




























































































































































































































































































COMMENT AND RESPONSE REPORT-  
FOR THE APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT OF AUTHORISATION FOR THE PROPOSED NORTHERN RESIDENTIAL ESTATE MIXED-USE 
TOWNSHIP ON PORTION OF THE REMAINDER OF PORTION 1 OF THE FARM WATERVAL 5 IR AND ALSO FOR THE APPLICATION FOR 

AMENDMENT OF AUTHORISATION FOR THE PROPOSED BUSINESS TOWNSHIP OF PORTIONS OF THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 1 OF 
THE FARM WATERVAL IR (SECTION 10), JOHANNESBURG METROPOLITAN. 

 
 

Issue Commentator Response 

Your attached application refers. 
 
Please provide a detailed map of the stated wetland area 
and buffer. Please advise whether your client has any 
intentions for the area in questions that necessitates 
removal of the boundary, and if so what are those 
intentions? 
 

Shari de Nobrega 
shari@denobrega.net 
 

Thank you for your response, we have registered you as an 
Interested and/or Affected Party for the proposed LP10 Project. 
 
Please refer to the attached Map. 
 
We will keep you updated regarding the process in the future. 

Please send drawings or link for attached public notice so 
we can see what you are referring to. 

Kevin Gow 
kevin@bmpro.co.za 
 

Thank you for your response, we have registered you as an Interested 
and/or Affected Party for the proposed LP10 Project. 
 
Please refer to the attached map. 

 

Is the EIA report available? 
 

 We are currently in the Public Participation Process; we will notify all 
the registered Interested and/or Affected Parties when there will be 
documents available for review. 

Please note that we act on behalf of EnviroServ Waste 
Management. We undertake land use and environmental 
audits on a monthly basis for the Chloorkop Landfill Site 
situated approximately 2km from your study area. Please 
kindly register us as I&APs. Our details are as follows: 
Name of Company: Pravin Amar Development Planners 
Contact Person: Pravin Amar Singh 
Tel No: 031 201 7510 
Fax No: 031 201 8939 
Email: admin@pravinamar.com 

 

 
Pravin Amar Singh 
Pravin Amar 
Development 
Planners 

admin@pravinamar.co
m 
 

Thank you for your response, can you please refer to the Project 
Name? Please find the attached Notices, which one do you refer to? 



 

As per telephonic conversation: 
Please register us as an I&AP for both the projects, as the 
landfill site we working on is located close to them. 

 Thank you for your response, we have registered Pravin Amar 
Development Planners as an Interested and/or Affected Party for the 
proposed LP1&6 and LP10 Projects. 
 
We will keep you updated regarding the process in the future. 

Thank you for your notification regarding this 
development. In terms of the National Heritage 
Resources Act, no 25 of 1999, heritage resources, 
including archaeological or palaeontological sites over 
100 years old, graves older than 60 years, structures 
older than 60 years are protected. They may not be 
disturbed without a permit from the relevant heritage 
resources authority. This means that prior to development 
it is incumbent on the developer to ensure that a Heritage 
Impact Assessment is done. This must include the 
archaeological component (Phase 1) and any other 
applicable heritage components. Appropriate (Phase 2) 
mitigation, which involves recording, sampling and dating 
sites that are to be destroyed, must be done as required. 
 
The quickest process to follow for the archaeological 
component is to contract an accredited specialist (see the 
web site of the Association of Southern African 
Professional Archaeologist www.asapa.org.za) to provide 
a Phase 1 Archaeological Impact Assessment Report. 
This must be done before any large development takes 
place. The Phase 1 Impact Assessment Report will 
identify the archaeological sites and assess their 
significance. It should also make recommendations (as 
indicated in section 38) about the process to be followed. 
For example, there may need to be a mitigation phase 
(Phase 2) where the specialist will collect or excavate 
material and date the site. At the end of the process the 
heritage authority may giver permission for destruction of 
the sites. 

Andrew Salomon 
Sahra 

asalomon@sahra.org.z
a 
 

Noted. 
 
An RoDs have already been issued for the study area, thus previous 
Heritage Impact Assessments have been done. The current 
amendment application is for the removal of the wetland buffer. 
 
Construction activities have already commenced on the larger study 
area. 
 
It is therefore not considered necessary to conduct a Heritage Impact 
Assessment for this amendment application. 
 
If anything is noted during the construction phase you will be notified 

immediately. 



 
Where bedrock is to be affected, or where there are 
coastal sediments, or marine or river terraces and in 
potentially fossiliferous superficial deposits, a 
Palaeontological Desk Top study must be undertaken to 
assess whether or not the development will impact upon 
palaeontological resources – or at least a letter of 
exemption from a Palaeontologist is needed to indicated 
that this is unnecessary. If the area is deemed sensitive, a 
full Phase 1 Paleontological Impact Assessment will be 
required and if necessary a Phase 2 rescue operation 
might be necessary. Please note that a nationwide fossil 
sensitivity map is now available on SAHRIS to assist with 
this. If the property is very small or disturbed and there is 
no significant site the heritage specialist may choose to 
send a leter to the heritage authority motivating for 
exemption from having to undertake further heritage 
assessments. Any other heritage resources that may be 
impacted such as built structures over 60 years old, sites 
of cultural significance associated with oral histories, 
burial grounds and graves, graves of victims of conflict, 
and cultural landscapes or viewscapes must also be 
assessed. 

After Draft Report Review Process 

Please can you give me an update or status report on the 
LP10 Project. 

Shari de Nobrega 
shari@denobrega.net 
 

We have submitted both draft reports to the local authorities and 
waiting for comments before end of the review period. We are busy 
finalizing the report and will notify you when the final report is 
available for review. Please refer to our website www.bokamoso.net 
under Projects and Useful Links for both draft reports for review. 
 

The above mentioned report received by the Department 
on 13 June 2016 has reference. 
 
The proposal entails change of a holder of Environmental 
Authorization and reduction of a wetland buffer. The 
amendment will trigger Regulation 29, part 1 and 

Teboho Leku 
Teboho.Leku@gauteng
.gov.za 
GDARD 
 

We received comments back from your department on 8 July 2016 
regarding ref no. 006/16-17/E0010 (see attached). Based on the 
comments, it seems GDARD is neutral or in some cases not in favour 
of the relaxation of the wetland buffer. 
 
Please take note that we have not received any comments from 



Regulation 31, part 2 of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations, 2014 on the above mentioned 
site. 
 
 
The Department will like to comment as follows: 
 

A. Alignment of the activity with applicable 
legislation and policies 

 

The report has made provision to accommodate all 
applicable legislation, policies and guidelines. The 
amendment entails to change of a holder of 
Environmental Authorization and reduction of a wetland 
buffer zone which have an impact in terms of the National 
Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998), the National 
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 
1998 as amended). The Gauteng Environmental 
Management Framework, 2015 (GEMF, 2015) identifies 
the proposed site as Environmental Management  Zone 1 
(Urban Development Zone) and Environmental 
management Zone 2 (High Control Zone within urban 
development zone) which is characterized by sensitive 
areas within the urban development zone. 
 
 
 

B. Guidelines GDARD requirements 
 

The proposed site has been identified as a Critical 
Biodiversity Area (CBA) by the Departmental 
Conservation Plan version 3.3 and is characterized by 
sensitive environmental features such as Important Area, 
Orange Listed Plant Habitat, Red Listed Mammals 
Habitat, Primary Vegetation, Threatened Ecosystem 
(Endangered), Buffered Wetland, none Perennial river 
and SANBI Grassland. The relaxation of Buffer is not in 

GDARD with regards to ref no. 006/16-17/E0020. The 30 day period 
for review ended mid-July. 
 
 

Response to comments: 

 

A. We recognise that the study area falls in both zone 1 and zone 2 of 

the Gauteng Environmental Management Framework, 2015 (GEMF, 

2015). However, as discussed in Annexure H: Hydropedology based 

wetland buffer assessment and management report, the wetland has 

been rehabilitated and due to the widening of the channel “the original 

buffer area has been altered significantly in terms of structure and 

functioning”. Thus, “many of the functions assigned to the buffer could 

be performed by the newly established drainage feature”. 

Furthermore, it is stated that the rehabilitated wetland “requires very 

significant and focused storm water planning and intervention for the 

stabilisation of the watercourse as well as prevention of sediment 

generation”. Accordingly, the proposed development within the buffer 

area which falls in Zone 2 should be re-evaluated as the system is 

artificial, the buffer zone is not considered functional and the 

ecological sensitivity of the watercourse should be reassessed. It is 

therefore suggested that only the already rehabilitated wetland should 

be regarded as Zone 2. 

 

B. Please Take Note: The biodiversity aspect of the study area 

was discussed in detail during the site visit on 7 June 2016 

which included Ms. Albertina Setsiba from Biodiversity 

Management Directorate (GDARD). Furthermore, during the 

meeting on 26th of July 2016 Mr. Teboho Leku stated that the 

conservation department must still give detailed comments on 

the draft reports. Up until the finalization of this report, 

Bokamoso has not received detailed comments on either draft 

reports. 



line with the GDARD Requirement for Biodiversity 
Assessment Version 3 dated March 2014. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We recognise that the larger study area falls in a Critical Biodiversity 

Area (CBA), specifically in an Important Area, in Primary Vegetation 

and in a Threatened Ecosystem (Endangered). It should be noted 

that a RoD has already been approved for the larger study area, and 

that the terrestrial habitat is not applicable for the current application 

but only applicable for the reduction of the wetland buffer area. The 

reduction of the wetland buffer area will not have negative impacts on 

the connectivity with the Jukskei River and the rehabilitated wetland is 

still protected, therefore vegetation in the rehabilitated wetland and 

the fauna species that utilise the rehabilitated wetland is not 

compromised. The vegetation in the rehabilitated wetland cannot be 

regarded as primary vegetation and is not part of the mentioned 

Threatened Ecosystem (only applicable to the terrestrial habitat). The 

mention of the SANBI Grassland is irrelevant with regards to the 

reduction of the wetland buffer area. Regarding the Orange Listed 

Plant Habitat, only Hypoxis hemerocallidea was found on site, but not 

in the wetland area (Refer to Annexure M1). Therefore, no Red or 

Orange List plant species were found in the wetland area and is not 

expected to occur as the wetland was rehabilitated recently. It is not 

expected that any Red Listed Mammal species occur in the study 

area (Refer to Annexure M2). Regarding the Buffered Wetland, in 

Annexure H the wetland specialist mentions that a 30m wetland 

buffer is ineffectual and provides the necessary reasons for this.  

The Non-perennial River refers to the rehabilitated wetland on site and 

should be considered as such accordingly. The relaxation of the 

wetland buffer has been thoroughly explained by the relevant 

specialists in Annexure H and Annexure M1-3, including the Storm 

Water Plan (Annexure J). Based on all the specialist findings, there 

are no negative effects associated if the relaxation of the wetland 

buffer is implemented. All the necessary mitigation measures were 

addressed in the draft amendment report. 

 



C. Alternatives 
 

No alternative outlined in the draft amendment as the 
authorization was issued for mixed use township. 
 
 
 
 
 

D. Significant rating of impacts 
 

The identification and assessment of impacts is provided 
in the Draft Amendment application. However the 
relaxation of buffer will lead to the detrimental impact of 
the environment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E. Locality map and layout plans or facility 
illustrations 

 

A legible, A3 facility illustration map with a legend easily 
linked to activity components must be included in the 
Final Amendment. The layout plan must indicated buffer 
zone and the structures that will encroached the wetland 
buffer zone. 
 

F. EMPr 
 

The attached EMPr is noted and appears adequate to 
address impacts that may arise as a result of the 
proposed development. 
 

G. Public Participation process 

C. No alternative was mentioned as a RoD has already been 

approved for the larger study area. The land uses are not amended 

for the current application as it is only for the reduction of the wetland 

buffer. 

Alternatives for rehabilitation were considered (not mentioned in 

report) and the best option based on several specialist inputs was 

implemented. 

 

D. Based on the impacts and proposed mitigation measures, the 

relaxation of the buffer will not have detrimental impacts on the 

environment if the proposed mitigation measures are followed and 

implemented correctly. Erosion, stabilisation and siltation has been 

addressed in the updated wetland report (Annexure H), the previous 

rehabilitation plan already implemented (Annexure G) and is further 

addressed in the amended rehabilitation plan (Annexure O). The only 

other concern is the storm water management which is also 

adequately addressed by the appointed engineer (Annexure J). 

 

E. Find attached a legible locality map and layout plans (Refer to 

Annexure A). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F. We take note of this. (Annexure N) 

 

 

 

 

G. As requested, please find attached the proof of notification and 



 

Public Participation must be undertaken in accordance 
with the EIA Regulations, 2014. The Department of Water 
and Sanitation, City Johannesburg Metropolitan 
Municipality and all other relevant stakeholders affected 
by the proposed development must be notified and proof 
of notification must be attached on the final Amendment. 
 
Proof of correspondence (site notice, newspaper 
advertisement, emai;, fax, delivery etc.) with stakeholders 
must be included in the Final Amendment. Should you be 
unable to submit comments, proof of attempts that were 
made to obtain comments must be submitted to the 
Department. 
 

H. Any other issues noted 
 

• Legible newspaper advert and site notice must be 
included on the Amendment application. 

• The relaxation of wetland buffer zone is not in line 
with the GDARD Requirements for Biodiversity 
Assessments Version 3 dated March 2014. 

• The reduction of wetland buffer will put more 
pressure on the recently rehabilitated 
watercourse and will have a detrimental impact 
on the downstream. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

proof of correspondence with the relevant stakeholders such as the 

Department of Water and Sanitation, and City of Johannesburg 

Metropolitan Municipality. (Refer to Annexure Q). No comments were 

received from The Department of Water and Sanitation (see 

attached proof of correspondence). Attempts have been made to 

obtain comments from the DWS. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H.  

• Find attached a legible newspaper advert and site notice 

(Refer to Annexure Q) 

• Based on the specialist’s findings, the storm water 

management plan and the proposed mitigation measures, 

the relaxation of the wetland buffer is feasible. Please refer to 

Annexures H, J, M, N and O. 

• The wetland report and personal opinion of the wetland 

specialist is not in agreement with the above-mentioned 

statement. The wetland buffer currently does not serve any 

purpose and as stated previously “many of the functions 

assigned to the buffer could be performed by the newly 

established drainage feature”. Furthermore, an adequate 

storm water management plan has been included in the 

report and deals with the additional water pressures on the 

rehabilitated wetland. As requested by GDARD during the 

site visit on 7 June 2016, Dr. Johan van der Waals must 

address the impacts on the wetland downstream. Please 

refer to Annexure H (i) for his professional opinion. The 

engineer has also included additional measures downstream 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Development on the buffer zone will result on the 
increase of soil erosion and flooding. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The request of reducing the buffer will lead to 
unacceptable negative impact to the environment 
because the watercourse is feeding to the 
Jukskei River. 

of the watercourse to deal with the additional water run-off 

(Refer to Annexure J). The engineer stated that these 

additional measures are not required as the upstream 

system is more than capable of dealing with the additional 

run-off and prevent negative impacts on the environment, 

including downstream. The Applicant has already spent 

approx. R22 million on the upstream rehabilitation of the 

watercourse to ensure ecological functioning and prevent 

further degradation of the system. The proposed 

downstream rehabilitation is estimated to be approx. R 1 

million. The Applicant has appointed several highly qualified 

specialists for the rehabilitation of the watercourse both 

upstream and downstream. 

• The Applicant has appointed several highly qualified 

specialists, including a wetland and storm water engineer. 

Both these mentioned specialists have provided their 

personal and integrated recommendations to prevent soil 

erosion and flooding of the watercourse. The rehabilitated 

wetland has already accounted for soil stability and flooding 

(Refer to Annexure G, Annexure H and Annexure O). 

Gabion structures and trees have already been implemented 

regarding stability of the soil. As mentioned above, the 

engineer has accounted for additional water run-off for 

development on the buffer zone. The rehabilitated wetland 

channel is wider than the original watercourse and the 

necessary measures were taken to deal with flood water 

during the raining season. Attenuation ponds have been 

included in the already rehabilitated wetland and will be 

included downstream of the watercourse (Annexure J). 

• The current and proposed rehabilitation work in the 

watercourse prevents soil erosion, flooding and 

sedimentation run-off into the Jukskei River. Siltation traps 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The initial layout plan and the proposed layout 
plan of reduction of buffer must be included in the 
Final Amendment. 

• The declaration of change of holder of 
Environmental Authorization must be signed by 
the initial holder not by the proposed new holder. 

 

and appropriate measures to prevent erosion and flooding 

have been implemented upstream and will be implemented 

downstream. Therefore, the current and proposed 

rehabilitation work and mitigation measures would not be 

detrimental to the Jukskei River. The effects of the 

watercourse downstream are addressed by the wetland 

specialist in Annexure H (i) and by the storm water engineer 

in Annexure J. 

• The initial and proposed layout plan was included in the draft 

report, but a more legible layout plan is included for your 

convenience in the final report (Refer to Annexure A). 

• The initial holder of authorization, Mr. Morné C. Wilken has 

signed the declaration. 

 

Bokamoso to DWS 13 July 2016 
 
As per our telephonic discussion, I would like to follow up on two draft 
amendment reports with ref no. 002/16-17/E0010 and 002/16-
17/E0020 that we submitted on 14 June 2016. The 30 day review 
period ends 15 July 2016. Could you please indicate the relevant 
contact person for these reports so that we receive the DWS 
comments on 15 July 2016. I trust you find the above in order. Please 
contact our office should you require further information. 

 

13 July 2016 
 
Will check if the report have been allocated to any official 
and will get back to you. 
 

Vongani Mhinga 
Mhinga@dws.gov.za 
DWS 

19 July 2016 
 
The email below refers. We have not received any feedback from 
your Department regarding projects with ref no. 006/16-17/E0010 and 
006/16-17/E0020. Please indicate if we will receive anything this 
week as we are submitting the final report soon. 
 
I trust you find that above in order. Please contact our office should 
you require further information. 

 



Can you please send the full title of the reports submitted. 

19 July 2016 Bokamoso to DWS 

Ref No: 006/16-17/E0010: Environmental Authorization Amendment 
Draft Report For Portions of the Remainder of Portion 1 of the Farm 
Waterval 5IR 
Ref No: 006/16-17/E0020: Draft Environmental Authorization 
Amendment Report For the Proposed Mixed-Nodal Development on 
Portions of the Remainder of Portion 1 of the Farm Waterval 5IR. 
See attached acknowledgement of receipt.  

 

 

11 August 2016 The emails below refer. Is your department still going to provide 
comments on both draft reports? We are finalizing both reports for 
submission to the GDARD, and if not received in time we will assume 
that DWS has no comments. Both draft reports were submitted on 14 
June 2016 and the 30 day period for feedback ended on 15 July 
2016. Please indicate of DWS will still provide us with comments 
within the next week.  

I tried calling last week to ask a few questions, but 
perhaps you can answer by email. 
 

1. What is the size difference (in metres) between 
the 30m buffer zone and 1:100 year flood line? 

2. Beside stabilizing for soil erosion, what other 
rehabilitation has taken place? 

3. Following your statement of “what will be lost and 
what will be gained”, have you considered an 
offset for the loss of the wetland? Perhaps 
remediation in one of the nearby watercourses 
(e.g. Jukskei), and/or creating an acceptable 
link/corridor to exiting greenbelts within the 
broader Waterfall development. 

 
At face value it appears the application is motivated 
predominantly by economics and I’m not entirely 
convinced that sufficient solutions have been provided to 
offset the environmental loss, not matter its current 
condition. 

Shari de Nobrega 
shari@denobrega.net 
 

My apologies for the delayed response. Regarding your questions: 
 

1. Still waiting for feedback from the engineer regarding the size 
difference between the 30m buffer zone and 1:100 year flood 
line. 

2. All rehabilitation work already implemented has been 
addressed in Annexure G under section 5. Additional 
rehabilitation work is discussed in Annexure O. Additional 
information from the wetland specialist will be included in the 
final report where the proposed downstream rehabilitation is 
discussed. 

3. The offset for the loss of the wetland is not applicable as 
wetland functions have already been lost historically (as 
mentioned in draft report and the wetland specialist report). 
The wetland buffer currently does not serve any purpose as it 
has been altered significantly in terms of structure and 
function. The wetland specialist further stated in his report 
“many of the functions assigned to the buffer could be 
performed by the newly established drainage feature”. The 
previous watercourse had minimum ecological functioning 



 
I look forward to receiving your input. 

which was unsuitable for fauna species as vegetation was 
washed away due to uncontrolled flooding and eroding of the 
watercourse. Therefore, vegetation has been established in 
the rehabilitated wetland to create suitable habitat for aquatic 
fauna species. The corridor between the rehabilitated wetland 
and the Jukskei River is still in place, thus there is a link 
between all watercourses within the Waterfall development. 

 
I trust you find the above in order. Please contact our office should 
you require further information.  

Your letter and report dated 14 June 2016 refers. 
 
Description of the project: 

The purpose of this Amendment Report is to apply for 
authorization for the removal of the 30m wetland buffer 
zone for already approved townships Jukskei View Ext 4 
which is in the process of being divided into Jukskei View 
Jukskei View Ext. 89, 91 and 92 to the West of the 
wetland area. 
 
Guidelines, by-laws, Precinct Plans and policies: 

The development is in line with the RSDF 2010/11 for 
Region E, Sub Area 10, which states that the objective of 
the sub-area is to release land for development, while 
taking cognizance of environmental sensitivities on the 
property and protect and enhance the environment in this 
Sub Area by taking cognizance of environmental 
sensitivities on the property. After the re-demarcation of 
the COJ Regions the site now falls in Administrative 
Region A. 
 
The application site falls within Environmental 
Management Zone of the GPEMP. 
 
In terms of COJ Biodiversity Sector Plan, the proposed 
site is mapped as Critical Biodiversity Area. This means 
that the site is critical for conservation and management 

Etienne Allers 
EtienneA@joburg.org.z
a 
City of Johannesburg 

7 July 2016 

Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



of biodiversity within the COJ. It is an ecological and 
hydrological sensitive zone which includes hydrological 
systems and Egoli grassland areas that are connectors 
and where appropriate accommodate developments that 
support conservation. 
 
The site is within Wetland Management Zone 1 as 
identified in the draft COJ Wetland Protection and 
Management Plan 2009. The plan identifies this as a 
priority zone for wetland management. In terms of key 
management concerns for Wetland Management Zone 1, 
management of sediments and water quality are both 
identified as key, while pre-emptive engineering is 
advocated whereby sufficient space is maintained for the 
systems to adjust with little active intervention to the 
changes in hydrology so as to ensure that wetland 
management objectives are met. The protection of 
watercourse is crucial. 
 
Evaluation and presentation of mitigation measures: 

The following specialist reports are included in the report: 

• Flora and Fauna Assessment; 

• Hydropedology Based Wetland Buffer 
Assessment and Management Report. 

 
Mitigation measures are proposed for each identified 
environmental impact. The proposed mitigation measures 
are also included in an Environmental Management Plan 
contained in Annexure N and a Rehabilitation and 
Wetland Management Plan contained in Annexure O. 
 
Departmental Comments: 

Although the wetland system has been highly 
compromised through human activities that COJ does not 
support the relaxation of the wetland buffer as it is not in 
line with the COJ Catchment Management Policy, 2009. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bokamoso Response: 

According to the wetland specialist a wetland buffer does not exist for 
this site. Please refer to Annexure H for his full explanation for this. 
This was agreed upon during a meeting with the GDARD on 22 
August 2016. 
 



Should the GDARD decide to relax the buffer the 
following should be taken into consideration: 
 

1. Any development that impacts on the wetland or 
the riparian zone requires a Water Use License 
under Section 21 of the National Water Act. 

2. As much vegetation growth as possible should be 
promoted within the wetland areas in order to 
protect soils, using indigenous vegetation 
species. 

3. Stormwater attenuation structures shall not be 
allowed within wetland buffers. 

4. The design of storm water management systems 
should be based on Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems (SUDS) and Water Sensitive Urban 
Design approaches (WSUDS) which enhance 
natural drainage through permeable surfacing 
and which integrate landscaping with storm water 
in line with best practice storm water 
management. A Stormwater Management Plan is 
subject for approval by JRA prior to the Site 
Development Plan stage. 

5. Management of stormwater will also need to be 
designed in such a manner as to prevent 
negative impacts such as erosion and 
sedimentation, and to ensure environmental 
protection of downstream areas. Such plan would 
be required t meet the following criteria/ 
standards: 

• Peak discharge – no increase in 
discharge for any event of any duration 
up to the 25 year RI event. 

• Volume of runoff – no increase up to the 
annual 10 year rainfall. 

• Runoff frequency – no surface runoff for 
the 1 yr RI event of any duration  

• Water Quality – no deterioration. 

We take note of this. 
 
 
 
 



6. The new Rehabilitation Plan an EMPr which will 
specifically be applicable to the relaxation of the 
30m buffer area and proposed mitigation 
measures must be regarded as supplementary 
documentation to the existing Rehabilitation Plan 
and EMPr which have already been approved 
and implemented in the former authorizations 
which have already been approved and 
implemented in the former authorizations. 

7. All landscaping in common areas and 
streetscaping should use indigenous plants only, 
with preference given to locally indigenous 
species where possible. 

8. A copy of the Record of decision showing 
approval by GDARD must be forwarded to this 
Department. 

9. This Department should be informed of the date 
that construction on site would commence for the 
purpose of compliance monitoring. 

 
  

 
     










