amended accordingly
limited to the heading “comment” or “comment / biodiversity
imperative”. “Resolution” implies that all factors have been
considered and a “resolution” has been achieved, when in
reality this may lie in the outcome of the EIA processes.

85 CoCT SPUD It is not clear the extent to which offsets can be mandated As Biodiversity offsets should be applied in appropriate cases in
reflected in the “comment / resolution” column accordance with the draft Provincial Guideline (2007) and the

Provincial Information Document (2011).

86 ESKOM We have a number of sites and potential future sites in critical | The Koeberg Nature Reserve is an example of the third
conservation areas within the City of Cape Town. Our Koeberg | conservation category — “Private Conservation Areas”. Although
Nature Reserve, although having formal protection, is not these areas are not registered under the Protected Areas Act, they
registered under the New Protected Areas Act. The clause for can become registered contract nature reserves through the
Protected Area (2 PA2) Conservation areas pending Stewardship programme if signed up under a perpetuity
proclamation under NEMPAA, and stewardship sites pending agreement. We would encourage a perpetuity stewardship
proclamation under WCNCB Act, those without perpetuity agreement for areas of the Koeberg Nature Reserve not identified
title deed restrictions and private nature reserves are to be for future developments.
proclaimed and maintained as Protected Areas. Is this an
objective that would require Eskom to re-proclaim the
Koeberg Nature Reserve and ensure protection into
perpetuity?

87 ESKOM The West Coast corridor, linking the Blaauwberg and Koeberg The City has no current plans to purchase land in this ecological
Nature Reserves, is a target for the City to ensure protection corridor for conservation purposes, but will support various
of a strategic ecological corridor. Are there plans in place to mechanisms to secure this open space linkage, such as stewardship
ensure and offer protection to the land in-between the two and biodiversity offsetting (using the corridor land parcels as offset
reserves to meet this goal, or will this be something that the target sites). The district Spatial Development Plan also indicates
city will plan to secure through stewardship and offset sites? Is | this area as open space (Core 1 & 2 or Buffer 1 & 2). Stewardship
there opportunity for discussion surrounding stewardship options may be discussed with CapeNature and/or City biodiversity
prospects in this corridor? officials (see also the CapeNature background information

document on stewardship).

88 ESKOM | was uncertain regarding the compilation of detailed It is a requirement of contract nature reserves and those
management plans for private land owner reserves that have proclaimed under the Protected Areas Act that a detailed
already been established - such as our Koeberg reserve. Will management plan be drafted in support of appropriate ecological
there be a future requirement to ensure the property has an management and that this is monitored to ensure that biodiversity
adequate management plan and is monitored and assessed is conserved long-term. Best environmental practice dictates that
into the future through the Western Cape authorities? private nature reserves also have a detailed management plan that

is implemented to ensure the conservation of biodiversity.

89 ESKOM In areas of conservation significance, will the City be assisting City and conservation partners (SANParks, CapeNature) will readily
private owners in guidance of how best to enhance engage with any owners of Critical Biodiversity Areas, and
biodiversity and secure it long term, or is the expectation that depending on the level of commitment by the landowner, will
the onus would be on the landowner to develop own plans in assist with management advice and implementation.
conjunction with the City’s various local plans?

90 ESKOM Is there an opportunity to do some retrospective work with The CTSDF is updated on a ten year cycle. If there are areas
regards to The CTSDF policy directly related to the protection wrongly assigned in the CTSDF — for example natural vegetation
and enhancement of biodiversity? In particular, would the City | remnants identified for development that support Red List
be able to assist landowners in development of strategies to threatened species — there is a process to amend the CTSDF (and
enhance protection of ecosystems and red data species? the district Spatial Development Plan) to reflect a Core 1 or 2 site.

Again, conservation by the landowner through a stewardship
contract would be encouraged, after which assistance could be
given.

91 ESKOM Have threatened species specific management plans already A threatened species management plan is being drafted for the
been developed for red data species of interest within the Western Leopard Toad and this will be completed soon. Other
City, or is this still in the process of being developed. Of species management plans have not yet been developed. Although
interest to us would be obtaining a detailed plan for the it is not globally a threatened species, it would be a good idea to
Honey Badger, which has the potential to exist on our develop a management plan for the Honey Badger, which does
property? occur in Koeberg Nature Reserve, as it is reaching critically low

levels in the city area. Of prime importance is to conserve their
habitat and landscape connectivity, as they have fairly large home
ranges.

92 ESKOM Are there details regarding how the IMEP will affect the The IMEP sets the policy for broader environmental considerations
planning for biodiversity into the future? | may have missed across the city, but the Biodiversity Network is the main
that in the document and apologies if | did. In particular biodiversity informant for terrestrial vegetation and wetlands
interest, are plans around how to ensure local communities underpinning forward planning. One of the objectives in the City
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will adapt to future biodiversity conservation requirements. Is
there a detailed strategy in place to ensure sustainable
development and enhancement of community objectives,
whilst not compromising key areas of biodiversity
consideration?

Biodiversity Strategy is to maintain ecosystem services through
biodiversity conservation and also to promote employment
(through natural resource management jobs) and use by
communities of this natural open space network (e.g for recreation
and environmental education).

93

ESKOM

The future use and implementation of biodiversity offsets was
not entirely clear in the planning process within the
document. The Western Cape does have the guideline on
biodiversity offsets, but in terms of future planning with
regards to development, will there be a restriction on certain
ecosystems and vegetation types within the City of Cape Town
that will not be in a position to offset against, should a
development project have residual impacts? If so, what would
be regarded as a vegetation type that will lead towards a No-
go option in a project? | make the assumption that destroying
a critically endangered vegetation type that has limited
distribution may not be offset with another critically
endangered vegetation type and hence a proposed
development project of this magnitude in the City of Cape
Town would lead to a No-go option.

At this stage all commenting authorities on ElAs are guided by the
provincial offsets document: DEA&DP EIA GUIDELINE AND
INFORMATION DOCUMENT SERIES: INFORMATION DOCUMENT ON
BIODIVERSITY OFFSETS OCTOBER 2011.

According to the mitigation hierarchy as set out in the above
document, ecosystems that are Critically Endangered should not be
offset if they support irreplaceable biodiversity (i.e. listed under
criterion A1, or support Critically Endangered species). This
principle generally is followed, unless there is some very
compelling other factor that leads to an offset being required.
Often there is no equivalent site to offset such a development site
with, so another threatened ecosystem or a financial biodiversity
offset (to assist in management of other important areas) may be
explored.
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Appendix 13: City of Cape Town Letter dated 12/12/2012
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THIS CITY WORKS FOR YOU

ECONQ MIC, E NV RONMENTAL & SPATIAL PLANNING — Enviranmertal Resource Managerent Depanment
S . - Environmantal Compliance Unt

To: Mr Piet van 2yl

Head of Department

Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP)
Western Cape Government

8th Floor, Utilitas Building

1 Dorp Street

Cape Town

South Africa

Dear Piet

As you krow, the CoCT has prepared a draft Bioregional Plan, based an the ‘Biodiversity Network’ that has
already been integrated into the Cape Town Spatial Development Framework (CTSOF}, The CTSOF has been
approved both as a structure plan in terms of Secticn 4(6) of LUPO by DEARDP and as the City's SDF in
terms of the Municipal System Act.

Integration of the Biodiversity Netwaork into the CTSOF resulted in the identification of a number of ‘impact
areas’ in which planned urban expansion would result in 2 Ioss. of Critical Biodiversity Areas. These planned
urban areas are shaded in yellow on the CTSDF and guidelines for the assessment of biodiversity impacts
have been included in both the CTSOF and the draft Bioregional Plan.

Whilst the CTSDF remains the CoCT's statutory spatial planning instrument, the Bioregional Plan is also
proposed to be approved in terms of the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act (NEM: BA),
This would require the declaration of the City of Cape Town municipal area as a bioregion in terms of
Section 40 of the NEM: BA.

Section 48 of NEM: BA addresses the implications of an approved Bioregional Plan and provices that:

48. (1) The nationol biodiversity framework, a bioregional plar and o biodiversity menagement plan
prepored in terms of this Chopter may not be in confiict with—
{a} any enviranmentol implementation or environmental management plans prepared in terms of
Chapter 3 of the Nationol Environmento! Monagement Act;
{b} any integrated development plans cdopted by municipalities in terms of the Local Government:
Municipol Systems Act, 2000 (Act No. 32 of 2000);
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fc] any spatial development fromeworks in terms of legisiation reguiating Jand use mancgement,
land development and spatial pianning administered by the Cobinet member responsible for iand
affairs; and

(d) any other plans prepared in terms of national or provinciol legislation that are affected.

(2} An argan of state that must prepare on environmentol implementation or environmenta! management
plon in terms of Chapter 3 of the National Environmental Monagement Act, ond a municipolity thot must
adapt on integrated deveiopment plon in terms of the Loca! Government: Municipal Systems Act, 2000,
must-

{o) align its plan with the national biadiversity framework and any agplicable bioregronal pian;

{b} incorporate into that plon those provisions of the nationo! biodiversity framework or a

bioregionai pion thot specifically appiy to it; and

(c) demonstrote in its pien how the notional biodiversity framework and any opplicoble bioregional

plon may be implemented by that organ of state or municipaiity,

The provisions of Section 48 may be interpreted as providing that land use decisions in terms of the CTSDF,
as well as future revisions or amendments of the CTSDF, must be aligned with the approved Bioregional
Plan. If this interpretation is carrect, it would result in the CTSDF being legally subservient 1o the approved
Bioregional Plan.

Amendments to the CTSOF, for example, would only be possible if the approved Bioregional Plan is first
amended. In that case, a separate process may be needed to amend the Bioregional Plan, with a decision
by the Minister, prior to a LUPO process to amend the CTSDF. Alternatively, the question arises as to the
impact of an amendment of the CTSDF on an approved Bioregional Plan? How would the NEM: BA
provision abave In terms of “align” be applied In practice?

Your views on this scenario are requested in order to clarify the patential impacts on the CTSDF of the
Bioregional Plan as a statutory plan in terms of the NEM: BA.

Yours sincerely
2
07/
25 R 3 G i -7
T e 2. 12.20(2
_apie Hugo Date
Executive Director; Economic, Environment & Spatial Planning
City of Cape Town

Copy to: Jeff Manual, SANBI per e-mail | manuel@santi ora 73
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Appendix 14: DEA&DP Letter dated 13/03/2013

Western Cape DIRECTORATE DEVELOPMENT FACILITATION
Government

ENQUIRIES: Gerhard Gerber

-]

REFERENCE NUMBER: E18/2/1/BCS

Mr. Japie Hugo
Executive Director: Economic, Environment & Spatial Pianning
City of Cape Town

Via e-mail: jopie.hugo@capetown.gov.za
Dear Japie

RE:  CLARITY REQUESTED BY THE CITY OF CAPE TOWN ON THE IMPLICATIONS OF AN
APPROVED BIOREGIONAL PLAN

Your letter on the abovementioned matter dated 12 December 2012 refers,

On 16 March 2009 the then Minister responsible for Environmental Affairs and Tourism
published ¢ "Guideline regarding the Determination of Bioregions and the Preparation and
Publication of Bioregional Plans" [“the guideline”) (Government Notfice No. 291 in
Government Gazette No. 32006 of 16 March 2009 refers). See a copy of the guideline
aftached to this letter. The guideline provides information that clarifies the matters referred
toin the City's letter:

1. Declaration of the City of Cape Town Municipal Area as a Bioregion in order to publish
a Bioregional Plan

1.1.  In terms of Section 40(1) of the National Environmental Management:
Bicdiversity Act (Act No. 10 of 2004) (“NEM: BA") the National Minister, or the
Provincial Minister with the concurrence of the National Minister, may
determine a geographic region as a bioregion and then publish a bioregional
plan for the bioregion. The guideline makes it clear that “Bioregional plans can

1ith Floor, 1 Dorp Street, Cape Town, 8001 Private Bag X9086, Cape Town, 8000
tel: +27 483 2787 | 5840 fax: #27 21 483 8311 www.wesierncape.gov.zaleadp
e-mail: Gerhord Gerber@westemcaope gov.zo
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only be developed in respect of areas that have been determined by the

Minister or a relevant MEC as bicregions”.

1.2. The guideline in Chapter 1 gives detailed guidance on “determining
bioregional boundaries and declaring bicregions”. The guideline, inter alio,
indicates that the boundary could be either a natural or ecological boundary
or a politicel or institutional one". While Section 40(1) of NEM: BA and the
guideline states that the region must contain whole or several nested
ecosystems and must be characterized by its landforms, vegetation cover,
human culture and history”, the guideline makes it clear that:

1.2.1. the “key criterion that should guide the delineation of bicregional
boundaries is the functionality of bicregional plans — the boundaries
should be delineated in a way that makes the plans useful and
effective";

1.2.2. ‘it is important that they follow sensible boundaries from the point of
view of implementing land and resource management”;

1.23. it makes sense for bioregional boundaries to align with administrative
boundaries, such as municipal boundaries”;

1.2.4. ‘“biophysical features or characteristics (such as vegetation groups or
sub-catchments) should be used as a starting point for delineating
bioregions, which must then be matched to the nearest local or district
municipal boundaries”;

1.2.5. “from an administrative perspective a bioregion should preferably be
determined for a metropcelitan municipality or a district municipality™;
and

1.2.6. “only one bioregion should be determined in respect of each local or
metropolitan municipality".

1.3. The guideline also makes it clear that in terms of declaring bicregions and
publishing bioregional plans, priority will be given to areas of the country that
fall within or overlap with the broad bicdiversity areas as identified in the NSBA
2004. The Cape Foristic Region is one of these biodiversity areas.

2. Implications of an approved Bioregional Plan: “not be in conflict with", “alignment”,
“coordination”, “taking into account”, and review

2.1.  Intemns of Section 48(1) of NEM: BA a bicregional plan "may not be in conflict
with", inter alio, a Municipality's integrated development plan [“IDP"] [and
spatial development framework [“SDF"}).

2.2. Section 48(2) continues by stating that a Municipality must “align” its IDP and
SDF with any applicable bioregional plan, incorporate into the IDP and SDF

Page 2 of 5
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2.3.

2.4,

2.5.

2.6.

27.

28

“those provisions of the bicregional plan that specifically apply to it. and
"demonstrate in its plan how the bioregional plan may be implemented by the
Municipality",

The guideline in Chapter 4 gives detailed guidance on "alignment and
coordination of bioregional plans with other relevant plans and planning
processes”. It highlignts that “coordination” is called for “in two different
circumstances”. In the first instance, during the declearation of the bioregion
and the drafting of the bioregional plan (i.e. prior to publishing). In the second
instance, once the bioregional plan has been published, coordination is called
for in that “all future planning by the municipality and other relevant
government departments must take the contents of the bioregional plan into
account".

As dealt with in Chapter 4, but also stated in Chapter 1 of the guideling, the
purpose of a bioregional plan is “to pravide a map of bicdiversity priorities with
accompanying land-use planning and decision-making guidelines, to inform
land-use pianning, environmental assessment and authorisations, and natural
resource management by a range of sectors whose pclicies and decisions
impact on biodiversity™.

The guideline clarifies that a bioregional plan is not itself a multi-sector plan (like
an IDP and SDF) which integrates inputs from many sector, but “rather the
biodiversity sector's inputs into various multi-sectoral planning and authorisation
processes".

The guideline continues by clarifying that after publication of a bicregional
plan the plan becomes “an entrenched part of the planning process and aiso
to some extent forms part of land development approval processes”, and
“should be used to inform environmental assessment and land-use decision-
making".

The same as with an IDP in terms of the Municipal Systems Act (Act No. 32 of
2000) (“MSA"), a bicregional plan must be reviewed "at least" every five years.
In this regard both the provisions of the NEM: BA and the MSA allow for (and in
tact call for) the review to be undertaken as an integroted process. In this
regard, the MSA has always called for alignment and integrafion [section 24,
27, 28, 31 and 32 of the MSA, inter alia, refer). A bioregional plan therefore does
not in fact change what has always been a requirement in ferms of the MSA,
but the bioregional plan does become a key informant of the IDP and in
subsequent decision-making processes (whether land-use management or EIA
decisions).

While Section 35(b) of the MSA reads that an IDP (of which an SDF is a “core
component"”) adopted by Council in terms of the MSA "binds the municipality

Page 3 of 5
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in the exercise of its executive authority", it only “binds" o Municipdality in terms
of the consideration of municipal planning applications tc the extent that “it is
the principle strategic planning instrument which quides and informs all
planning and development, and all decisions with regard to planning,
management and development, in the municipality” (as per subparagraph
“[a"} [emphasis added). In others words an SDF as a core compoenent of an IDP
must be taken into account in considering an application. Based on the merits
of a specific opplication, the Municipality might decide to approve an
application that is not in line with its adopted SDF. Obviously some applications
will have broader consequences and as such it would be advisable to first run
an SDF amendment process (even if in parallel with the development
application in question), but it is not necessary to first amend an SDF prior to
granting approval for an application that deviates from the SDF.

2.9.  From the wording in NEM: BA and the content of the guideline, it is clear that
published bioregional plan, must also be “token into account” when
considering the merits of a specific application. The bicregional plan does,
however, not (pre)decide a development application. A consideration of the
merits of a specific application, taking into account, amongst other relevant
considerations, the content of the bioregional plan, will decide the application.
In this regard, it is also therefore not necessary te first amend a bioregional plan
{or SDF) before deciding to approve an application that is not in line with the
bioregional plan. As highlighted for SDFs above, obviously some applications
will have broader consequences and as such it would be advisable to first run
a bioregional plan (and SDF) amendment process (even if in parallel with the
development application in question).

2.10. An SDF is therefore not subservient to a bioregional plan, and a bicregional
plan is not subservient to a SDF, because they must be aligned with each other.
It is only because bioregional plans were legislated after SDFs, that some
alignment is called for as ¢ transitional provision in that once a bicregional plan
is published the existing SDF should be aligned with if. As highlighted earlier, the
biocregional plan must itself also be aligned with the SDF, and as such an
integrated bicregional plan drafting and SDF amendment process should be
(in fact, must be) followed.

2.11. The fact that only the National Minister or Provincial Minister may amend a
bicregional plan, might seem as a complicating factor, but as highlighted, the
MSA has since 2000 been calling for alignment of municipal planning with plans
of other authorities. A bioregional plan (and an SDF) should, however, nof be
drafted {and in fact, the legisiation does not allow for it to be drafted) in such a
way that rather than guiding and informing, it is overly prescriptive. A
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bioregional plan (and SDF) should not be written in such a way that it would
require an amendment every second month,
2.12. In practice:

2.12.1. both a bioregional plan and SDF must therefore be dligned and this
must be ensured when the bioregional plan is for the first time drafted
by following an integrated bioregional plan drafting and SDF
amendment process;

2.12.2. both the published bioregicnal plan and amended SDF must be
written in such a way that it guides and informs, without reguiring
amendment every second month;

2.12.3. becaouse a bioregional plan and SDF does not have to be amended
before deciding to approve an application that is not in line with the
bioregional plan and SDF, it also allows for the bioregional plan and
SDF to not be amended on an ad hoc basis, but rather annually as
the need arises as part of the annual IDP performance review and
amendment process.

With SANBI being the authority that is primarily responsible for administering the provisions
related to bioregional plans, and with SANBI specifically being tasked by NEM: BA to assist
with alignment, SANBI should be approached for their inputs on the above. With
CapeNature being the conservation authority in the Western Cape, CapeNature's inputs
should also be obtdined.

Kind regards,

PIET VAN ZYL

HEAD OF DEPARTMENT
DATE: |12 .02, 20\>

Copies to: Mr Arne Purves (City of Cape Town) arne purves@capetown.gov.za
Mr Jeft Manuel (SANBI) manuel@sanbi.org.za
Dr Kas Hamman (CapeNature) khamman@capenatue.co.za
Page Sof §
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Appendix 15: CapeNature Letter dated 11/06/2013

v CQ peN ature SCIENTIFIC SERVICES

postal Private Bag X7, Claremont 7735
physical  Kirstenbosch Botanical Gardens
website  www.capenalure.co.za

enquiries Kerry Maree

telephone +27 21 789 8731 fax +27 21 866 1523
email Kmarea@capenature.co.za

date 11 June 2013

Dear Mr, Japie Hugo

Executive Director: Economic, Environmental and Spatial Planning
City of Cape Town

Japie . Hugo@capenature.qov.za

Re: Implications of an approved bioregional plan
Dear Mr. Hugo
We thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this discussion.

We do hawever agree with the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning that
SANBI, as the national authority responsible for administering the Bioregional Plans, should provide
their interpretation on the legislation and how they will complement each other in this specific
instance. We will endeavour to adopt their position,

CapeNature wishes you every success with the finalisation and implementation of this Bioregional
Plan.

Your; incerely

s Ol 0{,
/

’
Dr. Ernst Baard
Director: Biodiversity

The Westem Cape Nature Conservalico Board irades as CapeNature

Board Members: Dr Coln Johnson {Chairparscn), Ms Francina du Bruyn (Vica Chairperson), Mr Mico Ealen, Or Edmund February, Prof
Francois Hasekom. Mr Eduacg Kok, Mr Cad Lotter, Dr Bruce McKenzie, Ms Merle McOmbring-Hedges, Prof Gevin Manavaekit.

Adv Mandia Mdludiu, Mr Danie Nel
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Appendix 16: SANBI Letter dated 09/10/2013

Date: 04 Orlaher 2013
i Referance: BEAVCIO ver 1 fcomment 01
Enguirias: Jeff Manwal jmanusi@eanbiong.zg

Mr. Japie Hugo

The Executive Director

Economic, Environment and Spatial Planning
City of Cape Town

Feremail; JEe hugoicapelown aov. 28

Co Arne Purves (City of Cape Town) ame, puves Ecapalow oy 28
Gerhard Gerber (DEA&DR) Gerhard.gerber@westameape. gov.2a
Kas Hamman {CapeNature) khammani@capsnature, co.za

Dear Mr Hugo,

Re: Clarity reguasted on the implications of an approvad bi ional pla

Your letter of 20 Aprl 2013 relating to section 48 of the NEMBA (henceforth referred to as the alignment
provision'in this letter), and its implication for refers,

In our interpretation of your letter, three questions are raised for SANEIs responss;
1) Whether the GTSDF is legally subsarvient tc an approved Bioregional Plan.
2} Wheather a revision of the CTSDF would first require the revislen of the Bioregionsl Plan and
specifically how a CTSOF revision would impact on & approved Bioregional Plan?
31 Whether land-use decizions that deviate from the CTSDF, including such deviations that requine

amendmants to the CTSDF, must be aligned with the Bioregional Plan.

SANBI's response to the latter is as follows:
1. Wheiher the CTSOF is legally subservient to an approved Bioregional Flan.

SANBI concurs wilh the view of the Provincial Government that an approved Bioregional Plan will
not supersade the CTSOF and that the CTSOF will not supersede an approved Bioregional Plan, &
Biorenional Plan is specifically aimed as informing  mulli-sectoral  planning, and doss not
automatically grant or remove Aghts. A Bioregional Plan, however, does have strong requirements
for alignment in spatial planning, and supports accountability in land-uze dedision making. SANEBI
therefore concurs with the Provincial gevernment that neither a Bioregicnal Plan nor SDF are
subservient to the other, as they have different purposes, SANBI wishes to confirm, however, that
the alignment provisions for Bioregional Plans and SDFs are important.

2. Whaether a revision of the CTSDF wowld first require the revision of the Bloregional Plan and
spacilically how a CTSDF revision would impact on an approved Bloregional Plan?

The slignment provision clearly requires alignment of subsegquent planning instrumerits with the
Bioragional Plan, once published.

In practise, the alignment is best achisved through a joint drafting and ravision process. We agree
with the Provincial Govemment's view fhat revisions to the SDF (and therefore the Bioregional
Plan) should be linked o the annual IDP review and amendment process, given that the S0F iz a
spatial expression of the |IDP, noting that the SDF may not actually require a revision annually.
Should revisions (o the SOF not have neaded to align with a published Bioregicnal Plan it waukd
effectively render useless the Munisipal Systam Act's requirements for alignment and integration

South African National Biodiversily Instituia
Private Bag X101, Pratoria, G001, HSA
2 Cussonia Avenue, Brummera, Pratoria
Tel (017 RA3-5000 » Fax (012 B804-3211 & www sanbi.org

City of Cape Town Bioregional Plan Process and Consultation Report: Appendices



(sections 24, 27, 28, 31 and 32, Act 32 of 2000), as well the alignment provision for Bioregional
Flans.

SANE| therefore submifz that any subseguent ravision to the SDF shoold afign with the
existing Bloregional Plan, but that this iz best achieved through a joint revision.

In aur opinion, there are however justified reasons for cccasional land-use decisions that are
inconsistent with the SOF (and thersfore the Bioregional Plan), We therefare view the differentiation
betwaen revisions and amendments as pertinent to the third guestion:

3. Whether land-use decistons thal deviate from the CTSOFR, inoluding such deviafions that reguira
amegndmeants to the CTS0F, must be aligned with the Bloregional Pian,

The Provingia! Government has indicated that is nol necessary to amend the SOF pror to granting
approval for & development hat deviates from the SDF. Given the separstion bebveen spatial
planning instruments such as the S0OF, and land-uge management instrumants such as structurs
plang and zoning schemes, we concur with Provincial Govemment's assessment and we do not
deam it necessary to amend the Bioreglonal Plap prior to approving a development that
deviates from the BDF. I should be noted, however, that any decision-maker will be reguirad ©
consider the Boregional Plan in the consideration of such applications. In cases where the
development application has such broad potential impscts that it necessitates an amendmant to the
SOF we recommend that the Bioregional Plan be updated simultaneously, but canfinm that tis is not
rexquined,

Given thal a Bioregional Plan is firslly required to align with an existing SDF, we submit that a
Biorsgional Plan should therefare only require reuting, ad-hoc amendrnents if decisions are routinely
taken that are inconsistent with the SOF. The material question, thersfore, relates 1o the inherent
guality of the S0F in guasbon a3 & mulli-sectorsl, integrated planning instrument, and the regularity
with which a municipality issues [and-use decisions that dewiste from its own planning. The
Provincial Govermment's responge, unfortunately, does not provide any indication of the extent to
which ad-hos amendments are discouraged.

In practise, we understand that thers would be instances where short-term factors would
require the Gity to make decigions in cenflict with iis own SDF (and therefore the Bioregional
Plan). Whilst we reaffirm that thiz would not in our opinjon, reguire an amendment to the Bloregional
Plan, we would like to peint out that if this happens roulingly it ean impact the ability to 2lign planning
frameworks during subsequent revisions of the SDF and the review of the Bioregional Plan.

On a final note, SANMBI would like to confirm its support for the publishing of the Bioregional Flan for the City
of Cape Town. We are canfident that the Bioregional Plan supports the aims and objectives of the CTEDF. In
our view, the alignment provision supports consistency and accountability in spatial planning as well as
decision-mzking on individual applications, and that it would not place an onercus incremental decision-
making requirement cn susfainable development

nurs Sincerely,

N

famanda Driver
Director: Biodiversity Palicy

South African National Biodiversity Institube
r.driver@sanbi,org.za
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Appendix 17: Council Minutes 20/08/2014

C|24/08/14

DECLARATION OF THE CAPE TOWN BIOREGION AND
PUBLICATION OF THE CAPE TOWN BIOREGIONAL PLAN IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CHAPTER 3, SECTION 40 (1 - 5) OF
THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT:
BIODIVERSITY ACT 2004 (ACT 10 OF 2004)

Ald M Nieuwoudt, seconded by Clir F Raymond, proposed the
following amendment to the recommendation:

“th) That the City of Cape Town's Bioregion Plan be used as a
guiding plan to facilitate, and not to hinder, development in the City.”

The proposal was duly supported.
RESOLVED that:

(a) the City request the MEC for Environmental Affairs to declare
the city as a bioregion and to publish the Cape Town
Bioregional Plan, as prepared, in accordance with the National
Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act (Act 10 of 2004).

(b) the City of Cape Town's Bioregion Plan be used as a guiding
plan to facilitate, and not to hinder, development in the City.

ACTION : P HOLMES, A PURVES, G BRAND, J HUGO
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Appendix 18: SANBI Letter dated 03/10/2014

SANBI

South African National Biodiversity Institute

RefNo:  ERVWCICOCTA 1 reviewsLpport
Cueras:  s.manylkbegisanbl.ong.za

3 Qctober 2014

The Honourable Mr. Anton Bredell

Minister of Local Govemment, Environmental Affairs and Development Planning
Westem Cape Provincial Govermment

Private Bag x9056

Cape Town

2000

Per email: mam@westerncape.gov.za

Ce: Head of Deparment, Piet van Zyl (pieter vanzy|@pewC gov.2a
Chief Director: Environmental & Land Management, Anthony Bames
anthony.bames@westemcape.gov.za
Chief Director: Environmental Governance, Policy Co-ordination & Planning, Ayub Mohamed
ayub.mohamedi@westerncape.gov.za
Executive Mayor of the City of Cape Town, Patricia de Lille {mayor.mayori@ capetown.gov.za)

For Attention: Minister Anton Bredell
Dear Minister Bredell

Re: Support of the Bioregional Plan Review Panel for the publication of the City of Cape Town
Bioregional Plan

In 2010, The City of Cape Town informed the Western Cape Minister of Environmental Affairs and
Development Planning of its intention to undertake the development of a Bicregional Plan in terms of
sections 40-42 of the Biodiversity Act.’ and requested the Minister to declare the City as a bioregion and to
publish the Bicurezgionﬁl Plan, once completed. The Minister acknowledged and supported this request in
September 2010.

In terms of the Guideline Regarding the Determination of Bioregions and the Preparation and Publication of
Bigregional .t'Z'J'aﬁs,3 the draft Bioregional Plan for any propozed Bioregion must be submitted fo the
Bioregional Plan Review Committes, chaired by SANBI, to consider the technical merits of the draft
Bioregional Plan and whether the Bioregional Flan conforms to the administrative and consultation
requirements. The Bicregional Flan Review Panel may also require changes to the draft Bioregional Flan, or
draw the MinisterfMECs attention to any additional administrative process reguirements.

Dutcome of the Review of the Bioregional Plan

The City of Cape Town submitted the draft Bioregional Flan for the City of Cape Town for review in June
2012. The review panel issued comments and requested changes, to which the City responded in Decemiler
2012, effecting the required changes. Internal administrative quenes and approvals by the City in 2013014
have not required any substantive changes to the draft Bicregional Flan.

' Wational Enwironmental Management: Biodiversity Act (Act 10 of 2004)
* DEASDF letter reference H52

? Guideline Regarding the Determination of Bioregions and the Preparation and Publication of Bioregional Plans, Government Gazette
Mo. 32004, 2002

Pretoia Natonal Botankal Ganden, 2 Cussonla Ave, Brummena 0132 03 Cotober 2014
T.+27 12 343 3200 F. 427 12 843 3275 W waw.sanbl.org
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The review panel confirms that it is satisfied that this draft Bioregional Flan iz technically sound and has met
the reqguirements provided for in the Biodiversity Act and the Guideline.

The review panel considered the following in its assessment of this bicregional plan:

* That systematic biodiversity planning principles and methods were appropriately applied wsing the best
available data;

* That the resulting map of critical biodiversity areas made zense from an ecological point of view;

* That the land-use guidelines wers appropriate from an ecclogical point of view; and

* That the process and consultation report was adequate.

The review panel fully supports the publication of the City of Cape Town Bioregional Plan, and
recommends that the Minister proceed with the process, as set out in sections 99 and 100 of the
Biodiversity Act.

Further Guidance:

In terms of guidance for the publication process, we would like to bring the following to the Minister's
attention:

# In your 2010 confimiation letter, the DEA&DP highlighted public consultation requirements in terms
of the “Process Principle of Drafiing a Plan®™. We trust that DEASDP will provide the required
guidance to the City for meeting your requirements.

* The lack of provigion in Seclions 99 and 100 of the Biodiversity Act for the MEC to conduct a
consultation and public participation process is not consistent with the intention of Section 47(2) of
the Act, and appears to be a drafting error. This should be addressed through amendments to
Sections 99 and 100 in the upcoming process of amending the Biodiversity Act. Until such fime as
the change is effected, The Minister of Environmental Affairs has instituted the following pro-bedure:"

o During the minutes of the Working Group 1 meeting held 26 September 2013 (item 15}, the
Department of Environmental Affairs indicated that it can provide a letter of concurrenee to
provinces to initiate the dewvelopment of Bicregional Plans. It is suggested that DEAEDP
obtain this letter so that the Cape Town Bioregional Plan can be gazetted.

The Guideline requires that SANBI provide a unigue number for each Bicregional plan, and that this must be
published along with the plan. The complete plan (including appendixes and spatial information) will be
accessible through this unigue number at the registry of published plans maintained by SAMNEBI and available
on the BGIS website (hitp/fbgis.sanbiorg). The unigue reference number for this Bioregional Plan is
BPWCICoCTiv.

Yours sincerehy

Amanda Diniver

Director: Biodiversity Policy Advice

South African Mational Biodiversity Institute
m.driverisanbi.org.za

“ See appendix 1
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