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This section provides an overview of international
conventions and national and provincial policies
that inform the formulation of the Stellenbosch
MSDF and was reviewed in its preparation process.

A review of high level, international “conventions”,
resolutions, or declarations — statements of intent

or commitment often agreed to at international
level with a view to inclusion in national policy
frameworks and inform member country "behavior”
-related fo the management and preservation

of heritage resources, an important theme in
developing a MSDF for SM, is included.

Table 45. Conventions, Resolutions or Declarations

CONVENTIONS,

RESOLUTIONS, OR IMPLICATIONS
_DECLARATIONS _

The Summit recognised cultural diversity as the fourth pillar of sustainable development,
alongside the economic, social and environment pillars.

The celebration of cultural diversity will require the
creation of variety of development opportunities with in

\

(orld

Johannespurag \
Peace, security, stability and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, the Municipal area and particularly its setflements. Such
including the right to development, as well as respect for cultural diversity, are essential | opportunities should include provision for different forms of
for achieving sustainable development and ensuring that sustainable development cultural expression.
benefits all.

The declaration recognizing that the spirit of place is made up of tangible (sites,
~ buildings, landscapes, routes, objects) as well as intangible elements (memories,
. narratives, written documents, festivals, commemorations, rituals, traditional
knowledge, values, textures, colors, odors, etc.), which all significantly contribute to
making place and to giving it spirit.

Heritage resource management has in the past focused
on the legacy of the colonial history, but the creation

of truly integrated and equitable communities in the

Sl " B Municipality will require a broader view of heritage

S ciznisiiel Itis argued that spirit of place is a continuously reconstructed process, which responds | resources, which should include the recognition of

6t Place ‘a—mw.w;mi,.m,_m

Py 1he w

Seslell el (sos i difsl 2 o the needs for change and continuity of communities, and can vary in time and from |intangible resources and cultural diversity.
; one culture to another according to their practices of memory, and that a place can
have several spirits and be shared by different groups.

Inited Nations General

The resolution recognised that culture — of which heritage forms a part —is an essential
component of human development, providing for economic growth and ownership of
development processes.

Ensure that the management of heritage resource also
optimizes its contribution to economic growth.

peveliopm

1. http://www.un-documents.net/aconf199-20.pdf
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Table 44. Conventions, Resolutions or Declarations (cont.)

CONVENTIONS,
RESOLUTIONS, OR IMPLICATIONS
_DECLARATIONS

The management and use of heritage

f The Declaration committed to integrate heritage in the context of sustainable development and to demonstrate that it resources in the municipal area should
“ ' plays a part in social cohesion, well-being, creativity and economic appeal, and is a factor in promoting understanding be aimed at creating opportunities for
between communities. social interaction, rather than ajust a

narrow focus on preservation.

,_ it een : " Towns and urban areas are currently called to undertake the role of organizer for the economy and fo evolve into centers
! S . of economic activity, innovation and culture. Connecting protection to economic and social development, within the
Fraes S BT e ~ context of sustainability, and adaptation of historical towns and urban areas to modern life is a key task. The challenge is to
B : :  increase competitiveness without detracting from main qualities, including identity, integrity, and authenticity, which are the
| basic elements for their being designated cultural heritage and strict prerequisites for their preservation.

' Key principles are:

«  Allinterventions in historic towns and urban areas must respect and refer to their tangible and intangible cultural values. Appropriate development in the

lowarads the ?o._,.na..mv,;.o_,\m_.:rw

R e «  Every infervention in historic towns and urban areas must aim to improve the quality of life of the residents and the municipal settlements, which respects

. and Management or : quality of the environment. historic development patterns and

i : cultural diversity, should inter alia ensure
«  The safeguarding of historic towns must include, as @ mandatory condition, the preservation of fundamental spatial, that further congestion is avoided,

| environmental, social, cultural and economic balances. This requires actions that allow the urban structure to retain and create opportunities for socio-

the original residents and to welcome new arrivals (either as residents or as users of the historic town), as wellasto aid | economic diversity.
development, without causing congestion.

'« Within the context of urban conservation planning, the cultural diversity of the different communities that have
inhabited historic towns over the course of time must be respected and valued.

'« Whenitis necessary to construct new buildings or to adapt existing ones, contemporary architecture must be coherent
with the existing spatial layout in historic towns as in the rest of the urban environment.

« A historic fown should encourage the creation of transport with a light footprint.

3. hitps://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/GA201 1_Declaration_de_Paris_EN_20120109.pdf
4. 32U“\\0._<<_:.mnoﬂ:om.oﬁ\msmiamac=\ﬁ.__mM\<o__m:oNmom::nmU_mmNmomoomeg:&wOmﬁmo_o:@commm._oaﬂ
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Table 47. Conventions, Resolutions or Declarations (cont.)

CONVENTIONS,
RESOLUTIONS, OR

DECLARATIONS

PDelhi Declaration on

ﬂ,mn,:,?.wnm_.w oind Democracy

V\,wa@u‘ ACgenac 101

Sustainable

Biosphnere
¥

FIOGICIE

~ The concept of heritage has widened considerably from monuments, groups of buildings and sites

) ,,‘..»L,_n..m_\..n‘dﬂﬂ._,,

| to include larger and more complex areas, landscapes, settings, and their intangible dimensions,

reflecting a more diverse approach. Heritage belongs to all people; men, women, and children;

 indigenous peoples; ethnic groups; people of different belief systems; and minority groups. It is evident

|in places ancient to modern; rural and urban; the small, every-day and utilitarian; as well as the
monumental and elite. It includes value systems, beliefs, fraditions and lifestyles, together with uses,
customs, practices and traditional knowledge. There are associations and meanings; records, related
places and objects. This is a more people-centred approach.

Key principles are:

. Conserving significance, integrity and authenticity must be fully considered in the management of
heritage resources.

'+ Mutual understanding and tolerance of diverse cultural expressions add to quality of life and social
cohesion. Heritage resources provide an opportunity for learning, impartial interaction and active
engagement, and have the potential to reinforce diverse community bonds and reduce conflicts.

e The culture and dynamics of heritage and heritage places are primary resources for attracting
creative industries, businesses, inhabitants and visitors, and foster economic growth and prosperity.

IMPLICATIONS

The large variety of heritage resources of the SM, ranging
from individual buildings to landscapes, should be used fo
attract economic growth and spreading prosperity to its
inhabitants.

The 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development was
adopted by world leaders in September 2015. Over a period of fifteen years, with these new Goals
that universally apply to all, countries will mobilize efforts to end all forms of poverty, fight inequalities
and tackle climate change, while ensuring that-no one is left behind. The goals recognize that ending
poverty must go hand-in-hand with strategies that build economic growth and addresses a range

of social needs including education, health, social protection, and job opportunities, while tfackling
climate change and environmental protection.

Spatial planning aimed at building economic growth
while tackling social need and environmental protection.
Arguably, these concerns are incorporated in the National
Development Plan, SPLUMA, and so on.

MaB is an intergovernmental scientific programme, launched in 1971 by UNESCO, that aims to establish
a scientific basis for the improvement of relationships between people and their environments. The
| programme's work engages fully with the international development agenda—specially with the
Sustainable Development Goals and the Post 2015 Development Agenda—and addresses challenges
linked to scientific, environmental, societal and development issues in diverse ecosystems.

The Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve has been included
in the World Network of Biosphere Reserves established
under the programme and incorporates a number of
World Heritage Sites that are included in the Stellenbosch
municipal area. It is a

area of extraordinary value globally. It implies specific
responsibilities on the SM for managing assets and resources
in its area of jurisdiction.

5. hitps://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/GA201 7_Delhi-Declaration_20180117_EN.pdf
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Table 48. Policies

POLICY
zo:o:o.__

The National Development Plan 2030 (NDP) sets out an integrated strategy for accelerating growth, eliminating poverty and
reducing inequality by 2030.

The following aspects of the NDP fall within the competencies of local government:

The transformation of human settlements and the national space economy with targets that include more people living
closer to their places of work; better quality public transport; and more jobs in proximity to townships. Actions to be taken
include desisting from further housing development in marginal places, increasing urban densities and improving the location
of housing, improving public fransport, incentivising economic opportunities in highly populated townships and engaging the
private sector in the gap housing market.

Building an inclusive rural economy by inter alia improving infrastructure and service delivery, and investing in social services
and tourism.

Investment in economic infrastructure including the roll out of fibre- optic networks in municipalities.

Improving education and training, through inter alia a focus on expanding early childhood development (ECD) and further
education and training (FET) facilities.

Building of safer communities and although not explicitly noted in the NDP, actions should include improving safety through
sound urban design and investment in the public realm.

Building environmental sustainability and resilience with a strong focus on protecting the natural environment and enhancing
resilience of people and the environment to climate change. Actions include an equitable transition to a low- carbon
economy (which would inter alia imply making settlements more efficient) and regulating land use to ensure conservation
and restoration of protected areas. (National Planning Commission, 2012).

IMPLICATIONS

The strong focus on action in the NDP is

an indication that planning at the local
government level should go beyond the
preparation of a spatial plan, but actively
pursue investment in strategic services and
locations to grow the local economy and
address inequality.

National

Intrastructure Plan

The NIP intends to transform South Africa’s economic landscape while simultaneously creating significant numbers of new
jobs, and to strengthen the delivery of basic services. The Cabinet-established Presidential Infrastructure Coordinating
Committee (PICC) identified 18 strategic integrated projects (SIPS) to give effect to the plan.

SIP 7 of the NIP entails the “Integrated urban space and public transport programme™. The intent with SIP 7 is fo coordinate
the planning and implementation of public transport, human settlement, economic and social infrastructure and location
decisions into sustainable urban settlements connected by densified transport corridors. A key concern related to integrating
urban space is the upgrading and formalisation of existing informal settlements.

The Stellenbosch SDF is the ideal

vehicle to coordinate the planning and
implementation of investment that realize
the vision of integrated settlements
structured around densified transport
corridors.

NeTWOoIK

The Urban Network Strategy (UNS) is the spatial approach adopted by the National Treasury to maximise the impact of public
investment — through coordinated public intervention in defined spatial locations — on the spatial structure and form of cities.

The Urban Network is based on the recognition that urban areas are structured by a primary network and secondary
networks. At the primary network level (or city scale), the strategy proposes the identification of a limited number of
significant urban nodes that include both traditional centres of economic activity (such as the existing CBD) and new "urban
hubs" located within each township or cluster of townships. It also emphasizes the importance of connectivity between
nodes, through the provision of rapid and cost effective public transport on the primary network and the delineation of
activity corridors for future densification and infill development adjacent to the public transport routes. At the secondary
network level, the strategy proposes strengthening connectivity between smaller township centres and identified urban hubs.

The systems thinking that underpins the
strategy should inform the SDF at the level
of the municipal are, i.e. considering the
role of settlements, as well as the level

of the individual settlements, so as to
improve access to economic opportunities
and support economic growth through
clustering and densification.

6. https://www.google.com/search2client=safari&ris=en&q=national+development+plan+chapter+8&ie=UTF-88.0e=UTF-8
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Table 49. Policies (cont.)

POLICY
ﬂzozo:o_

IMPLICATIONS

»  The NPTS provides guidance to all three spheres of government on dealing with the public fransport challenges in an The SDF will have to include the

infegrated, aligned, coordinated manner. identification and implementation of public
fransport networks and systems as a critical
component of sustainable and integrated
settlement development.

'« The NPTS has two key thrusts: accelerated modal upgrading, which seeks to provide for new, more efficient, universally
accessible, and safe public transport vehicles and skilled operators; and integrated rapid public transport networks (IRPTN),
which seeks to develop and optimise integrated public fransport solutions.

»  The framework identifies five strategic goals: create opportunities for growth and jobs, improve education outcomes and

opportunities for youth development, increase wellness, safety and tackle social ills, enable a resilient, sustainable, quality In addition to the directives for spatial
and inclusive environment living environment, and embed good governance and integrated service delivery through planning set out in this policy, the focus on
partnerships and spatial alignment. partnerships and the role of government

fegic and policy.

in realizing sustainable development (e.g.
release of well-located public land) should
inform the implementation plan for the SDF.

»  Key focus areas include providing more reliable and affordable public transport with better coordination across

e municipalities and between different modes of transport, increasing investment in public transport and resolving existing
U177 public fransport policy issues includes attracting private sector investment, extending bus services, refurbishing commuter
trains, and well-located land release.

[FTaMmMeworKk

'+ Project Khulisa is the economic strategy of the Western Cape Government. The strategy focuses on productive and enabling The agri-processing and fourism sectors are
5 : ! sectors that contribute to the region's competitive advantage and/or having the potential to be catalytic in growing the important sectors in the local economy
Project Khulisa economy. and the SDF should include strategies to
. . . . . . . ; promote these sectors to grow and to be
«  The three priority sectors identified are: agri-processing, tourism, and oil and gas services. mutually supportive.

+  The WCIF aims to align the planning, delivery and management of infrastructure provided by all stakeholders (national,
provincial and local governments, parastatals and the private sector) for the period to 2040.

IinCape »  The WCIF prioritises “infrastructure-led growth" as a driver of growth and employment in the region. The focus on infrastructure investment of the
WCIF is another pointer to the importance
of an implementation driven SDF to achieve
spatial transformation.

. ~ * A mdjorconcern is the financial gap for municipal providers of infrastructure: municipalities have a central role to play in
(WLCIF), | providing socially important services and creating a platform for economic development, but their limited access to capital
2013 is a major constraint.

FIamews

»  The WWCIF emphasizes that public and social services facility allocations must be aligned with infrastructure investment
plans, growth areas and future development projects, and not planned in isolation.

This framework points to the importance

A e The "“Green is Smart" Strategic Framework positions the Western Cape as the leading green economic hub in Africa. The of understanding the impacts of climate
, See) framework outlines the risks o the Province posed by climate change, as well as the economic opportunity presented by a | change on physical development and the
g ALy paradigm shift in infrastructure provision. local economy and also of ensuring the
Sirategic SDF is action-orientated, i.e. results in the
fcrean MERLS framework focuses on six strategic objectives: become the lowest carbon Province, increase usage of low-carbon implementation of strategies that will build
: mobility, a diversified, climate-resilient agricultural sector and expanded value chain, a market leader in resilient, livable and | resilience and facilitate economic growth
smart built environment, high growth of green industries and services, and secure ecosystem infrastructure. in the face of environmental and resource
challenges.

e OneCape 2040 aims to direct a transition to a more inclusive society, through economic and social development, resulting in

a more resilient economy.
e . . . : ; This strategy provides some content to
+  OneCape2040 seeks transition in several key areas to realise the vision of the Western Cape becoming a highly skilled, the Stellenbosch Municipality’s goal to

innovation-driven, resource-efficient, connected, high-opportunity and collaborative society. atiract and foster innovation as a driver
of economic growth, through its focus on
creating conducive environments.

gnetape

»  Key transitions focus on “cultural”, where communities should be socially inclusive; and “settlement"” where neighbourhoods
and towns should be quality environments, highly accessible in terms of public services and opportunities.

e The spatial focus is “connection" and "concentration”.
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Table 50. Policies (cont.)

POLICY

IMPLICATIONS

«  The PSDF sets out to put in place a coherent framework for the province's urban and rural areas that gives spatial expression Alignment of the Stellenbosch SDF with this

to the national (i.e. NDP) and provincial development agendas and communicates government's spatial development plan is not only a legal requirement but
intentions to the private sector and civil society. a strategic imperative to ensure that the
Municipality optimises provincial support
«  The PSDF is driven by three major themes, namely growing the economy, using infrastructure investment to effect change, for its development agenda. The key focus
! and ensuring the sustainable use of the provincial resource base. The policies and strategies that flow from these themes areas are all of particular relevance to the
focus on strategic investment in the space economy, settlement restructuring and the protecting the natural and cultural Stellenbosch Municipality and its network of
resource base. seftlements.

This study should underpin the identification

«  The primary objective of the GPS was to determine the growth potential of settlements outside the City of Cape Town of a clear settlement network, where
in terms of potential future economic, population and physical growth. The analysis of growth potential is based on two the roles and resultant development
fundamental and related concepts: inherent preconditions for growth and innovation potential. Five thematic indexes imperatives for each settlement is clearly

formed the basis for modelling the growth preconditions and innovation potential within each settlement and municipality. articulated as an important structuring
element of the MSDF.

The plan identifies various projects to be
included in SM's service delivery agenda,

«  The Cape Winelands District Rural Development Plan and Cape Winelands DM Agri-Park will be a catalyst for rural economic including the feasibility of Stellenbosch

development/ industrialisation ensuring development and growth in order to improve the lives of all communities in the 360 sub routes, “Dine with Locals” project,

clstet. Pursuing mixed use in TechnoPark, the
f A ne Halaal Industrial Park, and public Wi-fi.

% 3:vn\\iéi.imﬂmﬂ:noUm.@OSNu\moQU\m:mm\a&oc_"\m_mM\im&oS.no_um.U_oS:n.o_.mUo:o_.Qw<m_o_03mB:i_dBmio:n.aan.ﬂovno_.:w:mala.v%
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The Draft MSDF was advertised for public
comment during March 2019, and again during
May 2019. Comments received during both
rounds are summarised in Tables 51 and 52.
Several observations can be made related to the
comments received, addressed under themes in
the paragraphs below.

Urban edges

The overwhelming majority of comments received
relate to urban edges. On the one hand, there

are requests for the extension of urban edges,

and mostly the extension of urban edges into

land currently reserved for agricultural purposes.

On the other, there are objections to smallish
extensions of urban edges to include infill residential
development —in a way rounding off current edges
in places where services exist — and providing more
opportunity for housing adjacent to existing urban
development .

The requests for urban edge amendments —
mostly submitted via town planning consultants
representing private landowners of agricultural
land —is extensive. A more detailed analysis of
these requests, based on comments received in
response to the Draft MSDF (and also including an
analysis of comments received on the previous
MSDF) is summarised in the map forming part of
this appendix (Diagram 1). Some 1 375ha of land
is involved, a land area almost comparable o the
size of Stellenbosch town.

It is a serious issue. If accepted, all requests for
urban edge expansions will result in the large

scale loss of valuable agricultural land and
associated opportunity. Furthermore, it will disperse
development energy to the extent where national,
provincial, and local settlement development

and management policy objectives aimed at the
compaction of urban settlements (and associated
benefits) will probably never be achieved.

Should the policy position to contfain the lateral
sprawl of settlements be valued, it appears

to be very important to take a tough stance
now in decision-making related to settlement
development. The continued dispersal of
development energy — focused on ad hoc
development of peripheral land - will in alll
likelihood render achieving more compact
settlements unachievable. At the same time, the
loss of agricultural land and nature assets is likely
to have serious consequences on future livelihood
sustainability.

The MSDF simply asks decision-makers to enable an
opportunity o achieve agreed policy objectives.
Hold urban edges for now as far as possible to
enable compaction and more efficient settlement
development to take place. This position is not
negligent of various concerns and issues related to
agricultural activity, including that of safeguarding
agricultural assets from theft where farms adjoin
urban development, issues related to land
redistribution, and so on. Also, it is understood that
compacting settlements is a fough task. Associated
land is often expensive, there are issues of adjoining
activity and “rights” to be considered, the need for
partnering between land owners, and reconfiguring
existing infrastructure (as opposed to designing
things “anew"). It is not the development approach
that we have become accustomed to. Albeit

it is easy to frame a policy of compaction and
curtailing sprawl; implementation is fough and not
the norm. Yet the MSDF has identified a significant
alternative: the Adam Tas Corridor initiative. The
project provides the opportunity to fundamentally
restructure Stellenbosch town — benefitting large
numbers of people. However, it will only succeed

if tight urban edges are maintained in parallel to
rolling out the project. In the case of Klapmuts, the
development of Farm 736/RE will unlock land and
infrastructure development for which municipal
funding does noft exist. In this settlement, as in

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / Approved by Councit on 11 Novembe

Stellenbosch, it is important o realise development
potential in an orderly manner. Widespread

urban edge expansion and allocation of rights in
response to a policy position recognising the growth
potential of Klapmuts may undermine initiatives for
which bankable business plans and development
programmes exist.

The second issue relates to public reaction to

land identification initiatives to extend residential
opportunity adjacent to existing residential

areas on the urban edge, rounding off existing
urban edges, and often involving public land.
Clearly, if settlements are to be compacted, and
residential opportunity to be extended within
existing settlements, every opportunity needs to be
explored to do so. However, residents in established
communities adjacent to such land appear to

fear the implications of further development. It is
perceived that the quality of neighbourhoods will
diminish, property values be impacted upon, and
so on. Again, these fears are real, and should not
ignored or be taken lightly.

Infill development is a necessity fo achieve
compact, more efficient settlements and maintain
assets of nature and agriculture. The key appears
to be the processes followed in enabling infill
development. Open processes should be followed
— as prescribed in legislation — where the concerns
of existing residents are heard, respected, and
incorporated in planning. At the same time, existing
residents need to recognise that others have needs,
and fulflment of these needs lie at the heart of
sustaining livelihood opportunity and well-being for
settlements as a whole.

Finally, it appears that there is a view that the
inclusion of land within urban edges is a “right

to develop” and first step to acquire "higher”
development rights. It is as if many have little regard
for the overall principles of the MSDF (or that of its
higher level statutory and normative context as
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Total area of urban edge expansions proposed
since 2017: 1375 hectares
(relative to 2019 Draft Urban Edges):

Total area of urban edge exclusions proposed
since 2017: 233 hectares

.\..x.. E Urban edge expansion requested 2019

,. Urban edge expansion requested pre-2019
: Urban edge exclusion requested 2019
Urban edge exclusion requested pre-2019
D 2019 SDF Proposed Urban Edges
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! 1 Council-approved Urban Edges

Urban Edge proposed in Klapmuts LSDF

{7 Municipal boundary

Proposed urban edge expansions and exclusions
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outlined in SPLUMA and related national,
provincial, and local policy). Inclusion in the
urban edge has become a "guarantee”

to development rights. The MSDF process
has primarily become a discussion of

urban edges — what is in and what not — as
opposed to organising activities in space in
a manner which serves the public good.

An urban edge is a planning instrument
employed to direct and manage

the growth of an urban area towards
achieving stated objectives. It should not
be seen as giving rise to development
rights, or as a means to circumvent or
underplay appropriate environmental,
infrastructural, and planning investigations.
Urban edges could be adjusted, if it is
proved that this would result in benefit to
the overall settlement and community in
multi-dimensional ways. If a developer or
project initiator believes — and can prove
— that a development proposal will be
aligned to or benefit stated and agreed
national, provincial, and local settlement
development and management
objectives, it should matter little whether
the proposal is located outside the urban
edge.

Urban edges are also employed to ensure
development in a planned manner

for the settlement as a whole. Both the
Municipality and private land owners

and developers are provided with some
certainty as to the preferred focus of
development for a planning period. In

the case of SM, this focus is to compact
settlements as far as possible.

Klapmuts

The MSDF, aligned with higher level
setflement development policy, identifies
Klapmuts as a place with significant
development opportunity. A previous



study — aimed at establishing Klapmuts as a “special
economic development area” — has created high
expectations among land owners, and numerous
requests for urban edge adjustments.

It is not the purpose of the MSDF to prepare a LSDF
for Klapmuts. Rather, the MSDF sets out to identify
the overall role of and core principles for the future
development and management of Klapmuts.

The MSDF expresses concern about the extent

of development projected through the previous
study for both Klapmuts south and north (in the
case of the north, DM commissioned a LSDF for the
area east of Farm 736/RE). In many cases, there
appears to be limited evidence of "bankable”
business cases for the extent of development
proposed. The MSDF therefor cautions against
extensive adjustments beyond the current urban
edge. The focus should rather be on supporting
the implementation of projects achievable over
the planning period, and careful further phasing
of future development based on bankable
development proposals.

Farm worker housing

The provision of farm worker housing is a key issue. A
number of proposed farm worker housing initiatives
are under preparation, including proposals at
Meerlust, Koelenhof, and De Novo. The Municipality
supports initiatives to provide farm worker housing/
agri-vilages. A key issue is whether or not this form
of housing should be delineated by an urban edge.
The Municipality is of the view that farm worker
housing does not necessarily require inclusion

within urban edges. It can occur within the rural
landscape. This discussion — whether or not to
include farm worker housing within urban edges

- should not impede the provision of farm worker
housing in any way.

The Stellenbosch Northern Exiension

A number of comments relate to the delineation
of the northern edge or Stellenbosch town in the
vicinity of Kayamandi. The proposed northern edge

has been adjusted in discussion with municipal
housing officials. Given the slope of land north

of Kayamandi, it is suggested that this edge be
determined in detail based on detailed studies
associated with specific development proposals.
The current proposal suggests some extension north
of Kayamandi, as opposed to unimpeded northern
growth following the R304.

The Adam Tas Corridor initiative

The Adam Tas Corridor initiative received broad
support in deliberations about the MSDF. It is a
critical initiative, indicating how many national,
provincial, and local policy objectives —including
compacting settlements and containing sprawl —
can be achieved in Stellenbosch town.

Achieving the potential of the project will not

be easy, and will require partnering, institutional,
and procedural arrangements beyond the norm
for development in South Africa. Nevertheless,
considerable progress has been made on the
project, in parallel with developing the MSDF. It is
an opportunity to restructure Stellenbosch town in
a manner which serves many diverse needs, and
will receive considerable focus during the 2019/ 20
business year as part of the MSDF implementation
framework.

Droé Dyke

The MSDF identifies the Droé Dyke area as ideally
situated to address housing needs in Stellenbosch
in a manner which serves national, provincial,
and local settlement management objectives.
Objections have been received stating that this
land is used for agricultural research purposes and
could not be considered for development.

Notwithstanding these objections, the MSDF
maintains that the area is ideal for housing
development, supports associated policy directives,
and form an integral part of the Adam Tas Corridor
initiative. The Municipality has approached the
HDA to assist in unlocking the land (owned by
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the National Department of Public Works). In this
process, issues of current use will be addressed.

Van der Stel Sports Grounds

Some concern has been expressed related to the
possible future development of the Van der Stel
Sports complex. Redevelopment of the site could
contribute significantly to restructuring Stellenbosch
town. However, should the Van Der Stel complex
be considered for development (as part of the
ATC initiative) sufficient green space should be
safeguarded, as well as public access to sport
opportunity and associated facilities.

TechnoPark

In terms of the MSDF, TechnoPark should be
developed and promoted to become an even
more specialised zone for technological inventions
and a hub for specialised business. Ideally, all
stakeholders should work together to create

an environment where the special purpose of
TechnoPark can be developed to its full potential.

“Relief”, link, and by-pass roads

Considerable public debate in Stellenbosch has
focused on the possible construction of relief, link,
or by-pass roads. This is a response fo increasing
traffic congestion experienced at particular times
on specific routes in and around Stellenbosch town.
The MSDF maintains that a precautionary approach
is required towards major road construction in and
around Stellenbosch. Ideally, significantly more
opportunity should be made for ordinary workers
and students to live within Stellenbosch, in that way
relieving existing roads of commuters. At the same
time, the University, large corporations, and the
Municipality should proactively work together to
infroduce traffic demand management measures,
supported by the provision of NMT infrastructure
and associated systems.
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Table 51. Summary table of first round comments received as well as associated responses

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The submission motivates the need and desirability to amend the urban edge to include
the proposed residential developments of farms Amalinda 82/5 and Sunset Vineyard 82/17
in Stellenbosch north. The land is currently zoned for agricultural use.

The proposed development is to comprise mixed use, including medium, high, and limited
single residential accommodation. An access controlled gated community and security
environment is proposed, with the open space system linking with the surrounding open
space. A section of agricultural use is proposed.

It is argued that the 189 flats proposed within the development will contribute towards the
20 000 housing backlog across all sectors. The development will support the western by-
pass and provide low skill work opportunities over the short and longer term.

The MSDF has called for private sector support in meeting development objectives .

The farms are currently used for minor agricultural purposes and proved unsuccessful for
the past 15 years.

The developer will assist in financial and infrastructural challenges faced by the
Municipality.

Urban edge in
Stellenbosch north,
private mixed use
residential development

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The development, located on
the northern urban edge of
Stellenbosch town, is not supported
at this stage.

The MSDF sets out to actively
curtail sprawl of Stellenbosch town
over the planning period.

The MSDF maintains that sufficient
land exists within the urban edge
for the type of development
envisaged.

Welgevonden Road represents a
natural northern urban edge to
Stellenbosch.

ZEVDEVCO PROPERTY
DEVELOPERS

COLIN STEVENSON ON BEHALF
OF R44 FARMS (PTY) LTD

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 16 APRIL
2019

The submission is made on behalf of R44 Farms (Pty) Ltd, the owners of portion 40 of the
Farm Bronkhorst 748, situated in Klapmuts on the corner of the R44 and R45 (Simondium
Road).

Despite having registered as an interested and affected party, they were not notified of
the draft MSDF being available for comment.

Portion 40 of 748 is demarcated as “Urban Agriculiure Area Retained". This is in conflict
with various development approvals and past policies and was discussed with municipal
officials who acknowledged that such allocation/ demarcation was in error and
confirmed that the error would be rectified in the final draft for council approval.

The list of letters of approval from state departments are enlisted in their letter.

There would appear to be greater interest in the Distell development on REM Farm 736
located in the Drakenstein Municipality area, despite Klapmuts having been identified as
a significant economic node in terms of regional and local planning.

Urban edge in Klapmuts

The description has been
amended.

ANTON LOTZ TOWN AND
REGIONAL PLANNING, ON
BEHALF OF STELLENBOSCH
WINE COUNTRY ESTATE (PTY)
' LTD, THE OWNERS OF FARMS
742/5 AND 1515

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 16 APRIL
2019

°

The submission argues for greater alignment between the MSDF and previous work
exploring the feasibility of Klapmuts as a "special development area".

The proposed urban edge alignment does not afford Klapmuts South the opportunity to
exploit good intra and inter regional logistic networks as a special development area.

The MSDF cannot expect Klapmuts to grow as a regional node while maintaining its urban
edge as if it is a rural town.

The MSDF needs to determine an urban edge and champion a range of potential uses
that can facilitate the growth of a variety of sectors in line with the area's investment
potential.

Extent of the Klapmuts
development area and
urban edge delineation

The Klapmuts urban edge has
been adjusted to indicate
agreements with the University of
Stellenbosch.

Should further development
proposals be submitted —
supported by relevant studies
and market support — and found
appropriate by the Municipality
through associated processes,

a motivation for the further
adjustment of the urban edge
further could be considered as
part of the proposal.

@ Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / Approved |
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SUBMISSION KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

An additional submission following the one dated 16 April 2019. Extent of the Klapmuts | The Klapmuts urban edge has
* The mcUBRmﬂo: oo__m.ﬁoﬁ a more liberal approach in .Em::?im the ﬂo,Qom:o_ boundaries of wﬂ%%%&om:mm_mmm%mﬂ me%mwsam_ﬂﬂm&%% *__”,M _mmmﬁ\mma:v\ of
land units included in the urban edge of Klapmuts in order to maximise the benefits of the Stellenbosch
Stellenbosch Bridge Innovation Precinct for the community of Klapmuts. '
 As per their previous comments and arguments, it is maintained that the Klapmuts s Qm<m._003|m3
. . L ; proposals be submitted
Special Development Area Economic Feasibility Study completed in 2017/2018 should be supported by relevant studies
incorporated into the MSDF's proposals for Klapmuts. On the western edge of Klapmuts and market support — and found
the proposed Klapmuts Zoning Framework incorporated the entire Farm 742/5 as well as appropriate by the Municipality
portions of farms 1515 and Farm 742/RE. through associated processes,
' ANTON LOTZ TOWN AND + The project economist involved in the Stellenbosch Bridge Innovation Precinct (in which a motivation for the further
- REGIONAL PLANNING, Stellenbosch University is a participant and stakeholder), has identified a variety of growth adjustment of the urban edge
- STELLENBOSCH WINE sectors that will benefit from and contribute to the growth of the innovation precinct further could be considered as
S _n_u,_oq.uqu ESTATE (ADDITIONAL |  41y6ygh clustering in this location. This potential is endorsed by WESGRO. part of the proposal.
Sirzyen] < Given the fime-frame of the MSDF and the importance that this document has in guiding
§ At decision-making and investment decisions, it is argued that the MSDF should play a
b e | EMAIL SUBMISSION: 29 APRIL %B.C_QOJ\ role, boosting investor OO%Qm:.nm in _A_QUBC.? S*mﬁo_mo ~;:o.cmj providing for a
R 2019 significant growth and development area linked to the innovation precinct.
» This will prevent energy being lost in having to motivate for amendments of urban edges
should the high-road scenario of Klapmuts be achieved and many sectors and industry
role players cluster within the innovation precinct.
« A more generous western urban edge will not negatively affect the compactness and
density of Klapmuts, as the area is adjacent to the built-up area, the location of existing
services networks and service network linkages, and the process requirements to activate
w land use rights from the additional land portions.
” » The proposal will ensure a logical progression of development from the existing town
5 westwards. .
e The submission is made on behalf of the Klapmuts Community, Arra Wines, Anura, * The Klapmuts urban edge has
Stellenbosch Wine Country Estate, Braemar, Duvelop, Backsberg, and Klapmuts Small been adjusted to indicate
Business. agreements with the University of
« As per previous comments and arguments, it is maintained that the Klapmuts Special SIS
JC ANTHONY ON BEHALF OF Development Area Economic Feasibility Study completed in 2017/2018 {and its proposed + Should further development
THE KLAPMUTS COMMUNITY zoning framework) should be incorporated into the MSDF's proposals for Klapmuts. proposals be submitted —
(N supported by relevant studies
5 | and market support — and found
- EMAIL SUBMISSION: 23 APRIL appropriate by the Municipality
12019 through associated processes,
| a motivation for the further
adjustment of the urban edge
further could be considered as
part of the proposal.
« Wesgro supports the proposed Innovation and Educational Precinct central to the “"Smart | Support for sector e Synergy and information sharing
City" in Klapmuts (in partnership with Stellenbosch University). based and cluster between various projects planned
WESGRO : . . approach to a “Smart for the Klapmuts area is supported.
! » Wesgro also encourages synergies between the Distell development and Smart City and City" at Klapmuts
’ the sharing of information on a regular basis as work proceeds, so as fo ensure that various
HAND DELIVERED: 2 MAY 2019 networks are informed of progress with the developmenis and associated programmes.

r Councilon 11
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SUBMISSION

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Klapmuts urban

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The Klapmuts urban edge has

STELLENBOSCH WINE &
- COUNTRY ESTATE

- EMAIL SUBMISSION: DATED, 23

APRIL 2019

Stellenbosch Wine and Country Estate donated 30Ha of land to Stellenbosch University,
The Estate used the Special Development Area Plan for Klapmuts as the basis for the
formal MOU with Stellenbosch University.

However, this plan was not taken into consideration in the drawing up of the MSDF.

edge in support
of land donation
to the University of
Stellenbosch

been adjusted to indicate
agreements with the University of
Stellenbosch.

Should further development
proposals be submitted —
supported by relevant studies
and market support —and found
appropriate by the Municipality
through associated processes,

a motivation for the further
adjustment of the urban edge
further could be considered as
part of the proposal.

~ VREDENHEIM PARK (PTY) LTD

| MS ELZABE BEZUIDENHOUT

- HAND DELIVERED: 23 APRIL

2019

The submission argues for the inclusion of 40ha of the Vredenheim property at Viottenburg
north of Baden Powell incorporated into the 2019 MSDF as an urban area earmarked for
a walkable node focussed on agri-industiral development together with tourism facilities
and attractions.

It is maintained that such a development will better utilise the natural assets of the area in
proximity to existing subsidy housing, functioning public transport facilities, and municipal
services infrastructure.

A viable agri-industrial park requires at least 40ha of land, of which 20ha is already
included in the Vlottenburg urban development node to the North of Baden Powell Drive.
Thus, the proposal requires a minor amendment of the existing approved and proposed
urban edge.

Vlottenburg is identified as a nodal development area in the MSDF, and the proposed
development could benefit future development of the public transport system envisaged
for the Adam Tas Corridor.

As opposed to concentration of development at Klapmuts only, the proposed
development will assist in less traffic congestion along the Adam Tas Corridor.

Proposed agri-
industrial and tourism
development at
Vlottenburg

The MSDF envisages Vlottenburg

as a future settlement node,
comprising a balanced community
with inclusive residential
opportunity and ready access to
public fransport.

The agri-industrial and tourism
development proposal deviates
substantially from the core
principles of the MSDF and s likely
to predominantly attract private
vehicles.

Procedurally, rather than adjusting
the MSDF based on an inifial
concept, it would be appropriate
for the initiators of the proposal

to package their proposal fully
and enter into discussions with the
Municipality.

~ TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
DEVONVALE GOLF AND WINE
ESTATE

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 18 APRIL
2019

The DGWE has been present on land within the Koelenhof urban edge for more than 20
years and the land is zoned for urban purposes.

In terms of the MSDF the DGWE is excluded from the Koelenhof urban edge and no
recognition of the existing urban land uses has been given.

The current and approved urban land uses are therefore compatible with the land uses
included in the Koelenhof urban edge.

The Stellenbosch Golf Course (with no residential component) and the De Zalze Golf
Estate (which is similar to the DGWE) have both been included in the urban edge.

Devonvale Golf and
Wine Estate and the
Koelenhof urban edge

The development comprises
private open space and cluster
housing.

The Municipality do not see
Koelenhof developing in a
manner which will incorporate this
development.

The development can continue

to exist without been part of the
urban edge; comprising as it does
a standalone group of facilities in a
rural landscape.

@ Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / Approved by Cou
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SUBMISSION

| VIRDUS WORKS (PTY) LTD

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 23 APRIL
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Objection is made to the inclusion of state land for urban development purposes
at Stellenbosch: Farm Vredenburg no 281, the remainder and portion 8 of farm
Vredenburg No 283, Portions 17 and 35 of farm Grootvlei No. 188, and Farm 1357.

The above referred state-owned land falls into the category of unique agricultural
land where expansion of the agricultural output must be promoted.

As part of the Stellenbosch Municipality Heritage Survey numerous parcels of land
within the municipality have been indicated for proposed exclusion from Act 70
of 1970.

These are in Kromrivier, Klapmuts, Pniel, Lanquedoc, Kylemore, the Franschhoek
area, La Motte, Wemmershoek, Stellenbosch, and Raithby (the land parcels are
listed in the submission).

Proposed use of

some “agricultural
land areas” for urban
development and
proposed exclusion of
other land areas from
the provisions of Act 70
of 1970

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The MSDF sets out to consider the
appropriate use of land from a range of
perspectives (not only its current use).

The Droé& Dyke area is ideally situated to
address housing needs in Stellenbosch in a
manner which serves national, provincial,
and local settlement management
objectives.

The Municipality has approached the HDA
to assist in unlocking the land (owned by
the National Department of Public Works).
In this process, issues of current use will be
addressed.

The Municipality understands that a
proclamation for various land parcels to be
excluded from the provisions of Act 70 of
70 was retracted. Nevertheless, exclusion
of land from the provisions of the Act does
not of necessity imply that the Municipality
should consider the land for urban
development or include the land parcels
within the urban edge.

| PHILIP LUND RESIDENT AND
- LANDOWNER, FRANSCHHOEK

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 25 APRIL
2019

The change of streets from single residential properties into streets comprising
commercial properties is ruining Franschhoek.

There is a need for regulations related to “Airbnb's” in the area (the lack thereof is
ruining the market value of the current residential buildings).

The longer term planning objectives have been replaced by short term
convenient but harmful planning decisions on property development use,
“capped" by the lack of enforcement.

Land use change in
Franschhoek

The MSDF emphasises the need to maintain
the unique character of Franschhoek,
while providing in the needs of residents.
This includes maintaining a balance
between the needs of residents and
tourism establishments/ activities (critical to
sustaining livelihoods).

The concerns raised predominantly
relates to matters of zoning and land use
management.

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN
PLANNERS, ON BEHALF
| OF BRANDWACHT LAND
' DEVELOPMENT (PTY) LTD

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 25 APRIL
2019

The submission expresses support for the Draft MSDF, in that comments submitted
on the 25 April 2018 have been included in the Stellenbosch urban edge and
earmarked it for future urban development.

Stellenbosch urban
edge

The proposed urban edge was adjusted
to include a smaller, more rational
development area.

FEEDBACK WARD 19 AT
BOTTELARY TENNIS COURT
HALL

24 APRIL (COMMENT AT THE
PUBLIC MEETING)

Concern was expressed related to the De Novo township not being included
within the urban edge.

De Novo township
urban edge

The Municipdlity is of the view that the farm
worker housing and institutional focus of De
Novo do not necessarily require its inclusion
within an urban edge.

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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ASSOCIATES,

w ON BEHALF OF

| BOSCHENDAL (PTY)
14 1D

 EMAIL SUBMISSION: 5

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The submission requests that the SDF should be less descriptive in its guidance on the Dwars River Valley
concept and encompass more forward planning.

It is believed that the SDF focuses too much on the Boschendal development too closely. A
broader vision and concept should be developed (considering appropriate public investments and
partnerships).

Boschendal and
surrounds

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The Dwars River Valley is a heritage
sensitive area. Further improvement
of the area - and livelihood
prospects for residents — could be
explored in a local planning or
precinct planning initiative for the
area.

- APRIL2019

CAPE NATURE

, RHETT SMART
, (MANAGER,

w - EMAIL SUBMISSION:
29 APRIL 2019

' SCIENTIFIC SERVICES)

CapeNature does not support the SEMF and does not support that this document can be used as
the primary biodiversity informant for the SDF. The WCBSP has been developed using standard best
practice systematic conservation planning methodology. The SEMF does not indicate the source of
data for various informants nor an explanation.

One of the MSDF concepfs are to maintain and grow our natural assets, which is supported by
CapeNature. However, no explanation has been provided regarding the map associated with this
concept.

The map featuring protected areas, world heritage landscape, green network and agriculture does
not correlate with the WCBSP.

Reference to WCBSP needs to be made in the report, where it has been used, and how this relates to
other maps and concepts such as the green network. It was notes that areas within the urban edge
have been excluded and no not reflect the WCBSP mapping.

The MSDF entails fewer urban edge amendments than before and is favourable in that regard.

CapeNature strongly objects to any development to the east of the R310/Wemmershoek Road,
the site can be considered to be the highest priority site within the entire municipality in terms of
biodiversity importance for securing for formal conservation. Therefore the urban edge should not
extend east of the R310.

Cape Nature supports the utilization of existing urban areas through redevelopment of brownfields sites
and infill development, as opposed to expansion of the urban edge and urban sprawl into rural areas.
They support the Adam Tas Corridor initiative.

The Kayamandi urban development area should not extend into the Papegaaiberg Nature Reserve.

The Brandwacht/ Paradyskloof watercourse and buffer should be excluded from the urban edge
extension or indicated as green areas retained.

The urban edge proposal for De Zalze no longer includes the extension fo the west, but instead
an extension to the South. This area was under investigation for a proposed cemetery and we
recommend that the findings of the study should be used to determine the opportunities and
constraints for development of the area between the airstrip and the smallholdings.

The urban edge extension east of Idas Valley is within a CBA and is not supported by CapeNature. The
infill development between Uniepark and Idas Valley which is located on ESA 2 could be acceptable
subject to detailed planning.

In Klapmuts, an area of concern is the property on which the wastewater freatment works is situated,
directly to the south between the R101 and the railway. The sites are subject to current degradation
through informal activities, for which action needs to be taken to be halted. Any development
proposals would need to be subject to detailed studies.

Environmental matters
and proposed urban
edges

Stellenbosch Municipality regards
the Stellenbosch Environmental
Management Framework (SEMF) as
a sound biodiversity informant for
the MSDF.

The latest version of the SEMF
(September 2018), advertised
during May 2019 for public

input, includes the spatial and
accompanying information
contained in the Western Cape
Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP).

This WCBSP information is explicitly
referenced.

The SEMF includes detailed maps,
including the information contained
in the WCBSP.

The maps contained in the SEMF
indicate the Wemmershoek area
to be vulnerable and critical in
terms of habitat imreplaceability.
This makes it highly unlikely that
the particular land portions,

with specific reference to the
land owned by Stellenbosch
Municipality, will be used for
purposes other than conservation.

The draft urban edge for
Wemmershoek has been adjusted
to exclude the area east of the
R310.

Papegaaiberg Nature Reserve

has been included in the maps
contained in the SEMF as a formally
declared nature area and Core
Conservation area/ (Spatial
Planning Category A.a.)
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KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

CAPE NATURE

RHETT SMART (MANAGER,
SCIENTIFIC SERVICES)

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 29 APRIL
2019

e CapeNature supports the Jonkershoek Valley proposal.

* The detailed designs for the Koelenhof node should be amended to allow for the natural
functioning of freshwater ecosystems with appropriate buffers, and which would ultimately
also function as open space corridors within these urban areas (as the Eerste River does in
Stellenbosch).

* Important are the biodiversity constraints that should be taken into consideration from the
WCBSP.

» CapeNature has commented on the detailed design for some of these nodes for which
applications have been submitted (including Boschendal, Vlottenburg, and La Motte).

» CapeNature is in support of the overall concepts of the MSDF. However, there are a few
cases which require further consideration and further amendment.

Environmental matters
and proposed urban
edges

Watercourses outside of the built
fringe should and is generally
excluded from the urban edge. In
other cases, were water courses
flow intfo and through urban areas,
it is not possible.

The SEMF is specifically referenced
in the MSDF. It is not necessary for
the MSDF to duplicate the content
of the SEMF.

AHG TOWN PLANNING

LAST EMAIL SENT: 3 APRIL 2019

¢ The area of the Anura Development is still located outside the recently approved urban
edge of Klapmuts (2018 MSDF) and the current Draft MSDF.

Klapmuts urban edge

The Municipality understands
that previous approvals apply

to the Anura development
(albeit all necessary approvals
for the development are not in
place). Extensions to land use
approvals have been granted

by the Municipality to enable the
initiators of the proposal to obtain
outstanding approvals.

Despite previous approvals, the
proposed development does not
conform to the principles of the
MSDF. Should the development
obtain outstanding approvals it
can proceed as a "lifestyle estate”
not necessarily to be included
within the urban edge.

| URBAN DYNAMICS

LAST EMAIL SENT: 19 FEBRUARY
12019

e Urban Dynamics future development scenarios study for the TechnoPark is now completed
and a presentation was made to the SRA in December 2018.

TechnoPark

The MSDF envisages TechnoPark
as a specialised business hub as
described earlier.

Appropriately, the vision and
future land use parameters for
TechnoPark - meeting the MSDF
objectives — should be expressed
in a local spatial plan or precinct
plan.

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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CATWALK INVESTMENTS
SUBMITTED BY ZEVDEVO

. EMAIL SUBMISSION: 30
| APRIL 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Catwalk Investments 385 (Pty) Ltd are the owners of erven Rem 6201 and 1460, measuring 2.95ha
in extent, and situated in Bosmans Crossing Stellenbosch.

They support the Adam Tas Corridor initiative.

However, at present they question if there is sufficient frust between the built environment
profession and the local authority for co-operation and partnership to succeed.

As yet, they have not been invited to participate in such joint planning despite being significant
landowners in Bosmans Crossing which is situated in what is termed the “Central District” of the
ATC.

An alternative rail system is critical to the success of the ATC the viability of such proposal, in terms
of inance and existing policies needs to be determined and confirmed at the outset.

There is a concern that the ATC will delay development.

Inclusionary housing is mentioned throughout the MSDF, however there is not Inclusionary housing
policy. To infroduce an inclusionary housing policy prior to a policy having been adapted, is
unworkable and unacceptable.

They request a copy of the "edited drat" of the Integrated Zoning Scheme (IZ8) and request an
outline of time-frames for the finalization of the IZS.

They support the NMT plan for Stellenbosch and would like to know when the implementation will
take place and to “walk the talk™.

The Klapmuts Special Development Area Economic Feasibility Study has not been incorporated
into the MSDF.

Stellenbosch town urban edge is extended into Papegaaiberg, a proclaimed nature reserve.

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

All land owners will be involved

in processes related to the ATC.
At this stage, the focus has been
on the major land owners without
whom the project will not be
possible.

It is not the intent of the ATC
initiative to delay development.

The transport system along the ATC
will be explored with PRASA and
other role players.

The I1ZS was adopted by Council
end May 2019 (after the draft
MSDF appeared).

Comment related to Klapmuts is
included in sections above.

The Municipality plans and invest
in NMT as resources allow. A key
principle of the ATC initiative is to
extend opportunity for NMT.

The Stellenbosch town urban

edge does not impinge on the
Papegaaiberg Nature Reserve, the
proclaimed boundaries of which
were incorrect in the draft MSDF.

VIRDUS WORKS (PTY) LTD
ON BEHALF OF

LA MONTTE LAND REFORM
- INITIATIVE

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 23
| APRIL 2019

The submission objects to the SDF designation of the La Motte state land (Berg River Dam) for
Urban Development purposes (portions of Paarl Farm no's 1653 and 1339 and portion 1 of farm
Keysersdrift no. 1158). It rejects the above inclusion of land into the Stellenbosch SDF as a solution
for the housing and urban settlement demand in Franschhoek in the short to medium term.

The draft SDF 2019 contains contradictory policy statements regarding La Motte. It is defined as a
rural settlement not intended for significant growth.

The SDF indicates that only 52 ha of land is required to satisfy current demand, which is available
within the existing urban edges of Franschhoek.

The cost of agricultural land in the Franschhoek area prevents feasible land reform for agricultural
development. State land should rather we used for economic transformation than for human
settlement that can afford large capital outlays for development, amongst others by increasing
residential densities to provide for subsidy housing in multi-storey units as is done all over in the other
provinces.

The identification as set out in the SDF provides an understanding that the municipality is set on
using the land furthest from Franschhoek for the proposed settlement development fo reduce its
development costs, without acknowledging the cost to the future residents and the surrounding
agricultural uses.

La Motte, as per the Urban Development Strategy analysis indicated the La Motte area as one of
the most vulnerable areas from a climate change perspective.

The land as indicated around La Motte for housing beneficiaries is a “*dumping ground” because
of the actions of the municipalities.

Housing
development af La
Motte

The urban edge for La Motte is not
significantly extended in the MSDF.

La Motte is not envisaged as a
significant growth area. However,
housing provided there forms an
integral part to the Municipality's
effort to provide in Franschhoek’s
housing needs timeously.

@ Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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SUBMISSION

STELLENBOSCH UNIVERSITY

20
~ EMAIL SUBMISSION: 2 MAY
12019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

In principle, the SDF is supported by Stellenbosch University.

« Section 6.7 of the SDF refers to land use management guidelines and regulations as well as
overlay zones, outlining land use parameters. However, provisions for the university overlay
zone has not been considered, despite several meetings held with the municipality in the past
on a proposed overlay zone for the university property.

« Assuch they request the SDF be amended to provide for the following paragraph in section
in 6.7 of the SDF: The IZS provides for an overlay zone for the Stellenbosch University campus
1o outline land use parameters and processes specific to the campus (the details of the
universities overlay zone can then be finalised during the integrated Zoning Scheme process)

Section 5.3 paragraph 9 states that most of the traffic problems in Stellenbosch are caused
by the University and the students. However, there are other institutions, businesses and
follow through traffic on the R44 that also contribute to traffic problems in Stellenbosch. The
university has taken up a number of initiatives to manage the problem of parking and fraffic
on campus.

Linking to point 19 of this public participation report, Stellenbosch University received a donation
of 30ha of land in Klapmuts. Klapmuts is identified as a potential node for the establishment

of an innovation precinct. The SDF needs to facilitate the opportunity for future growth of the
university in this region to participate in the establishment of the innovation precinct.

traffic, and Klapmuts

University overlay zone,

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The principle of a University
overlay zone is supported. It is
recommended that the details
of this overlay zone be finalised
in parallel with University master
planning.

It is accepted that the university is
not the sole confributor to fraffic
congestion in Stellenbosch. Efforts
by the university to infroduce traffic
demand management measures
are acknowledged.

The Klapmuts issue is addressed in
comments above.

' DENNIS MOSS

" PARTNERSHIP ON BEHALF
| OF MESSERS. DEVONMUST
' (PTY) LTD

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 3 MAY
2019

« On the 31 January 2017 this offices submitted comment on behalf of Devonmust (Pty) Ltd on
the related rectification of the Urban Edge in the Vicinity of the Devonvale Golf and Wine
Estate.

« Despite the comprehensive motivation provided by the office, the urban edge was not
rectified by the Municipality. The current SDF shows Devonvale Golf and Wine Estate located
outside the Koelenhof urban edge. In summary, the following motivating factors should be
considered during the consideration of this comment:

a) Devonvale had been operational as a golf course since the 1970s when the former
Divisional Council of Stellenbosch approved the establishment of the golf course on a
portion of the Farm Hartenberg, Division Stellenbosch.

b) During 1989, the Provincial Planning Department granted approval for the development
of Phase 1 which made provision for approximately 100 residential units.

c) The Phase 2 extension of the Devonvale Golf and Wine Estate was approved by the
DEA&DP during 2009. Further approvals to enable this development were issued during
2012, 2016 and 2018.

d) The legal opinion has found that Devonvale presents a legally-constituted township
established in terms of the Deeds Registry Act.

e) The property borders on the current urban edge of Koelenhof. The amendment of the
urban edge would therefore not result in leapfrog development.

f) The activities undertaken at Devonvale will add to the mix of land uses in the Koelenhof
node, thereby contributing to the land use intensification of the node.

g) The amendment of the urban edge is regarded as the logical western extension and
rounding off of the urban edge.

« Amendment of the urban edge to include Devonvale would not set a negative precedent
as the motivating factors, mentioned above, would effectively result in a logical correction of
the urban edge.

Koelenhof urban edge

See submission 8 above.
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SUBMISSION

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND
. PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
FARM CLOETESDAL NO. 81/33

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 30 APRIL
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

According to the MSDF only a portion of Farm 81/33 has been included in the urban edge.

At the Stellenbosch Municipality Council meeting of 22 February 2017 regarding the
Northern Extension of Stellenbosch Urban Development Project, the whole of Farm 81/33
was identified for future urban development (consisting primarily of gap housing and
schools).

The request is for the MSDF to be rectified and for it to reflect the Stellenbosch Municipality
Council's approved Northern Extension of Stellenbosch Urban Development Project.

Northern extension
urban edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

» The urban edge has been adjusted
to reflect the full extent of the
proposed northern extension to
Stellenbosch as understood by the
Municipality.

o |tis understood that as detail work
on the northern extension project
proceed, appropriate adjustments
to the edge can be considered
as part of an overall development
agreement.

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
FARMS 72/2, 72/3 AND 82/2

| EMAIL SUBMISSION: 29 APRIL

The MSDF only includes a small portion of Farm 72/3 in the urban edge.

At the Stellenbosch Municipality council meeting of 22 February 2017 regarding the
Northern Extension of Stellenbosch Urban Development Project, significantly larger portion
of farm 72/2, and portions of farm 72/3 and farm 82/2 were identified for future urban
development (consisting primarily of gap-housing, commercial facilities, public transport
facilities and sports facilities).

Northern extension
urban edge

» See submission 23 above

,....‘,._nos

CAPENATURE COMMENTS
(DIRECTED TO DEADP)

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 6 MAY

B 2019

CapeNature strongly objects to any development to the east of the R310/ Wemmershoek
Road.

This site can be considered to be the highest priority site within the entire municipality

in terms of biodiversity importance for securing for formal conservation (i.e. not already
conserved). This lowland site contains several unique habitats, including wetland, as well
as site endemic and local endemic species and has been long been identified for formal
conservation (see McDowell 1993).

There were major concerns regarding the groundwater abstraction programme on the
site, however this land use does at least allow for retention of most of the habitat as
opposed to urban development.

As indicated in CapeNature's previous comments, this site has been reviewed by
the Western Cape Protected Area Expansion and Stewardship Committee and
recommended to be secured as a Protected Areas Act Nature Reserve.

Wemmershoek urban
edge/ Nature Reserve

» The Municipality agrees with
CapeNature's comments. The
urban edge has been adjusted
accordingly.
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SUBMISSION

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN
PLANNERS, ON BEHALF OF
MOUNTAIN BREEZE PTY) LTD
(OWNER OF FARM 1166)

HAND DELIVERED SUBMISSION:
1 MAY 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The Mountain Breeze property has been excluded from the urban edge.

It has been requested that the MSDF urban edge be amended to include the +/- 14ha
portion of Mountain Breeze and to earmark it for urban development. The remaining +/-
68ha of the property will stay agriculture and continued to be farmed.

Several specialist consultants were appointed to undertake and prepare baseline
assessment reports that will form a component of this planning motivation report for the
subject property.

The property is zoned Agriculture Zone |, with a consent use for a farm stall.
The properties are located in an area with mixed land uses.
201 single residential opportunities are indicated on a 14ha portion of the subject property.

The proposal is motivated on the grounds of the development is that it is aligned with the
principles of the IDP.

Although the northern expansion project and the new Jamestown housing project will
unlock additional land for predominantly affordable housing these projects will not
address the current and future housing backlog for the middle-and-upper income
households.

There is a scarcity in formal guiding policies and plans specifically aimed at addressing the
current and future housing demand for the middle to higher income households, who are
predominantly attracted by the booming services sector.

Stellenbosch urban
edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The development, located on

the southern urban edge of
Stellenbosch town, is not supported
at this stage.

The MSDF sets out to actively
curtail sprawl of Stellenbosch town
and protect agricultural land over
the planning period.

The MSDF maintains that sufficient
land exists within the urban edge
for the type of development
envisaged.

FIRST PLAN RELATING TO
KOELENHOF (DEVONBOSCH),
PTNS 9, 20 & 43 OF FARM 65
AND PTNS 3 & 10 PF FARM NO
66 AND FARM NO 1059

HAND DELIVERED: 6 MAY 2019

The application for the subdivision and the rezoning of portions of the above properties
have already been approved and developed has already occurred on portions of the
subject property.

In relation to Portion 43 of the farm Nooitgedacht No 65 various approvals for mixed-use
urban development comprising of residential, commercial and indusirial uses are in place
(including Environmental Authorisation, Heritage approval, WC Department of Agriculture
support, Stellenbosch Directorate Infrastructure services approval, Civil and electrical
services installation and physical development of infrastructure, Building plan approvals
and Construction for first buildings).

In relation to Portions 9&20 of Farm 65, Portions 3 & 10 of the Farm No 66 & Farm 1059,
Environmental Authorisation was issued by the Department of Environmental Affairs and
Development Planning.

In the Draft MSDF reference is made to the area north west of the railway line and the
Koelenhof station to include GAP housing. It was pointed out the area north west of the
railway line and the Koelenhof station is already developed as an upmarket residential
development and that inclusionary housing cannot be included into the already
developed and approved plans.

“GAP" or “Inclusionary Housing Policy" is not specifically addressed in the Draft
Stellenbosch MSDF 2019 other than that in table 31. Such policies have not been
formulated as yet by the SM and this should be done prior to inclusion of such
requirements into the Stellenbosch MSDF.

Corrections based on
plans already approved
and developed

The letter concerns a land use
application within urban edge.

A Site Development Plan is under
discussion.

The MSDF reflects current
approvals.
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SUBMISSION KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

Private land owners providing residential accommodation to students in the Private land The submission is welcomed. It would be
central area of Stellenbosch town. owners of student appropriate for the owners of predominantly
: ~ WRITTE TER : . . . . . accommodation in student accommodation in Stellenbosch town
, i me:z_,mwﬂwmwuﬁ”zx%%_._. FROM . mwmwm_zc more o.mu_oﬁov:o:m ﬂmmc_orow_ of land use ommno_oﬁmq with their property Stallerboseh fowh to form a representative body. Arguably,
' SEVERAL PROPERTY OWNERS, and “collective" effort on common issues (e.g. security) comimion interests, including appropriate
»/ DEVELOPERS AND INVESTERS |* Land ownersintend to form a representative body representing their interests land use management regulations, safety
; and geared to engage constructively with the Municipality/ University. measures, and so on could be discussed and

. ; . . . managed through this body.
* The body will explore precedent, including the special district arrangements in

HAND DELIVERED: 6 MAY 2019 Hatfield implemented in partnership with the University of Pretoria. * Possibly, the contemplated University overlay
zone should include the property of private
| e These effort can pioneer the way forward for regulation of these properties. land owners of student accommodation.
= The DEADP commends the progress made by SM to finalise the MSDF. Various Comments aimed at e Various amendments have been made fo the
suggestions were made to clarify maps, and wording and terminology used. strengthening the Draft Draft MSDF to clarify maps, and wording and
MSDF terminology used.

* The DEADP is in full support of the proposed catalytic interventions.
* A summary of the SM CEF has been included

e ; ,, * The MSDF should expand on funding for catalyfic initiatives. as an Appendix. Work on the CEF is ongoing

e The MSDF should be re-advertised following completion and inclusion of the but the principle has been established to align
| DEADP (WESTERN CAPE Capital Expenditure Framework (CEF). planning and budgeting for infrastructure
GOVERNMENT) and services with the spatial objectives of the
: e |tis not clear whether or not existing infrastructure can support the infill MSDF.
742} development proposed. il -
' EMAIL SUBMISSION: 7 MAY » The MSDF should expand on issues related to waste management (including HLM:QMM@%ﬂﬁ%@ﬂ@%ﬂﬁm _M,_\,\_M MMMEZQ
3 2019 challenges, the capacity of infrastructure, and waste management initiatives). infrastructure and service investigations. A

key principle of these initiatives is attracting
“off-budget" investment (investment not from
the SM but external organisations). A good
example of this is Distell's planned investment
in infrastructure to unlock the development of
Farm 736/RE in Klapmuts.

¢ The comments requests and motivates the rectification of the SDF as it relates | Inconsistent land use e |tis agreed that the area could be used for
: to the erroneous land-use designation indicated for Portion 23 of the Farm No. | designation infill development if supported by appropriate
0 74, Koelenhof studies.

e According to the draft MSDF, the land use designation of the subject site
has been informed by an LSDF that was prepared for the Koelenhof area in
2007. In terms of the analysis that informed the spatial proposals contained
in this LSDF, the subject site has been classified as follows: “Investigate Flood

' DENNIS MOSS PARTNERSHIP Lines Development Potential”. The LSDF also calls for investigations into the

' ON BEHALF PORTION 23 OF development potential of residential development (Subsidy/ GAP) on the site.
' THE FARM NO 74, KOELENHOF
i * The land use proposed by the draft MSDF is “protected green" for which no

: definition is found in the draft MSDF. The classification could also be construed
 EMAIL SUBMISSION: DATED, 7 as a contfradiction of the use proposed in the Koelenhof LSDF that indicated
MAY 2019 the application portion of land for possible residential development purposes.

» The amendment of the land use designation of the subject site to allow for
infill development is supported. With regard to future land use on the site, the
study undertaken indicates that the site is of low environmental significance
and that it has no irreplaceable ecosystem function. It is accordingly proposed
that the current draft MSDF land use designation for the subject land, namely
“protected green” be amended to “new future development" or “strategic
infill development”.
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SUBMISSION

ANTON LOTZ TOWN PLANNING
ON BEHALF OF STYLESTAR
PROP 83 (PTY) LTD (OWNERS
OF FARM 770/21 PAARL
ROAD)

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 6 MAY
2019.

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Klapmuts is identified as a primary node/ growth centre; yet the land budget does

not afford the Klapmuts south area the opportunity to respond to its potential to
accommodate enterprises requiring large landholdings and dependent on good intra-
and inter-regional logistic networks as described in the draft SDF.

The MSDF trecognises the economic potential of the N1 corridor — including adjacent
land also serviced by the old Main Road and Railway - stretching from the CCT through
Klapmuts towards.

It is believed that more of the land in the zone between the N1 and R101 to the east of the
existing Klapmuts town should be included into the urban edge to allow a response to the
logistics and industrial opportunities in the short to medium term.

Urban edge extension
to enable growth of
Klapmuts

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The area of land east of Klapmuts
and situated between the N1
and Old Paarl Road should be
jointly investigated and planned
by Stellenbosch and Drakenstein
Municipalities.

Over the longer term, a change of
land use appears logical.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH
COUNCIL

HAND DELIVERED SUBMISSION:
06 MAY 2019

(AND DATED LETTER FROM
DR SHADRACK MOEPHULI
PRESIDENT AND CEO ON 26
MARCH 2019)

The letter objects to the Dratf MSDF designation of State land (Agricultural Research
Council) for urban development purposes at Stellenbosch: Farm Vredenburg No 281, the
Remainder and portion 8 of Farm Vredenburg No 283, Portions 17 and 35 of Farm Grootviei
No. 183 and Farm 1357.

The process of planning development and future potential on this land is illegal and the
process is in ulira vires of the powers of the municipality in the prevailing circumstances.

In addition, the land is used for the agricultural research and biosecurity (including
quarantine) purposes.

The pertinent land is exposed to pathogens, fungi, insects and mycoherbicides
(Formulation of fungal spores) which are used for the control of invasive plant species that
need to be protected.

The ARC accordingly calls upon the municipality not to proceed further with the planning
process, as it would be against the interest of agricultural development, industry and
research in the Western Cape.

Objections to the
proposed use of State
Land

The MSDF sets out to consider the
appropriate use of land from a
range of perspectives (not only its
current use).

The Droé Dyke area is ideally
situated to address housing needs
in Stellenbosch in a manner which
serves national, provincial, and
local settlement management
objectives.

The Municipality has approached
the HDA to assist in unlocking

the land (owned by the National
Department of Public Works). In this
process, issues of current use will be
addressed.

TECHNOPARK SPECIAL
RATINGS AGENCY (SRA)
COMMENTS ON THE MSDF

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 7 MAY
2019

TechnoPark currently functions as a mono-use office park, while it was originally designed
as a science and technology park. The modern notion of innovation precinct fits well
with the current uses and business mix in the park. The mixed use of the space will only
materialise if land-use rights shift towards this new vision.

Clarity is needed on the sought of future extension area (+/- 10,7ha) of the TechnoPark,
currently located outside the urban edge. It is proposed that this area be included in the
urban edge.

This can only be unlocked if the vision of TechnoPark is supported through
acknowledgement of the new vision in the MSDF, the need for amendment of the Zoning
Scheme and associated regulations and mechanisms, and the subsequent compilation of
a new development framework.

TechnoPark

The MSDF envisages TechnoPark as
a specialised business hub.

Appropriately, the vision and
future land use parameters for
TechnoPark — meeting the MSDF
objectives — should be expressed
in a local spatial plan or precinct
plan.

The notion of ajoint planning
effort between land owners,
management bodies, and the
Municipdality is supported.

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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SUBMISSION

115 OWNERS AND RESIDENTS
OF PROPERTY NEAR UNIEPARK
AND ROZENDAL

HAND DELIVERED SUBMISSION:
4 MAY 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

There were 115 objections for the inclusion of the "yellow" block to the north of
Uniepark (depicted in Figure 28 of the draft MSDF).

The residents are not against new development in principle and are particularly
supportive of the Adam Tas Corridor as a major project to rejuvenate the derelict
buildings and underutilised land on the Western side of the town.

However, they are concerned that the Draft MSDF and processes related to the IDP
create uncertainty that has led to the devaluation of property in their area, and
could result in further erosion of property value, threatened adjacent green areas,
and also seems to disregard existing plans, policies and frameworks.

The Draft MSDF does not provide details regarding the nature of any proposed
residential infill or justification for the inclusion of the Uniepark block.

Uniepark extends further to the eastern side of the Uniepark than the current zoning
for utility services, and appears to include land currently zoned for agriculture.

At the IDP focussed engagement session on 25 April 2019, a much larger
yellow block o the north and east of Uniepark was presented under the future
megaproject "Botmaskop".

The proposal also ignores green and forested areas and contradicts the view in
previous policy documentation that the eastern reaches of Helshoogte should not
be included in restructuring zones because it is too far away from access to public
transport, economic activity zones and social facilities.

To avoid further damage, and in light of the long-term, forward-looking nature of the
MSDF, and the arbitrary placing of the Uniepark Block, it is respectfully request thart
the Uniepark block be removed from the Draft MSDF.

Uniepark and Rozendal

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

To achieve agreed national, provincial,
and local settlement development and
management objectives, it is necessary
for the Municipality to actively seek infill
residential development opportunity.

Prior to implementation of any such
opportunity, numerous studies and
investigations are required through

land use planning, environmental,

and infrastructure related statute and
regulations, including the need for
public participation at different stages of
development processes.

" These studies will inter alia consider

what parts of the land area could be
developed, what nature and form of
development would be appropriate in its
context, and who best will be responsible
forimplementing the development.

The Municipality adheres to all
applicable legislation and policy

in enabling development and will
follow these processes should any
development in the area identified be
pursued.

m STELLENBOSCH AGRICULTURAL
SOCIETY

HAND DELIEVERED
[ SUBMISSION: 7 MAY 2019

The Stellenbosch Agricultural Society (during 2017) formed part of the ISC. In light
of the this, the MSDF are presented to council without the inputs of the ISC that is
considered contrary to the legislative requirements set out in LUPA.

The presentation and consideration of the current draft SDF to Council without an
updated draft RAP document in place is considered premature and it does not
promote fransparent and informed decision-making.

One of their major concerns is that the draft SDF does not in any form make provision
for farm worker housing as contemplated in the IDP and housing pipeline.

As part of the priorities of Ward 19 the society request that the De Novo node be
recognised and identified as a rural node especially in relation to the provision of
farm workers housing and for training and development opportunities.

The Meerlust development that is aimed at the provision of farm worker housing in
not reflected in the current draft MSDF proposals. It is recommended that the MSDF
be amended to incorporate the proposed development as a farm worker housing
node.

The Koelenhof development node should be revised and include portion 31 of farm
61, as per the request of Simonsig Wine Estate who are working with the society to
promote farm worker housing/ agri-villages.

The approved residential development on portions 2 and 3 of Farm 1307 is not
included, and the Society request that this be rectified, to incorporate portions 2
and 3 of farm 1307 within the urban edge.

Farm worker housing

The Municipality supports initiatives
to provide farm worker housing/ agri-
villages.

A key issue is whether or not this form
of housing should be delineated by an
urban edge.

Associated deliberations should,
however, not impede processes to
provide farm worker housing in any way.
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SUBMISSION

FRANSCHHOEK
HERITAGE AND
RATEPAYERS
ASSOCIATION

' HAND DELIVERED
' SUBMISSION: 7
 MAY 2019

°

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The association has in excess of 400 members who are residents and or business owners in the valley and their committees are
elected at each Annual General Meeting. The following issues are raised:

The need for forward planning to cater for the sense of place and the café society that makes the village such a special place.
More consultation is needed to preserve this special place and offer our services to assist in this regard.

The need for provision of adequate parking and to coordinate this between local shop staff and wine tram customers. The
parking now available on the old tennis courts is a good step forward but is a short term solution.

Too many residential properties are being commercialised with absentee landlords.

All future commercial developments in the village should be limited to the existing three nodes — along the Main street,
constrained by Dirkie Uys Street to the North and van Wiik Street to the South, the Village Artisan, and the Agrimark node. The
rest of the village should be strictly residential or guesthouses which meet the Todeschini & Japha guidelines.

Motels as proposed for erf 187 are not acceptable. Additional commercial developments will be needed to support the satellite
villages as in the SDF. Again these should be fixed to the main access roads and not spread through the residential areas.

No three storey buildings should be permitted.

The Municipality must protect the sense of place of the whole valley (Heritage Western Cape only covers the very small historic
part of the village).

The proposal o resuscitate the Planning Advisory Committee and to invite members of the Association to join is strongly
supported. It's remit needs to be expanded to cover the whole valley.

Building Control must be carried out thoroughly and not be inhibited by the split between the municipal and judicial areas of
conftrol.

Franschhoek

MUNICIPAL

RESPONSE

The issues raised are
important but mostly
related to land use
management and
not the MSDF for the
municipal area.

~ TV3 ARCHITECTS
' AND TOWN
PLANNERS ON
BEHALF OF
LIBERTAS AND
FLEURBAAI

EMAIL SUBMISSION:
7 MAY 2019

.

The farms Libertas and Fleurbaai farms have been excluded from the Stellenbosch urban edge.

The firm has received a brief from the directors of Fleurbaai (Pty) Ltd to prepare the necessary documentation for the
amendment of the MSDF in order to include the Farm Libertas No. 1480, Stellenbosch and the Farm Fleurbaai No. 1040,
Stellenbosch in the Stellenbosch urban edge and to earmark the subject property for future urban development purposes. A
power of attorney to this affect is attached to the original submission documentation.

The subject property is considered to be a desirable location for future urban expansion, with specific reference to a mixed-use
development, being in close proximity to central Stellenbosch.

The aim of the submission is to provide the Stellenbosch Municipality with sufficient information, informed by specialist studies
and assessments, of the subject property and proposed urban development to substantiate the motivation for inclusion in the
Stellenbosch Municipality’s urban edge.

A large portion of the land will be used for education facilities, the TechnoPark extension, residential opportunities, and as such
will complement the Adam Tas Corridor initiative by providing alternative housing opportunities in close proximity to central
Stellenbosch.

It is maintained that the MSDF identifies little private land for the development for the middle to higher income groups available.

It is their professional opinion — substantiated by the relevant specialist consultants and their reports — that if the subject

property is included in the urban edge and sensitively developed it will support the principles of the Stellenbosch Municipality's
IDP, contribute to creating a compact urban form for Stellenbosch town (it can be deemed to be infill development of the
area between Die Boord and TechnoPark), contribute to the upgrading of municipal engineering infrastructure, assist in

funding and constructing the proposed TechnoPark Link Road, pay significant development charges to the Stellenbosch
Municipality, address housing needs and backlog, provide balanced housing stock by supplying more family orientated housing
opportunities, assist in limiting the loss of families working in Stellenbosch, moving fo other towns, not lead to a loss of a critical
biodiversity area, have a limited impact on agricultural resources, have a limited impact on heritage resources, have a limited
visual impact; and will have significant socio-economic benefits for Stellenbosch in the form of new employment opportunities,

rates, taxes, infrastructure upgrades, traffic improvements, new educational facilities, and so on.

Stellenbosch
urban edge
(Libertas and
Fleurbaai
Farms)

The development is
not supported at this
stage.

The MSDF sets out

to actively curtail
sprawl of Stellenbosch
fown and protect
agricultural land over
the planning period.

The MSDF maintains
that sufficient land
exists within the urban
edge for the type

of development
envisaged.
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SUBMISSION

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN
PLANNERS ON BEHALF

OF PORTION 1 OF FARM
FLEURBAAI

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 1 MAY
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Portion 1 of Farm Fleurbaai No. 1040, Stellenbosch, owners have contacted TV3 to
iniiate a process to obtain the necessary land use rights, in order to establish an urban
development, consisting of residential and commercial facilities.

The first step of the process is to obtain the required land use rights for the proposed
development which would include the portion of the previously mentioned farm into
the urban edge. According to the MSDF the said property has been excluded from the
urban edge.

The subject property is +/- 9.5ha in extent and is not a viable agricultural land unit. The
property is proposed to extend the Techno Park with Capitec's new head office building
and it would therefore make sense to harness this opportunity and to provide land (on
the subject property) for the future expansion of TechnoPark as the need arises.

Although it is recognized that urban form of a town is also dictated by biophysical
factors such as topography, flood lines and infrastructure such as major roads which
may lead to an organic iregular form with tentacles and nodes, there will always be the
naturalinclination fo follow a compact regular form, striving towards optimum proximity
and connectivity. In this regard the subject property (as a part of the Fleurbaai/ Libertas
urban development project) is ideally located close to the CBD and can be regarded
as infill development, as its most western border would more or less follow the natural
western edge of the town as already dictated by De Zalze and TechnoPark.

A main confributing factor in the request is the recent progress towards the realization of
the proposed Techno Avenue Link Road, arriving at a preferred conceptual alignment.
The Techno Avenue Link Road will form the western boundary of Stellenbosch and help
define a new compact urban form for Stellenbosch, containing future development.

Stellenbosch Urban
Edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The development is not supported at
this stage.

The MSDF sets out to actively curtail
spraw! of Stellenbosch town and
protect agricultural land over the
planning period.

The MSDF maintains that sufficient
land exists within the urban edge for
the type of development envisaged.

" TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN

PLANNERS ON BEHALF
OF PORTION 4 OF FARM
FLEURBAAI NO. 1040

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 6 MAY
2019

The comment relates to a further property (Portion 4 of Farm Fleurbaai No. 10140,
owned by High-Mast Properties 37 (Pty) Ltd) as part of the proposed Fleurbaai/ Libertas
development. The proposal for the property.includes a residential development for
university students and a cluster of private schools for +/- 1500 pupils. The property is
located along the conceptual Techno Avenue Link Road.

Stellenbosch Urban
Edge

The development is not supported at
this stage.

The MSDF sets out to actively curtail
sprawl of Stellenbosch town and
protect agricultural land over the
planning period.

The MSDF maintains that sufficient
land exists within the urban edge for
the type of development envisaged.

MHL ARCHITECTS AND
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
MILNERTON ESTATES LAND
HOLDING IN THE RAITHBY -
FIRGROVE VALLEY

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8 MAY
2019

The SDF indirectly refers to Milnerton Estates' presence in the valley.

It is maintained that the SDF should guide how tourism, upliftment of farm workers,
farmworkers housing, agri-villages, the development of agriculture, strengthening of the
agricultural value chain, agri-processing, food security, and employment in the Raithy-
Firgrove valley should be undertaken.

Given the location of the valley adjacent to the City's urban edge and associated
development pressures, along with increased use of R44 and Winery Road fransport
linkages, it is proposed that the SDF recognize the Raithby-Firgrove valley as a distinct
spatial entity with appropriate socioeconomic development opportunities, and that
relevant SDF elements be brought forward more strongly and spatially.

Scope of land uses to
be supported in the
Raithby-Firgrove valley

In terms of the MSDF Raithby should
be maintained as a rural village.

The MSDF maintains that the
guidelines for rural development
provides scope for diversification of
activities on farms to be protected
from urban expansion.
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SUBMISSION

ARRA VINEYARDS

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8 MAY
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

In 2008 Arra was included in the urban edge only to be omitted in the final draft.

They have scrutinized the latest SDF proposals but fail to find any sensible deliberation on
Arra Vineyards position.

Placing their property outside the urban edge in terms of the latest SDF proposals militates
against a number of important principles and considerations that have informed the
formulation of the SDF guidelines and urban edge determination.

Arra would like to use an urban/ agricultural buffer zone to develop for middle income
housing and provide economies of scale for security and harmony to farming operations.

There has been questionable inclusion of property in the urban edge that is not adding
value to the SDF. but just providing real estate commerce.

The Klapmuts Plan contains “green area” that have development rights and have been
developed. These include the Mandela Estate, the housing estate outside Klapmuts and
does not reflect the approvals of the two schools and university south of Klapmuts. These
green spaces have been confirmed to have low agricultural potential land.

Klapmuts is labelled as a significant new regional economic node yet the land budget
consideration only speaks to land required primarily for indigent housing and give no
indication of allocation of land to actually realise the “vision”.

The SDF does not reflect the urgency to improve safety at the current high hazardous Arra
Vineyards water dame that has 300+ low income houses located close by and with school
children having easy access to the dam. This issue should be addressed and planned for
accordingly.

Klapmuts urban edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The Klapmuts urban edge has
been adjusted to indicate
agreements with the University of
Stellenbosch.

Should further development
proposals be submitted —
supported by relevant studies
and market support — and found
appropriate by the Municipality
through associated processes,

a motivation for the further
adjustment of the urban edge
further could be considered as
part of the proposal.

DE ZALZE HOA

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 7 MAY
2019

The De Zalze HOA (represents over 400 homeowners) request explanation for the inclusion
of a triangle of agricultural land south of De Zalze in the urban edge. They are aware that
this area contains red data species which are protected.

The HOA also notes a new extension of the urban edge on the southern side of
Jamestown, an area currently zoned agricultural.

The area between the Webersvallei Road and the Blaauwklippen River is now included
in the urban edge and is marked as “existing and proposed urban character areas”. The
HOA enquires as to what is meant by this description.

Urban edge in vicinity of
De Zalze

The triangle of land south of De
Zalze has been excluded from the
urban edge.

SPIER FARM PRECINCT

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 9 MAY
2019

Spier is in the process of re-visiting its long term vision, across sectors of activity, and
including the spatial use and configuration of the complex.

They plan on preparing a vision, strategy, and implementation plan holistically, across
multiple aspects including agriculture, commercial considerations, agri-processing,
tourism, residential and mixed-use development of select portions of the Spier.

Spier requests that the MSDF description of the complex enables this long term planning
process to unfold.

Future of the Spier Farm
precinct

The Municipality believes that the
MSDF adequately enables the
long-term visioning and planning
process for Spier - as outlined in
their submission — to proceed.

WERKSMANS ATTORNEYS ON
BEHALF OF BLAAUWKLIPPEN
AGRICULTURAL ESTATES
STELLENBOSCH

EMAIL SUBMISSION: NO DATE

The submission motivates for the inclusion of various farm portions in the vicinity of
Paradyskloof and Jamestown (Farms 1457, 369/17, and 527/3) to be included in the urban
edge.

Urban edge in vicinity
of Paradyskloof

and Jamestown,
Stellenbosch

The MSDF maintains that the urban
edge of Stellenbosch town should
be maintained as far as possible
for the MSDF period in order to
achieve national, provincial, and
local settlement development and
management objectives

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /




SUBMISSION

THE STELLENBOSCH HERITAGE

' FOUNDATION

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8 MAY
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The Stellenbosch Heritage Association supports the Draft MSDF in principle.

They request that the SM should make a special effort to integrate diverse policies across
all departments. In recent public meetings it was clear that this was not the case.

They would like to thank the municipality and their consultants for their diligent
commitment fo produce a qualitative and strategically valuable document to guide
future decision making.

Policy integration

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The Municipality has commenced
work fo align the MSDF and various
sector policies/ framework plans.

' DE ZALZE PROPERTY

INVESTMENTS (PTY) LTD

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 7 MAY
2019

The submission states that the entire De Zalze estate should be included within the urban
edge. It is argued that the entire estate has been “incorrectly" excluded from the urban
edge since 2013.

De Zalze urban edge

The MSDF does not view De Zalze
as a growth area and do not see
the need to include the entire
estate within the urban edge.

DENNIS MOSS PARTNERSHIP
ON BEHALF OF REMAINDER
FARM NO. 85 AND ERF 14425

~ EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8 MAY
12019

As per the discussion held with municipal officials it is noted that there is an error in the
Stellenbosch Concept plan (pg. 66) and Stellenbosch Framework Plan (pg. 68). These
plans indicated that above-mentioned properties as urban agriculture included in
the urban edge. They have illustrated and explained in the Basic impact Assessment
(for which an approval was granted on 8 July 2015), the Rezoning application and
subsequent submission of the Portfolio of Evidence on 16 April 2019 (which is currently
under consideration) the properties are included in the Stellenbosch Urban Edge and
designated for urban development

Stellenbosch urban
edge

The MSDF has been rectified.

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN

~ PLANNERS, ON BEHALF OF

PORTIONS 18 AND 20 OF
FARM NR 82, AND ERF 13789

DELIVERY SUBMISSION: 8 MAY
2019

The application for the rezoning, subdivision and departures was approved for Urban
Development purposes. The application was duly approved by the Stellenbosch
Municipality in 2011.

As part of this application the related farms have been developed accordingly (Urban
Related Purposes), currently known as the Gevonden Residential Development. The
remainder of the original approval relating to portion 20 of Farm Nr 82 is currently being
processed by SM.

In terms of the MSDF 2019 it would appear that the designation of the subject property
(Portion 20 of Farm Nr 82) is incorrectly indicated, and should be indicated as existing
urban development area.

Incorrect indication on
MSDF 2019

The MSDF has been rectified.

URBAN DYNAMICS TOWN
AND REGIONAL PLANNERS ON
BEHALF OF FAURE AGRI (PTY)
LTD AND MYBURGH FAMILY
TRUST

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 6 MAY
2019

The submission states that preliminary work has been undertaken to establish a rural node
- comprising 450 residential opportunities for 450 farm worker families on 26,5ha — adjoining
Old Main Road and Baden Powell Drive.

Proposed Meerlust rural
node

The proposal does not necessarily
confradict with the key principles
of the MSDF.

Specifically providing opportunity
for farm workers is welcomed, as

well as the location of the village
on lower value land.

It would be appropriate to address
associate urban edge changes
once the proposal - and all
associated documentation - is
submitted to the Municipality.

The Municipality does not see it a
necessity to include farm worker
housing within the urban edge.
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SUBMISSION

PIETER SCHAAFSMA

EMAIL SUBMISSION:

'8 MAY 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Mohbility issues at the Technopark will be exacerbated through the current construction of the
head office of a national bank in the TechnoPark.

One solution would be to encourage the bank to acquire and develop the remaining
vacant land in the TechnoPark for higher density residential development for its employees
and to convert certain of the existing office buildings that become vacant, for the same
purposes.

A private/ public initiative in this regard is urgently required.

Mobility issues
around the
TechnoPark

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The MSDF argues that the TechnoPark should be
developed/ managed to become a specialised
business hub. It is proposed that the land owners/
management body and municipality prepare a local/
precinct level plan aimed at achieving the above
mentioned.

STELLENBOSCH

. RATEPAYERS

ASSOCIATION

' EMAIL SUBMISSION:

8 MAY 2019

The mobility issues brought about by the decision to permit the establishment of the head
office of a national bank in the TechnoPark. The issue is that there is no funding available for
access to be provided.

If the bank is not willing to fund the cost of a second access route, or to be advised to
convert its new head office for residential purposes sooner rather than later, as was the case
with the Cape Town CBD Old Mutual office. That out grew it's space and was converted into
residential.

As part of page 102 of the MSDF “Avoid retail malls and office parks in peripheral locations
reliant on private vehicular access”. In terms of this guideline a banking head office should
clearly not have been permitted in the TechnoPark.

As indicated in Table 13 on page 40 of the draft MSDF Stellenbosch Municipality has limited
capacity to address issues such as the evolvement of TechnoPark into an office park. The
Municipality’s institutional arrangements for addressing joint planning challenges also appear
to be weak and intermittent. On page 45 of the Draft MSDF this situation is highlighted as a
mismatch between the multiplicity of policy documents drawn up by or for the Municipality
and the day to day ability to make sense of or apply such policies. The SRA would like to see
representatives from Interested & Affected parties attending portfolio committee meetings
as observers where, with the permission of the chairperson, they an participate in discussions
(but have no vote).

The Van der Stel Sports Complex, while an integral part of the Central district of the Adam
Tas Corridor, should not form part of or be utilised for any strategic infill development. If the
space is lost it will be difficult to replace.

They were in agreement that the upper portion of Brandwacht Farm (Farm 1049) and a 20ha
portion of Farm 369 (south of Brandwacht Farm) had inadvertently been included in the
urban edge in Fig 27 on page 66 and Fig. 28 of the Draft MSDF.

On a similar note the “Beltana” proposal adjoining the Helshoogte Road, shown as “new
future development" in Fig. 27 on page 66 and as "mixed use, community and residential
infill" in Fig 28 on page 68 needs to be carefully reconsidered. This area is Zoned as “Local
Authority — General”, however as “utility" and “Agriculture” in the Draft Integrated Zoning
Scheme (IZS).

Precinct Plans accordingly need to include clear guidelines as to include appropriate
densities for sustainable development in specific locations. This will assist in providing
fransparency in understanding the developers plans within the area.

Move away from housing for students alone and include housing for families as long term
use.

The urban edge as proposed for the area east of the R310 at Lynedoch should be excluded
from the urban edge at Viottenburg should be limited to the previously approved. This is from

a scenic and a safety point of view.

Stellenbosch
urban edge
and other
matters

The MSDF supports a position where access issues to
TechnoPark is resolved through its conversion to a more
balanced community containing residential opportunity.
Ideally; should further access improvements be required
(particularly from the Baden Powell/ Adam Tas areaq,

this should be funded without concomitant release of
agricultural land for development.

It is recommended that the land owners/ managers
of TechnoPark and the Municipality undertake a
joint planning exercise to plan the development of
TechnoPark into a specialised business hub.

Should the Van Der Stel complex be considered for
development (as part of the ATC initiative) sufficient
green space should be safeguarded, as well as public
access as sport opportunity and associated facilities.

Not supported

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / Appr
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SUBMISSION

FRIENDS OF STELLENBOSCH
MOUNTAIN

| EMAILSUBMISSION: 8 MAY
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

While their comments were of overa impressive of the MSDF, their main criticism had been
in lines of the inexplicable contradiction encapsulated in the proposed extensions of the
Urban Edge in Paradyskloof, Brandwacht and Southern Jamestown.

These extensions are not discussed and just appear in figure 27 and 28 of the MSDF.
Reasons for this inclusion has not been provided.

The Brandwacht Farm 1049 would continue to be used for agriculture, with high
agricultural soil potential and is a highly protected agricultural land.

They also questioned some existing decisions regarding a triangular part of Farm 502
(south of De Zalze) and the agricultural smallholdings (Tuinerwe) between Webersvallei
Road and Blaauwklippen River in northern Jamestown. The urban edge guidelines provide
cogent reasons for any particular delineation, and they are in agreement and request the
these two areas be excluded from the Urban edge.

Farm 502 triangle is a Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA) and will thereby never become a
candidate for development. The Jamestown smallholdings are part of its cultural heritage
and of course also represent agricultural land, that the MSDF also agreesshould not be
developed.

Brandwacht Farm is not mentioned in the Draft MSDF and Paradyskloof is mentioned
once.

The Adam Tas Corridor project is supported by the FSM on two conditions. Firstly, it must be
areplacement rather than additional peripheral land development. Secondly, it should
accommodate modern high-density housing and TOD-friendly development (from the
beginning of development).

The MSDF makes no mention of the 240m contour line as an upper bound for
development. Given the many hills and mountains in the WCO024 areaq, the 240m line has
proven an important tool and should be reintroduced. It should also be applied to future
development proposals.

The rejoinder that inclusion into the Urban Edge does not confer rights as such is
meaningless. Planning officials tasked with assessing a development application routinely
cite inclusion into the urban edge as a strong indicator that development is somehow
thereby permitted even if the zoning would indicate otherwise.

In summary: the proposed extensions of the urban edge to include Brandwacht Farm 1049
remainder and the 20ha portion of Farm 349 are inconsistent with the MSDF, the Urban
Edge Guidelines and legislation and regulations governing the interplay between Critical
Biodiversity Areas and spatial planning. They should be rescinded.

The Eastern Link Road does not appear in any map in the MSDF itself or any version of such
maps presented at the IDP/MSDF meetings. Notwithstanding the above, it is a budget
item for the imminent 2019/ 20 financial year. It has thereby moved the Eastern Link project
beyond mere planning into the implementation phase, even if the allocated money were
to be used only for route and engineering design studies. Implementation is now imminent
even before it appears in any planning document.

Discontent was drawn in relation to the MSDF public participation process, that had very
little o do with the MSDF but rather on other municipal planning documentation that had
not been made publicly available for comment.

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

Stellenbosch urban
edge, the Eastern Link
Road, ATC

The “Tuinerwe" is not intended for
development.

The Eastern Link Road is not
supported by the MSDF.

The triangular piece of land south
of De Zalze has been excluded
from the urban edge.

A smaller portion adjoining
Brandwacht is regarded as suitable
for appropriate infill development.

To achieve agreed national,
provincial, and local settlement
development and management
objectives, it is necessary for the
Municipality to actively seek

infill residential development
opportunity.

Prior to implementation of any
such opportunity, numerous studies
and investigations are required
through land use planning,
environmental, and infrastructure
related statute and regulations,
including the need for public
participation at different stages of
development processes.

These studies will inter alia consider
what parts of the land area could
be developed, what nature and
form of development would be
appropriate in its context, and
who best will be responsible for
implementing the development.

The Municipality adheres to all
applicable legislation and policy
in enabling development and will
follow these processes should any
development in the area identified
be pursued.

The ATC initiative is planned as a
TOD environment with significant
residential opportunity providing
for arange of income groups (as
well as students).
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SUBMISSION

~ JOHAN JANSEN VAN

£ VUUREN, RESIDENT
~ AND LAND OWNER
| FRANSCHHOEK

~ EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8
| MAY 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The growth of tourism has beneficial economic impact and enhances employment opportunities.
However, the growth of tourism establishments within areas demarcated for permanent residences
has reached a point it will destroy the long term residents’ quality of life and sense of place.

There is concern about the lack of clarify in the MSDF regarding the 63 ha land at the north
east end of the urban edge designated in Figure 31 as “Future Development Area". No further
development should be allowed in this area.

There is a need to use current roads as a means to improve NMT. The objector resists using the “old
wagon trail” as a vehicular connection between Franschhoek Village and Groendal.

The MSDF should address noise, danger, and pollution caused by large trucks traveling through
Franschhoek.

Tourism and the
character of
Franschhoek

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The MSDF emphasises the need to
maintain the unique character of
Franschhoek, while providing in the needs
of residents. This includes maintaining a
balance between the needs of residents
and tourism establishments/ activities
(critical to sustaining livelihoods).

While significant growth is not envisaged
for Franschhoek, the area between
Groendal and Franschhoek is regarded
as the most appropriate location for
development, including appropriate
movement connections.

The MSDF cannot directly resolve

issues related to heavy vehicles using
Franschhoek Pass (it is an issue of regional
fransport planning and management).

| JACKIE LOUBSER,
~ RESIDENT,
 FRANSCHHOEK

 EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8
MAY 2019

Franschhoek's character is eroded by insensitive developments. New development should be
carefully integrated with the historic area.

There should be a balance in interest in terms of tourism and residents in the area.

Huguenot Street and the Franschhoek Pass is used by heavy goods vehicles. If Franschhoek is a
major tourist destination, the use of the main road by heavy goods vehicles cannot be allowed.
Planning of alternative routes, associated infrastructure and traffic policing should be considered
in the development framework.

Traffic congestion in Franschhoek requires attention.

New
development,
tourism, and
congestion in
Franschhoek

The MSDF emphasises the need to
maintain the unique character of
Franschhoek, while providing in the needs
of residents. This includes maintaining a
balance between the needs of residents
and fourism establishments/ activities
(critical to sustaining livelihoods).

The MSDF cannot directly resolve

issues related to heavy vehicles using
Franschhoek Pass (it is an issue of regional
transport planning and management).

 PLANNING PARTNERS,

' ON BEHALF OF

' GRAPEVINE URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

. EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8
MAY 2019

The MSDF does not reference the proposed Firgrove TOD node as a specific opportunity

It is argued that the opportunities provided by Firgrove Station, the potential presented by the
Firgrove TOD initiative, and the development contemplated by Grapevine Urban Development,
are more than just another housing development. The Firgrove TOD is firmly premised on optimizing
land use in support of existing public transport infrastructure.

Planning Partners are of the view that a well-conceived development in this location can be
supported by the principles that underpin the Stellenbosch MSDF.

A collaborative urban edge assessment needs to be undertaken by the City of Cape Town and
Stellenbosch Municipality. This will serve to lessen the threat to adjacent viticulture areas and
address the misperception of developers regarding extending the urban edge within the Faure Hills
to benefit from its locational advantages.

The Stellenbosch MSDF should acknowledge this potential and its benefits and provide definitive
principles and guidelines directed at ensuring appropriate development in this location. This
could not only assist in evaluating any planning applications that may be submitted, but could
form the basis of initiating a collaborative urban edge assessment by the City of Cape Town and
Stellenbosch Municipality.

Firgrove TOD
node

As indicated in the submission, a
rationalised Firgrove node does not
necessarily conflict with the key principles
of the Stellenbosch MSDF.

It would be appropriate to discuss the
proposal — when sufficiently developed
—with the adjoining municipalities
(recognising the principles contained in
the SDFs of both).
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SUBMISSION

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED
The SIG supports the key principles of the MSDF.

Natural and cultural

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The maps included in the MSDF are of a scale and

STELLENBOSCH
BELANGEGROEP/
INTEREST GROUP

D

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8
- MAY 2019

The SIG maintains that key surveyed natural and culture areas are not
appropriately reflected in maps.

A precinct plan should be prepared for disused industrial areas and the
Rhenish complex and surrounds.

An inventory of student accommodation should be undertaken.
Consideration should be given to affordable student and work-force housing.

Areas indicated for future development adjacent to existing neighbourhoods
should be excluded from the MSDF.

Van der Stell Sports grounds should not be developed.

The Adam Tas Corridor should provide for green areas.

heritage

level of detail reflecting the purpose of the MSDF. For
decision-making purposes, detailed survey maps should
be consulted.

Planning for disused industrial areas is addressed as part
of the Adam Tas Corridor Project (o proceed during
2019/ 2020). Planning for the Rhenish complex and
surrounds relates to this project.

The MSDF supports the provision of inclusive housing,
also as a means to alleviate traffic congestion.

There are numerous smaller opportunities for infill
housing in Stellenbosch town. Development of these
areas does not necessarily imply deterioration of existing
areas and the quality of life enjoyed by residents.

Each project must be planned with full regard for its
context and in terms of prescribed processes (including
community participation).

Planning for the Adam Tas Corridor will allow for
appropriate green areas and specifically address NMT
linkages throughout Stellenbosch town.

It is recommended that the future of Van der Stell

be considered together with the Adam Tas Corridor.
Development of the area could include safeguarding
public access to facilities/ clubs and green areas.

" DENNIS MOSS
' PARTNERSHIP IN
'RELATION TO e’BOSCH

D0

~ HAND DELIEVERED: 7
'MAY 2019

e'Bosch are of the view that the seven principles highlighted in the preamble
of the 19 February 2019 Draft SDF should be revised/ supplemented in a
manner that would recognize that the constitutional imperative, to promote
sustainable development in the Greater Stellenbosch, is embedded in
international agreements that Stellenbosch Municipality is committed to
(including the UN Agenda 2030 on Sustainable Development, UNESCO's MaB
Programme, and the Paris Agreement on Climate Change).

By doing so, both the SDF and the IDP would be optimally aligned with
SPLUMA/ LUPA in context of the international, national, provincial and district
commitments made by Stellenbosch Municipality in the past.

A link to the e'Bosch report is found below, as well as a link to the Bottelary
Bewarea Conservancy.

e'Bosch, the Bofttelary
Bewarea Conservancy,
and sustainable
development and
management

The Municipality has considered the treaties/
agreements referred to in preparing the MSDF. More
explicit reference to these agreements have been
included in the final MSDF.

PLANNING PARTNERS

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8
MAY 2019

The MSDF identifies Raithby as a “Rural Node".

While the objector agrees with the seven key principles underlying the MSDF,
it is maintained that its application to specific nodes may prove problematic.
There is a risk that opportunities relating to identified rural nodes may be
missed.

Rural Nodes may and should accommodate new development, taking its
role and natural and cultural significance into account. Raithby and other
identified Rural Nodes have a relatively modest, but valuable role to play in
addressing this housing need.

Itis specifically argued that development opportunity to the north of Raithby
should be identified.

Growth opportunity in
Raithby

The MSDF recognises the opportunity for change in
smaller villages/ rural nodes.

Key issues identified relates to maintaining the identity of
rural nodes, inclusive development, and the availability
of transport options other than the private car.

Should a development proposal be prepared meeting
the core principles underlying the MSDF, the urban
edge could be adjusted as part of the process.

Adjusting the urban edge in advance is likely to enable
development contradicting the core proinciples.
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SUBMISSION

| STELLENBOSCH WINE ROUTES

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 8 MAY
2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The Stellenbosch Wine Route is concerned about the lack of integration between the
IDP and SDF with specific reference to budget allocations and the specific position of the
tourism sector as part of the grants functionality of the LED section.

The wine and fourism sector in Stellenbosch is very important. Thus, it is imperative that the
Stellenbosch Municipality recognizes the valuable role of the Stellenbosch Wine Route as
partner to sustain the industry.

Itis important to note that new vineyard establishment has decreased by 10% over
the last few years (with declining profit margins in relation to other production areas).
Further decline could have severe socio-economic impacts on the rural landscape of
Stellenbosch.

It is therefore imperative that the Municipality “ring-fence" funding for tourism and
associated development opportunities.

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The importance of
the Stellenbosch Wine
Route to the economy
of SM

The Stellenbosch Municipality
recognises the importance of

the wine industry and associated
tourism services to the economy of
the area.

This recognition is reflected in
various institutional and resource
arrangements of the Municipality,
as well as policy.

The MSDF emphasises the
importance of protecting and
maintaining agricultural (and
related) resources as a prerequisite
for sustainable development and
management of the municipality.

j : LAND USE MANAGEMENT,

sy | DEPARTMENT OF

P ~ AGRICULTURE, WESTERN CAPE
S ' GOVERNMENT

EMAIL SUBMISSION: 21 APRIL
2019

The RE Farm 527 below Jamestown is included within the urban edge but indicated
“retained for agriculture”. The Department considers the land to have high agricultural
potential.

The ATC initiative is supported. However, it should not spread to the south (across the Eerste
River) and east into valuable agricultural land.

RE Portion 7 Farm 716 is suitable for infill development by virtue of its location but as it is
cultivated/ irigated should preferably be retained for agriculture.

The proposed strengthening of the Muldersviei and Lynedoch nodes are questioned.

Extension of urban development beyond the current urban edge in Vlottenburg is not
supported.

Various aspects of
proposed urban edges

Where appropriate, adjustments
have been made to urban edges.

PLANNING PARTNERS ON
BEHALF OF ANNANDALE
' PROPERTIES (PTY) LTD

' 18 DECEMBER 2018

The submission argues for the inclusion of Erf 298 within the urban edge.

The property abuts residential development, is vacant, and albeit zoned for agriculture,
has not been farmed for 25 years.

The current urban edge (conceptually indicated as part of the 2013 urban edge) bisects
the property.

Itis proposed to develop the site with a mix of single dwellings, town houses, and
apartments (fogether some 107 units).

Erf 298, Raithby

It is agreed that the manner in
which the original edge was
applied presents problems and
that including the whole site
will provide for a more sensible
development.

Should the development proposal
(and associated submissions) be
viewed favourably, the vilage
should ideally not be designed and
managed as a gated community.

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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SUBMISSION

- VIRDUS WORKS
DUPRE LOMBAARD

EMAIL SUBMISSION
14 June 2019

Table 52. Summary table of second round comments received as well as associated responses

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The objector questions the status quo reporting on vehicles entering and leaving
Stellenbosch during peak hours. This, in turn, skews all further arguments and
policies related to traffic, fransport and development.

Movement and access

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

All figures used in the MSDF comes from
Municipal and Provincial sources. The
MSDF concept and policies are based on
a comprehensive review and synthesis of
information, not only one statistic related
to vehicular transport. Since advertising of
the draft MSDF, the SM has updated some
information.

VIRDUS WORKS
DUPRE LOMBAARD

EMAIL SUBMISSION
14 June 2019

The objector notes that “the legislative context of the SDF does not reflect the
key legislation, namely the Stellenbosch Municipality Land Use Planning Bylaw,
2015. Failure to incorporate this into the SDF indicates that there is no proper
reference to the prescribed process and components of the SDF as determined
in the Municipality's own Bylaw, which could cause the process to become
contentious."”

Urban edge in Klapmuts

The description has been amended.

DENNIS MOSS PARTNERSHIP
ON BEHALF OF SIMONSIG
WINE ESTATE

EMAIL SUBMISSION
19 June 2019

Application is made for the Koelenhof urban edge to be amended to include
land bordered by the R304 in the west, railway line in the east, Kromme Rhee
Road in the south and agricultural land in the north.

The current plan for the farm includes mixed use facilities that include Residential,
Open Space, Agricultural related, Institutional and Residential for farm labourers.

The plan also includes a potential access route into the proposed residential area.

Koelenhof urban edge

The MSDF maintains that extensive
development along the R304 should not
be entertained at this stage as it is likely to
be almost exclusively supported by private
vehicular transport.

MERWE BOTHA

EMAIL SUBMISSION
119 June 2019

Objection against the possible development of a portion of Brandwacht farm. It
will exacerbate traffic congestion and increase pressure to build the eastern by-
pass.

Brandwacht farm

To achieve agreed national, provincial,

and local settlement development and
management objectives, it is necessary for SM
to actively seek infill residential development
opportunity. Prior to implementation of any
such opportunity, numerous studies and
investigations are required through land use
planning, environmental, and infrastructure
related statute and regulations, including the
need for traffic studies and public participation
at different stages of development processes.
These studies will inter alia consider what parts
of the land area could be developed (if at
all), what nature and form of development
would be appropriate in its context, and who
best will be responsible for implementing the
development. The Municipality adheres to all
applicable legislation and policy in enabling
development and will follow these processes
should any development in the area identified
be pursued.
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SUBMISSION

DIRECTORATE: LAND USE AND

SOIL MANAGEMENT
DEPARTMENT OF

AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY AND

FISHERIES

EMAIL SUBMISSION

.

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The Department makes various suggestions for urban edge amendments based
on following cadastral boundaries.

Urban Edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

Following cadastral boundaries for urban edge
delineations will result in extensive increases

fo the urban edge. This, in turn, will undermine
the objectives of the MSDF. In consultation with
the WCG, the SM has decided not to follow
cadastral boundaries in the delineation of
urban edges.

PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
BRANDWACHT FARM 72/2

EMAIL SUBMISSION
24 June 2019

urban edge, the reminder of the Farm 72/2 (a portion of +/- 10 ha) is located
outside the urban edge. It does not an economically viable agricultural sense for
the farm to be split. Their request is therefore for the MSDF to be amended so as to
include the whole farm 72/2 in the urban edge.

24 June 2019
¢ The school site recently acquired on the southern boundary of the town should Klapmuts Previous comments related to the proposed
ANTON LOTZ TOWN AND not be designated as green areaq, but rather for institutional. M”Mﬂ%m\whw%%MMGMM_LE_M_MWBSw have been
REGIONAL PLANNERS * Farm 736/5 should not be designed for residential as a number of municipal ’
services are located on this site and therefore the site is not ideal for residential
use.
EMAIL SUBMISSION * The submission also included suggested amendments to the Klapmuts plan. They
14 June 2019 seek to boost investor confidence in Klapmuts by providing an integrated area for
growth and development linked to the innovation precinct.
V3 ARCHITECTS AND * Their client supports the Draft MSDF's proposal to include the Farm Brandwacht Urban Edge A portion of the farm is included (not
No. 1049, Stellenbosch as a cadastral entity into the Stellenbosch Urban Edge. necessarily a cadastral entity). It is understood
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF that alth b Thies site riate for infil
BRANDWACHT FARM at although the site is appropriate for in
development from a spatial perspective,
various investigations will have to be
completed - including those related to traffic
EMAIL SUBMISSION and fransport — before its infill potential can be
20 June 2019 reclised.
, V3 ARCHITECTS AND ¢ According to the MSDF only a portion of Farm 72/2 has been included in the Urban Edge The MSDF urban edges do not adhere to

cadastral boundaries (the consequences of
this practice has been highlighted by WCG
at the MSDF Intergovernmental Steering
Committee meetings).

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN
SETTLEMENTS, WCG

EMAIL SUBMISSION
25 June 2019

Previous comments on the exclusion of the Northern Extension project from the
proposed urban edge of Stellenbosch have been addressed in the new draft.

De Novo has not been addressed in the new draft.
The term farm worker (in relation to housing) should rather be farm residents.
The MSDF should include a discussion on Restructuring Zones for social housing.

The Franschhoek plan should indicate the urgent need to address the Langrug
Informal Settlement through in-situ upgrading, as well as the need to decant to La
Motte.

Housing projects identified for Meerlust, Pniel, Lanquedoc and Kylemore should be
mapped.

Issues related to
government assisted
housing projects

Previous comments received from the
Department related to the Northern Extension
has been included.

The Municipality has elected not to include
proposed farm resident villages within the
urban edge (they are part and parcel of
agricultural areas). De Nova is, however,
acknowledged as a location for emerging
farmer incubator projects, including a
residential component.

The revised MSDF has included the Municipal
housing project pipeline.

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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FIRST PLAN ON BEHALF OF
PORTION 42 (PORTION 19) OF
THE FARM NOOITGEDACHT

- NO 65 STELLENBOSCH AT

2 KOELENHOF

EMAIL SUBMISSION
27 June 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The objector opposes the statement contained in Table 25 on page 87 of the
MSDF that “over the longer term, Muldersvlei and Koelenhof along the R304
corridor could possibly accommodate more growth, and be established as
inclusive of offering a range of opportunities. However, these settlements are not
prioritized for development at this stage™. This statement is in contrast to several
applications already launched on land belonging to their client or approvals
obtained (these projects require significant municipal infrastructure and is
therefore considered a priority for municipal capital spending, bulk services
provision and further development).

Koelenhof

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The MSDF maintains that extensive
development along the R304 should not
be entertained at this stage as it is likely to
be almost exclusively supported by private
vehicular fransport.

NUPLAN AFRICA ON BEHALF
OF ARRA VINEYARDS, FARM
742/7

EMAIL SUBMISSION
2 July 2019

Farm 742/7 was included in the urban edge in 2007/8, only to be excluded in the
years to follow.

As per the Special Development Area Report for Klapmuts, there has been
an agreement to include a portion of the farm under discussion for urban
development.

There had recently been discussions with Council for a housing development to
be located on a portion of the farm.

Arra Vineyards with low agricultural potential not included within the urban edge
while other farms with high agricultural potential are included.

Arra Vineyards are putting forward a proposal not only to safeguard the very
important agricultural industry but at the same time contributing towards a more
balanced urban growth model to ensure long time sustainability.

Klapmuts Urban Edge

As indicated in previous comments, Should
further development proposals be submitted
- supported by relevant studies and market
support — and found appropriate by the
Municipality through associated processes, a
motivation for the further adjustment of the
urban edge could be considered as part of
the proposal.

CNDV AFRICA SIMON NICKS The Um zo.<o site is fo be Qm<m_.o_oma as an emerging farmer _zncdoa_‘ with De Novo The comment is accepted.
a residential component, and is to be designed and managed in a way

ON THE INTENDED OUTCOME : 2 - o
that complements and supports surrounding farming activities for as many

OF THE DE NOVO PROJECT o "
beneficiaries as can be practically accommodated.
This should be indicated in the MSDF in the words: “With respect to De Novo, SM

EMAIL SUBMISSION is of the view that over the short to medium term, farmer development projects
should be supported, including subdivision to appropriately sized portions as

2 July 2019 required.”

| TV3-ARCHITECTS AND TOWN In terms of the MSDF the subject property is located within the Viottenburg urban | Viottenburg The comment is accepted. Nevertheless, it is

' PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF ERF
1 LONGLANDS

EMAIL SUBMISSION
- 3 July 2019

edge but is earmarked for “urban agricultural” purposes.

The MSDF's designation for Erf 1, Longlands as “urban agricultural” should be
changed to "mixed use community and residential infill".

The proposed urban development of Erf 1, Longlands is also supported by the
WCG's Department of Agriculture (letter dated 12 June 2019).

maintained that smaller settlements along the
Baden Powell-Adam Tas-R304 should not be
prioritised for development at this stage as it is
likely to be predominantly supported by private
vehicular transport.

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
DE WALDORF RETIREMENT
VILLAGE FARM 1310

E
MAIL SUBMISSION
4 July 2019

According to the MSDF the farm is designated for Urban Agriculture Areas
Retained.

The area has been approved for the De Waldorf Residential Development. The
request is for the MSDF to change the designated piece of land to reflect existing
development.

De Waldorf retirement
village

The comment is accepted.
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SUBMISSION KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN According ﬂo.Em MSDF a UOEOJ of the remainder of mn:: 527 is .Qm.g@:oﬁma Urban edge and * The comment is accepted.
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF for Urban Agriculture Areas Retained and another portion are being excluded Amendment to
PORTION 7 OF FARM 527 from the urban edge. However, there is a call for proposals (September 2018) existing and approved

from Stellenbosch Municipality for the development of the Remainder Farm 527.  |development land use

FA
W&:wmmmﬁvﬁcmx s These changes in the (draft) MSDF removes 23ha of the 50ha developable land

basically reducing the number of units by half, at 20u/h this means there will be a
reduction of 500 low-middle income housing opportunities.

EMAIL SUBMISSION * |tisrequested that the draft MSDF designation be changed to Mixed use
Community and Residential Infill and Urban edge be changed to include the

4 July 2019 entire tender area.

» According fo the MSDF Weltevreden Hills Estate is designated for Mixed Use Development * The comment is accepted.
Community and Residential Infill. However, there is an existing residential estate descriptions in vicinity
on the allocated areaq, the development is well underway and a few houses of Welgevonden
(6-7) have already been constructed. It is suggested that the (draft) MSDF's Boulevard
designation of this site be changed to reflect existing development rights.

* According to the MSDF Gevonden Estate is designated for Mixed Use Community
and Residential Infill. However, there is an existing residential estate on the
' TV3 ARCHITECTS AND TOWN allocated property, the development is well c:ngo< and a few oﬁ.:‘,m j.oSmm
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF has already been constructed and E.w qm:\._o_:amﬁ is under construction It is
. WELGEVONDEN BOULEVARD suggested that the (draft) MSDF's designation of this site be changed to reflect
] existing development.

| * According to the MSDF Oakhills Estate is designated for Mixed Use Community
EMAIL SUBMISSION and Residential Infill. However, there is an existing approval for a residential estate
551 on the allocated property and commencement of construction is imminent. It is
4 July 2019 suggested that the (draft) MSDF's designation of this site be changed to reflect
existing development approval.

* According to the MSDF a small north-western portion of Welgevonden Estate is
designated for Mixed Use Community and Residential Infill. A large portion of the
allocated area is part of a stream and associated wetland, it is also part of the
existing Welgevonden Estate's open space network. It is suggested that the (draft)
MSDF's designation of this site be changed to reflect the above as part of an
existing development.

* The proposed Anura development is not included in the urban edge of Klapmuts. |Klapmuts urban edge

The Municipality is of the view that the Anura
development can occur outside the urban
edge (as is the case with some golf course/
resort developments).

AHG TOWN PLANNING OF
PORTION 41 OF THE FARM » Since the previous comments were made, the validity period of associated land
BRONKHORST NO 748 use rights has been extended for a further 5 years to 2024.

| » Preference is given to the Distell development that is currently in its planning
phase. As such the Anura development that is also in its planning phase with
FMAN: SURMISSION approved land use rights, should similarly be included in the SDF.

4 July 2019
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TV3 ARCHITECTS AND
TOWN PLANNERS ON
BEHALF OF MOUNTAIN
BREEZE

EMAIL SUBMISSION
4 July 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

Itis argued that while the MSDF sets out to actively curtail urban sprawl it appears
as if this rule is geographically selectively applied as there are some other areas
proposed in the MSDF where urban edge expansion is included, for example
Jamestown and Kayamandi North.

The MSDF maintains that sufficient land exists within the urban edge for the type of
development envisaged. The availability of developable land for middle-income
housing opportunities within the current approved urban edge is extremely limited
or exiremely expensive.

Taking this into consideration there is a request for the Mountain Breeze land to be
included into the Urban Edge.

Stellenbosch urban
edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

As indicated before, the development is not
supported at this stage. The MSDF sets out to
actively curtail sprawl of Stellenbosch town and
protect agricultural land over the planning period.
The MSDF maintains that sufficient land exists within
the urban edge for the type of development
envisaged.

NM&ASSOCIATES ON
BEHALF OF BOSCHENDAL
ESTATE

' EMAIL SUBMISSION

4 July 2019

The owners of Boschendal Estate, Boschendal (Pty) Ltd, have embarked on a
process to establish a vision and compile a Draft Conceptual Framework (CF)

for their landholding. As agreed with the SM the intention is to develop this Draft
CF info a Farm SDP in terms of the requirements set out in Chapter 20 of the SM
Zoning Scheme. The purpose of the work is to guide and help the new BE owners
plan for the future, inform the municipality as to how the new owners intend to
give shape fo their new vision, and direct land use management decisions. While
the BE Draft CF is not ready for inclusion in the MSDF, it is requested that main
elements of the approach followed be included in the MSDF.

Boschendal Estate and
Dwars River Valley

Comments have been incorporated in the MSDF.

WCG, LAND USE
MANAGEMENT,

DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

EMAIL SUBMISSION
4 July 2019

The Department made detailed suggestions on aspects of the MSDF. Notably, the
Department does not support the Northern extension.

Urban edges

Comments have been incorporated where
possible.

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND
TOWN PLANNERS ON
BEHALF OF BRAEMAR FARM
DEVELOPMENT

HAND DELIVERED
SUBMISSION

4 July 2019

It was requested that amendment of the urban edge as reflected in the Draft
2019 MSDF in order to reflect the proposed development application and
alignment that is currently being assessed by the SM, and which various consents/
no objections have been received. This is required in order for the SM to finalize
the subdivision and rezoning application.

The objector requests the inclusion of the whole Portion 2 of Farm 742 and
Portion 2 of Farm within the Urban Edge, based on the draft Master Traffic Plan as
prepared by ICE Group regarding the future road network for the area.

The amendment of the allocation of the included portion of land in order to
reflect Mixed Use/ Urban Infill.

These comments are a matter of urgency as any further delay in commencement
of the formal rezoning and subdivision process arising from the current SDF position
could impact on the provisions of the sale agreement with the Department of
Public Works.

Klapmuts Urban edge

The MSDF supports the development of Klapmuts
as an integrated, balanced community, making
the most of an advantageous metropolitan
location.

However, this development needs to be
integrated, and not only focus on housing for
particular groups, whether the affordable sector or
those exploiting a perceived favourable location
for car travel to and from work.

Most of the current development proposals are
almost solely focused on residential development,
serving different market segments.

The Distell opportunity — albeit located north of
the N1 in the DM —is entirely focused on activities
aimed at job creation, critically need in Klapmuts.
It is also different in that the developer will fund all
associated infrastructure.

a Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / Approved by Council on 11 N




STELLENBOSCH

' RATEPAYERS’

ASSOCIATION

EMAIL SUBMISSION
DATED:

4 July 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The proposed northern extension of Stellenbosch, now included in the June urban edge,
does not comply with the principles of the MSDF. Not only does this extension cover some of
the highest potential agricultural land in Stellenbosch, but it also extends beyond the Devon
Valley watershed on the ridge.

The Beltana/ Botmaskop extension also does not comply with procedures and principles and
was not thoroughly discussed in the MSDF town hall meetings.

The Vredenheim development proposal should also not be included in the urban edge. Itis
not part of the old Vlottenburg proposed development and it cannot be seen as a Hamlet
development.

The SRA strongly supports the policy/ principle of the MSDF that we cannot continue building
roads for private cars until such time as we find sirategic solutions for fransport (NMT and public
transport).

The SRA agrees that student accommodation must be supplied close to educational and
lecture facilities, however this too does negatively impact local economy and job creation as
students are absent for four months each year.

The SRA commends the Directorate of Spatial Planning and Heritage for taking the bold step
of halting haphazard development in the Dennesig area until such time as an urban design
framework is available. In the opinion of the SRA a specific principle of the MSDF should require
all future (and present) development to provide a spectrum of housing where the middle-
income group and first-time buyers can be accommodated (this will address part of the traffic
problem).

The SRA would be grateful if the greater part of the Van der Stel complex could be reflected
as being retained for open space / recreation purposes.

Although the upper portion of Brandwacht Farm and a 20ha portion of Farm 349 has been
removed from Fig. 28 of the document (par. 9.2 of the 8 May 2019 representations), the same
cannot be said of Fig 27. Fig. 27 accordingly needs to be brought in line with Fig. 28. While
the SRA notes that in the June 2019 MSDF, the Beltana infill area has not been reduced in

size as requested, it may nevertheless be expedient to do so and amend Fig. 27 and Fig. 28
accordingly.

As mentioned above, a new issue of concern to the SRA is the major westward expansion of
the urban edge at Kayamandi as shown in Fig. 28 of the June 2019 MSDF. Although the SRA
assumes that this has fo do with the land invasion of the Farm Watergang, this is unfortunate.

There is a mismatch between the new Fig. 27 and Fig. 28 which needs to be rectified. If it is at
all possible to relocate that portion of the informal Watergang settlement, that has spilt over
the hill into the Devon Valley watershed, this needs to receive priority attention.

Although the SRA did not comment on any proposals concerning Jamestown, and that there
is public resistance to the development of properties adjoining the Blaauwklippen Stream. The
question accordingly arises as to whether this part of Jamestown should not receive similar
protection to that provided for Raithby.

Concerning Lynedoch, the SRA recommended that the urban edge should not extend
eastward across Baden Powell Drive. This recommendation was based on the Heritage Survey
conducted by Prof Fabio Todeschini and on pedestrian/ vehicle safety issues. Unfortunately,
the June draft of the MSDF has not been amended accordingly and the SRA would be
grateful if this issue could be reconsidered .

General Comments

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The proposed Northern Extension is in
line with proposals contained in the
Municipal housing pipeline.

The Vredemheim proposal was included
for illustrative purposes. The timing of
smaller settlement development has
been commented on fully.

The need for small infill development —
and associated process requirements —
has been commented on fully before.

Limiting the Lynedoch urban edge is
agreed to.

As indicated before, should Van der
Stel be developed, access to sporting/
outdoor opportunity should be
guaranteed.

Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework /
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- SUBMISSION

PLANNING PARTNERS ON
BEHALF OF GRAPEVINE
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

EMAIL SUBMISSION
4 July 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

It was noted that no substantial amendments have been made in the MSDF with
specific reference to the Faure area, around the existing Firgrove Railway Station,
and the development proposal for a transit-oriented development (TOD).

The municipal response on their comments indicated that a rationalised Firgrove
node is not necessarily in conflict with the key principles of the Stellenbosch MSDF
and that, when sufficiently developed, it would be appropriate to discuss the
development proposal with the adjoining municipalities.

The purpose of their letter is to place on record that a future development
proposal that appropriately addresses the issues should not be regarded as
inconsistent with the MSDF, and should therefore not require a deviation from the
MSDF.

Firgrove node

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

As indicated before, a rationalised Firgrove node
does not necessarily conflict with the key principles
of the Stellenbosch MSDF. It would be appropriate
to discuss the proposal — when sufficiently
developed - with the adjoining municipalities
(recognising the principles contained in the MSDFs
of both municipalities).

CK RUMBOLL AND
PARTNERS

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

Le Motte is a rural town and the rural character should be taken into account with
any future development.

An agri-village should be supported in La-Motte.

A Mixed housing typology is needed in La Motte which will include farmworker
housing, GAP housing, site and serviced erven, low-cost housing.

The urban edge of La Motte needs to be amended enable a range of housing
types to be developed.

La Motte

Comments have been incorporated in the MSDF.

. AND LIBERTAS NO. 1480

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF
FARM FLEURBAAI NO. 1040

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

The objector maintains that the availability of developable land for middle-and-
middle upper income housing opportunities within the current approved urban
edge is very limited.

Itis proposed to use land indicated for education facilities, the TechnoPark
extension, and residential opportunities.

Taking the above into consideration, they motivate that the MSDF's urban
edge be amended to include Farm 1040 and 1480, and to earmark it for urban
development.

Urban edges

As indicated before, the development is not
supported at this stage. The MSDF sets out to
actively curtail sprawl of Stellenbosch town and
protect agricultural land over the planning period.
The MSDF maintains that sufficient land exists within
the urban edge for the type of development
envisaged.

DE ZALZE WINELANDS GOLF
ESTATE

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

The spatial proposals to maintain and improve nature areas surrounding
Stellenbosch town and working to increasingly connect and integrate nature
areas to form an integrated framework across the town is supported by the

De Zalze HOA and the De Zalze Special Management Area Trust. The Estate

is desirous of further working with the Municipality in order to integrate the
management actions contained in the Stellenbosch Environmental Management
Framework.

Protected and
integrated nature areas

The comments are welcomed and noted.

PIETER SCHAAFSMA

EMAIL SUBMISSION
4 July 2019

It is maintained that the two most pressing spatial issues requiring urgent attention
by the Municipality are the invasion of land at Watergang and the mobility
problems arising from the deterioration of the Technopark into an Office Park.
Concerning the latter issue, it may be expedient to seriously consider developing
the Stellenbosch Golf Course for housing purposes because of its strategic
location adjoining the Technopark. Although there will be objections to this
proposal, the golf course could be relocated and there are likely to be substantial
cost benefit savings arising from the development of this strategic site for housing
and/ or mixed uses.

Watergang and
TechnoPark

The comments are noted.




'Le

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND
PLANNERS ON BEHALF
OF PORTION 4 FARM
FLEURBAAI NO. 1040

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

In addition to the comments made in relation to Farm 1040 and 1480, the points below were highlighted in
terms of Portion 4 of Farm Fleurbaai 1040.

The current concept development proposal consists of residential and educational land uses, and forms part
of the greater Fleurbaai / Libertas urban development project. The schools in Stellenbosch are at maximum
capacity and have expanded (as far as possible) to accommodate this need, but without adequately
addressing this need. The only solution to address this need for educational facilities is to provide additional
schools. The subject property offers an opportunity for the establishing of such educational facilities in
Stellenbosch that will benefit the broader community of Stellenbosch. It can only be realized if the subject
property is located within the urban edge.

The development of this property will complement the Adam Tas Corridor initiative by providing alternative
housing and educational opportunities in close proximity to central Stellenbosch. The Adam Tas corridor
initiative is supported but loaded with complexities which will not be easily solved in the short to medium term.

Taking the above into consideration, they motivate that the MSDF’s urban edge be amended to include Farm
1040, and to earmark it for urban development.

Urban Edge

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

As indicated before,

the development is not
supported at this stage. The
MSDF sets out to actively
curtail sprawl of Stellenbosch
town and protect agricultural
land over the planning
period. The MSDF maintains
that sufficient land exists
within the urban edge for
the type of development
envisaged.

TV3 ARCHITECTS AND
PLANNERS ON BEHALF
OF PORTION 1 FARM
FLEURBAAI NO. 1040

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

In addition to the comments related to adjoining poperties, the objector maintains that the subject property is
+9.5ha in extent and is not a viable agricultural land unit.

The MSDF's aim is to promote strategic development and this property is just that, being located directly north-
west of Techno Park, in Stellenbosch. The subject property is located strategically adjacent to the proposed
Techno Park Link Road (to the west), making it a desirable strategic location for future urban development.

The property is located at the planned second entrance to Techno Park (from Adam Tas Road). It bookends
this entrance to Techno Park with Capitec’s new head office building and it would therefore make sense to
harness this opportunity and to provide land (on the subject property) for the future expansion of Techno Park
as the need arises. The development proposal — consisting of residential and commercial / office land uses —
forms part of the Fleurbaai / Libertas urban development project, and as such will complement the Adam Tas
Corridor initiative by providing alternative housing and commercial opportunities in close proximity to central
Stellenbosch.

Taking the above into consideration they would like to request that the MSDF's urban edge be amended to
include Portion 1 of Farm 1040 and to earmark it for urban development.

Urban Edge

* Asindicated before,
the development is not
supported at this stage. The
MSDF sets out to actively
curtail sprawl of Stellenbosch
town andprotect agricultural
land over the planning
period. The MSDF maintains
that sufficient land exists
within the urban edge for
the type of development
envisaged.

WERKMANS ATTORNEYS
ON BEHALF OF
BLAAUWKLIPPEN
AGRICULTURAL ESTATES
STELLENBOSCH RE FARM
NO. 527/3, FARM NO.
368/17 & FARM 1457

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

The comment had been in relation to the comments received on their previous comments sent through on the
Draft SDF.

The Municipality's generic and superficial response cannot be regarded to be an adequate response to their
previous submissions and their client is not placed in a position to understand the reasons for the Municipality's
continued exclusion of the properties from the urban edge. It is believed that the continued exclusion of the
properties from the urban edge is arbitrary and irrational and the Municipality's failure to engage with their
client's submissions and provide proper reasons for the exclusion of the properties amounts to a violation of
their client’s rights to adminisirative action which is lawful, reasonable and procedurally fair as contemplated
in the Constitution and entrenched in the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act, 2000 (“PAJA").

The irrationality and arbitrariness of the Municipality's decision to exclude the properties is all the more glaring
when one considers that these properties are all exempt from the Subdivision of Agricultural Land Act, Act

70 of 1970 ("SALA"), and (in respect of Farms 1457 and 349/17) border the proposed Eastern Link Road which
forms part of the master road network planning for Stellenbosch, in conjunction with the proposed Techno
Avenue Link Road.

In the light of the fact that the Municipality has failed to engage with their previous submissions, we maintain
that the motivations contained in those submissions remain pertinent and remain unanswered by the
Municipality.

They believe that the municipality had failed to address the issues outlined in the below attached document.

Urban Edge

* The MSDF is based on a
comprehensive argument
for managing the spatial
development of the
Municipality over the
planning period. This is
aligned with national,
provincial, and local statutory
and policy prescriptions.
Working to contain urban
sprawl and ensure a
compact settlement form
- to ensure efficiency and
sustainability — are key
objectives of the MSDF. With
the above in mind, the MSDF
maintains that the urban
edge of Stellenbosch town
should be maintained as
far as possible for the MSDF
period.
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E'BOSCH

EMAIL SUBMISSION

 5July 2019

34

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

E'bosch reiterates a previous observation that it is imperative that
the promotion of sustainable development should be the core
objective of all planning processes, especially in the preparation
of a MSDF, and that the implementation of the 17 Sustainable
Development Goals is critical to achieve this. They are of the
opinion that these aspects are not sufficiently addressed in the
revised SDF.

Other inputs on the role of conservancies as building blocks for
sustainable development and the potential impact of changes in
agricultural activities on the character of the Winelands are not
addressed in the SDF.

International
development goals

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

It is accepted that various international agreements and treaties
—in which South Africa is a participant — exist. However, it is

not deemed necessary to list all of these. Arguably, the core
national, provincial, and local planning and environmental
management statute and policy — which underlies the MSDF
and SEMF - incorporates and is aligned with these agreements
and freaties. In its approach, the MSDF shares the concerns

of E'bosch. The methodology followed in preparing the

MSDF follows guidelines prepared in support of SPLUMA and
the principles of sustainable development and long-term
sustainability considered in a global context.

STELLENBOSCH INTEREST
GROUP

EMAIL SUBMISSION

The SIG again requests that all culturally significant landscapes be
indicated on maps in detail (based on approved surveys).

Mapping of culturally
significant landscapes

As indicated before, decision-making in relation to the MSDF

- and specifically land use management decision-making - is
informed by detailed maps and categories based on surveys of
the cultural and natural environment. These are too detailed to
include in the MSDF but forms part of the MSDF “package”. The
same would apply to information underlying the SEMF.

~ 5July 2019

LINDA KOETZIER

EMAIL SUBMISSION
5 July 2019

Objection to proposed redevelopment of Alexander Street and Du
Toit Street area for higher density residential and/ or commercial
use. It is maintained that there is sufficient housing for students/
younger people and that redevelopment will defract from the
historic character of the area and exacerbate iraffic congestion.

Densification, student
housing

The area has been earmarked for sensitive densification. This
does not imply a loss of historical character or exacerbated
traffic conditions. In considering proposals, the Municipality
will address all relevant issues, concerns, and development
requirements.

DEPARTMENT OF RURAL
DEVELOPMENT & LAND
REFORM

EMAIL SUBMISSION

'8 July 2019

The Department made various comments related to improving the
eligibility of plans and drawings in the MSDF and recognition of the
Cape Winelands District Rural Development Plan.

General comments

Comments have been incorporated where possible.

ELLIOT MBIKWANA

EMAIL SUBMISSION
1 July 2019

The objector maintains that Klapmuts should not have an urban edge.

The following initiatives should be supported:

The Klapmuts Hills development.
The Arra development.
The Anura development as already approved by the SM.

The extension of the Rosenmeer development towards the N1 and
Groenfontein Road in order to support growing the Klapmuts Town
Centre.

The Breamar farm school extensions.

Integrating the Klapmuts community.

Klapmuts

The MSDF supports the development of Klapmuts as an
integrated, balanced community, making the most of an
advantageous metropolitan location.

However, this development needs to be integrated, and

not only focus on housing for particular groups, whether the
affordable sector or those exploiting a perceived favourable
location for car travel to and from work.

Most of the current development proposals are almost solely
focused on residential development, serving different market
segments.

The Distell opportunity — albeit located north of the N1 in the DM
~is entirely focused on activities aimed at job creation, critically
need in Klapmuts. It is also different in that the developer will
fund all associated infrastructure.
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KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The department questions use of the terms “valuable land areas" General In the context used it is believed clear that “valuable land areas" refer
and a statement that such land “cannot be built upon extensively” |Comments to assets of nature, culture, and agriculture as identified in various
in reference to the seven concepts/ key tenets of the MSDF. surveys, Cannot be built upon extensively makes a link to, for example,

the rural guidelines of WCG which sets out conditions for building in

» Clarity is needed on criteria used to classify settlements. these areds

* The different views of B%WQ.UQ_Emm in relafion fo _A_OUBSw should be * The most important criteria for settlement categorisation relates
resolved. The area also requires a local structure (sic) plan. to growth potential - as explained in the MSDF (and also based
* Where infill is proposed, it should be indicated whether infrastructure on Provincial growth potential studies) — and the role of each to
capacity exists to support such infill. accommodate different types of change. Apart from the three
) o . larger settlements, all others are categorised as “rural”. Some - e.g.
e The MSDF should provide an indication of where future informal Jonkershoek and Spier — are not true settlements, and therefore
settlements are to be located. referred to as clusters or groupings of specific activities.
: e The DEADP does not support establishing agri-villages outside existing « Itis clear from agreed proposals/ applications that development will
| WCG, DEADP nodes. occur both north and south of the N1 in Klupmuts. It has been indicated
5 « The Priority Development Areas in the CEF is too generic. that Klapmuts is a priority for further, more detailed local planning.
2 EMAIL SUBMISSION ° In many cases in U_o::S@ spatial _.oo=0< 30&3@ and infrastructure
planning do not necessarily occur in parallel in all respects. For
9 July 2019 example, in the case of Adam Tas Corridor, the spatial concept has

been completed, setting the context for infrastructure investigations
currently in progress to support the development.

* SM=interms of its human settlement planning and housing pipeline -
infends to accommodate residents in formal housing areas as opposed
to future informal settlements.

¢ The MSDF and CEF clearly identifies Priority Development Areas (the
Baden Powell-Adam Tas- R304 corridor — and specifically the Adam Tas
Corridor in Stellenbosch, Klapmuts, and upgrading of existing informal
settlements).

e It would appear that the issue of farm worker housing - and the form it
takes —require clearer policy direction and implementation guidelines
across municipalities.

* The objector maintains that the proposed development at Arra and | Klapmuts * The MSDF supports the development of Klapmuts as an integrated,
Anura should be included within the urban edge of Klapmuts. Arra balanced community, making the most of an advantageous
specifically need to accommodate a buffer between farming and metropolitan location.

informal settlement : ; ;
(RinRERes A T S * However, this development needs to be integrated, and not only focus

DONAVIN DAVIDS on housing for particular groups, whether the affordable sector or those
exploiting a perceived favourable location for car travel to and from
- work.
EMAIL SUBMISSION * Most of the current development proposals are almost solely focused

1 JULY 2019 on residential development, serving different market segments.

e The Distell opportunity — albeit located north of the N1 in the DM —is
entirely focused on activities aimed at job creation, critically need in
Klapmuts. It is also different in that the developer will fund all associated
infrastructure.
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VREDENHEIM PARK (PTY)
LTD

EMAIL SUBMISSION
4 July 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

The submission re-motivates for inclusion of 20ha north of Baden Powell Drive
into the Vlottenburg node.

The current proposal is focused on providing employment opportunities
aligned to the existing residential developments occurring in the node on
the land to the west of the Viottenburg Road, where inter alia more than 400
low income subsidy units are planned and being developed according to
the approved housing pipeline.

The node is already fully serviced by public transport, consisting of trains and
buses, and spare capacity exists.

Itis certainly better provided than numerous other priority projects listed in
the SDF (specifically Klapmuts North).

The economic need for an agri-industrial park is reiterated. There is a need
for economic development and transformation of land uses and the
creation of new employment opportunities in Stellenbosch. This need should
also be considered along with the new housing initiatives of the Municipality
in the Vlottenburg node where the creation of new employment
opportunities will become a priority.

The Vredenheim land should not be seen as separate from the Viottenburg
node, which already houses more than 600 households and is envisaged to
grow to more than 1 000 households in the foreseeable future.

The Vredenheim proposal for an agri-industrial park development
complements the existing residential uses, the tourism attractions and
facilities like the hotel school and the existing agri-industrial uses such as the
two existing wine cellars and the brandy distillery. It is already a mixed-use
node, albeit lacking in employment opportunities in proximity of the existing
public transport facilities.

Klapmuts alone cannot function as the only or priority industrial node for

the Stellenbosch Municipality. The Viottenburg node is better provided with
public fransport than is Klapmuts, and it is significantly better located from an
agricultural vantage point for the Stellenbosch area residents and farmers.

A transport interchange at this point would also limit the influx of cars into the
Stellenbosch town areaq, i.e. it could contribute significantly to the reduction
of congestion along the Adam Tas Corridor routes from the south.

The proposals for the establishment of an agri-industrial park mixed with
tourism, residential uses, education and training (some of which already
exists) in the Viottenburg Node should be considered favourably, given the
socio-economic and public transport benefits thereof and the fact that the
majority of the employees would not require private transport to access

the employment opportunities created in such development. All that is
required to facilitate such development is a minor shift in the boundaries of
the designated urban area and an acknowledgement of the existing public
transport facilities and capacities available to the node.

Vlottenburg

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The submission is noted.

What is not agreed with is that the urban edge for the area
should be adjusted on the basis of a conceptual proposal
(formulated recently after withdrawal of the previous proposal).

Should Vredenheim Park have a new proposal, it would be
appropriate to motivate the new proposal in full to the SM - as
part of a normal land use management and environmental
authorisation process — as opposed to arguing for the
adjustment of the urban edge in advance of such a motivated
proposal.

Although the idea is one of an agri-industrial park, what exactly
it will constitute, how it is differentiated from the previous
proposal, how it will contribute to SM broadly, and so on, is not
clear.

Arguably, adjusting the urban edge is not the first step in

the development process but rather an outcome of agreed
objectives and proposals between a private sector initiator and
the municipality.
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SUBMISSION

~ SJENGELBRECHT

EMAIL SUBMISSION
1 July 2019

KEY COMMENTS / ISSUES RAISED

It is maintained that proposals for Klapmuts do not recognize the
PSDF agenda and partnership with the private sector.

Specifically, the objector maintains that proposals for Arra,
Anura, and Rosenmeer be included within the urban edge of
Klapmuts.

The dam adjacent to Mandela City should be addressed.

The 200m contour line should be used as a planning tool for
development along the Stellenbosch hills.

Klapmuts

MUNICIPAL RESPONSE

The MSDF supports the development of Klapmuts as an integrated,
balanced community, making the most of an advantageous
metropolitan location.

However, this development needs to be integrated, and not only focus
on housing for particular groups, whether the affordable sector or those
exploiting a perceived favourable location for car travel to and from
work.

Most of the current development proposals are almost solely focused
on residential development, serving different market segments.

The Distell opportunity — albeit located north of the N1 in the DM —is
entirely focused on activities aimed at job creation, critically need in
Klapmuts. It is also different in that the developer will fund all associated
infrastructure.

| VAN DER STEL SPORTS
CLUB

EMAIL SUBMISSION
|5 July 2019

The management of Van der Stel Sports Club emphasizes the
history, work done, and commitment to secure and improve
quality sports facilities at Van der Stel to the broader community.

Van der Stel Sports
Club

The history and importance of services provided by Van der Stel Sports
Club is recognised. As indicated elsewhere, should the SM decide to
redevelop the Van der Stel site, in that way maximising its potential

to also link with the Adam Tas Corridor west of the rail line, access to
sporting opportunity to the broader community should be recognised
and respected.
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C. Spatial Planning Categories, Associated SEMF Policy and WCG Guidelines

Table 53. SPCs for Stellenbosch Municipality and associated land use policy and guidelines

SUB-CATEGORY CATEGORY DESCRIPTION IN'SEMF

Areas designated in terms of legislation
for biodiversity conservation purposes and
defined categories of outdoor recreation
and non-consumptive resource use.
Conservation purposes are purposes normally
or reasonably associated with the use of land
for the protection of the natural and/ or built
environment, including the protection of the
physical, ecological, cultural and historical
characteristics of land against undesirable
change.

In terms of the SEMF A.a areas include
Wilderness Areas, Special Nature Reserves,
National Parks, Nature Reserves, Protected
Environments (all declared in terms of NEMPA
57 of 2003), Forest Wilderness Areas / Forest
Nature Reserves (in terms of Section 8[1]

of National Forests Act 84 of 1998), World
Heritage Sites (declared in terms of the World
Heritage Convention Act 49 of 1999), and
Mountain Catchment Areas (declared in
terms of the Mountain Catchment Areas Act
63 of 1970).

Statutory
Protected
Areas

KEY GUIDELINES FOR SPCs:

Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural Guidelines
Essentially Core areas are "no-go" areas from a development
perspective, and should, as far as possible, remain
undisturbed by human impact.

Subject to stringent controls, biodiversity compatible

land uses that could be accommodated include non-
consumptive low impact eco-tourism activities and harvesting
of natural resources (e.g. wild flowers for medicinal, culinary
or commercial use), subject to a EMP demonstrating the
sustainability of harvesting.

No large-scale eco-tourism developments should be
permitted.

Land consolidation should be encouraged and subdivision
prohibited.

Wherever possible, structures associated with activities in
Core areas should preferably be located in neighbouring
Buffer areas.

Structures in Core areas should be placed through fine-scale
environmental sensitivity mapping. preferably be located
on currently disturbed footprints, be temporary in nature,
and adhere to environmentally sensitive and sustainable
construction principles.

Any form of mining or prospecting, extensive or intensive
grazing that results in species diversity loss, the conversion of
natural habitat for intensive agriculture or plantation forestry,
expansion of existing settlements or residential, commercial
orindustrial infrastructure, and linear infrastructure of any kind
that will cause significant loss of habitat and/ or disruption

to the connectivity of ecological corridors, should not be
permitted.

KEY POLICY FOR SPCs :
SEMEF

SPC A.a areas are imeplaceable and
should be protected from change/
restored to their former level of
ecological functioning.

Only non-consumptive activities

are permitted (for example, passive
outdoor recreation and tourism,
traditional ceremonies, research and
environmental education).

Land use and activities which
interferes with the natural conditions in
mountain catchment areas should be
resisted.

Municipal management should focus
on the extension, integration and
protection of a system of protected
areas that fransect the Municipality
and includes low-to-high elevation,
terrestrial, freshwater, wetlands, rivers,
and other ecosystem types, as well
as the full range of climate, soil, and
geological conditions.

8. While the SEMF only identifies Core areas, the "Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural Guidelines” distinguishes between Core 1 and Core 2 SPCs.
Essentially, Core 2 areas are in a degraded condition and should be rehabilitated. Acceptable land uses in Core 2 areas are those that are least
harmful to biodiversity and include compatible and low impact conservation land uses as per Core 1 areas, whilst allowing for a imited increase in
scale of development in less sensitive areas (provided ecological processes are not disrupted), to be informed by environmental sensitivity mapping,

transformation thresholds and an assessment of cumulative impacts.

@ Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / Approved by Council on 11 November 2019




Table 54. SPCs for Stellenbosch Municipality and associated land use policy and guidelines (cont.)

KEY GUIDELINES FOR'SPCs:

CATEGORY DESCRIPTION IN SEMF

SPC

SUB-CATEGORY %

Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural Guidelines
Compatible uses include conservation activities as per Core 1 and 2 areas
including sustainable consumptive or non-consumptive uses, forestry and
timber plantations, extensive agriculture comprising game and livestock
farming (subject to lowerimpact and precautionary practices), and
limited/ small scale "value-adding" through intensified tourism (e.g. resort or
recreational facilities) or consumptive uses (e.g. hunting).?

SPC B comprises conservation-worthy
habitats or habitat units which should, ideally,
be rehabilitated to improve its quality.

Land is predominantly privately owned

and managed for conservation purposes

in terms of the legislation applicable to the
current zoning of such land and notin terms |*
of dedicated conservation legislation. of
the natural landscape and/or to promote
biodiversity conservation. It includes .
Contractual Conservation Areas and Private
Conservation Areas.

Development should target existing farm precincts and disturbed areas,
with the employment of existing structures and footprints to accommodate
development.

Extensive developments (e.g. caravan and camping sites) should be
restricted to sites of limited visual exposure and sites not prominent in the
landscape.

NONn=staiuioryv

o Development should reinforce farm precincts and reflect similar vernacular
in terms of scale, form and design.

. In the absence of existing farmsteads, development should reflect
compact and unobtrusive nodes, conforming to local vernacular in terms
of scale, form and design.

. Development should maintain the dominance of the natural and
agricultural landscapes and features, maintain and enhance natural
continuities of green spaces, riverine cormidors and movement, avoiding
fragmentation, and protect conservation-worthy places and heritage
areas.

Linkages between natural habitats

or ecosystems that contribute to the
connectivity of the latter and the
maintenance of associated natural
processes. It includes Freshwater Ecosystem
Priority Areas (FEPA) designated in terms

of National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority
Areas Project, rivers or riverbeds (in terms of
NEMA), Critical Biodiversity Areas and High
Biodiversity Areas, and Other Natural Areas
(including Ecological Support Areas).

Municipal open spaces that form in integral
part of the urban structure. It includes Public
Parks and Landscaped Areas. ,

KEY POLICY FOR SPCs
SEMEF

Only activities that have an
acceptable ecological footprint are
permitted in SPC B.

Where applications are made for
development in SPC 8, the onus is on
the applicant to prove the desirability
and sustainability of the proposed
development and to suggest an
appropriate quid pro quo.

A quid pro quo could be in the form
of setting aside and rezoning an
appropriate portion of conservation-
worthy land for permanent
conservation purposes (such

portion could be considered for re-
designation to SPC A).

Tourism-related development oufside
the urban edge must be nodal, and
restricted to less sensitive areas.

No development is permitted on river
banks that are susceptible to flooding
and below the 1:100 year flood-line.

Active municipal support for
Stewardship Programmes, Land-care
Programmes, and the establishment
of Conservancies and Special
Management Areas.

9. While the SEMF only identifies Buffer areas, the "Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural Guidelines” distinguishes between Buffer 1 and Buffer 2 SPCs. Buffer 2 areas refers o other natural
areas, located in a context where extensive and/ or intensive agriculture is the dominant land use. Activities and uses directly relating to the primary agricultural enterprise are permitted,
including farm buildings and activities associated with the primary agricultural activity, including a homestead, agricultural buildings, and agri-worker housing. One additional non-alienable
dwelling unit per 10 ha to a maximum of 5 per agricultural unit is permitted, and "value adding" uses, including a restaurant and venue facility, farmstall and farm store, home occupation,
local product processing (e.g. cheese-making), and tourist and recreational facilities (e.g. hiking frail, 4x4 routes). No fragmentation of farm cadastral units is permitted, with spot zoning and
consent uses employed to accommodate non-agricultural uses. Buffer 2 areas within the “fringe" of settlements can accommodate uses not suitable within the urban edge, including those
with space extensive requirements (e.g. regional sports and recreation facilities, tourist facilities) and nuisance and buffer requirements (e.g. waste waler treatment plants, cemeteries, solid
waste disposal sites, airports, feedlots, quaries and mines, truck stops) while taking into consideration environmental sensitivities. As with Buffer 1 areas, development should, as far as possible,
be located within or peripheral to the farmstead precinct, not result in excessive expansion and encroachment of building development and land use into the farm areq, respect landscape
features, existing access amangements, and not be located in visually exposed areas.
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Table 55. SPCs for Stellenbosch Municipality and associated land use policy and guidelines (cont.)

SUB-CATEGORY CATEGORY DESCRIPTION IN SEME

KEY GUIDELINES FOR SPCs:

Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural

KEY POLICY FOR SPCs::

SEMF

Agricultural areas covered with
natural vegetation, used for extensive
agricultural enterprises (e.g. indigenous
tensive plant harvesting, extensive stock farming,
game-farming, eco-tourism). It includes
bona-fide game farms and extensive
stock farms.

Agricultural areas used for intensive
agricultural practices (e.g. crop
cultivation, vineyards, intensive stock
farming on pastures). It includes
cultivated areas and plantations and
woodlots.

Guidelines
Activities and uses directly related to the primary
agricultural enterprise are permitted, including
farm buildings and associated structures (e.g. one
homestead, barns, agri-worker housing, etc.), as
well as additional dwelling units to support rural
tourism opportunities and to diversify farm income,
comprising 1 additional non-alienable dwelling unit
per 10ha, up to a maximum of 5 per farm.

Ancillary rural activities of appropriate scale that
do not detract from farming production, that
diversify farm income, and add value to locally
produced products (e.g. restaurant and function
venue facility, farmstall and farm store, home
occupation, local product processing, and rural
recreational faciliti

Large scale resorts, and tourist and recreation
facilities, should not be accommodated
within Agriculture SPCs as they detract from
the functionality and integrity of productive
landscapes.

The location of agricultural activities will be
dictated by local on-farm agro-climatic conditions
(e.g. soils, slope, etc.), but wetlands, floodplains
and important vegetation remnants should be kept
in a natural state.

Ancillary activities should be located within or
peripheral to the farmstead precinct (preferably in
re-used or replaced farm buildings and disturbed
areas), not on good or moderate soils, and linked
to existing farm road access and the services
network.

Facilities for ancillary on-farm activities should be
in scale with and reinforce the farmstead precinct,
enhance the historic built fabric and respect
conservation-worthy places.

Fragmentation of farm cadastral unit should be
prevented, and consent uses and spot zoning
employed for managing ancillary on-farm
activities.

High potential agricultural land must be
excluded from non-agricultural development
and must be appropriately used in
accordance with sustainable agriculture
principles.

Subdivision of agricultural land or changes

in land-use must not lead to the creation of
uneconomical or sub-economical agricultural
units.

Support the expansion and diversification of
sustainable agriculture production and food
security.

*  Any non-agricultural development on a
SPC C area is subject to an appropriate
environmental off-set or quid pro quo. Such
off-set could be in the form of designated SPC
B land being formally designated as SPC A.

¢ The rezoning of low-potential agricultural
land as @ mechanism to promote sustainable
economic development could be
considered. The aim is fo unlock the latent
capital vested in non-agricultural uses. The
outcomes of such development could include
providing landowners with opportunities to
establish on farm tourism-related facilities and
amenities and other enterprises supportive of
IDP objectives, cross-subsidising lower-income
housing and amenities in SPC D.d and D.f
areas, and facilitating the establishment and
management of SPC A and B areas (i.e. core
conservation areas, buffer areas, ecological
corridors and rehabilitation areas).

Expand and optimise the use of
commonages.

¢ Support opportunities for urban agriculture (in
an around towns/ settlements).
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Table 56. SPCs for Stellenbosch Municipality and associated land use policy and guidelines (cont.)

SUB-CATEGORY CATEGORY DESCRIPTION IN SEMF

Towns accommodating Category A Mu
(i.e. mefropolitan areas) and the seat (capital town)
of Category C Municipalities (District Municipalities).
Towns accommodating the seat (capital town) of
Category B Municipalities (Local Municipalities).

D:a.  Main towns

Db, Local fowns

Smaller towns and rural settlements that fall under
the jurisdiction of Category B Municipalities (i.e.
towns and rural settlements forming part of a Local
Municipality).

Formal and informal residential areas under the
ownership of tribal authorities.

Rural

e seftlements

Tribaliauthority:

Dice settlements

Settlements that have been planned, classified and
subdivided in terms of the former Rural Areas Act 9

of 1987 and which, in terms of the Transformation

of Certain Rural Areas Act 94 of 1998, can be
transferred to a legal entity of the community’s
choice.

Areas designated for schools, colleges, churches and
mosques and other institutional purposes.

Communal
seftlements

Institutional

URBAN areds

REEATED

Areas designated for governmental purposes and
other official uses (e.g. municipal offices, offices of
parastatals).

Authority
(o[ {=Yo}3

Areas designated for residential purposes (e.g. single
fitle erven, group housing, estates, GAP housing, and
residential smallholdings).

Residential
areas

Areas designated for activities associated with
retail and service industries (e.g. shops, restaurants,

Business areas :
professional offices).

Areas designated for other business activities
associated with service trade industries (e.g.
launderettes and light manufacturing industries; and
industries associated with motor vehicle sales and

Service repairs).

related
business

KEY GUIDELINES FOR SPCs:

Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural

Guidelines
Wherever possible existing settlements should be
used to accommodate non-agricultural activities
and facilities.

The edges to settlements should be defined in a
manner that allows for suitable for the expansion
of existing settlements.

Visualimpact considerations should be taken into
account, especially within setlement gateways.

Settlement encroachment into agricultural areas,
scenic landscapes and biodiversity priority areas
(especially between settlements, and along
coastal edges and river corridors), should be
prevented.

Where new settlements need to be established,
consideration needs to be given to environmental
impact (e.g. waste management), agricultural
impact, visual impact (especially on the rural
landscape, historical settlement patterns and form, | ,
and natural landscape and topographical form.

New buildings and structures should conform to "
the massing, form, height and material use in
existing settlements.

When accommodating development in existing
settlements the following principles should be
followed: .

- Retain the compact form of smaller
settlements.

- Maintain and enhance public spaces.

Reinforce the close relationship of settlements
to the regional route structure. .

- Integrate new development into the
settlement structure.

- Respect socio-historical and cultural places.

Respond fo and enhance an economically, .
socially and spatially meaningful settlement
hierarchy that takes into account the role,
character and location of settlements in relation
to one another while preserving the structural
hierarchy of towns, villages, hamlets and
farmsteads in relation to historical settlement
patterns. .

KEY POLICY FOR SPCs':

SEMF

As a general rule, non-agricultural development may
not be permitted outside the urban edge except for
bona-fide holiday/tourism accommodation, bona
fide agri-industry development, agri-settlements, and
social facilities and infrastructure necessary for rural
development (this guideline is subject to the principle
that each proposed land development area should
be judged on its own merits and no particular use of
land, such as residential, commercial, conservational,
industrial, community facility, mining, agricultural

or public use, should in advance orin general be
regarded as being less important or desirable than any
other land-use).

Prohibit further outward expansion of urban settlements
that results in urban sprawl.

Use publicly-owned land and premises to spatially
integrate urban areas and to give access for second
economy operators into first economy spaces.

Use walking distance as the primary measure of
accessibility.

Promote sustainable urban activities and public and
NMT.

Densify urban settlements, especially along main
transport routes, and nodal interchanges.

Restructure road networks to promote economic
activity in appropriate locations.

Cluster community facilities together with commercial,
transport, informal sector and other activities so as

to maximise their convenience, safety and social
economic potential.

Institutional buildings that (accommodating community
activities, educational and health services, and
entrepreneurial development and skills training)

should be located at points of highest access in urban
settlements.

Development within natural areas must blend in or
harmonise with the biophysical characteristics of the
environment.

Buildings for tourism-related developments should be
in harmony with the surrounding landscape and local
vernacular.

Landscaping must be undertaken simultaneously with
construction.
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Table 57. SPCs for Stellenbosch Municipality and associated land use policy and guidelines (cont.)

SUB-CATEGORY CATEGORY DESCRIPTION'IN SEMF

Areas designated for special business activities
associated with casinos and gambling houses and

Special ated !
areas identified for adult entertainment.

business

Areas designated for SMMEs and associated
infrastructure and services focused on community-
based service frade and retail.

SMME
incubators

Areas designated for innovative combinations of
land-use (e.g. residential/ light business; light industry/
ight business).

Mixed use
development
areas

Cemeteries and formal burial parks, excluding

Cemelries crematoriums.

Dedicated sports fields together with the associated
infrastructure, parking areas, and services.

Sports
fields and
infrastructure

Area designated as airport together with the
infrastructure and services associated with the airport
and its activities.

Airport and

URBAN infrastructure

RELATED

Tourism-related nodes and amenities that form part

Resorts and of a designated hospitality comidor.
fourism

relatediareas

Main farmsteads, including on-farm infrastructure
required for farm logistics (e.g. houses, sheds,
packing facilities).

Farmsteads
and
outbuildings

KEY GUIDELINES FOR SPCs:

Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural

Guidelines
Wherever possible existing settlements should be
used to accommodate non-agricultural activities
and facilities.

The edges to settlements should be defined in a
manner that allows for suitable for the expansion
of existing settlements.

Visualimpact considerations should be taken into
account, especially within settlement gateways.

Settlement encroachment into agricultural areas,
scenic landscapes and biodiversity priority areas
(especially between settlements, and along
coastal edges and river corridors), should be
prevented.

Where new settlements need to be established,
consideration needs to be given to environmental
impact (e.g. waste management), agricultural
impact, visual impact (especially on the rural
landscape, historical settlement patterns and form,
and natural landscape and topographical form.

New buildings and structures should conform to
the massing, form, height and material use in
existing settlements.

When accommodating development in existing
settlements the following principles should be
followed:

- Retain the compact form of smaller
setilements.

- Maintain and enhance public spaces.

- Reinforce the close relationship of settlements
to the regional route structure.

- Integrate new development into the
setflement structure.

- Respect socio-historical and cultural places.

Respond to and enhance an economically,
socially and spatially meaningful settlement
hierarchy that takes into account the role,
character and location of setflements in relation
to one another while preserving the structural
hierarchy of towns, villages, hamlets and
farmsteads in relation to historical settlement
patterns.

KEY POLICY FOR SPCs':
SEMEF

As a general rule, non-agricultural development may
not be permitted outside the urban edge except for
bona-fide holiday/tourism accommodation, bona
fide agri-industry development, agri-settlements, and
social facilities and infrastructure necessary for rural
development (this guideline is subject to the principle
that each proposed land development area should
be judged on its own merits and no particular use of
land, such as residential, commercial, conservational,
industrial, community facility, mining, agricultural

or public use, should in advance orin general be
regarded as being less important or desirable than any
other land-use).

Prohibit further outward expansion of urban settlements
that results in urban sprawl.

Use publicly-owned land and premises to spatially
integrate urban areas and to give access for second
economy operators into first economy spaces.

Use walking distance as the primary measure of
accessibility.

Promote sustainable urban activities and public and
NMT.

Densify urban settlements, especially along main
transport routes, and nodalinterchanges.

Restructure road networks to promote economic
activity in appropriate locations.

Cluster community facilities together with commercial,
transport, informal sector and other activities so as

to maximise their convenience, safety and social
economic potential.

Institutional buildings that (accommodating community
activities, educational and health services, and
entrepreneurial development and skills training)

should be located at points of highest access in urban
settlements.

Development within natural areas must blend in or
harmonise with the biophysical characteristics of the
environment.

Buildings for tourism-related developments should be
in harmony with the surrounding landscape and local
vernacular.

Landscaping must be undertaken simultaneously with
construction.
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Table 58. SPCs for Stellenbosch Municipality and associated land use policy and guidelines (cont.)

SUB-CATEGORY CATEGORY DESCRIPTION'IN' SEMF

Agriculture-related industrial development (e.g. silos, wine cellars,
/a\e[iTedtli (8] (= | H1s(e U} 197 | packing facilities, excluding abattoirs).

KEY GUIDELINES FOR SPCs:

Western Cape Land Use
Planning: Rural Guidelines

5 Dedicated industrial estate ideally linked to an international, or
Industrial national, port that leverages fixed direct investments in value-added
o [=\=l (o) el 1 (=l i 4e)s 1= | and export-orientated manufacturing industries.

Areas designated for light industrial activities associated with the
INDUSTRIAL _.mm_,..— m:QCm*Q service industry (e.g. repair of motor vehicles) including warehouses
>_~m>m o:nmwgomﬂozo:m.

Areas designated for robust industrial activities (e.g. chemical
Heavy industry works, brewery, processing of hides, abattoirs, stone crushing,
crematoriums).

Settlements and infrastructure associated with multiple consumptive
Extractive industry resource extraction (e.g. mining).

KEY POLICY FOR SPCs :
SEMF

Industrial development must be
clustered in close proximity to the
product source, in close proximity
to major transport linkages and bulk
infrastructure.

Actively promote the clustering of
industrial activity.

National roads proclaimed in terms of the National Roads Act 7 of

National roads 1998.

g Provincial and regional roads proclaimed in terms of the Roads
Main roads Ordinance 19 of 1976.

Regional and local roads proclaimed in terms of the Roads
Minor roads Ordinance 19 of 1976.

d Public streets and parking areas within main town and rural
Public streets settlements.

Heavy vehicle Areas designated for heavy vehicle parking and overnight facilities.
overnight facilities

Railway lines and associated infrastructure.

SURFACE Railway lines

INFRASTRUCTURE Power lines and associated sub-stations and infrastructure.
“ AND BUILDINGS Power lines

Renewable enerqy >:x uoz. of the _::om:cn.ucﬁm oﬁ.o 66.0033.::_00:03 :m?ﬁ.u% for
s i radio/ S_a_mm.w ooBB::_oo:o: including, voice, data and video
struciur telecommunications.

Major dams and reservoirs.

Dams and reservoirs

Constructed permanent waterways (e.g. imigation canals,

Canals stormwater trenches).

Sewerage v_mgm Areas designated as municipal and private sewerage treatment
and refuse n_‘mnw plants and refuse areas.

Any areas associated with the science and technology sector,
-mn_..:o_omvﬁ with specific reference to the SKA and the designated astronomy

~(
; E reserve.
~ sfructures /

Bridge geographic distances
affordably, foster reliability and
safety, so that all citizens can access
previously inaccessible economic
opportunities, social spaces and
services.

Support economic development by
allowing the transport of goods from
points of production to where they
are consumed (this will also facilitate
regional and international trade).

Promote a low-carbon economy by
offering transport alternatives that
minimise environmental harm.

Urban development must comply
with the principles of Transport
Orientated Development (TOD).
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D. Thematic Guidelines Drawn From “Western Cape Land Use Planning: Rural
Guidelines” which may be applicable to different SPCs

Table 59. Thematic land use guidelines for rural areas

APPLICABLE

GUIDELINES

*  Decisions on rural development applications should be based on the PSDF principles of spatial justice, sustainability and resilience, spatial
efficiency, accessibility, and quality and livability.

SPCs

¢ Good quality and carefully sited development should be encouraged in existing settlements.

*  Accessibility should be a key consideration in all development decisions.

¢ New building development should be strictly controlled regarding scale and dimension, height, colour, roof profile, etc.
¢ No development should be permitted below the 1:100 flood line.

e Priority should be given to the re-use of previously developed sites in preference to greenfield sites.

¢ Alldevelopment in rural areas should be in keeping and in scale with its location, and be sensitive to the character of the rural landscape and
local distinctiveness.

¢ Only activities that are appropriate in a rural context, generate positive socio-economic returns, and do not compromise the environment or
ability of the municipality to deliver on its mandate is supported.

* The cumulative effect of all ancillary and non-agricultural land uses should not detract from the rural character of the landscape and the
primary agricultural activities.

*  Developmentin the rural area should not:

- Have asignificant negative impact on biodiversity.

- Lead to the loss or alienation of agricultural land or has a cumulative impact there upon.
- Compromise existing or potential farming activities.

- Compromise the current and future possible use of mineral resources.

- Beinconsistent with the cultural and scenic landscape within which it is situated.

- Involve extensions to the municipality's reficulation networks.

- Impose real costs or risks fo the municipality delivering on their mandate.

- Infringe on the authenticity of the rural landscape.
* The key principle is to formally protect priority conservation areas, establish ecological linkages across the rural landscape, and mainstream a
conservation ethic into all rural activities (through established mechanisms applicable to public and private land).

*  Buildings and infrastructure associated with conservation should be limited to structures such as environmental or tourist facilities, tourist

accommodation, utility services and in the case of privately owned conservation areas one homestead.
=  Not more than one homestead should be permitted irespective whether the conservation area is owned by entities of multiple ownership.
¢ Avoid establishing facilities with a large workers' residential component in conservation areas.

*  Accommodation on proclaimed nature reserves should be limited to tourist accommodation providing opportunities for tourists and visitors to
experience the Western Cape's unique biodiversity.
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Table 60. Thematic land use guidelines for rural areas (cont.)

APPLICABLE
SPCs

GUIDELINES

The key principle is to promote consolidation of farming landscapes and prevent their fragmentation; provide for land and agrarian reform;
improve the viability of farming by facilitating diversification of the farm economy; promote enterprise opportunities within the food system and
promote sustainable farming practises.

*  Within the Agriculture SPC areas could be reserved for small-scale farming and emerging farmer establishment that are in close proximity to
towns and villages, and along rural movement routes.

e A minimum agricultural holding size of 8000m? is recommended for small-scale agricultural properties and such properties should include an
independent water source and be linked to a land reform project.

*  Farm buildings and associated structures (e.g. one homestead, barns, agri-worker housing, etc.) should be clustered within the farmstead
precinct.

*  Buildings accommodating ancillary on-farm activities (e.g. guest house) should be located within the farmstead precinct, preferably using
existing structures. Where new buildings are erected these should be on previously disturbed footprints within or adjacent to the farm werf and
not on cultivated land.

*  Ancillary on-farm activities should not detract from the functionality and integrity of farming practices and landscapes and be of an
appropriate scale and form.

IR T Agriculture, Buffer 1, |. Camp sites of multiple free standing or linked structures of a femporary nature may include caravans and tents, but excludes mobile homes
= , and Buffer 2 SPCs (plettenberg homes or ship containers) and are conventionally seen as being part of resort developments, but can also be permitted on
agricultural land, dependant on scale.

*  Camping establishments should be restricted to a low impact scale and intensity in keeping with the context of the area and its surounding
character.

e Additional dwelling units should be restricted to 1 unit per 10ha, to a maximum of 5 units; 175m? maximum floor area including garaging and
building height of 1 storey (6.5m). Additional dwelling units should be non-alienable, whether individual erf, sectional title, share block or other.

*  Only activities that are appropriate in a rural context, generate positive socio-economic returns, and do not compromise the environment
or ability of the municipality to deliver on its mandate should be accommodated. The long term impact on the municipality (resources and
financial), agricultural activities, production and sustainability, risk and finances, and the scenic, heritage and cultural landscape should be
considered when decisions are taken.

° Large scale resorts and tourist and recreation faciliies that detract from the functionality and integrity of productive farming landscapes should
not be allowed.
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Table é1. Thematic land use guidelines for rural areas (cont.)

GUIDELINES

Tourist accommodation:

Recognising the prospects of tourism to diversify and strengthen the rural economy, the provision of a variety of short term tourism accommodation across the rural
landscape that is in keeping with the local character is supported.

Large scale tourist accommodation should preferably be provided in or adjacent to existing towns and rural settlements. Tourist accommodation in the rurallandscape
could be allowed if, of an appropriate scale and form, appropriate to the SPC.

Tourist accommodation situated outside of the urban edge should be clustered in visually discreet nodes, preferably make use of existing buildings or new buildings on
disturbed footprints, located within or peripheral to the farmstead, reinforce rural landscape qualities, and cater exclusively for the temporary accommodation for in transit
visitors.

Whilst it is preferable that they be located within the farmstead, dispersed rental units should be on existing farm roads, in visually unobtrusive locations, and be self-
sufficient in terms of servicing.

Additional dwelling units should be restricted to 1 unit per 10ha, to a maximum of 5 units; 175m? maximum floor area including garaging and building height of 1 storey
(6,5m).

Additional dwelling units should be non-alienable, whether individual erf, sectional title, share block or other.

Camp sites of multiple free standing or linked structures of a temporary nature may include caravans and tents, but excludes mobile homes (plettenberg homes or ship
containers) and are conventionally seen as being part of resort developments, but can also be permitted on agricultural land, dependent on scale.

Camping establishments should be restricted to a low impact scale and intensity in keeping with the context of the area and its surrounding character.

A resort development should be closely associated with a resource which clearly advantaged and distinguished the site, in terms of its amenity value, from surrounding
properties.

Resorts may not be located within productive agricultural landscapes, but must be situated adjacent to a rural feature or resource (e.g. dam, river) that offers a variety of
leisure and recreation opportunities (e.g. hiking, mountain biking, water based activities), and is well connected to regional routes.

Rezoning to resort zone should not be entertained for properties of which the size is less than 50 ha. Only in exceptional circumstances should more than 50 units be
allowed.

Subdividing and alienating individual units in rural resort developments is not be allowed. The resort development itself may not be subdivided and alienated from the
original farm (whetheri idual erf, sectional title, share block or other).

Rural resorts should be compact and clustered in nodes and a range of accommodation types is encouraged.
The building height of any new resort unit should be restricted to that of a single storey (6,5m).

The maximum floor area of a resort unit should be limited to 120m?, including garaging.

Smallholdings:

New smallholding developments should not be permitted in the rural landscape. New smallholdings can be established on suitable land inside the urban edge.

Agri-worker housing:

Agri-worker dwellings are regarded as part of the normal farm operations based on the extent of the bona fide agricultural activities on the land unit and applicable in all
rural SPCs.

Unifs should be non-alienable, whether individual erf, sectional title, share block or other.
The building height of agri-worker dwelling units should be restricted to that of a single storey (6,5m) with a maximum floor area of 175 m2.
The placement of the dwelling units should not undermine the sustainable ufilisation of agricultural resources.

Where possible agri-workers' dwelling units should be clustered and located in close proximity to rural movement routes, existing services and housing stock where-ever
possible.

The number of units must reasonably be connected to the bona-fide primary farming and agricultural activities on the land unit.

|Ideally accommodation should be provided on the land unit where production is taking place with the most units on the larger property if more than one property is
involved.

Where the employer farms on more than one cadastral unit, consideration should be given to the location of the facilities in relation to the main farmstead.

@ " Stellenbosch Municipality / Spatial Development Framework / A

roved by Coun




Table 62. Thematic land use guidelines for rural areas (cont.)

APPLICABLE

THEME SPCs

{OUrIST and

Recreational All SPCs

GUIDELINES

Whilst tourist and recreation facilities should be accommodated across the rural landscape, the nature and scale of the facility provided needs
to be closely aligned with the environmental characteristics of the local context.

The development should have no adverse effects on society, natural systems and agricultural resources.

Rural tourism and recreation facilities and activities should not compromise farm production, and be placed to reinforce the farmstead
precinct.

Existing structures or disturbed footprints should preferably be used, and adequate provision made for access and parking.

A large-scale recreational facility which includes a residential component (e.g. golf courses, polo fields, horse racing) should be located on the
urban edge, with such residential component located inside the edge.

All SPCs

Appropriate rural businesses could be accommodated in all SPCs (e.g. curio-shop appropriate in a National Park) but with restrictions and
subject to site attributes.

Place-bound businesses (appropriate land uses ancillary to agriculture) include farm stalls and farm shops, restaurants and venue facilities (e.g.
conferences and weddings) businesses should preferably be located on the farm to consolidate the farmstead precinct, and complement the
farm's operations.

Restaurants and venue facilities should be located within the farmstead precinct and be of appropriate scale and vernacular design, generate
positive socio-economic returns and do not compromise the environment, agricultural sustainability, and the scenic, heritage and cultural
landscape.

A farm shop should be limited fo selling of daily requisites to agri-workers and employees of the farm and farm stalls to selling products produced
and processed on the farm fo tourists and travellers. Each should be limited to a maximum floor space of 100m? including storage facilities.

Restaurant and venue facilities to be limited to a maximum floor space of 500m? and to be of a scale compatible with the farmstead precinct
and/or surrounding rural context.

Buffer 2, Agriculture
and Settlement
SPCs.

All non-place-bound industry (land uses not ancillary to agriculture e.g. transport contractors, dairy depots, fabricating pallets, botting and
canning plants, abattoirs and builder's yards) should be located within urban areas.

Extractive industry (i.e. quarrying and mining) and secondary beneficiation (e.g. cement block production, concrete batch plants, pre-mix
asphailt plants) have to take place at the mineral or material source. If the mine will result in an impact on biodiversity a biodiversity offset must
be implemented.

All place-bound agriculturalindustry related to the processing of locally sourced (i.e. from own and/or surrounding farms) products, should be
located within the farmstead precinct in the agricultural area.

Industry in rural areas should not adversely affect the agricultural potential of the property.
Agriculturalindustry should be subservient or related to the dominant agricultural use of the property and/ or surrounding farms.

All industries should exclude any permanent on-site accommodation for workers or labourers.

on of agricultural land to accommodate industrial activities should be discouraged and only used as a last resort so as not to
fragment the agricultural landscape.

11 November 2019
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Table 63. Thematic land use guidelines for rural areas (cont.)

APPLICABLE

GUIDELINES

es and insfitutions should preferably be located in the Settlement, Buffer 2, and Agriculture SPCs.

SPCs

Community fa
*  Where-ever practical, community facilities should be located in settlements.

*  Location within the rural landscape may be required in exceptional circumstances when travel distances are too far or rural population
concentrations justifies the location of community facilities in rural areas.

° Inextensive agricultural areas, it is preferable to locate rural community facilities and institutions in Buffer 2 SPCs, and along
¢ regional accessible roads.

* Ininstances where community facilities are justified “on-farm", existing farm structures or existing footprints should be utilised, with local vernacular
informing the scale, form and use of

e materials.

Buifer 2,

Agriculture and | Facilities to be located on disturbed areas and areas of low agricultural potential.
i & Seitlement SPCs. |«  The nodal clustering of community facilities in service points should be promoted, with these points accommodating both mobile services and fixed

22 community facilities (e.g. health, pension payments).
¢ The subdivision of agricultural land to accommodate community facilities or institutions should be discouraged and lease agreements are preferred.

*  Wherever possible new community facilities should be located in settlements and not in isolated locations.

*  Only activities that are appropriate in a rural context, generate positive socio-economic returns, and do not compromise the environment or ability
of the municipality to deliver on its mandate should be accommodated.

° The long termimpact on the municipality (resources and financial), agricultural activities, production and sustainability, risk and finances; and the
scenic, heritage and cultural landscape should be considered when decisions are taken.

°  Any new buildings in the rural area fo be informed by local vernacular regarding scale, form and building materials and should include appropriate
buffers, and landscaping and screening to reduce their visualimpact on the rural landscape.
* Infrastructure installations and facilities should preferably be located in the Settlement and Buffer 2 SPCs.

°  Where locations inside urban areas are impractical, then extensive agricultural areas peripheral o settlements are preferable.
°  Where possible installations should be located on previously disturbed terrain, or land of low biodiversity or agricultural value.
e Within the Agricultural SPC only essential installations should be accommodated.

*  No bulkinfrastructure installation or facility, its foot print, service area, supporting infrastructure or access routes in any form or for any purpose will be
allowed on high potential or unique agricultural lands, will be allowed on areas currently being cultivated or areas that have been cultivated in the
last ten years, should intervene with orimpact negatively on exiting or planned production areas as well as agricultural infrastructure, should result in
the degradation of the natural resource base of the rural areas, be located within a CBA or ESA.

Infrastructure Buffer 2, * Installations, facilities or supporting infrastructure should, where possible, not be established on slopes of more than 12%.

Installations Settlement *  No subdivision of agricultural land will be allowed to accommodate the establishment of any installation, facility or supporting infrastructure
or access routes in any form or for any purpose unless the application adheres to the norms and standards for approval of the sub-division of
agricultural land.

* Any installation, facilities and associated infrastructure, including buildings, power lines, cables and roads which has reached the end of its
productive life or has been abandoned, must be removed.

°  Avoid establishing installations with a large workers' residential component in remote rural locations.
° Installations should include appropriate buffers, and landscaping and screening to reduce their visualimpact on the rural landscape.

*  Construction access, setbacks, height, lighting, signage, and advertising associated with the installation should be as prescribed in the Western
Cape Land Use Planning: Rural Guidelines.
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Table 64. Thematic land use guidelines for rural areas (cont.)

APPLICABLE

GUIDELINES

Low density sprawl into the rural landscape should be limited to the minimum.

SPCs

e Smart growth principles such as integration and urban restructuring should be promoted.

e Layout options of new settlements should be clustered in layout.

e Inall cases the provision of housing and associated services fo rural communities should preferably take place in existing settlements, thereby
improving their sustainability.

Urban «  No new settlement should be permitted in the rural landscape except agri-vilages as defined in the Province of the Western Cape: Policy for the
Settlement of Farm Workers, September 2000 (PN414/2000, No. 5572), or the formalisation of the “urban” component of existing missionary, forestry

Um<m_ov:._m:_. and conservation settlements.

»  The establishment of new agri-village settlements can only be justified in exceptional circumstances (i.e. when there are noBu.ms:m reasons not to
use existing towns, villages, and hamlets).

e The option of “off-the-farm" settlement of agri-workers in agri-villages should only be considered when this is the preferred option of target
beneficiaries, and existing settlements are too far away fo commute to.

e Land with potential must be conserved for agriculture and the practice thereof.!

- Norms/ guidelines for the size of agricultural holdings will be as determined through a consultative process with organised agriculture, the various
frade organisations and the Department of Agriculture Western Cape (reflected in Box....).

10. Criteria for high potential agricultural land are described in Report Number GW/A/2002/21 for the National Department of Agriculture
by the ARC-Institute for Soil, Cimate and Water, dated June 2004.
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F. HOUSING PIPELINE

[PLACEHOLDER]

The most recent housing development pipeline will
serve at Council simultaneously as the proposed
amended MSDF and after this process, it will be
included and consolidated for public comment. The
type and number of units may change as relevant
studies are concluded.
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INTRODUCTION

The Provincial Department of Human Settlements (PDoHS) requires that every Municipality must have a Housing
Pipeline. The Housing Pipeline is premised on a ten-year horizon and serves as planning and budgeting tool for
implementation of human settlements initiatives. Each Municipality’s Housing Pipeline is an integral component of
the Provincial Department of Human Settlements’ Business Plan. The Housing Pipeline must be review on annually to
effectively articulate the Municipality project list, targets, and budget allocations towards fulfilling the housing
demand and its legislative mandate.

The objective of the Housing Pipeline is to provide more emphasis on the housing programmes administered by the
Municipality such as:

° The provision of enhanced serviced sites;

° the upgrading of informal settlements;

° access to affordable housing (Breaking New Ground - BNG);

° Social Housing (the National Minister of Human Settlements approved Stellenbosch as a restructuring town and
restructuring zones in March 2017);

° the IRDP enables the development of well-located, socially diverse projects that provide a mix of income groups
and land uses; and

° Financed Linked Individual Subsidy Programme (FLISP) - for those within the gap market to acquire existing

properties or to buy a serviced site.

Upgrading of Informal Settlements

The Municipality manages and coordinates the upgrading of informal settlements through the following broad
objectives:

° In-situ upgrading of informal settlements;

° Upgrade informal settlements by the provision of basic services;

° Develop emergency housing sites geared to accommodate evictees;

° Enumerate / undertake demographic surveys of identified informal settlements;

° Facilitate tenure security in informal settlements;

° Assist in short-term job creation through linkages with Expanded Public Works Programme (EPWP) and longer
term job creation through upgrading programmes;

° Facilitate capacity-building and training for residents and stakeholders through direct service provision and
partnerships with outside agencies; and

° Manage the provision of services and development programmes to informal settlements.

Informal backyard dwellings

The Municipality through the Housing Pipeline is actively attempting to address the needs and plight of backyard
dwellers within the municipal area. Currently it is required to be registered on the Housing Demand Database
(municipal waiting list) and hopefully this will result in a permanent dwelling in one of Council’s housing projects. This
process is long and tedious and the chance of actually obtaining a formal house, is very slim. Therefore, Council is
actively researching ways in which the service (and basic services) to backyard dwellers can be improved through its
various housing programmes.

Social Housing

Stellenbosch Municipality was approved as a Restructuring Town in March 2017, by the National Minister of Human
Settlements. This approval included the confirmation of the various Restructuring Zones within the Municipality and
the latter culminated in a Council decision instructing the administration to attract Social Housing Institutions (SHI’s)
and/or Other Development Agency (ODA'’s) to effect to the Municipality’s social housing programme.
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The aim of this programme is to ensure improved quality of life for communities through a Rental housing programme.
This process of integration speaks to the importance of:

° Economic sustainability: affordability, access to economic opportunities, and promoting job creation via the
multiplier effect associated with building medium density housing stock etc.;

° Social sustainability: social integration between various income groups, access to educational, recreational and
health facilities, etc.; and

° Ecological sustainability: conservation of scarce resources.

The image below depicts areas that have been declared as Restructuring Zones for Stellenbosch Municipality.
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To give effect to the Housing Pipeline, the PDoHS through the Human Settlements Business Plan, the allocation for the
Human Settlement Development Grant (HSDG) and Informal Settlements Upgrading Partnership Grant (ISUPG) in the
2023/24 financial year is R41,046,000.00. The table below describes the human settlement development projects that
have been allocated grant funding in the 2023/24 financial year:

Type of Project/ Subsidy

Esti EE
Mechanion stimate Number of Opportunities

Name of Project/ Settlement

+250 — 300 service sites (top structures

Erf 7001 Cloetesville, Stellenbosch (“Soek-mekaar”) | IRDP, FLISP TBD)
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Type of Project/ Subsid
Name of Project/ Settlement e 5 ject/ M/ Estimate Number of Opportunities
Mechanism
ISSP Kayamandi Zone O uIsp 711 sites
La Motte Old Forest Station IRDP, FLISP 442 service sites
109 serviced sites; possible temporary
Erf 2183 La Rochelle, Klapmuts UISP . .
relocation units
L ug Franschhoek Mooiwater Dam Rehab &
angr & . UISP 236 sites (top structures TBD)
Basic Services
Erf 64, Kylemore IRDP, FLISP 600 opportunities
Droé Dyke IRDP, FLISP 1000 Opportunities

STELLENBOSCH MUNICIPALITY HOUSING DEMAND OVERVIEW

Stellenbosch Municipality’s current housing demand waiting list comprise of 18 263 applicants. This list is directly
linked to the Western Cape Housing Demand Database. For purposes of planning and alignment, the active demand is
used to determine the backlog and opportunities that are required. The table 1 below indicates the housing products
and finance options currently available based on the household income ranges.

Housing subsidy Income bracket (Monthly ira
Description
programmes Household Income)
= : . . : e
Government 100% government subsidy with no beneficiary contributions

1 cuibsidisad bising <R3 500 (Breaking New Ground units subsidised in full by

government).
5 Enha.nced site and R3 500 or R3 501 -R7 000 100% government supde with no bgneﬁcuary <-:ontr|b.u.t|ons
Service for an enhanced service site (standpipe and toilet facility).

A bond must be obtained through a financial institution who
3 | GAP Housing R 3501 —-R 22 000 will apply directly to the PDoHS for a top structure. The
subsidy amount decreases as the monthly income increases.

Rental or co-operative housing option managed by an

: i R1 850 — R6 700
4 | Social Housing 8 accredited SHI.

R6 701 - R22 000
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Housing subsidy Income bracket (Monthly

Descripti
programmes Household Income) gachpLion

Finance-Liked
Individual Subsidy
Programme (FLISP)
housing

Provision of government subsidies on a sliding scale (of
R3 501 —R22 000 between R121 626 and R27 960) to reduce monthly home
loan repayments (partially subsidised by government).

Private financing from financial institutions for housing on

6 | Bonded housing >R22 000 the open market.

* The Department: Spatial Planning has collaborated with the PDoHS to undertake a Housing Market Study for the
Stellenbosch CBD to determine the needs and demand of affordable housing within the government housing
subsidy programme and private sector housing developments. The Housing Market Study for the Municipality were
completed during August 2022. The Department: Housing Development together with Department: Housing
Administration are now in a much better position to articulate the number of active housing demand under each
housing subsidy programme to provide a clearer picture of the housing demand relative to the housing subsidy
programme.

NEW HOUSING DELIVERY MODEL DEVELOPMENT

In 2020, the National Department of Human Settlements issued a letter to Provincial Department of Human
Settlements regarding the new directives in human settlements projects. The letter stated that the delivery of top
structures was fiscally unsustainable and therefore there is a need to downscale on the delivery of top structures to
prioritise the delivery of service sites. The four newly prioritised categories for top structure on the letter were:

° The elderly;

° Military veterans;

° Persons with disabilities; and

° Child headed households.

The PDoHS added to the above its existing priority categories of:

° Backyard residents; and
° Person, longest on the waiting list.

After consultation with the National Department, the Provincial Department confirms that all new projects application

received from municipalities, which include top structures, must adhere to the above criteria. All the supporting
applicable beneficiary approval information must be attached to the top structure project application.

PRIORITY HUMAN SETTLEMENTS AND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AREAS

(PDSHDA)

In 2020, the Minister of Human Settlements Gazetted the declaration of the Priority Human Settlements and Housing
Development Areas (PHSHDA's). The PHSHDASs intends to advance Human Settlements Spatial Transformation and
Consolidation by ensuring that the delivery of housing is used to restructure and revitalise towns and cities, strengthen
the livelihood prospects of households and overcome apartheid spatial patterns by fostering integrated urban forms.

The PHSHDA's are underpinned by the principles of the National Development Plan (NDP) and allied objectives on the
National Spatial Development Framework (NSDF) and the Integrated Urban Development Framework (ITUDF) which
includes:

° Spatial Justice: reversing segregated development and creation of poverty pockets in the peripheral areas,
integrate previously excluded groups and resuscitate declining areas;

° Spatial efficiency: consolidating spaces and promoting densification and efficient communicating patterns;
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Access to connectivity, economic and social infrastructure: ensure the attainment of basic services, job
opportunities, transport networks, education, recreation, health and welfare to facilitate and catalyse increased
investment and productivity;

Access to adequate accommodation: emphasis is on provision of affordable and fiscally sustainable shelter in
areas of high need; and

Provision of quality housing options: ensure that different housing typologies are delivered to attract different
market segments of appropriate quality and innovation.

Emphasis is placed on synchronising national housing programmes in these priority human settlements and housing
development areas namely:

Integrated Residential Development Programme provides a tool to plan, fund and develop integrated
settlements that include all the necessary land uses and housing types and price categories to create integrated
communities. It provides for subsidized, as well as finance linked housing, social and rental housing, commerecial,
institutional and other land uses to be developed;

Social Housing Programme in Restructuring Zones provides for Social Housing located in specific, defined
localities (mostly urban) which have been identified as areas of opportunity (largely economic) where the poor
have limited or inadequate access to accommodation, and where the provision of social housing can contribute
to redressing structural, economic, social, and spatial dysfunctionalities. It is also aimed to improve and
contribute to the overall functioning of the housing sector and in particular the rental sub - component thereof,
especially insofar as social housing is able to contribute to widening the range of housing options available to
the poor;

Informal Settlements Upgrading Programme provides for the structured in situ upgrading of informal
settlements to address the social and economic exclusion of communities. It remains evident that informal
settlements provide new migrants and the urban poor an affordable point of access into towns and cities,
although they are also associated with high degrees of physical and social vulnerability;

Finance Linked Individual Subsidy Programme provides for the creation of an inclusive and vibrant residential
property market which can provide state assistance to households who are unable to independently access
housing credit to become upwardly mobile and progress up the housing ladder;

The Special Presidential Package (SPP) Programme on Revitalisation of Distressed Mining Communities by
developing and implementing human settlements spatial transformation plans for identified mining areas;
Enhanced People's Housing Process provides for a process in which beneficiaries actively participate in decision
- making over the housing process and housing product and contribute in such a way that: 1) Beneficiaries are
empowered individually and collectively, 2) various partnerships are created, 3) social capital is retained and
expanded upon, and 4) housing is valued as an asset far beyond its monetary value.

The current status of the PHSHDA for Stellenbosch Municipality, namely:

The “Stellenbosch Urban Core” - Priority Human Settlements and Housing Development Area (PHSHDA) was
formally gazette on 15 May 2020 (Government Gazette No. 43316) and consists of the neighbourhoods of
Jamestown, Kayamandi, and Central Stellenbosch;

To date the Housing Development Agency (HDA) with assistance from the Provincial Department of Human
Settlements (PDoHS) have undertaken a Status Quo Analysis in preparation for the drafting of the Stellenbosch
PHSHDA Development Plan. The Status Quo Analysis has been completed and will inform the Development Plan
drafting going forward; and

The PDoHS, Stellenbosch Municipality and HDA will proceed with the drafting of the Stellenbosch PHSHDA
Development Plan in the near future.
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The image below depicts areas that have been declared as Priority Human Settlements and Housing Development

Areas (PDSHDA):
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BUDGET - MEDIUM TERM REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE FRAMEWORK (MTREF)

1. HUMAN SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT GRANT ALLOCATION

The Human Settlement Development Grant (HSDG) and Informal Settlements Upgrading Partnership Grant
(ISUPG) allocation for 2023/24 financial year is R41 046 000. Stellenbosch Municipality’s allocation of the HSDG
and ISUPG for the Medium-Term Revenue and Expenditure Framework (MTREF) of 2022/2023 to 2025/2026 is
described hereunder in table 1:

Human Settlement Development Grant

"R22 413 000

R24 008 000

R59 025 000

Informal Settlements Upgrading Partnership Grant R18 633 000 R16 744 000 R21 800 000
Total R41 046 000 R40 752 000 R80 825 000

Table 1: Grant allocation to the Municipality for the MTREF period

The Municipality received the Gazetted Business Plan from the Provincial Department of Human Settlements (PDoHS)
indicating the projects list, targets and funding allocation for the approved 2023/2043 HSDG and ISUPG Business Plans.
The list of projects, targets and budget allocation for Stellenbosch Municipality in the 2023/2024 financial year as well
as the MTREF period are stipulated hereunder on the table below:
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3 YEAR DELIVERY PLAN

20 January 2023 Business Plan PROGRAMME 2023/2024 2024/2025 2025/2026
2023/24 - 2025/26 HSDG & ISUPG
Average Site Cost (R'000) | 60 SITES HOUSES | FUNDING SITES HOUSES | FUNDING SITES HOUSES | FUNDING
Average Unit cost (R'000) | 158 SERVICED | BUILT R'000 | SERVICED | BUILT R'000 | SERVICED | BUILT R'000
Stellenbosch 178 110 | R41046 468 68 | R44 249 5000 300 R77 400
Kayamandi Watergang Northern IRDP
Extension (2000) 0 100 0 6 000 100 100 21 800
Viottenburg Longlands (106 incr to 144) IRDP
IRDP
ISSP Kayamandi Zone 0 (711) ISUPG 110 17 380 68 10 744 100 15 800
Stellenbosch Jamestown Phase 2 - 4
(1016) IRDP 100 0 6000 100 100 21 800
Stellenbosch Droe Dyke (1000 - TOD) IRDP 1400 3425
) IRDP
Cloetesville (380) FLISP 1300 100 0 6 000
IRDP
Kylemore (600) 833 2000
) IRDP
La Motte Forest Station (442) 1500 100 0 6 000
ISSP Kayamandi Town Centre (1000) ISUPG
uISP 0 0 100 6 000 100 6 000
ISSP Kayamandi Zone 0 (711) UISP IRDP 178 13 350 168 10 080 0 0
Klapmuts La Rochelle (100) ISUPG 283
Langrug Franschhoek Mooiwater (236) | ISUPG 0 5000
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Stellenbosch Municipality currently has numerous planned and potential housin

fulfilling the housing demand and its legislative mandate. The overall Housing

formalisation and/or upgrade of informal settlements. The housing developmen
locality, subsidy mechanism, targeted units, planning timeframes and whether the projects have council app
stages of planning such as desktop studies, feasibility studies,

The implementation of housing projects in the Municipality is executed by the Department: Pro
over projects to the Department: Project Management Unit for implementation after obtainin

Housing Pipeline for the 2023/24 financial year are indicated in the table below.

BOSCH MUNICIPALITY PIPELINE AND EXISTING HOUSING PROJECTS

g development projects under consideration to ensure a healthy delivery pipeline towards
Pipeline of the Municipality, potential planned and current projects provided includes the
t project information is provi

ded per town/area and described in terms of its project name,

roval or not. The housing development projects are at various
detailed planning studies and securing development rights and implementation.

ject Management Unit (PMU). The Department: Housing Development hands
g all the required development rights. Projects that have been included in the

*PRE-PLANNING AND/OR PLANNING PHASE

Project timeframes

top structures

Type of project
Name of project / settlement / subsidy setimated Nu_n}ber of Status of project Land use approvals Comment
Mechanism Spportunitics 2023/24 | 2024/25 | 2025/26
A service provider was appointed to
Erf 7001 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville i 250 - 300 service . ) undertake plan.ning studies and obtain
1 (“Soek-mekaar”) IRDP, FLISP sites (top structures Detailed planning dt:.velopmeqt rlgh_ts for the proposAed
TBD) middle to higher income GAP housing
development.
A service provider was appointed to
Jamestown Development: Phase 2 400 service sites (top p . undertake planning studies and obtain
2 &3 P IRDF, FLISP structures TBD) Detailed planning development rights for a mixed-used
housing development.
+4000 - 6000 service gb:eil—r‘\/lc(i‘:evplrc?v'dert ‘:{a;ta?pomte.d :
3 Northern Extension, Kayamandi IRDP, FLISP sites (top structures Detailed planning ain development rights for a mm?
T8D) use development on the propertles
known as the Northern Extension.
A feasibility study report into the
proposed housing development was
+600 service sites and completed. A Power of Attorney has
4 | Erf 64 Kylemore IRDP Detailed planning been obtained by the HDA. The HDA

has appointed a team of professionals
to finalise detailed planning studies and
to obtain development rights.
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*PRE-PLANNING AND/OR PLANNING PHASE

Type of project Project timeframes

Estimat, ber of
Name of project / settlement / subsidy o:t:::tuer:’it?:;m bt Status of project Land use approvals

Mechanism 2023/24 | 2024/25 | 2025/26

Comment

The consultant submitted various
proposed concept layout options for
Erven 412, 217 and 284 Groendal, S . the consideration by Council. An Item

! ! IRDP, FLISP +150 - 200 ser sites | Pre- plannin, . . X
Franschhoek RO 5 vicesl P g will be submitted to Mayco to consider
the proposed development options for
the property.

Council has approved the project to

proceed to detailed planning studies.

170 service sites (top . Funding application to PDoHS was
Pl TB

structures TBD) anning B submitted, Housing Development

await the outcome of funding

application.

Portion of Erf 7271 Cloetesville,

BNG, FLI
Stellenbosch. NG, FLISP

Council has approved the project to
proceed to detailed planning studies.
Erven 63.00, 6847, 6886 FLISP 279 sites (top structures Planning TBD Fundi.ng applicatiqn to PDoHS was
Cloetesville, Stellenbosch. TBD) submitted, Housing Development
await the outcome of funding
application.

Council has approved the project to

proceed to detailed planning studies.

37 sites (top structures 1 Funding application to PDoHS was
| TBD

TBD) Planting submitted, Housing Development

await the outcome of funding

application.

8 | Erf 8776 Cloetesville, Stellenbosch. | FLISP
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*PRE-PLANNING AND/OR PLANNING PHASE

< Project timeframes
Type of project =
f A
Name of project / settlement / subsidy ::t;:::lendit?et;mber 2 Status of project Land use approvals Comment
Mechanism 2023/24 | 2024/25 | 2025/26
Council has approved the project to
proceed to detailed planning studies.
1 i i 5 Fi i icati H
9 Erf 6705 Cloetesville, Stellenbosch. | BNG Zservicesites/top Planning TBD undl.ng apphcatto_n to. PDOHS ‘was
structures submitted, Housing Development
await the outcome of funding
application.
A feasibility study report into the
10 | La Motte Old Forest Station IRDP, FLISP sites; possible temporary | Planning p y s
relocation units appointed to facilitate the transfer of
land and to finalise detained planning
studies for township establishment.
Forms part of the Adam Tas Corridor
) +1500 mixed use o initiative. The property is under
11 | Droé Dyke IRDP, FLISP Heveigpment Feasibility study - - - investigating for future housing
development.
A service provider was appointed to
undertake planning studies and obtain
12 | Jamestown Development: Phase 4 IRDP, FLISP 1000 service sites {top Detailed planning deve!opment rights for a mIXEd'u,SEd
structures TBD) housing development. Minor
amendments were made to the MSDF
to make provision for this project.
*Social Housing Project
. Project timeframes
Type of project X
E Number of 4
Name of project / settlement / subsidy osm:;:ﬁ:ﬁe:m T Status of project Land use approvals Comment
Mechanism PR 2023/24 | 2024/25 | 2025/26
The Terms of Reference (ToR) was
advertised to appoint an accredited
1 | Farms 81/2 and 81/9 Stellenbosch | Social Housing =+ 250 - 350 rental units | Detailed planning Social Housing Institute (SHI) and/or
Other Development Agency (ODA) to
develop social housing project.
. . . S The service provider completed a
i +36 F bilit d TBD G .
2 | Lapland Precinct Social Housing 368 rental units easibility study feasibility study and further detailed
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studies will commence subject to the
availability of funding.

3 | Teen-die-bult Precinct

Social Housing

+180 rental units

Feasibility study

TBD

The service provider completed a
feasibility study and further detailed
studies will commence subject to the
availability of funding.

*Formalising and Upgrading of Existing Settlements

Type of project ; Project timeframes
Name of project / settlement / subsidy ‘E)sptl;r::ttuenc:t?letlmber of Status of project Land use approvals Comment
Mechanism 2023/24 | 2024/25 | 2025/26
100 serviced sites; A servic<=T pr9vider has stmeitted land
1 | Erf 2183 Klapmuts, La Rochelle uIspP possible temporary Detailed planning use appllcatlon.s to abtain
relocation units devc?lopm'ent rights for enhanced
serviced sites.
A service provide will be appointed to
finalise detailed plans for the
2 Langrug, Franschhoek uisp 1900 sites Detailed planning rehabilitation of the freshwater dam
and implementation of an in-situ
upgrade project.
3 Enkanini Informal Settlement uISP 1300 sites Detailed planning - - I:;’r:_::cuel::gzroa::/;;iir:]kaa:(!inallsjear.
A service provider has submitted land
L use applications to obtain
4 | Kayamandi Town Centre ILrjxlsSt':t’utional tl:s‘;tsrirc‘::f:tes and Detailed planning development rights for township
establishment for 3-storey (BNG) walk-
ups.
. A service provider has submitted a
Township

5 Maasdorp Village, Franschhoek

Establishment

+16 — 32 top structures

Detailed planning

land use application to obtain
development rights.

6 | Five housing projects in Kayamandi

Township
establishment

396 erven

Detailed planning

The service provider is in process to
register at the Surveyor General (SG)'s
office.

7 | 3460 Meerlust, Franschhoek (200)

IRDP

200 housing units

Feasibility study

A feasibility study report into the
proposed housing development
project was concluded. The HDA has
been appointed to facilitate the
transfer of land and to finalise detailed
planning studies for township
establishment.
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Jonkershoek

Township
Establishment,
IRDP, FLISP

Units and sites TBD,
together with 40 existing
units

Feasibility study

A feasibility study report has been
concluded. HDA has been appointed to
facilitate the process. Clarity on the
way forward need to be determined.
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*Housing projects being Implemented

Name of project / settlement

Type of project
/ subsidy
Mechanism

Estimated Number of
opportunities

Status of project

Project timeframes

1 I :
tation

2023/24 | 2024/25 | 2025/26

Comment

1 Erf 3229 Mooiwater

uisp

253 sites

Implementation

Development rights for the project
have been obtained. A contractor has
completed rehabilitation of the
property. The project was
implemented in two phases as follows.

e Phase 1: A contractor was
appointed in July 2022 for the-
site rehabilitation and
construction of bulk. The project
was completed in December
2023.

Phase 2: The Project Management Unit
is in the process of appointing a
contractor for the installation of Civil
and Electrical infrastructure. The
completion date of the project is
scheduled for June 2024.

2 Idas Valley

IRDP

166 sites and 166 FLISP
Units

Implementation

The construction of 166 top structures
commenced in July 2022 and
completion is scheduled December
2023.

The Steps and Orlean Lounge,
Cloetesville

CRR

161 existing houses

Implementation

The upgrade of the housing units
commenced July 2020. The completion
date of the project is scheduled for
June 2023.
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Name of project / settlement

Type of project
/ subsidy
Mechanism

Estimated Number of
opportunities

Status of project

Project timeframes
Implementation

2023/24

2023/24

2023/24

Project timeframes
Implementation

4 | ISSP Kayamandi Zone 0 (711) UISP

uIsp

178 sites

Implementation

A contractor was appointed in July
2022 for the installation of civil services
for 178 sites. The contractor has been
unable to establish on site due to the
relocation of 58 families on site. There
has been a collaborative effort in the
municipality to relocate the families to
commence with the implementation of
the project. According to the program,
the contractor is expected to
commence with the construction
activities in May 2023. The completion
date of the project is scheduled for
June 2024.

Page 17 of 97



1. PRE-PLANNING AND/OR PLANNING PHASE

1.1. Jamestown Development: Phase 2 — 4 — Ward 21
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Project Name 3269 Jamestown Phases 2 to 4 (1069) IRDP
Property Description Portion of the Remainder, Portion 3 and a broader portion of
Portion 7 of Farm No 527
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Jamestown
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | Currently planning
% of Total need addressed by Project 12,3
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP
Housing Sites 2000
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Large scale of project
Readiness Score 3
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Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment

Majority of the proposed development is located within the
approved urban edge. From an MSDF/CEF perspective, this
project falls within the functional area and priority
development areas and from a strategic perspective aligns
spatially. The appointed Service Provider and the specialist
studies must be used to provide the detailed supporting
evidence to substantiate the inclusion of portion of the
property within the urban edge. The amendment process of
the SDF will consider the inclusion of portion 3 based on the
legislative criteria.

Planning Opinion

The Planning Directorate fully support this PID application.
The Planning Directorate recommends that Tranche 1.1 be
released for 1044 opportunities. This implies the release of R
1199 984.04 funding for Tranche 1.1 payment and provisional
release of R 2 957 965.20 for Tranche 1.2. The release of
Tranche 1.1 will allow the Stellenbosch Municipality to
continue with the planning process by undertaking
preliminary feasibility studies for the site. The following
points serve as motivation for project support:

e The project is consistent with the PSDF and Municipal SDF
(2019) that promotes compaction and densification within
the urban edge ¢ The project was in principle supported by
PPC in 2016 ° The project forms part of the Municipality’s
Housing Pipeline and is incorporated in the Municipal 5-year
IDP (dated 2017 — 2022) e The project is located within the
proclaimed Stellenbosch PHDA e This project will provide new
housing opportunities in the Gap Market which is a strategic
objective of the Department.

The subject property is located on the southern edge of the suburb of Jamestown, east of the R44 between
Stellenbosch and Somerset West. It is flanked by an existing cemetery on its western boundary and a sports
field located centrally on its northern edge. The site falls within an area characterized by medium to high-
density residential as well as non-residential uses that serve the local community of Jamestown.

A professional team was appointed during June 2022 to undertake a broad conceptual urban design framework
for a portion of portion 7 of farm 527 and remainder farm 527, Stellenbosch, and to obtain town planning and
development rights. It should be noted that development rights have also been obtained for Phases 2 and 3 on
Portion 7 of Farm 527 (site and service, 2-storey walk-ups, GAP housing, high income housing and public open
space) and it is proposed that these two phases be made available simultaneously for development in the short

to medium term.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 (P)It?tnar;:ies\t:;lffnent rights: Phase 2 - 3
2024/25 o development nght: Phase 4
2025/26 i develsgmett gt Phess 4
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1.2. Erf 7001 Stellenbosch (“Soek-mekaar”) - Ward 17
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Project Name

3694 Erf 7001 Cloetesville (360) IRDP

Property Description Erf 7001
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2023/24
% of Total need addressed by Project 1,5-1,8
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP
Housing Sites 250 — 300 sites
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity Yes
. . Land Use Approval No
Project Readiness |5 5hs Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues FLISP Beneficiaries
Readiness Score 4

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment

MSDF 2019 - Project does fall within the approved Urban Edge
of Stellenbosch (page 70), and the project is listed on page
199. MHSP 2020 - Project is included in the proposed Housing
Pipeline noted on page 130. IDP 2020 - Project is listed as a
priority municipal project on page 189. PHSHDA - The Project
is included in the Stellenbosch PHSHDA.

Planning Opinion

The Planning Directorate fully support this PID application.
The Planning Directorate recommends that Tranche 1.1 be
released for 360 opportunities. This implies the release of
R413 788.00 funding for Tranche 1.1 payment and provisional
release of R1 019 988.00 for Tranche 1.2. The release of
Tranche 1.1 will allow the Stellenbosch Municipality to
continue with the planning process by undertaking
preliminary feasibility studies for the site. The following
points serve as motivation for project support:

e The project is consistent with the PSDF and Municipal SDF
(2019) that promotes compaction and densification within
the urban edge ¢ The project was in principle supported by
PPC in 2017 e The project forms part of the Municipality’s
Housing Pipeline and is incorporated in the Municipal 5-year
IDP (dated 2017 — 2022) » The project is located within the
proclaimed Stellenbosch PHDA e This project will provide new
housing opportunities in the Gap Market which is a strategic
objective of the Department.

A study was done by a service provider that investigated different sites to for possible developments in
Cloetesville. In accordance with the recommendations which were presented to Council, Erf 7001 was identified
for possible GAP/ FLISP housing. A Call for Proposal for the mix use development of Erf 7001 Stellenbosch in
Cloetesville was advertised on two occasions.
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A team of professionals have been appointed in April 2022 to undertake a to undertake a Broad Conceptual
Urban Design framework for the Erf no 7001 and to obtain town planning and development rights. This project
timeframe for completion during 2024/25 financial year.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning studies
2024/25 Planning approvals
2025/26 Implementation

Erf 64 Kylemore - Ward 4
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o
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Project Name

2053(20) Stellenbosch Erf 64 Kylemore (171) IRDP

Property Description

Erf 64

Town Kylemore

Suburb Kylemore

Catalytic / PHDA Project No

Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD

% of Total need addressed by Project 1.0

Housing Programme/s IRDP

Housing Sites 0

Opportunities Serviced Sites +600 serviced sites
Top Structures (Units) TBD
Other 0

Project Readiness

Land Obtained

No (currently being transferred from the Dept. of Transport
and Public Works and Infrastructure)

EIA ROD

No

Bulk capacity

Yes (Water is sufficient, Sewerage - Upgrades being
undertaken. Link service for sewer needs to be upgrade)

Land Use Approval

No

PDOHS Approval

No (Was previously supported by PPC in 2013/14, but no
applications have been submitted)

Council Approval

Yes

Risks / Issues

Land not in Municipal ownership, land invasion

Readiness Score

2

Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment

The project falls within the approved urban edge and has
been identified in the SDF as future mixed-use, community,

and residential infill.

This project was presented to the PPC in 2013 already and
was in principle supported. Although the project is located on
the southern periphery of Kylemore, it can be considered as
well located because of the proximity of two schools adjacent
to erf 64. The project will provide infill development on a site
within the urban edge of Kylemore on well-located land and
as such should be further investigated.

Project Suitability

Planning Opinion

Stellenbosch Municipality identified a portion of Erf 64 Kylemore (approximately 8 hectares) as a possible site
for a housing development and pre-feasibility studies were concluded a few years ago to determine the
potential of this site for a proposed housing development. From the studies, and the outcome of the community
meeting held, it was apparent that the site is suitable for the envisaged development.

The Remainder of Erf 64 Kylemore is located at the south-east end of the Kylemore village. Kylemore High School
is situated on the northern side of Erf 64. The property is surrounded by agricultural land to the southern and
western sides, immediately to the east there is undeveloped land and then a stream.

The Municipality has appointed the Housing Development Agency (HDA) via an Implementation Protocol
Agreement (IPA) to assist and finalise the transfer of land from the Department of Public Works and
Infrastructure (DPWI) to the Municipality. Treasury endorsed the release of Erf 64, Kylemore on25th of October
2021.

The Department of Public Works and Infrastructure (DPWI) released Erf 64, Kylemore to the HDA through SPoA
on 15 November 2021. The HDA has reviewed previous planning studies and proposed layout options that were
conducted more than 10 years ago. The HDA appointed a service provider for detailed planning and design of
the preferred development option.
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It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Detailed planning studies
2024/25 Obtain development rights
2025/26 Implementation

1.4. Northern Extension, Kayamandi - Ward 12
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Project Name Northern Extension, Kayamandi

Property Description Various

Town Stellenbosch

Suburb Kayamandi

Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA proposed to National Department of Human

Settlements
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2023/24

% of Total need addressed by Project 24,5-36,8
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP
Housing Sites 4 000 -6 000
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Large scale, and land invasions
Readiness Score 3
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Mostly suitable although some steep slopes are on certain
properties
Strategic alignment This project falls within the approved urban edge and has

been Identified in the SDF as future mixed-use, community,
and residential infill. Portion of the property partially forms
part of the ATC LSDF project. From an MSDF/CEF
perspective, this project falls within the functional area and
priority development areas and from a strategic perspective
aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion This project has already been supported through the release
of planning funding as well as the funding of land acquisition
of the Watergang site that was subsequently invaded. This
project is seen as a viable solution to the continued
formalisation of Kayamandi and will be critical to the
decanting of the rest of the Kayamandi housing projects.
Consideration should also be given to the provision of
Enhanced Serviced Sites as additional housing opportunities
in this project as well.

The Northern Extension Project of Stellenbosch is situated north of Kayamandi, adjacent to Cloetesville and
Welgevonden Estate. The site is located on the western side of the R304 (main arterial from the North) to
Stellenbosch.

The subject properties as per the sale agreements are Remainder Farm 182 Stellenbosch, Portion 1 of Farm 182
Stellenbosch, A portion of the Remainder of Farm 183 Stellenbosch (Farm 183 A, Farm 183 B, Farm 183 q),
Portion 1 of Farm 183 Stellenbosch, Portion 5 of Farm 183 Stellenbosch, and Portion 23 of Farm 183
Stellenbosch. As per the Surveyor-General Database, the farms also included in the subject area are Portions 36
and 60 of the Farm 183 Stellenbosch.

The Northern Extension is a potential development of approximately 130 hectares of land located north of
Kayamandi. A key factor in this proposed development is the alignment of the proposed Western Bypass which

is to form the western boundary of the project area as well as the new north-western urban edge of Stellenbosch
town.
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The specific site has been suggested by the Stellenbosch Municipality for the northward extension of the urban
area of Stellenbosch. A feasibility study was conducted, and it was determined that the potential exists to
provide between 4 000 to 6 000 accommodation opportunities in the Northern Extension of Stellenbosch. The
Municipality is aiming to facilitate the development of the 4 000 to 6 000 residential opportunities, as well as
providing the required social amenities and public facilities required.

The feasibility study identified developable land within the study area (different farmland identified). The
development potential of the said site was evaluated from an engineering, planning and environmental
perspective. The subsequent planning applications following this feasibility study will include the rezoning of
the given properties from Agricultural to the relevant zonings in terms of the Stellenbosch Municipality Zoning
Scheme By-Law suitable for the proposed residential densities and mix use development. What remains
important is the overall objective of a mixed-income development, creating housing opportunities for the
income categories as identified and a range of choice to prospective owners.

A service provider was appointed by Stellenbosch Municipality to appoint the necessary multidisciplinary team
of professional consultants to conduct a due diligence assessment to assess whether it is suitable for the
expansion of a mixed-use development to the north of Kayamandi.

A tender was advertised, and a Service provider was appointed to undertake a Broad Conceptual Urban Design
framework for the Northern Extension and to obtain town planning and development rights. This project
timeframe to obtain development rights is 2023/24 financial year.

It should be noted that a portion of the development of the northern extension has been identified as a possible
relocation area for the redevelopment of the Kayamandi Town Centre.

The draft Market Analyst study that was undertaken by DEA&DP was concluded during May 2022 and
incorporated into the draft conceptual design layouts. The different conceptual design layout options were
workshopped during June 2022 with departments Spatial Planning and PMU and on 25 August 2022 with the
senior management of Infrastructure Services. Comments were received on 19 September 2022 from the
Department Heritage Western Cape. Consultants. The Service Provider submitted a Notice of Intent to Develop
the application to Heritage Western Cape of which the service provider was informed that two additional
specialist studies are required to be submitted namely an Archaeological impact assessment and a visual impact
assessment on the cultural landscape. The service provider is currently finalising the concept layout options to
submit the Land Use Application to obtain development rights. Submission to Department: Land Use
Management will occur before end July 2023.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning
2024/25 Planning approvals
2025/26 Implementation
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1.5.

Erven 412, 217 and 284 Groendal, Franschhoek — Ward 2
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Project Name Erven 412, 217 and 284 Groendal
Property Description Erven 412, 217 and 284 Groendal
Town Groendal
Suburb Groendal
Catalytic / PHDA Project N/A
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,9-1,2
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP
Housing Sites 150 -200
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues TBD
Readiness Score 2
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions TBD
Strategic alignment This project falls within the approved urban edge and has
been identified in the SDF as strategic sites, projects, and/or
infill opportunities of the MSDF. From an MSDF/CEF
perspective, this project falls within the functional area and
priority development areas and from a strategic perspective
aligns spatially.
Planning Opinion TBD

Erven 412, 217 and 284 Groendal are located along Santa Rose Street in Groendal, a suburb of Franschhoek,
next to the R45. The site falls within an area characterised by medium to high-density residential as well as non-
residential and light industrial uses.

Various studies have been undertaken over the years regarding the development of Erf 412. Most of the studies
included extensive public participation processes. The outcome of these studies was that the property should
be developed for high density residential units but also include business (light industrial) opportunities. Erf 412
has been rezoned to subdivisional area during 2016 allowing for general residential, local authority and general
business. The initial plans for Erf 284 were to develop an old age home or retirement village, but due to financial
constraints, this never materialised.

The Department: Property Management and the Department: Housing Development undertook a process to
formulate a Call for Proposal in line with the approved agenda item. A service provider was appointed to draft
different site development options.

An agenda item has been drafted and was circulated to the relevant departments for inputs/comments. An
additional layout inputs were received from the Department: Roads, Transport, Stormwater, Traffic and
Engineering Infrastructure Services and therefore the item served at the Section 80 IHS Committee meeting
during May 2022. Discussions with senior role players were concluded on 11 November 2022, and an enquiry
was raised during these discussions on Erf 284. The user department has forwarded this enquiry to the PDoHS
for input.
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1.6.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

'72770723/24 Appointment of Service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Obtain development rights

Cloetesville Infill Housing Project

The Cloetesville Infill Housing Proj

ect was implemented to serve to develop vacant and underdeveloped

portions of land within Cloetesville to address the housing need. A service provider was appointed to conduct a
feasibility study on eight sites (11 erven) as identified by Council. The objective was to identify the development

potential of each site and to provide
report served before Council during

a conceptual site development layout for the identified sites. The feasibility
26 May 2021 to determine if the sites is viable for housing purposes. The

following sites were under investigation:

Erf 7271 is relatively flat, however the soil conditions and the permanent or perched water table, which is found
less than 1,0m below the ground surface, is expecting to impact the cost of construction. The site makes
allowance for a substantial number of units and is therefore a more attractive site. The proposed development
of the site can potentially accommodate the following:

° Potential for mixed residential development.
° Each high-rise building is designed with an internal courtyard which provide safe recreational space.
° Concept plan makes provision for pedestrian walkways to be used by Smartie Town residents.
° Proposed development:
- 16 serviced sites (Plot and Plan); and
- 152 GAP/ and or FLISP units.
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Erven 6847, 6886, 6300 is relatively flat, however the soil conditions and the permanent or perched water table,
which is found less than 1,0m below the ground surface is expecting to impact the cost of construction since
alternative construction methods are used to mitigate the risks. The site makes allowance for a substantial
number of units and is therefore a more attractive site. The proposed development of the site can potentially
accommodate the following:

° A small apartment block is proposed for the vacant space in the south-eastern corner of the site whilst
larger high-rise buildings are proposed for the western portion of the site.

° Each high-rise building is designed with an internal courtyard which provide safe recreational space.

° Proposed development:
- 279 GAP/ and or FLISP units.

Erf 8776 is relatively flat, however the soil conditions and the permanent or perched water table, which is found
less than 1,0m below the ground surface is expecting to impact the cost of construction since alternative
construction methods are used to mitigate the risks. The site makes allowance for a limited number of units and
a detailed cost-benefit analysis should be undertaken. The proposed development of the site can potentially
accommodate the following:

° Ideal location for a high-rise building.

° U-shaped building will provide the opportunity to develop accommodation whilst retaining many of the
existing features of the site.

° Retain the pedestrian walkways.

° Play Park furniture to be relocated to the courtyard at the building.

° Proposed development:

- 37 GAP/ and or FLISP units.

Erf 6705 is relatively flat; however, the soil conditions is expecting to impact the cost of construction. The site
makes allowance for a limited number of units and a detailed cost-benefit analysis should be undertaken.

° Proposed housing typology should blend with the existing houses.
° Proposed development:
- 12 serviced sites (Plot and Plan).

1.6.1. A portion of Erf 7271 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
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Project Name A portion of Erf 7271 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Property Description A portion of Erf 7271 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 1
Housing Programme/s BNG / FLISP
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 168 (top structures TBD)
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval No
Risks / Issues Environmental sensitivity; cost of construction
Readiness Score 1
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Soil conditions and permanent or perched water table
adds to the cost of construction
Strategic alignment The project is located within the approved urban edge
and is identified in the SDF as strategic sites, projects,
and/or infill opportunities of the MSDF. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and
from a strategic perspective aligns spatially.
Planning Opinion TBD
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1.6.2.

The relevant portion of Erf 7271 Stellenbosch is located on Long Street, behind Cloetesville sports ground. It
is in close proximity to Plakenberg River, which separates Smartie Town from the site area. Opposite the
subject portion of Erf 7271 is a créche and a park. This area has previously been used as a parking lot for the
sports ground, but more recently the area was earmarked to house ‘Slab Town’.

This site has potential for a mixed residential development. A row of single residential or BNG units located
along the northern and eastern boundary of the site with the remainder of the site comprising of high-rise
GAP units. It is expected that a total of 16 BNG units and 152 GAP units can be developed on the site, however
significant relaxation of the parking requirements will be required. Each proposed high-rise building is
designed with an internal courtyard which provides safe recreational space. The design of the concept plan
makes provision for several pedestrian walkways that can be used by the residents of Smartie Town.

Council approved the feasibility study report to proceed with the planning processes to obtain development
rights for the proposed housing project. Funding application has been approved on the Business Plan of the
Provincial Department of Human Settlements for the outer financial year. A procurement process to appoint
a professional team will follow in 2024/25 — 2025/26 for planning studies and during 2026/27 to obtain
development rights.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposals to appoint a service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning

Erven 6300, 6847 and 6886 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
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Project Name

Erven 6300, 6847 and 6886 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville

Property Description Erven 6300, 6847 and 6886 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 1,7
Housing Programme/s FLISP
Housing Sites 279
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval No
Risks / Issues Environmental sensitivity; construction costs

Readiness Score

1

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

Soil conditions and the permanent or perched water
table adds to the cost of construction

Strategic alignment

The project is located within the approved urban edge
and is identified in the SDF as strategic sites, projects,
and/or infill opportunities of the MSDF. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and
from a strategic perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion

TBD
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1.6.3.

Erven 6300, 6847 and 6886 Stellenbosch are located between the railway line and Curry Road and adjacent
to Cloetesville swimming pool and tennis courts. The swimming pool facility and the identified erven are
directly situated behind the Cloetesville High School. Moreover, the swimming facility is clustered with a park
and outdoor gym. Many attempts have been made to start a skateboard park in one of the tennis courts as
the tennis courts are constantly affected by acts of vandalism. The outdoor gym is being used effectively and
the vacant land is used as a hangout area for the youth. The area is monitored by houses on Last Street
(street adjacent to swimming pool and vacant land), should matters get out of hand, law enforcement is
called. Concerns raised were the lack of recreational activities for youths in the community.

The corner of Last Road and Curry Road provides good line of sight and, together with the sports facilities,
provides an ideal location for a community facility. A small apartment block is proposed for the vacant space
in the south-eastern corner of the site whilst larger high-rise buildings are proposed for the western portion
of the site. It is expected that a total of 279 GAP/FLISP units can be developed on the site, however significant
relaxation of the parking requirement will be required. Each proposed high-rise building is designed with an
internal courtyard which provides safe recreational space.

Council approved the feasibility study report to proceed with the planning processes to obtain development
rights for the proposed housing project. Funding application has been approved on the Business Plan of the
Provincial Department of Human Settlements for the outer financial year. A procurement process to appoint
a professional team will follow in 2024/25 — 2025/26 for planning studies and during 2026/27 to obtain
development rights.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposals to appoint a service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning

Erf 8776 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
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Project Name

Erf 8776 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville

Property Description Erf 8776 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,2
Housing Programme/s FLISP
Housing Sites 37
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval No
Risks / Issues Construction costs
Readiness Score 1
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1.6.4.

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Soil conditions and the permanent or perched water
table adds to the cost of construction

Strategic alignment The project is located within the approved urban edge
and is identified in the SDF as strategic sites, projects,
and/or infill opportunities of the MSDF. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and
from a strategic perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion TBD

Erf 8776 Stellenbosch is located on a four-way traffic intersection, Adam Tas Road and Helshoogte Road.
Concerns were raised relating to the existing park and wall that have great significance to Cloetesville as a
community.

The corner of Last Road and Adam Tas Road is an ideal location for a high-rise building. It is proposed that a
U-shaped building will provide the opportunity to develop accommodation whilst retaining many of the
existing features of the site. The building should be located along the eastern portion of the side to retain
the pedestrian walkways and the play park furniture can be relocated to the courtyard at the building.
Parking can be provided where the existing play park furniture is located. It is expected that a total of 37
GAP/FLISP units can be developed on the site.

Council approved the feasibility study report to proceed with the planning processes to obtain development
rights for the proposed housing project. Funding application has been approved on the Business Plan of the
Provincial Department of Human Settlements for the outer financial year. A procurement process to appoint
a professional team will follow in 2024/25 — 2025/26 for planning studies and during 2026/27 to obtain
development rights.

Itis suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposals to appoint a service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning

Erf 6705 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
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Project Name

Erf 6705 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville

Property Description Erf 6705 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,07
Housing Programme/s BNG
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 12
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval No
Risks / Issues Soil conditions expected to impact on construction cost

Readiness Score

1

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

Soil conditions expected to impact on construction cost

Strategic alignment

The project is located within the approved urban edge
and is identified in the SDF as strategic sites, projects,
and/or infill opportunities of the MSDF. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and
from a strategic perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion

TBD
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1.6.5.

Erf 6705 Stellenbosch is a triangular shaped property with access from Wilger Road. Located to the north,
north-west and south of the site are residential erven measuring between 450m? and 510m?2. The site is

currently vacant.

The site is considered a part of an existing neighbourhood and proposed housing typologies should therefore
blend with the existing houses. As such, BNG units are proposed; a total of 12 BNG units can be developed
on the site. The site contains an embankment along the western boundary, and it is proposed that it should
be formalised for stormwater drainage.

Council approved the feasibility study report to proceed with the planning processes to obtain development
rights for the proposed housing project. Funding application has been approved on the Business Plan of the
Provincial Department of Human Settlements for the outer financial year. A procurement process to appoint
a professional team will follow in 2024/25 — 2025/26 for planning studies and during 2026/27 to obtain

development rights.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposals to appoint a service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning

Erf 8915 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
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Project Name

Erf 8915 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville

Project Description

Erf 8915 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville

Project Location

Erf 8915 is situated adjacent to and stretches behind
Pieter Langeveldt Primary School. Moreover, it is
situated behind one row of houses. A concern raised
for this site is that the expense of servicing the land
could possibly jeopardise the feasibility of providing
facilities for the disadvantaged. Another concern is the
number of trees on the site, especially behind the
school, and their environmental and heritage impact.
Currently the site is being utilised as an illegal dumping
site.

Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project N/A
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,5
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP / Other
Sites 0
Housing Serviced Sites 84 (Top structures TBD)
Opportunities Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Land Obtained Yes
EIAROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
Project Readiness | PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval Yes
R Y- .Steep slope; poor soil condition; insufficient
infrastructure demand
Readiness Score 1
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1.6.6.

Geotech Conditions The site is located along a steep slope

Strategic alignment Identified in the SDF as strategic sites, projects, and/or
infill opportunities of the MSDF. From an MSDF/CEF
Project Suitability perspective, this project falls within the functional area
and priority development areas and from a strategic
perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion TBD

Erf 8915 is situated adjacent to and stretches behind Pieter Langeveldt Primary School. Moreover, it is
situated behind one row of houses. A concern raised for this site is that the expense of servicing the land
could possibly jeopardise the feasibility of providing facilities for the disadvantaged. Another concern is the
number of trees on the site, especially behind the school, and their environmental and heritage impact.
Currently the site is being utilised as an illegal dumping site.

Council approved the feasibility study report to proceed with the planning processes to obtain development
rights for the proposed housing project. Although it is expected that this site will be very costly to develop
(due to the poor soil condition and subsequent required bulk earth works), it is recommended that the
Stellenbosch Municipality develops the site for either BNG units or only serviced sites, depending on the
subsidy quantum.

Funding application has been approved on the Business Plan of the Provincial Department of Human
Settlements for the outer financial year. A procurement process to appoint a professional team will follow

in 2024/25 — 2025/26 for planning studies and during 2026/27 to obtain development rights.

It is suggested that the following timeframe should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposals to appoint a service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning

Erven 6668 and 7181 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
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Project Name Erven 6668 and 7181 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Property Description Erven 6668 and 7181 Stellenbosch, Cloetesville
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project N/A
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,5
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP / Other
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 83 (Top structures TBD)
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Significant bulk earth works required
Readiness Score 1
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Soil conditions poor; significant bulk earth works
required
Strategic alignment Located within the approved urban edge. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and from
a strategic perspective aligns spatially.
Planning Opinion TBD
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1.7.

Erven 6668 and 7181 Stellenbosch are situated adjacent to the R44 arterial road and are near Rietenbosch
Primary School. The old Drakenstein Road passes between the property and the R44. The site is relatively
steep and located near a wetland area. This wetland area is currently in a poor condition and there are
several illegal dwelling units on the site. The current access to the site is not sufficient should development
occur on site and portions of Erven 7296 and/or 7047 Stellenbosch would need to be acquired.

Only a portion of the site is developable. The developable portion of the site allows for a mix of opportunities
in the form of single residential erven and high-rise apartment buildings. In total 17 BNG units and 65
GAP/FLISP units can be accommodated on the site. Depending on the socio-economic profile of the
beneficiaries and the available subsidies, the site can also be developed as part of the UISP and the
Stellenbosch Municipality would then be required to provide serviced sites (water, sewer and electrical
connections) to the beneficiaries. The GAP units can be developed by the Municipality, or the land can be
sold to the Social Housing Regulatory Authority (SHRA) which provides rental accommodation to people
earning between R1 850 and R22 000 per month.

Council approved the feasibility study report to proceed with the planning processes to obtain development
rights for the proposed housing project. Funding application has been approved on the Business Plan of the
Provincial Department of Human Settlements for the outer financial year. A procurement process to appoint
a professional team will follow in 2024/25 — 2025/26 for planning studies and during 2026/27 to obtain
development rights.

It is suggested that the following timeframe should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposals to appoint a service provider
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning

La Motte: Farm 1339, Farm 1158 and Farm 1158/1 Paarl — Ward 2
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Project Name La Motte Old Forest Station IRDP
Property Description Farm 1339, Farm 1158 and Farm 1158/1 Paarl
Town Franschhoek
Suburb La Motte
Catalytic / PHDA Project No
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 6,8
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP
Housing Sites 830 + 283
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained No (Currently being transferred from Dpt. Of Transport &
Public Works)
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Land not in municipal ownership
Readiness Score 2
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Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable, location in an already built-up area

MSDF 2019 - The proposed housing development layout
options falls within the urban edge of La Motte (page 87),
and the project is listed on page 200. MHSP 2020 - Project
Strategic alignment is included in the proposed Housing Pipeline noted on
page 131. IDP 2020 - Project is listed as a current municipal
project on page 245. PHSHDA - The Project is not included
in the Stellenbosch PHSHDA.

This project has been supported by the Dept. of Human
Settlements with the release of Tranche 1.1 and forms part
of the Municipality's approach to dealing with the Langrug
Informal Settlement. The project will allow for the
decanting of qualifying beneficiaries from Langrug onto
the site, but care must be taken with regard to the
community dynamics associated with introducing a new
group into an older rural community.

Planning Opinion

La Motte is a former Bosbou Hamlet situated approximately 3.5 km north-west of Franschhoek town, on the
Robertsvallei Road, close to where it intersects the R45. Originally built to house forestry workers, the village is
made up of the original dwellings and a range of community facilities. During the construction phase of the Berg
River Water Scheme, new houses were built adjacent to the existing settlement to temporarily house the
construction workers; these houses have been transferred to identified beneficiaries.

Portions of Farm 1653, Remainder Farm 1339, Remainder Farm 1158, and Portion 1 Farm 1158 Paarl have been
identified for mixed-use housing development for the expansion of La Motte

Feasibility studies and various development options have been completed for consideration. From the findings,
the identified properties have sufficient capacity for the provision of an integrated housing development.
Discussions with the owner of the land, the Department of Transport and Public Works, have occurred to initiate
the transfer of land to the Stellenbosch Municipality for housing developments.

The La Motte properties are owned by the National Department of Public Works and Infrastructure. In 2021,
the Municipality entered into an Implementation Protocol (IP) with the Housing Development Agency (HDA) to
assist and facilitate the process of ensuring the transfer of the above-mentioned properties for housing
development. The HDA estimates that the land maybe transferred to the Municipality in 2025/26 FY, planning
studies and approvals will be finalised thereafter.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Enablement of transfer of land
2024/25 =
2025/26 -

Page 45 of 97



1.8.

Droé Dyke — Ward 11
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Project Name

Droé Dyke (1000)

Property Description

Portion of Remainder Farm 279; Portion 1 of Farm 284;
Remainder Farm 284; Portion 17 of the Farm 183;
Remainder Portion 35 of the Farm 183; Portion 8 of Farm
283; Remainder Farm 283; Farm 281

Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Stellenbosch
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 6,1
Housing Programme/s IRDP, FLISP, Social Housing
Housing Sites 1000 (type TBD)
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structure (serviced) | 0
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained No (National Dept. of Transport and Public Works — being
transferred)
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity No (Upgrades planned and being implemented)
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No (Was previously supported by PPC in 2013/14, but no
applications have been submitted)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Scale, dependence on Adam Tas TOD Project
Readiness Score 1
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions TBD

Strategic alignment

MSDF 20189 - Project does fall within Urban Edge.

From an MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and from a
strategic perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion

This project was previously presented to the Dept. of
Human Settlements in 2013 and was in principle supported.
The project did not proceed from the pre-planning stage
because the land could not be transferred from the National
Dept. of Transport and Public Works. The project was
reinvigorated recently as the land issue was resolved and
the project was identified as the southern node of the Adam
Tas TOD Project. As such this project shares the same
opportunities as the Adam Tas TOD Development. The
location on the southwestern periphery of Stellenbosch is
not ideal and the project will probably not contribute
towards alleviating the needs of Kayamandi, but previous
discussion with Stellenbosch indicated that FLISP
opportunities will be investigated for this site. As such the
project can be supported for further investigation. It will be
necessary to ensure that this project could be viable even if
the remainder of the Adam Tas TOD Project is not
developed in future.

In terms of the Stellenbosch Municipal Spatial Development Framework Droé Dyke is seen as part of the Adam
Tas Corridor Catalytic Initiative to restructure Stellenbosch Town. The land parcels which make up Droé Dyke
comprise of Stellenbosch Farms Portion 17 of the Farm 183, Portion 35 of the Farm 183, Portion 8 of the Farm
238, the Farm 283, and the Farm 281. The farms are situated at the entrance to Stellenbosch town and are
adjacent to the R310 and the Eerste River, with the Stellenbosch railway line and reserve splitting the site.
Collectively, the land parcels making up Droé Dyke equates to approximately 103 hectares.
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Droé Dyke forms part of the residential component for the redevelopment of the Adam Tas Corridor. Droé Dyke
is earmarked for medium to high density residential housing and commercial as well as public facilities (including
sportsfields). The site will accommodate a public transport node within the R310/Adam Tas Public Transport
Corridor and is also seen as a potential park and ride location.

The identified developable area, totalling 75.86 hectares is defined as the Droé Dyke Precinct. With the precinct
plan providing the context of the urban form, spatial arrangements and movement routes, the actual overall
development area for the precinct is 29.85 hectares.

Droé Dyke is suitable for social housing as it is a precinct in the Stellenbosch Restructuring Zone. The site offers
significant opportunity to alleviate Stellenbosch Municipality’s housing demand. The site can accommodate and
is attractive for a mix of social, affordable and open market housing.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Enablement of transfer of land. Land needs to be transferred to
Municipality from National Department of Public Works & Infrastructure.
2024/25 -
2025/26 -

2. SOCIAL HOUSING

It is the intention of the Stellenbosch Municipality to give effect to the Social Housing Programme by making available
land portions in the Restructuring Zones to Social Housing Institutions (SHI) and/or Other Development Agencies (ODA)
who then will undertake all the necessary processes for the development of Social Housing Estates and the effective
management of new rental stock. It is imperative that such SHI’'s and ODA’s are duly accredited by the SHRA.

Social Housing is not a method for mass delivery, but a way to pursue integrated and sustainable urban development.
Restructuring Zones were identified based on their close proximity to social and economic amenities and their
potential to promote integration, access to economic opportunities and spatial restructuring.

Social Housing currently caters for people earning between R1 850 — R22 000 per month. It is desirable that
environments created through this process should conform to health and safety principles, be liveable, vibrant, with
the requisite amenities and facilities that provide a better quality of life for tenants. The proposed Social Housing
Estate should optimise the utilisation of the land portions through innovative approaches in the development of a
medium to high density residential estate.

Stellenbosch Municipality’s Social Housing Programme aims to effect the provision of affordable, well-located housing
opportunities to low and moderate-income households. It is implemented within the framework of the National Social
Housing policy, legislation and regulations. The Municipality is on a drive to accelerate the pace and scale of housing
delivery, maximising social housing opportunities, and promoting socio, spatial and economic integration of people
into its urban fabric.

This transformative aim will be fulfilled by the Municipality’s continued effort to identify well located municipal owned
parcels of land for infill development of Social Housing with a precinct development approach. The key purpose is the
creation of socially integrated neighbourhoods providing housing for low-middle income households into areas that
they would normally be excluded from due to past legacies and the prevailing property markets.

It is crucial that the Social Housing projects complement the social functionality of the neighbourhood with inclusion
of other minimum ancillary and complementary uses in the development driven by the integrated development
principles. Social integration should be achieved by having an urban design approach that integrates the development
with the existing surroundings. The creation of an enhanced public realm with quality environments should be
promoted by designing active and passive green open space systems that link the proposed site with public facilities
and amenities through safe pedestrian orientated public open space systems. Proposed layouts should consider
barrier free access for physically disabled people and cater to people with special needs.

Page 48 of 97




The urban design concept for such sites should be based on a socially integrated development with a holistic and
reasonable neighbourhood level planning approach that unfolds though the site plan. It should show some level of
conformity with the character of the existing urban environment and some innovation that fosters a sense of place.
The site plan must demonstrate an appropriate medium-high density approach by building height and compact site
plan with minimum parking. In addition, the site plan design for the public realm, common spaces and landscaping

have to facilitate social integration with existing neighbourhoods.

Sites situated in approved and gazetted Restructuring Zones are eligible for social housing grants. Application for the
social housing grants will be the responsibility of the SHI/ ODA.

2.1. Farms 81/2 and 81/9 Stellenbosch - Ward 16
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Project Name

Farms 81/2 and 81/9 Stellenbosch

Property Description Farms 81/2 and 81/9 Stellenbosch
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2021/2022 — Planning to commence
% of Total need addressed by Project 15-2,1
Housing Programme/s Social Housing
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other + 250 — 350 rental units
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No

Council Approval

Yes (feasibility study)

Risks / Issues

Various site constraints; significance as gateway

Readiness Score

2

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions The property is regarded as being of favourable to poor
suitability for residential development. The factors that
reduce the suitability of the land for development are
the extent of uncontrolled fill, the existing topography
and soil corrosivity.

This project falls within the approved urban edge. From
an MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and from
a strategic perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion TBD

Strategic alignment

In terms of the implementation of the Social Housing Programmes, the Stellenbosch Municipality has identified
Portions 2 and 9 of the Farm No 81 Stellenbosch. This site is located between the Cloetesville and Kayamandi
settlements. Its boundary is framed by the R304 to the west and the railway line to the east. The Plankenburg
River traverses the site along the eastern boundary. The southern boundary of property includes portions of the
Kayamandi Tourism Centre, as well as a bridge over the railway line. The northern boundary is framed by the
Mount Simon residential development.

A feasibility study has been done during January 2020 to determine the development potential of the site.
Council approved the feasibility report on the 12 February 2020 for Social Housing (rental stock). Further
planning studies were conducted by a suitable, qualified, and experienced professional service providers during
March 2021 to undertake a geotechnical investigation, flood line studies and a traffic impact assessment on the
site.

In terms of the geotechnical investigation, the property is regarded as being of favourable to poor suitability for
residential development. The factors that reduce the suitability of the land for development are the extent of
uncontrolled fill, the existing topography and soil corrosivity.

The tender has been advertised during June 2022 and closing date was 4 July 2022. On request from the bidders
due to the short period to submit their bids, Bid Specification Committee approved extension of closing date to
8 August 2022.
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2.2,

The tender for the Request for Proposals (RFP) had to be cancelled due to material changes to the scope of
works with reference to Construction Industry Development Board (CIDB) and Compensation for Occupational
Injuries and Diseases Act (COIDA). The amended tender was re-advertised on 2 September 2022 and a
compulsory clarification meeting was held on 15 September 2022. The closing date for the tender was on 3
October 2022. The tenders received was evaluated and served at Bid Evaluation Committee on 30 November
2022. Appointment of a SHI and/or ODA will occur after Bid Adjudication Committee approval.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Implementation

Lapland Precinct - Ward 10
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Project Name

Lapland Precinct

Property Description

Erven 2149, 6590, 2608, 2609, 6659, 9106 Stellenbosch

Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Stellenbosch
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 2,3
Housing Programme/s Social Housing
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0

Top Structures (Units) 368

Other 0

Project Readiness | Land Obtained

No (Properties owned by the Municipality and the
National Department of Public Works

EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues

Relocation of prison; construction above existing units

Readiness Score

0

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions

TBC

Strategic alignment

This project is located within the approved urban edge
and has been identified for infill development. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and
from a strategic perspective aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion

TBD
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The Lapland Precinct comprises Erven 2149, 6590, 2608, 2609, 6659 and 9106 Stellenbosch.

The Lapland precinct situated on the northern outskirts of the Stellenbosch CBD is ideally located in a well-
connected node via the R44 and Helshoogte Roads and is near various commercial and economic facilities. The
surrounding land uses consist of residential spaces, public spaces, and commercial properties. The properties
located in the precinct are owned by the Stellenbosch Municipality and the National Department of Public
Works. The properties have extents upwards of 1300m? to roughly 4000m?, are developed on a gentle gradient
and are bordered to the north by Kromriver and Teen-die-Bult, Plankenburg to the west, Stellenbosch CBD to
the south and Die Rand to the east. The Lapland precinct is home to the Stellenbosch Traffic Department, the
Stellenbosch Correctional Services building and three high rise municipal flats (Lavanda, Aurora and Phyllaria)
with a total of 220 existing rental units. Preliminary building inspections revealed that the structures are sound
with some upgrades having been performed recently.

The precinct is made up of three high rise municipal flats (Lavanda, Aurora and Phyllaria) with a total of 220
rental units, the Department of Home Affairs, the Traffic Department and the Correctional Services Prison and
ancillary housing and facilities. Taking cognisance of the Status Quo Study findings and in line with densification
principles, the following development concepts and land use rights are proposed for the Lapland precinct:

Two of the existing high-rise buildings are proposed to be developed as mixed use eight-storey high rise tower
blocks incorporating the existing governmental uses on ground floor together with retail shops and offices.
Social housing with housing typologies ranging from one-bedroom to two-bedrooms are proposed for five
floors. Market orientated Rental Housing Development of one bedroom and two-bedroom units are proposed
for the two top floors. It is proposed that pavements be widened, and street furniture and informal traders be
accommodated in a predesigned format. A density of 320 dwelling units per hectare is proposed.

It is proposed that the prison be relocated to the outskirts of Stellenbosch town on a site to be identified by the
Stellenbosch Municipality and approved by the Department of Correctional Services. A portion of this property
is to be set aside for market orientated rental housing development of one bedroom and two-bedroom units
for two floors and retail and/or office spaces to be located on the ground floor. The proposed density is 616
dwelling units per hectare.

Itis proposed that infill developments be implemented on the existing vacant land in between the existing flats
to increase the density. This would allow for spatial and architectural maximisation of the existing site and the
formulation of designs in line with SHRA design standards. To achieve the desired density and enhance the
quality of living in the vicinity, it is proposed that the site be set aside for Social Housing purposes only with the
accommodation of a créche. Eight-storey buildings are proposed with a proposed density of 186 dwelling units
per hectare.

The Municipality will go out on a procurement process to appoint an accredited Social Housing Institutes
(SHI’s) and/or Other Development Agencies (ODA’s) for a social housing project on the property.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Request for Proposal
2024/25 Planning
2025/26 Planning
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2.3.

Teen-die-Bult Precinct - Ward 10
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Project Name

Teen-die-Bult Precinct

Property Description

Farm 180 and Erven 2728, 3481 — 3486 Stellenbosch

Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Stellenbosch
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 1,1
Housing Programme/s Social Housing
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0

Top Structures (Units) 180

Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes

EIA ROD No

Bulk capacity TBD

Land Use Approval No

PDOHS Approval No

Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues Construction above existing units

Readiness Score 1

Geotech Conditions TBC

Project Suitability

Strategic alignment

This project falls within the approved urban edge.
From an MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls

within the functional area and priority development
areas and from a strategic perspective aligns spatially,
TBD

Planning Opinion

The Teen-die-Bult Precinct comprises the Remainder Farm 180 and Erven 2728, 3481 — 3486 Stellenbosch
(portions of the Remainder Farm 180).

Less than 2km north of the Lapland precinct properties are the eight Teen-die-Bult erven. Situated close to major
transport corridors in Helshoogte road and the R44, the Teen-die-Bult precinct is bordered to the west by
Tenantville (a designated Restructuring Zone), by the La Colline precinct to the north and Simonswyk to the east.
The surrounding land uses are predominantly residential with some commercial properties. As earlier
mentioned, the Teen-die-Bult precinct consists of eight erven on gradually sloping terrain except for Farm 180
that has a comparatively steep gradient. Six of the properties are developed with existing duplex flats and low-
rise flats that are in good condition and are known as Bellerive and Teen-die-Bult. Two properties are
undeveloped Open Spaces which offer opportunities for developments. The properties are owned by the
Stellenbosch Municipality.

It is proposed that new development be carried out on the consolidated site consisting of Farm 180 and Erf 2728
(Open Spaces) only. This is motivated by the maximisation of existing infrastructure capacity by the proposed
development on the open spaces. It is also proposed that existing buildings in the precincts receive cosmetic
upgrades (beautification) as a trade-off for maximising development on the parcels. This may ensure the
community support of the project.

Eight-storey buildings are proposed with a proposed density of 184.27 dwelling units per hectare. A housing

typology mix is proposed with Social Housing being the primary mix and market orientated rental housing
development to cross subsidise the development of one-bedroom and two-bedroom units on the top floors.
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2.4.

The following is proposed for the Teen-die-Bult Precinct:
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Itis suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes : Project Deliverables
2023/24 TBC
2024/25 TBC
2025/26 TBC

La Colline - Ward 10
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Project Name La Colline Precinct
Property Description Erven 2644, 2645, 2660, 2661, 2666, 2667, 2683,
2684, 2727 and 2729 Stellenbosch
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Stellenbosch
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project TBD
Housing Programme/s Social Housing
Housing Sites TBD
Opportunities Serviced Sites TBD
Top Structures (Units) TBD
Other TBD
Project Readiness | Land Obtained No (properties owned by the Municipality and the
Department of Local Government and Housing)
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval No
Risks / Issues TBD
Readiness Score 0
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions TBD
Strategic alignment This project falls within the approved urban edge.
The two public open spaces are important to be
retained and upgraded. There are densification
opportunities available. From an MSDF/CEF
perspective, this project falls within the functional
area and priority development areas and from a
strategic perspective aligns spatially. Once the
project reaches the planning phase, it needs to be
considered within the capital planning process/CEF.
Planning Opinion TBD

The La Colline Precinct comprises Erven 2644, 2645, 2660, 2661, 2666, 2667, 2683, 2684, 2727 (General
Residential) and 2729 Stellenbosch (Public Open Space). The La Colline Precinct, just a short walk north from
the Teen-die-Bult and Lapland Precincts, is easily accessible via Helshoogte Road from the east, Ryneveld Street
from the south and the R44 from the north. The La Colline Precinct consists of residential properties built around
a public open space, Tobruk Park (which forms part of the La Colline Precinct erven) and an additional public
open space called La Colline Park. The residential properties are developed with low rise duplex flats that appear
to be structurally sound with some minor cosmetic remedial work required. The properties are owned by the
Department of Local Government and Housing and the Stellenbosch Municipality.

It is proposed that the residential properties remain as is and be the trade-off for the density maximisation
development on the consolidated Teen-die-Bult sites. The open spaces should be developed as active open

space for the enjoyment of the residents.

Itis suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 TBC
2024/25 TBC
2025/26 TBC

Page 57 of 97



FORMALISING AND UPGRADING OF EXISTING SETTLEMENTS

3.1.

Erf 2183 Klapmuts, La Rochelle — Ward 18
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Project Name

La Rochelle Klapmuts

Property Description

Erf 2183 Klapmuts
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Town Klapmuts
Suburb Klapmuts
Catalytic / PHDA Project No
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2023/24
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,6
Housing Programme/s UISP
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 100
Top Structures (Units) Possible Temporary Relocation Units
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD Yes
Bulk capacity Yes (Water supply is being upgraded ETA 18 months,

Sewerage will require upgrades)

Land Use Approval

No

PDOHS Approval

No (Was previously supported by PPC in 2016/17, but no
applications have been submitted

Council Approval

Yes

Risks / Issues

Small size of project, possible land invasion high risk

Readiness Score

4
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3.2.

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment MSDF 2019 - Project does fall within the approved Urban
Edge of Klapmuts (page 74), and the project is listed on
page 199. MHSP 2020 - Project is included in the proposed
Housing Pipeline noted on page 129. IDP 2020 - Project is
not indicated in the IDP. PHSHDA - The Project is not
included in the Stellenbosch PHSHDA.

Planning Opinion This project was previously presented to the PPC in 2016
and in principle supported for further studies. The specific
type of housing program to be used was not confirmed by
the Municipality. The site is located within in walking
distance of socio-economic facilities in Klapmuts and
development will increase the urban density of Klapmuts.
The site is relatively small and will only be able to assist a
small number of beneficiaries.

Klapmuts is situated on the N1 transport corridor and has significant potential to serve as centre for economic
activity and residence within the metropolitan region and Stellenbosch Municipality. Erf 2183 Klapmuts is
located along Gomas Street, Klapmuts, approximately 1.5km off the R310 that links Stellenbosch to the N1. The
site is located on the south-eastern edge of the town of Klapmuts and is bordered by vacant land to its southern
and eastern boundaries, with a proposed new housing development on the western and northern boundaries
towards Mandela City, Klapmuts. To provide in the dire housing need in the Klapmuts area, especially for current
backyarders, this property was identified as a possible option for a “site-and-service” housing project.

Erf 2183 Klapmuts is zoned Subdivisional Area for the following uses: Less Formal Residential Zone, Public Open
Space Zone, Public Road, and Parking Zone. A team of professional service providers have been appointed to
attend to the subdivision of the property into residential erven of approximately 40m? to 50m?, the submission
of all diagrams to the Surveyor-General’s office for approval and registration as well as the submission of all
documents to the Provincial Department Human Settlements to obtain the relevant funding for this incremental
housing project.

The service provider drafted conceptual subdivisional layouts and presented it to various internal departments
for inputs. The Land Use Application submitted, await approval.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning approval
2024/25 Implementation
2025/26 Implementation

Langrug, Franschhoek (Planning P1) - Ward 1 and 2

Langrug informal settlement is in the north-eastern area of Franschhoek and falls within the jurisdiction of the
Stellenbosch Municipality. On the southern side of the settlement is Groendal formal housing developments
down to Franschhoek town. On the eastern side is the Mooiwater low-cost housing development. On the
northern side of Langrug is a nature reserve that is located on the upper part of the mountain slope on which
Langrug informal settlement encroaches.
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Project Name

3256 Franschhoek Langrug (1900) UISP

Property Description Erven 959 — 1120 and Erf 2901
Town Franschhoek

Suburb Langrug

Catalytic / PHDA Project No

Urgency (Proposed year of implementation)

2024/25 — Rehabilitation of freshwater dam

% of Total need addressed by Project

TBD

Housing Programme/s uisp
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 1900
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
Project Readiness | PDOHS Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues

Dense informal settlement that will require a large
decanting site

Readiness Score

3

Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area, although
structures are being constructed on steep mountain
slopes.

Strategic alignment

Project Suitability

MSDF 2019 - Project does fall within the approved Urban
Edge of Franschhoek (page 77), and the project is listed on
page 200. MHSP 2020 - Project is included in the proposed
Housing Pipeline noted on page 131. IDP 2020 - Project is
listed as a current municipal project on page 245. PHSHDA
- The Project is not included in the Stellenbosch PHSHDA.

Planning Opinion

This project has been supported by the Dept. of Human
Settlements with the release of Tranche 1.1 and is a critical
priority for the Dept. of Human Settlements. Addressing
the Langrug Informal Settlement must be a major priority
for both local and provincial government. Decanting of
Langrug Informal Settlement must be dealt with carefully
to avoid damaging the local community.

Living conditions at informal settlements are typically poor with residents facing a range of basic livelihood
challenges, such as poor access to basic sanitation, low to no potable water supply, inadequate electricity
provision, detrimental solid waste accumulation in public spaces, frequent shack fires, safety, and security risks;
to name a few. Langrug informal settlement is no exception to these deplorable living conditions. Furthermore,
and due to the growing number of informal housing and population in the settlement coupled with the lack of
availability of land for housing in the Franschhoek Area, there is a growing need at Langrug for additional basics
services and amenities (roads, water, sanitation, electricity etc.), the management of grey and black water
emanating from households, and the development of housing projects in the settlement.

Considering the above challenges, there are various projects and interventions which have been identified for

planning and eventual implementation. The objective of these projects is to upgrade Langrug incrementally and
to, as far as possible, formalise existing development patterns to improve the delivery of basic services.
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3.3.

Hereunder is a summary of the medium to long term projects:

° The construction of phase 2 emergency access road and the installation of underground services.

° Relocation and subsequent rehabilitation of the dam area.

° Cancellation of the existing General Plan and consolidation to create one land unit.

The Municipality is planning to undertake detailed planning studies to unlock housing development
opportunities, develop a phased approach implementation plan premised on detailed designs for the provision
of basic services and formalization of Langrug, apply for development rights and installation of basic services,

and identify suitable land for decanting.

The Department: Housing Development to request technical proposals from service provider to finalise detailed
planning for the rehabilitation of the freshwater dam and implement an in-situ upgrading project in September

2023, pending availability of funding.

Itis suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning
2024/25 Implementation of upgrading projects
2025/26

Kayamandi Town Centre Ward 12, 13, 14
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Project Name 3258 ISSP Kayamandi Town Centre (1000) UISP
Property Description Various
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2024/2025
% of Total need addressed by Project 11,3
Housing Programme/s UISP / Institutional
Sites 0
Housing Serviced Sites 0
Opportunities Top Structures (Units) 1847
Other 0
Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval No
Project Readiness | PDOHS Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes
Risks f Issues La‘rge scale of project and need for decanting onto a non-
existent TRA
Readiness Score 4
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Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment MSDF 2019 - Project does fall within the approved Urban
Edge of Stellenbosch (page 70), and the project is listed on
page 200. MHSP 2020 - Project is included in the proposed
Housing Pipeline noted on page 130. IDP 2020 - Project is
listed as a current municipal project on page 179. PHSHDA -
The Project is included in the Stellenbosch PHSHDA.
Planning Opinion This project has already been supported by the release of
Tranche 1.1 and the Dept. of Human Settlements is waiting
for the PFR application currently. The project will entail the
redevelopment of the older town centre of Kayamandi that
is in desperate need of attention. The project will require a
decanting site. This project can be further supported for
feasibility studies.

A service provider has been appointed by Municipality to conduct a feasibility report to assess the
redevelopment of the Town Centre of Kayamandi. The scope of their work during the feasibility phase consisted
of determining the existing status quo, contextual assessment of the site, planning policy directives, site
development plan with housing placing thereon, indicating the development patterns, proposed land uses and
residential densities.

The feasibility studies were completed in December 2017 and Council approved the development at a Council
Meeting on 28 March 2018. The objective has since been to prepare and submit a detailed planning application
for the Town Centre of Kayamandi, to determine the civil services bulk capacity for the Kayamandi Town Centre,
to compile engineering designs and submit for approval and to apply for funding approval to install services and
build multi-storey top structures. The Environmental and Heritage studies have been completed for the Town
Centre and draft layouts and draft house typologies have been concluded. A Geotechnical study of the area has
been conducted and a funding application has been submitted to the Provincial Department of Human
Settlements during June 2020 for the detailed planning of 1854 units. The planning layout has been approved
by Council on 24 August 2020.

The consultant revised the previously Council approved feasibility report and planning layout of 24 August 2020.
In September 2021, the consultants submitted the draft urban design framework and typologies for the
redevelopment of the Town Centre. The draft submissions were workshopped with internal departments as
well as the PDoHS for comments and/or inputs. An item will serve at Council during May 2022, to seek approval
for the revised conceptual design planning layouts.

The Town Centre development is linked to the Northern Extension development. Land Use Application has been
submitted, awaits approval.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning approval
2024/25 Implementation
2025/26 Implementation
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3.4.

Maasdorp Village, Franschhoek — Ward 2
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Project Name Maasdorp Village, Franschhoek
Property Description Farm La Motte 1041/27 and 1041/28 Paarl
Town Rural
Suburb Rural
Catalytic / PHDA Project N/A
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | Current — planning
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,1
Housing Programme/s Township Establishment
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 16 existing units
Project Readiness | Land Obtained No
EIA ROD Yes - Checklist completed; EA not applicable
Bulk capacity No
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval Yes — with respect to a Memorandum of Understanding
with the Dept. of Public Works
Risks / Issues Costly sites
Readiness Score 2
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable, already built-up area
Strategic alignment This project falls within the approved urban edge and has
been identified in the SDF as future mixed-use,
community, and residential infill. From an MSDF/CEF
perspective, this project falls within the functional area
and priority development areas and from a strategic
perspective aligns spatially.
Planning Opinion TBD

The Maasdorp Forest Village comprises portions 27 and 28 of Farm La Motte No 1041 Paarl is located north of
the intersection of Main Road 191 (R45) and Divisional Road 1351 approximately four kilometres northeast of
Franschhoek.

The site currently accommodates approximately 32 formal houses and outbuildings. The property is currently
zoned for Agricultural purposes and must be rezoned and subdivided to enable formal township establishment
accommodating the existing households and as otherwise may be determined by further investigations and
community engagements.

In June 2018 a service provider was appointed to attend to the township establishment process for Maasdorp
Forest Village, Franschhoek: portions 27 and 28 of Farm La Motte No 1041 Paarl, and future expansion on
Portions 3 and 7 of Farm La Motte No 1041, Franschhoek; the project has later been referred to only as the
detailed planning and design for the township establishment of Maasdorp Forest Village.

Community engagements, a traffic impact study, engineering services reports and a geotechnical investigation
have been completed together with draft plans of subdivision for further consideration. The required process
for township establishment took longer than anticipated primarily due to the impact of Covid-19 on processes,
the challenges on the ability to interact with relevant stakeholders and certain aspects in the planning process
that arose and now requires additional input. Due to the socio-economic impact of Covid-19 and the relevancy
of the socio-economic profile on the feasibility of proposed property extents and accommodation of original
Maasdorp residents on these properties, the necessity to update the socio-economic survey and engineering
services costing for efficient decision-making purposes on the development proposal, was identified.
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3.6

The service provider submitted the Land Use Planning Application to the Department: Land Use Planning and
was advertised for public participation during February 2023. Planning approvals to be obtained during 2023/24
financial year.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Planning approval
2024/25 Application for funding to PDoHS
2025/26 Implementation of services depending on approval of funding

Five housing projects in Kayamandi, Stellenbosch

In 1995, to direct and accommodate the accelerated growth and severe development pressure that prevailed
in the Kayamandi Township, the former Stellenbosch Transitional Council commissioned the drafting of a Spatial
Development Framework for Kayamandi and the immediate surrounding area. During 1996 and 1997 Special
Council Meetings and workshops were held do deal with the Development Framework of Kayamandi with the
aim to identify and implement priority projects within the area. The Spatial Development Framework was
formally approved on 11 September 1996 and the priority projects plan during January 1997. Although the
projects were implemented during the period, majority of the erven however have not been formally registered
at the Surveyor General and the deeds office to proceed with the individual transfers of the properties to the
respective end users/beneficiaries. For various reasons, the formal township establishment process for certain
projects was not completed. Stellenbosch Municipality is now able to finalise the required statutory land use
management approvals required for formal township establishment.

A service provider has been appointed to finalise township establishment by obtaining the necessary land use
rights for each of the five projects situated in Kayamandi, Stellenbosch as well as submission of all diagrams in
the Surveyor-General’s office for registration and approval.

Five of these properties are now the subject of a township establishment process. Four of the projects have
obtain land Use approval during January 2023 by the MPT. Project 5B was submitted to Land Use department
and was withhold due to no Power of Attorney could be submitted for Erf 66.

The said provisions applied to the following projects:

° Project 4 A (Erven 1080 to 1112, Kayamandi) (Ward 12)
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The 146 units were developed as rental stock units. The relevant statutory approvals (consolidation of
land units) are required to enable the registration of the sectional title scheme on the consolidated
properties. A service provider appointed to entail the amendment of the approved General Plan.

A

Project 4 B (Red Bricks Hostels - Erven 112, 114, 115, 116) (Ward13)

The project formed part of the hostel upgrading programme for Kayamandi and was implemented and
constructed during 2004. It comprised the consolidation of erven 112, 114, 115 and 116 as registered in
terms of General Plan.

The project entails the rezoning and the subdivision of the property into 51 units and 5 public open spaces.
Project 5 A (175 Units - Erven 1123 — 1154) (Ward 15)

The project entailed the consolidation of Erven 1123 and 1152 as well as Erven 1113 and 1122 as
registered in terms of General Plan. The said erven formed part of the 18,5-ha development area that
comprised Erven 707 and 1071 as approved in terms of Act 4 of 1984.

The project entails the subdivision of the property into 175 higher density units and public open spaces.

Although the General Plan (Erven 1982 — 2165) was submitted to the Provincial government Western
Cape, the registration of the plan was not done to date since Erf 1120 (public place) was not closed.
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Project 5 B (137 Units — Erven 513-522, 67 and 69 and portion of Erf 523) (Ward 12 and 15)

Project 5B formed part of the Kayamandi Town Centre urban renewal project as funded in terms of the

overall hostel project upgrading programme. The development made provision for 137 higher density
units, a new road, and several open spaces.

The development entails the consolidation of Erven 67, 69, a portion of Erf 523 and Erven 513-522 and
the re-subdivision thereof into individual higher density units. The project was implemented and
constructed during 2004. The project was partially completed due to the construction of informal
structures on the remainder of the property. A total of 42 units have been built. It is recommended that
the amendments of the General Plans (149/1987 and 290/1989) be done.

Project 8 (Mpelazwe — Remainder Erf 288 Kayamandi - 65 units) (Ward 13)

Mpelazwe is one of the oldest parts of the Kayamandi town and was identify as priority projects
considering its historic character and response from the community.

Page 70 of 97



3.4.1.

The development forms part of the hostel upgrading programme and comprised the development of

54 residential units.

Although approval was previously granted for the relay out of the area it still forms part of Remainder Erf 288

as per General Plan.

Although erf numbers (Erven 2392-2446) have been allocated, the formal rezoning and subdivision and closure

of public roads have not been completed to date.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Registration of erven by SG office
2024/25 -
2025/26 -

Erven 1080 - 1112 Kayamandi (33 erven) — Ward 12
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Project Name

Erven 1080 - 1112 Kayamandi (33 erven)

Property Description Erven 1080 - 1112 Kayamandi
Town Kayamandi
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2021/2022 Planning to commence
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,2
Housing Programme/s Township Establishment
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) Completed
Other 33 erven
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (previous)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Community challenges and possible
encroachments
Readiness Score 4

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions

Suitable, already built-up area

Strategic alignment

These projects fall within the approved urban
edge and have been identified in the SDF as future
mixed-use, community, and residential infill. From
an MSDF/CEF perspective, these projects fall
within  the functional area and priority
development areas and from a strategic
perspective align spatially.
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3.4.2.

L | Planning Opinion [ TBD —’

The project was approved by Council in 1996 and comprised the development of 146 family units by Stocks
Housing Cape (Pty) Ltd. The 146 units were developed as rental stock units on Erven 1080 to Erven 1112 and
were completed in 1998. The relevant statutory land use approvals are required to enable the registration

of the sectional title scheme on the consolidated properties. This process will also entail the amendment of
the approved General Plan (GP 3343/1993).

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Registration of erven by SG office
2024/25 %
2025/26 -

Red Bricks Hostels: Erven 112, 114, 115, 116 Kayamandi - Ward 13
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Project Name Red Bricks Hostels: Erven 112, 114, 115, 116
Kayamandi
Property Description Erven 112, 114, 115, 116 Kayamandi
Town Kayamandi
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2021/2022 Planning to commence
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,3
Housing Programme/s Township Establishment
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 51 units
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (previous)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Community challenges and possible
encroachments
Readiness Score 4
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable, already built-up area
Strategic alignment TBD
Planning Opinion TBD

The project formed part of the hostel upgrading programme for Kayamandi and was implemented and
constructed in 2004. It comprised the consolidation of erven 112, 114, 115 and 116 as registered in terms of
General Plan L 149/1987. The project entails the rezoning and the subdivision of the property into 51 units
and 5 public open spaces.
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3.4.3.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 -Registration of erven at SG office
2024/25 -
2025/26 -

Erven 1123 — 1154 and 1113 - 1120 Kayamandi — Ward 15
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Project Name Erven 1123 — 1154 and 1113 — 1120 Kayamandi
Property Description Erven 1123 — 1154 and 1113 — 1120 Kayamandi
Town Kayamandi
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | 2021/2022 Planning to commence
% of Total need addressed by Project 1,1
Housing Programme/s Township Establishment
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 175
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIAROD No
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (previous)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Community challenges and possible
encroachments
Readiness Score 4
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable, location in an already built-up area
Strategic alignment TBD
Planning Opinion TBD

The project entailed the consolidation of Erven 1123 and 1152 as well as Erven 1113 and 1122 as registered
in terms of General Plan 3343/1993. The project entails the subdivision of the property into 175 higher
density units and public open spaces. Although the General Plan (Erven 1982 — 2165) was submitted to the
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Provincial government Western Cape, the registration of the plan was not done to date due to the fact that
Erf 1120 (public place) was not closed.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

: Timeframes ______ ProjectDeliverables
2023/24 -Registration of erven at the SG office
2024/25 -

2025/26 -

3.4.4. Erven513-522, 66, 67, 69 and Portion of Erf 523 Kayamandi — Wards 12 and 15

R Fie iy
X v !
= - )
B b B
T ot Z
AR
= a9 ;:
p < s
ed G |
22 it ] & :%u'
o fe = =
' . - o I3 Ee
e i R ) = LS
o & e e
& : &
. e 3 q
2 % & e
Khayamandi %, ~ iR Ay
: W o [k z
= R  -d
s o
AT R
: A
- (-1 - =
o) b e =
T # i 2.
A 4 5
£ 2 8
= -
= %
s %
= 5.
e‘" B 1{:
s
» ! : ElEsgy
z\‘r B b
b
= - % i - 8%
= B A Dam Piena¥
el  gitacolline ¢ .
= =4 Wrex

Page 77 of 97



Project Name

Erven 513-522, 66, 67, 69, a portion of Erf 523

Kayamandi

Property Description Erven 513-522, 66, 67, 69, a portion of Erf 523
Kayamandi

Town Kayamandi

Suburb Kayamandi

Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA

Urgency (Proposed year of implementation)

2021/2022 Planning to commence

% of Total need addressed by Project

0,8

Housing Programme/s

Township Establishment

Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 137
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes. Only Erf 66 is in private ownership
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (previous)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Community challenges and possible
encroachments
Readiness Score 4

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment

TBD

Planning Opinion

TBD

This project formed part of the Kayamandi Town Centre urban renewal project as funded in terms of the
overall hostel project upgrading programme. The development made provision for 137 higher density units,
a new road and several open spaces. The underlying erven forms part of General Plan 149/1987 and General
Plan 290/1989. The development entails the consolidation of Erven 67, 69, a portion of Erf 523 and Erven
513-522 and the re-subdivision thereof into individual higher density units. The project was implemented
and constructed during 2004. The project was partially completed due to the construction of informal
structures on the remainder of the property. A total of 42 units have been built. It is recommended that the
amendments of the General Plans (149/1987 and 290/1989) be done.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Registration of erven at the SG office
2024/25 -

2025/26 -
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3.4.5.

Mpelazwe: Remainder Erf 288 Kayamandi - Ward 13
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Project Name

Mpelazwe: Remainder Erf 288 Kayamandi

Property Description Mpelazwe: Remainder Erf 288 Kayamandi
Town Kayamandi

Suburb Kayamandi

Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA

Urgency (Proposed year of implementation)

2021/2022 Planning to commence

% of Total need addressed by Project

0,3-04

Housing Programme/s

Township Establishment

Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0

Top Structures (Units) 0

Other 54 - 65
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes

EIA ROD No

Bulk capacity Yes

Land Use Approval No

PDOHS Approval Yes (previous)

Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues

Community challenges and possible

encroachments

Readiness Score

4

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alignment

TBD

Planning Opinion

TBD

Mpelazwe is one of the oldest parts of the Kayamandi town and was identify as priority project considering
its historic character and response from the community. The development formed part of the hostel
upgrading programme and comprised the development of 54 residential units. Although approval was
previously granted for the re-layout of the area, it still forms part of Remainder Erf 288 as per General Plan
149/1987. Erf numbers (Erven 2392-2446) have been allocated; however, the formal rezoning, subdivision
and closure of public roads have been completed.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 -Registration of erven at the SG office
2024/25 -

2025/26 -
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3.5. Portion 1 of the Farm Meerlust No 1006 Paarl, Franschhoek — Ward 3
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Project Name

3460 Meerlust, Franschhoek (200)

Property Description

Portion 1 of the Farm Meerlust 1006

Town Meerlust
Suburb Meerlust
Catalytic / PHDA Project No
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 1,2
Housing Programme/s IRDP
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (serviced) | 200
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity TBD
Land Use Approval No
PDOHS Approval Yes (PID)
Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues

Location, site is not located close to any urban settlements
and extreme small scale of project

Readiness Score

3

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

TBD

Strategic alignment

This property is partially located within the the approved

urban edge. The portion within the urban edge has been
identified in the SDF as future mixed-use, community, and
residential infill as well as green areas to be retained. The
Spatial Planning Section will undertake a Local Spatial
Development Framework (LSDF) to determine potential
and future development of this property.

TBD

Planning Opinion:

In accordance with the housing need, Stellenbosch Municipality has identified a portion of land, Portion 1 of the
Farm Meerlust No 1006 Paarl, in the Franschhoek Valley known as Meerlust for residential development.
Ownership of the property currently vests with the National Department of Public Works and Infrastructure.

The site is located on the southern edge of the R45 close to the intersection of the R45 and the R310 and lies
between Werda in the north-west and Allee Bleue, Lekkerwyn and the Pickstones to the east. The site is located
on a sub-regional corridor linking the towns of Franschhoek and Paarl.

The Municipality has appointed the Housing Development Agency (HDA) via an Implementation Protocol
Agreement (IPA) to assist and finalise the transfer of land from the National Department of Public Works and
Infrastructure (DPWI) to the Municipality. The HDA has reviewed previous planning studies and proposed layout
options that were conducted on the property. An item will be submitted to Council in July 2022, to seek approval
for the revised conceptual design planning layouts. The HDA have appointed a professional team to finalise
planning studies and attend to the required applications to obtain land use rights, the registration of diagrams
/ general plans with the Surveyor General and the relevant applications to the Provincial Department of Human
Settlements
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3.6.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Transfer of land from DPW&;
2024/25 Detailed Planning studies
2025/26 Development rights
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Project Name Jonkershoek
Property Description Various
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Jonkershoek
Catalytic / PHDA Project N/A
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,7
Housing Programme/s Township Establishment / IRDP / FLISP
Sites TBD
Housing Serviced Sites TBD
Opportunities Top Structures (Units) TBD
Other 40 existing units
Land Obtained No
EIA ROD No
Bulk capacity No
. . Land Use Approval No
Project Readiness PDOHS Approval No
Council Approval Yes- with respect to a Memorandum of Understanding
Risks / Issues Conservation status and bulk service provision restraints

Readiness Score

0

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

TBD

Strategic alignment

The Spatial Planning Section will undertake a Local
Spatial Development Framework (LSDF) to determine
potential and future development of this property.

Planning Opinion

TBD

The Jonkershoek Valley is located about 10km east of Stellenbosch, below the imposing Hottentots-Holland
Mountains. The valley is relatively narrow (3-5 km) and approximately 13 kilometres in length. The upper
Jonkershoek Valley has been conserved as part of the Jonkershoek Nature Reserve to preserve the mountain
fynbos ecosystems; however, large areas have been converted to plantation forestry. Besides the original
Jonkershoek farmyard, Jonkershoek has a bosdorp, which historically accommodated the labour force of
forestry and catchment management.

The Municipality has appointed the Housing Development Agency (HDA) via an Implementation Protocol
Agreement (IPA) to assist and finalise the transfer of land from the National Department of Public Works and
Infrastructure (DPWI) to the Municipality. The HDA has reviewed previous planning studies and proposed layout
options that were conducted on the property. An item will be submitted to Council in July 2022, to seek approval
for the revised conceptual design planning layouts. The HDA have appointed a professional team to finalise
planning studies and attend to the required applications to obtain land use rights, the registration of diagrams
/ general plans with the Surveyor General and the relevant applications to the Provincial Department of Human
Settlements

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Transfer of land from various property owners;
2024/25 Detailed planning studies
2025/26 Development rights
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Project Name

Erf 3229 Mooiwater, Franschhoek TRA

Property Description Erf 3229
Town Franschhoek
Suburb Mooiwater
Catalytic / PHDA Project No
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | Current
% of Total need addressed by Project 1,6
Housing Programme/s uISP
Housing Sites 258
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0

Top Structures (Units) 0

Other Provision of communal basic services 51 standpipes

and waterborne toilets

Project Readiness | Land Obtained

Yes

EIAROD The proposed development does not trigger
Environmental authorisation
Bulk capacity Yes (Water supply sufficient, Sewerage needs some

upgrades)

Land Use Approval

Yes, LUPA approval for a temporary departure
obtained in 2022

PDOHS Approval

Yes — the project is supported by PDoHS.

Council Approval

Yes

Risks / Issues

Decanting of beneficiaries, invasion is a high risk

Readiness Score

1

Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions

Suitable, location in an already built-up area

Strategic alighment

MSDF 2019 - Project does fall within the approved
Urban Edge but is not indicated specifically. MHSP
2020 - Project is not included in the HSP. IDP 2020 -
Erf 3229 is noted as necessary for the decanting of
Langrug, but the project is not specifically
mentioned. PHSHDA - Not included in the
Stellenbosch PHSHDA, although Langrug Informal
Settlement is included.

Planning Opinion

This project will allow for the partial decanting of
the Langrug Informal Settlement and as such can be
supported by the Dept. of Human Settlements. The
location of the decanting site is within the urban
area of Franschhoek and within walking distance of
the Langrug settlement. Consideration should be
given to a long-term solution for this site, as
experience with the Langrug Informal Settlement
has been that addressing this settlement will not be
a speedy process.

Erf no. 3229 at Mooiwater was identified as a temporary decanting site for the relocation of families residing
and impacted by the freshwater dam at Langrug informal settlement. Their livelihoods are under constant threat
during winter and rainy session as the freshwater dam fills up and flood structures within the dam area. The
freshwater dam was flagged as a risk and unsafe for human settlement purposes. It was recommended that the
dam wall be rehabilitated.

Erf no. 3229 is currently vacant and is being used for illegal dumping. A consultant was appointed in 2019 to
undertake a Geotechnical Study to assess the feasibility of establishing a decanting site on Erf no. 3229. The
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outcome of the study indicates that the property is suitable for human settlement purposes subject to
undertaking site works and rehabilitation of the property.

The Municipality appointed a team of professional to undertake planning studies for the proposed development
of a Temporary Development Area (TRA) on Erf 3229 Franschhoek. The primary purpose of this project is to
create a decanting site (TRA) for the relocation of households residing and impacted by the freshwater dam at

Langrug informal settlement.

The design of the layout plan for the proposed development has been completed. The land use appIAication to
use the property as a decanting site was Approved by the Municipal Tribunal in February 2022. The proposed
development does not trigger an Environmental Authorisation in terms of NEMA.

The project was implemented in two phases as follows.

e Phase 1: A contractor was appointed in July 2022 for the-site rehabilitation and construction of bulk.
The project was completed in December 2022.

e Phase 2: The Project Management Unit is in the process of appointing a contractor for the installation
of Civil and Electrical infrastructure. The completion date of the project is scheduled for June 2024.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Implementation of Phase 2
2024/25 Implementation of Phase 2
2025/26 -

4.2. A portion of Erf 9445 Stellenbosch: (Oak Tree Village, Idas Valley) — Ward 5

Clostesville

Ky anandi

La Colline

rhanbug

Stellenboseh
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Project Name Stellenbosch Idas Valley IRDP
Property Description Erf 9445
Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Idas Valley
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | Current
% of Total need addressed by Project 1
Housing Programme/s IRDP / FLISP
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 166
Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD Yes
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval Yes
PDOHS Approval Yes (PIRR)
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Community cooperation and land invasion
Readiness Score Current
Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable
Strategic alighment N/A
Planning Opinion Development rights obtained

The subject site is located on the original Erf 9445 Stellenbosch in Idas Valley. The required approvals were
obtained for the creation of 166 erven which will provide residential opportunities for the GAP market and by
means of the FLISP programme.

The 166 erven are to be provided with engineering services and houses to be built by the Developer. The housing
project will be implementation over a period of two years. The construction of 166 top structures commenced
in May 2022. The completion date of the project is scheduled in December 2023.
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4.3.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes |

v

___ Project Deliverables

2023/24

Construction of top

structures

2024/25

2025/26

The Steps and Orlean Lounge, Cloetesville - Ward 16
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‘ ; Orlean Lounge

Project Name

The Steps and Orlean Lounge: Rectification of
existing units

Property Description

Erven 6846, 8667, 6852, 8937 Stellenbosch

Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Cloetesville
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | Current
% of Total need addressed by Project 1
Housing Programme/s Rectification (Municipal)
Housing Sites 0
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other Rectification of 161 existing units
Project Readiness | Land Obtained N/A
EIA ROD N/A
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval N/A
PDOHS Approval N/A
Council Approval Yes
Risks / Issues Community cooperation, decanting
Readiness Score N/A

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

Suitable location in an already urban area

Strategic alignment

This project is located within the approved urban
edge and has been identified for infill development.
From an MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls
within the functional area and priority development
areas and from a strategic perspective aligns
spatially.

Planning Opinion

N/A
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4.4.

In 2003, the Municipality identified a portion of land in Cloetesville to address the numerous housing challenges
in the area. Several of the 161 units were built to specifically address overcrowding and backyarders. The project
was implemented through the People’s Housing Programme and many defects and challenges were
experienced on these sites (sub-standard buildings).

A contractor was appointed for rectification of 161 houses. The upgrade of the housing units commenced July
2020. The completion date of the project is scheduled for June 2023.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 The rectification works and completion date is scheduled for June 2023.
2024/25 -
2025/26 -

Zone O, Kayamandi —

Wards 14 and 15

L Dol Wl i
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Project Name

ISSP Kayamandi Zone O (711) UISP

Property Description

Erf 2991

Town Kayamandi
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | Current
% of Total need addressed by Project 4,4
Housing Programme/s uIspP
Housing Sites 711
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0

Top Structures (Units) 0

Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes

EIA ROD Yes

Bulk capacity Yes

Land Use Approval Yes

PDOHS Approval Yes (PIRR)

Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues Risk of land invasion and community cooperation

Readiness Score

Current
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Project Suitability | Geotech Conditions Suitable

Strategic alignment This project is located within the approved urban
edge. From an MSDF/CEF perspective, this project
falls within the functional area and priority
development areas and from a strategic perspective
aligns spatially.

Planning Opinion Development rights obtained (MPT approval)

The property is located on the western side of Kayamandi, on the slope leading up to the school and reservoir.
The access to the land is through Kayamandi, with the most direct route being from the R304 (Bird Street
extension) via the northern entrance to Kayamandi (Sokuqala Street). Zone O comprises an original portion of
Remainder Erf 2183, Portion of Erf 1714, Unregistered Erven 863 and 873 (Portions of Erf 707) Kayamandi.

The civil designs and drawings for project have been approved by the relevant competent authorities. The
project will be implemented in phases as indicated in the map above (i.e. phase 1, phase 2 and phase 3). For
technical reasons, the implementation of the project will commence at phase 3 which comprises of 178 sites.
The Project Management Unit (PMU) is project co-ordinating and managing the implementation of 178 internal
services for phase 3. The PMU is in the final stages of appointing a contractor for the installation of internal
services.

A contractor was appointed in July 2022 for the installation of civil services for 178 sites. The contractor has
been unable to establish on site due to the relocation of 58 families on site. There has been a collaborative effort
in the municipality to relocate the families to commence with the implementation of the project. According to
the program, the contractor is expected to commence with the construction activities in May 2023. The
completion date of the project is scheduled for June 2024.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 Implementation of 178 internal services
2024/25 =
2025/26 -
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4.5.

Enkanini ABS (Planning) — Ward 12
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Project Name

3259 ISSP Kayamandi Enkanini (1300) UISP

Property Description

Various

Town Stellenbosch
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA

Urgency (Proposed year of implementation)

Current (planning and service installation)

% of Total need addressed by Project

8

Housing Programme/s uISP
Housing Sites 1300
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0
Top Structures (Units) 0
Other 0
Land Obtained Yes
EIA ROD Yes
Bulk capacity Yes
Land Use Approval Yes
Project Readiness | PDOHS Approval Yes (PRF)
Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues

Large scale of project and need for decanting onto a
non-existent TRA

Readiness Score

4

Geotech Conditions

Steep slopes, increased cost of development

This project is located within the approved urban
edge and has identified in the SDF as future mixed-
use, community, and residential infill. From an
MSDF/CEF perspective, this project falls within the
functional area and priority development areas and
from a strategic perspective aligns spatially.

This project has already been supported by the
release of Tranche 1.1 and the Dept. of Human
Settlements is waiting for the PFR application
currently. The project will entail the formalisation of
the Enkanini Informal Settlement in Kayamandi. The
project will require a decanting site. This project can
be further supported for feasibility studies.

Strategic alignment

Project Suitability

Planning Opinion

Enkanini is an informal settlement located to the north-west of Stellenbosch town. It abuts light industrial areas,
informal settlements such as Zone O, the Town Centre and Watergang. The footprint of the Enkanini Informal
Settlement covers an area of approximately 17.9 hectares of land located on portions of five properties being
the Remainder of the Farm 183, the Farm 181, Portion 5 of the Farm 175, Portion 33 of the Farm 175
Stellenbosch, and Erf 2175 Kayamandi. The informal settlement has a total number of structures estimated at
approximately 3300 units and approximately 10 000 inhabitants.

Urban Dynamics Western Cape was appointed as lead consultant to obtain the statutory land use planning,
environmental and related approvals to enable the formalisation of the Enkanini Informal Settlement.

The Department Infrastructure Services is currently busy with the installation of 1 000 electrical connections.
Integrated National Electrification Programme (INEP) approved and funded the project. It should be noted that
the Programme is rolled out over the next three to four years, which will result in the installation of additional
electrical connections.
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4.6.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

~ Timeframes _ Project Deliverables
2023/24 Provision of electricity
2024/25 Provision of electricity
2025/26 In situ upgrading

Watergang Phase 2C - Erf 3603 Kayamandi — Ward 14

Kot
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Project Name

Watergang Phase 2C

Property Description

Erf 3603 Kayamandi

Town Kayamandi
Suburb Kayamandi
Catalytic / PHDA Project PHDA
Urgency (Proposed year of implementation) | TBD
% of Total need addressed by Project 0,5
Housing Programme/s uisp
Housing Sites 87
Opportunities Serviced Sites 0

Top Structures (Units) 0

Other 0
Project Readiness | Land Obtained Yes

EIA ROD Yes

Bulk capacity Yes

Land Use Approval Yes

PDOHS Approval Yes

Council Approval Yes

Risks / Issues

Cost to install services and rehabilitate site

Readiness Score

Current

Project Suitability

Geotech Conditions

TBC

Strategic alignment

N/A

Planning Opinion

Development rights have been obtained

Erf 3603 Kayamandi was subdivided, and the General Plan approved by the Surveyor-General. The property
provides for 87 residential opportunities and has been serviced. It has been determined that the cost to
rehabilitate the site to make it liveable is extremely high, especially considering the retaining walls to be
constructed. This project is thus pending further discussions on the way forward.

The development of Erf 3603 is directly linked with the upgrade/development of the Zone O informal
settlement. There are approximately 60 residents that do not qualify for a government subsidy programme. It
has been resolved by the Department to temporally relocate the 60 residents from Zone O to Erf 3603 to create
space for the implementation of the Zone O upgrading project. The implementation of the Zone O upgrading

project is set to commence in during May 2023.

It is suggested that the following timeframes should be considered for project progression:

Timeframes Project Deliverables
2023/24 TBD according to new layout and costing
2024/25 -
2025/26 -
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Disclaimer

This document contains forward looking statements. While due care has been used in the preparation of
forecasted information, the actual outcomes may differ from the forecasts. Whilst reasonable care was
taken in the development of this document, forecasts and recommendations made in this document may
be influenced by external factors or events that may occur subsequent to the development of this
document, or by information or events that may not have been disclosed or known and therefore not
incorporated at the time of the development of this document. The reader is therefore cautioned not to
place inappropriate reliance on forward-looking statements.

The information presented in the report is based on data that was provided by the municipality and other
data that was obtained from provincial and national sources that are in the public domain. Consequently,
the document may be less relevant to any other party or at a different time and under different
circumstances. The author does not warrant or guarantee that there will be no change to relevant facts
and circumstances in the future or that future events or outcomes will transpire.

At all times, all rights, title and interest in and to this material remains vested in the owner of this document
and are copyrighted and protected by regulatory provisions. These materials may not be copied,
reproduced, modified, published, uploaded, posted to websites or otherwise distributed in any way,
without our prior written permission. The owner of this document does not grant any right to reproduce
the materials. All our rights in this regard are and remain reserved.
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1 Part 1: Introduction

1.1 What is a Capital Expenditure Framework

The Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 (Act 16 of 2013) requires that a Municipal
Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) “determine a Capital Expenditure Framework for the
municipality’s development programmes, depicted spatially”. The intention of this regulation is to more
effectively link the municipality’s development strategies spatially with the municipality’s budget,
grounded in the existing and future infrastructure backlogs and demands, as well as the affordability
envelope as defined by the Long Term Financial Plan, as illustrated in Figure 1-1

Figure 1-1: The Capital Expenditure Framework within the built environment context
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1.2 Aim of Capital Expenditure Framework

The intention of the CEF is to more effectively link the municipality’s spatial development strategies with
the municipality’s budget and the budgets of other government stakeholders, grounded in the existing
infrastructure backlogs and future demands, as well as the affordability envelope as defined by the Long
Term Financial Plan.

From Figure 1-2Error! Reference source not found. one can see the illustration that infrastructure
investment need, expressed as projects, usually exceeds available capital finance, and therefore it is an
imperative for municipalities to partake in a prioritisation process to determine which projects are best
aligned with the strategy of the municipality, together with a budget scenario process to determine which
projects are affordable and should be implemented when.

[1-11
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Figure 1-2: Relationship Between Infrastructure Investment Needs, Affordability Envelope, Prioritisation Process,
and Budget Scenario Process

Revenue

Internal
Reserves

Project
Pipeline

R 3 Borrowing | Imple:

Informal

Settlement
Upgrading

Infrastructure Projects Available Implementation
Investment Prioritised Capital Framework
Need Finance

1.3 Role of the Capital Expenditure Framework as a Policy Instrument

One of the contributing factors to the lack of spatial transformation is that strategic policy seldom leads
the implementation agenda of municipalities. Instead, the allocation and expenditure of funds are
primarily concentrated on short-term objectives. This inclination is reinforced by the "term of office"
political structure, outlined in the Integrated Development Plan, which sets a five-year program.
Additionally, the Medium-Term Revenue and Expenditure Framework, which stipulates three-year budget
cycles, further entrenches this pattern.

Ideally, the infrastructure and built environment programmes articulated in the 5-year Integrated
Development Plan should align with the spatial objectives of the MSDF, which is a 20-year plan for the
management of the physical growth and development of the municipality.

Annual assessments of municipal IDP's have generally shown a poor linkage between the spatial
strategies and proposals articulated in MSDF's, and the proposed location of investment of budgeted
infrastructure and built environment programmes within municipalities. This misalignment, while not
apparent in all municipalities, is fundamentally problematic and must be addressed.

The problem lies not only with the IDP's content and process but also with the absence of clearly
articulated infrastructure requirements to achieve the MSDF and the failure to integrate the MSDF as a
strategic decision-making tool that impacts budgetary processes. This overwhelming misalignment
between the three spheres shown in Figure 1-1 is thought to be improved through the formalisation of a
CEF, but even more important, the collaboration required to compile one. Due to its effectiveness, this
long-term planning horizon encourages decision-makers to adopt a long-term perspective.
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A view that appreciates that decisions taken today are the foundation upon which the municipality’s
spatial form, infrastructure network and financial standing will be based in the years and decades ahead.

The Capital Expenditure Framework (CEF) offers a mechanism through which the municipality’s long-term
strategic development vision truly directs infrastructure implementation whilst remaining conscious of the
municipality’s financial position and infrastructure planning needs.

Figure 1-3: The Relationship Between Policy Instruments Effecting the Spatial Form

Fracriz'vtvaol k Capital Expenditure Framework Capital Expenditure Framework

Infrastructure

Development
Framework

|
T Integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated Integrated
Projects Development Plan Development Plan Development Plan Development Plan Development Plan

?

| |
f — ] , |

Plans Municipal Infrastructure Master Plans

I

Spatial

0 5 10 15 20 25

1.4 Objectives of Capital Expenditure Framework

The objectives of a Capital Expenditure Framework includes:

Compiling a list of infrastructure projects: The first objective is to compile a list of all infrastructure
projects based on engineering master plans, which provides a comprehensive understanding of
the municipality's infrastructure needs.

Quantifying MSDF proposals: The second objective is to determine the resources needed to
implement each project by quantifying the Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF)
proposals in terms of functional areas.
Consolidating infrastructure demand: The third objective is to consolidate infrastructure projects
into a comprehensive list of infrastructure demand, which provides a comprehensive overview of
the municipality's infrastructure needs.

Contextualizing affordability: The fourth objective is to contextualize the affordability envelope,
as set out in the Long-Term Financial Plan (LTFP), which helps to understand the expected
revenue, expenditure, and capital budget available over a 10-year period.

Prioritizing infrastructure demand: The fifth and final objective is to determine and apply a
prioritisation framework to the infrastructure demand, taking into consideration the intent of the
MSDF and the financial limitations of the LTFP. This helps to prioritise infrastructure projects based
on their importance and affordability, ensuring that resources are allocated in the most effective
way possible.
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1.5 Structure of this Capital Expenditure Framework

This Capital Expenditure Framework is structured based on the adaptive version of the guidelines issues
by COGTA.

Table 1-1: Structure of this Capital Expenditure Framework

Document [ Adapted CEF
Reference Structure Reference
Part 1: Introduction Not included

~ Adapted CEF Structire'
Aim
To provide a contextualisation to the Capital Expenditure Framework.

This part introduces functional areas for priority investment which are defined and
mapped to indicate the spatial strategy depicted in the MSDF (linked to the MSDF
proposals). The identified functional areas are used to determine the future population,
housing, and land demand based on existing socio-economic and related data.

Part 2: Functional
and Priority Phase 2a
Development Areas

This part compiles a list of projects (budgeted and unbudgeted), sourced from various

Phase 1 ; :
documents such as master plans, community needs, and sector plans, that are required to
Part 3: Infrastructure meet the infrastructure demand for the next 10 years. It also determines the investment
demand requirements for each functional area, including operational and maintenance costs per
Phase 2b asset class. The goal is to compare the optimal infrastructure requirements scenario with

the known infrastructure demand based on current planning frameworks.

This part is a reflection of the municipality’s financial health and long-term financial plan.
Phase 3 Primarily it includes the results of the re-application of the long-term financial plan to
determine the appropriate affordability envelope.

Part 4: Affordability
Envelope

This part has a prioritisation framework that considers spatial, engineering, and financial

Part 5: Prioritisation . . e g o . ;
' factors to calculate a composite score indicating each project's relative importance in the

hase 4
znd Bu.dget Phase pipeline. It also applies this framework to the budget fit process to determine how to
g allocate capital within the affordability envelope per project for the next 10 years.
Baptid: Capital This part is a breakdown of the 10-year capital expenditure framework. Essentially, it
Ea .d'tapl @ Blissa5 analyses the fitted project pipeline in terms of spatial alignment, asset type alignment,
Pxpen ture y and other attributes to ultimately verify that the 10-year capital expenditure framework is
TeRremme in line with the strategic intent of the prioritisation framework and the MSDF objectives.
As a concluding chapter to the CEF, this part aims to identify areas of enhancement that
Part 7: Institutional Not included will render the CEF not only as a compliance document but to solidify institutional change
Arrangements otinclude around the alignment of planning, engineering, and financial practices — with the ultimate

aim to improve service delivery.

' Methodologies used to complete each part of this document are constantly under refinement,
enhancement and improvement.
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Figure 1-4: Overview of the Adapted CEF Methodology

To provide a contextualisation to the Capital Expenditure Framework.

This part introduces functional areas for priority investment which are defined and mapped to indicate the spatial strategy depicted
in the MSDF (linked to the MSDF proposals). The identified functional areas are used to determine the future population, housing,
and land demand based on existing socio-economic and related data.

This part introduces known infrastructure demand by compiling a consolidate list (1 O-year horizon) of projects soured via
documents such as master plans, community needs, sector plans (both budgeted and unbudgeted). It concludes by quantifying the
investment requirements per functional area (operational and maintenance per asset class). This is done with the aim to reconcile
the future optimal infrastructure requirements scenario with the known infrastructure demand needed based on current planning
frameworks.

This part is a reflection on the municipality’s financial health and long-term financial plan. Primarily it includes the results of the re-
application of the long-term financial plan to determine the. appropriate affordability envelope.

This part not only comprise of the prioritisation framework used to (in terms of spatial, engineering, and financial criteria) determine
a composite score representative of the project relative importance within the larger project pipeline, but also the application of
the prioritsation framework as input to the budget fit process which ultimately determine how capital should be allocated within the
affordability envelope, on a per project level over a 10-year period.

This part is a breakdown of the 10-year capital expenditure framework essentially analysing the fitted project p(ifeline in terms of
spatial alignment, asset type alignment, and other attributes to ultimately verify that the 10-year capital expenditure framework is in
line with the strategic intent of the prioritsation framework and the MSDF objectives.

As a concluding chapter to the CEF, this part aims to identify areas of enhancement that will render the CEF not only as a
compliance document but to solidify institutional change around the alignment of planning, engineering, and financial practices —
with the ultimate aim to improve service delivery.
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2 Part 2: Functional and Priority Area Profiling

2.1 Relationship between Functional Areas and the Spatial Development Framework

There is a direct relationship between an SDF and functional areas. The SDE seeks to understand the
spatial environment and along with the spatial vision addresses issues. The SDF has several focus areas
often referred to as “priority areas” or “priority development areas”. These areas then need to be
identified in terms of functional areas. The purpose of this is to have a wall-to-wall coverage of the
municipality and ensure no area is left out. The purpose of this is to pack out the SDF in terms of functional
areas. The purpose of this is to be able to identify and quantify the population growth across functional
areas. This enables the municipality to quantity land requirements and economic growth opportunities
within the municipality.

2.2 What is a Functional Area

COGTA's Guide to preparing a Capital Expenditure Framework expresses a functional area with similar
characteristics in terms of service and developmental needs. A functional area can thus be defined as a
delineated area with similar characteristics that require similar development and services. An example is
demarcating rural and urban areas separately because of each area's unique aspects and needs, leading
to a unique development approach. The functional areas must account for the total population and
subsequent population growth over a 10-year period. The functional area also accounts for the capex
awarded for a 10-year period towards infrastructure investments that fall within the affordability envelope.

2.3 What is a Priority Area

Priority areas can be defined as areas where the municipality aims to focus investment to achieve the
goals of the Spatial Development Framework or other lower-order plans. Priority areas are often referred
to as focus areas and are defined in terms of functional areas. For this reason, functional areas can include
specific priority areas such as specific nodes focusing on servicing rural areas. There is a direct relationship
between functional areas and priority areas. Entire functional areas can be recognised as a priority areas
or one functional area can include several priority areas.

2.4 Functional Area Delineation

The following shows the functional areas of Stellenbosch Local Municipality and explains what the three
different functional areas and the total area they occupy within the municipality. Figure 2-1 visually
showcases the delineated functional areas of the municipality. There are three main categories of
functional areas within Stellenbosch: urban nodes, rural nodes, and rural areas.
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Figure 2-1: Functional Areas

ATt atee Doundary Functional Areas

/ Roads.

Urban Node: Areas that are considered urban in nature and include the urban core, urban centre and
general urban areas. These areas have the greatest variety of uses such as commercial uses, office space,
and public transport routes. Densification is often seen in urban nodes and this does include having
accommodation for students as seen in Stellenbosch. The urban node is associated with larger towns and
cities and serves as the main service centre to all surrounding smaller towns within the municipality. The
urban node is approximately 1 076 ha or 1,29% of the area of the municipality. This indicates that the
municipality has a small area that is devoted to being an urban node functional area.

Rural Node: These areas are mainly residential in nature but can serve the purpose of accommodating
light industrial, office or retail uses. The rural node is also suburban in nature and is connected to more
prominent urban nodes through transport networks or higher-order roads. Rural nodes also function as
service nodes to rural areas and serve as the residency of many agricultural workers. The rural nodes cover
approximately 3 726 ha or 4,48% of the municipality.

Rural: The most predominant area in the municipality is the rural functional area. As a result of the
agricultural activities within the municipality, the rural functional area occupies approximately 94,23% of
the municipality. As the name suggests this functional area includes several activities relating to
agriculture and this is seen in the many wine estates present throughout the municipality. The rural
functional area also includes several areas categorised as natural. These areas are areas with unfavourable
development conditions or protected areas.

2.5 Functional Area Profiles

This section shows the demographic, socio-economic and spatial characteristics for the municipal area.
The spatial and socio-economic profile of the municipality drives future demand and hence capital and
operating investment and expenditure.
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The aim of this analysis is to obtain an in-depth understanding of the demographic and socio-economic
characteristics of the population that are being served in each FA of the municipality. This assessment
typically includes access to infrastructure and social services and amenities, as well as the level of service
of these services and amenities. The purpose of the municipal profiling is, therefore, twofold:

®  Firstly, to identify the population within the municipality and FAs in order to determine the base unit
of needs estimation as input to the infrastructure modelling and financial modelling, and;

= Secondly, to understand the status quo of services within the municipality.

These two basic elements can be used to quantify and project growth, which in turn will unlock the ability
to project infrastructure provision demand over the planning horizon of 10-years. Understanding the
socio-economic and spatial profile of the municipality enables the municipality to make more accurate
and informed decisions regarding capital investment going forward.

Social profiling is usually presented in the SDF, however, given the lack of quantification in the existing
SDFs across local governments nation-wide, municipal and FA profiling is deemed as a necessary step by
the CEF guidelines as a prerequisite to evidence-based planning.

It is challenging to show all the required detail in the maps in this report. Therefore, each map in this
section is linked to a URL. By clicking on the map, the map will open in the user's default browser. When
in the browser, one can zoom in and out and change the selection of background maps Use the legend
on the map in the report as a reference for the colours on the map in the browser

2.5.1 Data Sources

It is vital to consider as many as possible data sources in determining future population and household
numbers. The following data and datasets informed the do estimates of future population and household
levels.
= Official data sources:
= Census data from StatsSA. This data covers 1996, 2001 and 2011;
= Community Surveys from StatsSA for 2007 and 2016;
= Mid-year population estimates from StatsSA, and;
= Local housing data from the municipality.
* Commercial data sources:
= Quantec that provides times series data per annum since 1993. This data is only available at the
municipal level, and;
= GeoTerralmage provides advanced demographic data at sub-municipal data. Their 2018 data
release was used.

Data represented in the following tables potentially differ from previous CEF’s completed due to the fact
that the demarcation boundary of the municipality changed. Compared to 2016 data, a total of 480ha is
added to the Stellenbosch jurisdiction. Through spatial analysis tools, particularly data partitioning
protocols, population figures are assigned to the analysis areas factoring in the change in total area and
demarcation and consequently represent a change in absolute data numbers. This is best seen in the
Community Survey data of 2016.

2.5.2 Demographic Profile

A range of factors impacts the demographic profile of the municipality. These factors interact horizontally
and, importantly, have a hierarchical relationship with national, provincial and regional demographics.
The analysis of variables is therefore done on a comparative basis and by also exploring relationships
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between demographic variables as well as the relationship that the demographics have with economic
development. The factors considered are:
= Population size, household numbers and size and the expected change in these numbers;
= Age, language, and education:
= The impact of HIV and AIDS on population growth expectations, and:
= Migration

2.5.3 Population Characteristics

253.1 Population Structure, Age, and Gender

The total population is the starting point. For any planning assessment, the total population is
fundamental to the current and long-term demand for services and facilities. The table below shows the
population, with a gender split, for the three census periods, Community Survey 2016 and WolrdPop.
From the time-related figures, inferences can be drawn about population growth or decline. Gender
splits, if appropriate under local conditions, also serves as a proxy for migrant labour. Generally speaking,
male absenteeism indicates that an area is shedding workers while surplus males show the area is
attracting migrant labour based on expectations of economic growth and job creation.

Table 2-1 below shows that the region has always had a nearly equal split of gender in the population.
As explained above, indications are that migrant labour is not a factor to consider.

Table 2-1: Population and Gender

Males 51,208 57,862 76,133 89,929 99,717
Females 53,392 61,138 79,508 92,956 100,581
Population density (persons/ha) 1.14 1.39 1.82 2.14 2.35
Total Population 104,600 119,001 155,641 182,886 200,642

Source: Census 1996, 2001, 2011,Community survey 2016, /SDSA (MapAble 2023) /WolrdPop2020

Age groups are significant in any demographic assessment. The Population's age structure provides a
clear indication of the expected long-term demand for community and social services, housing, and
infrastructure services. The table below only reflects on four age categories. The first category is the
preschool population; the second category is the extent of the school population, the third category is
the economically active population, and the last group is the elderly population.

The age structure of the study area has remained relatively unchanged over all the age groups.
Interestingly, over 63% of the population falls within the economically active group of 20 to 65 years of
age, as reported in the 2016 community survey figures. This percentage has also increased from just over
50% in 1996. The two following maps (Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3) show the percentage population below
19 years and the working-age group population. Figure 2-2 emphasises the high percentage of people
within the working-age group in the municipality.

Table 2-2: Age Groups

<5 5,679 5,527 8,008 7,858 5,735 5,812 7,318 7,754

5to0 20 15,403 16,104 19,802 20,730 17,528 18,213 23,169 22,224

20 to 65 27,777 28,708 45,413 46,874 32,522 34,303 56,073 58,595

>65 1,636 2,41 2,910 4,047 2,078 2,811 3,368 4,383

Unspecified 714 642 0 0 0

Total 51,208 53,392 57,862 61,138 76,133 79,508 89,929 92,956
104,600 119,001 155,641 182,886
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Source: Census 1996, 2001, 201 1,Community survey 2016, /SDSA (MapAble 2023)

Figure 2-2: % of the Population: Younger than 19 Years 2011
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Figure 2-3: % of the Population: Working Age (20 to 65 years) 2011

Towns

Railvay Station
Railway Line

- River Areas
Protected Areas

Breede Valiey

Map projection: Hartbeeshoek 94/ LO29 (ESRI: 102567)
% of Population Working Age mmm mﬁ. o;um m A;oiﬁ
0-10 Sl 50-860
10-20 B s0-70
20-30 B 70-a0
30-40 B s0-90
40- 50 B so-100

Source: Census 2011 / MapAble 2023

12-61



Stellenbosch Local Municipality: Capital Expenditure Framework

2023/24

2.5.3.2  The Differences in Population Groups

Population groups need not be a central issue in development analysis. However, looking at the local
population's composition might help explain current dynamics based on historical population settlement
patterns.

Table 2-3 below shows the populations at various geographic levels in 2021. The population figures show
structural differences in composition between the various scales and racial groups. The coloured
population is the dominant group in the Stellenbosch municipality and accounts for more than half the
population. The second-largest group is the black group with the white and Asian groups accounting for
less than 15% of the population. This pattern is relatively similar in the larger district and the province.
Compared to the national population structure, a clear difference is evident.

Table 2-3: Comparative Population Numbers by Population Group 2021

South Africa

Total

%

Western Cape

Total

%

Cape Winelands

Total

%

Stellenbosch

Total %

Black population 48734 600 |81,42% 2701 985 38,23% 266 260 28,09% 60 140 32,67%
Coloured population |5 232 220 8,74% 3372083 47,72% 585015 61,72% 98 024 53,25%
Asian population 1472 856 2,46% 79 376 1,12% 3 545 0,37% 656 0,36%
White population 4412519 7,37% 913 657 12,93% 93 034 9,82% 25256 13,72%
Population total 59852195 [100,00% 7067 100 100,00% 947 855 100,00% 184 076 100,00%

Source: Quantec 2023

Table 2-4 below shows the population in the municipality as it has changed over the last 26 years. The
figures indicate substantial growth in the Black and Coloured Populations while the other population
groups declined.

Table 2-4: Population Groups

Black 20038 27 294 34 409 43098 50 459 60 140
White 62 573 67 819 72782 80 926 88 854 98 024
Coloured (258 299 362 468 556 656
Indian 25 694 26 055 26 945 27 757 26 130 25256
Total 108 563 121 467 134 499 152 249 166 000 184 076

Source: Quantec 2023

Figure 2-4 below illustrates these changes. The growth in the Black and Coloured population groups
seems to be consistent over the assessed period. The white population group shows an increase in the
population until 2010, whereafter there is a strong decline in numbers. The Asian population group has
also increased, but from a small base.
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Figure 2-4: Population Growth 1993 to 2021
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Figure 2-5 below shows the rate of change of the population between different groups. All the population

groups, except for whites, show a similar trend. The figures show a real decline in the number of whites
since 2011.

Figure 2-5: Population Growth Rates by Population Group
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The spatial distribution of the dominant population group in the municipality is shown in Figure 2-6 below.
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Figure 2-6: Population Majority 2011
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2.5.3.3 The Spatial Dynamics of the Population

municipality. However, with the CEF aim to do
spatial targeting, it is essential to give a
perspective of where people are located and
where changed occurred overtime throughout the
municipality.

The table illustrates how spatial variances occur
and why it is vital to consider population change's
spatial dynamics. The next three maps show where
changes occurred. The first essential element is
the fact that population growth occurred in very
specific localities. It is mainly associated with the
more critical nodal points and then also with
specific new developments.

Population and households

2023/24

Population (1996): 104 600
Population (2020): 200 642
Population Change 96 042
Average annual population growth rate 2.8%
Population Density (People/Ha): 2.35

Source: Census 96, WorldPop 2020 {MapAble 2023)

The second important aspect is that most of the rural areas increase in population in small numbers. Most
of the depopulation found within the municipality is in the areas surrounding the existing towns and

settlements, such as Stellenbosch and Franschhoek.

Figure 2-7: The Spatial Distribution of Population in 1996
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Figure 2-8: The Spatial Distribution of Population in 2020
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Figure 2-9: Nett Population Changes Between 1996 and 2020
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2.5.3.4 Population Change and Growth

Assessing population change in a municipal area is challenging for several reasons:

® Municipalities function in an integrated environment where changes at a national, provincial, and
neighbouring areas directly impact local growth.

* Data sources differ in terms of baseline data used and hence in outcomes which complicate
comparative assessments.

= Municipal population figures are, with a few exceptions, a disaggregation of higher-order data.
Between censuses, mid-year population estimates at the district level are the only available sources.
Most data sets use StatsSA's mid-year population estimates as a benchmark.

= Long-term projections (ten years and longer) are subject to high uncertainty levels because many
factors drive local development.

= Interventionistic policies from the government are often unpredictable and focus on deliberately

change historical trends. This increases the level of uncertainty in outcomes.

Notwithstanding these challenges, it remains essential to project and estimate future population and
household numbers. Population and household changes are the drivers of the long-term demand for land
and services.

The historical perspective on population and household changes are essential. It is also the basis for
determining future household and population levels. However, countless factors impact population and
household growth. Long-term estimates and the scale of a municipality remains challenging due to the
open nature of the development systems and the free movement of people and access to goods and
services across municipal boundaries. Any long-term projection must only be regarded as indicative, and
changes need to be monitored continuously. Population and household growth ultimately determine the
services demand in the municipality.

The next series of graphs show how the different available data sets relate. The approach is to build from
the known official data and then add the commercial datasets after using trend analysis to reach a
workable scenario.

Figure 2-10, below starts by looking at the main StatsSA data sources. These include the census data for
1996, 2001, and 2011 as well as the 2007 and 2016 Community Surveys. One can immediately see some
questionable results, especially from the 2007 Community Survey where a figure of 200 524 people
seems out of place compared to the other results. Applying a trend line to the Census data a near perfect
correlation between the data occurs. Following this growth path, one sees an expected increase in the
municipality's future population, reaching over 250 000 people by 2043.
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Figure 2-10: Census and Community Survey Outcomes
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The next graph shows the results when the Population estimates of StatsSA in Stellenbosch local
municipality comes into play. This data was prepared for the Stellenbosch local municipality by StatsSA.
The trendline also shows near-perfect correlation but unlike the census data is shows a predicted slowing

down of the population growth rate over time. In this case, the expected future population by 2040 is
below 250 000.

Figure 2-11: Projections Based on StatsSA Data
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Figure 2-11 above shows the results when the mid-year population estimates of StatsSA. The trendlines
of the mid-year estimates and the Stellenbosch StatsSA data show a similar trend and a strong correlation.
Based on this, one can assume that a future estimate based only on the three census figures might present
inaccurate results. The complication with these three data sets from Statistics South Africa is apparent.
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Figure 2-12: Projections Based on StatsSA Data
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The chart below shows the Quantec data, a GTl data point for 2017 and a WorldPop data point of 2020.
The Quantec data provides the most extended set of historical data. It is interesting to note the different
trends between the data sets and that the Quantec data correlates with the results of StatsSA's mid-year
Population estimates. This is to be expected as the Quantec data benchmarks on the mid-year population
estimates. GTl's data can be empirically verified, and it might point to an undercount of about 22.5% in
the population. An undercount of this extent can have serious implication for planning in the municipality.
Similarly, households show a 33.7% undercount based on the mid-year population estimates.

Figure 2-13: Quantec and GTI Population Data

300 000
250 000
200 000

150 000

[l

o™ wn ~ o~ — ™ wn ~ o~ g o™ wn ~ o~ " o) wn ~ o~ . (2] un ~ o~ i ™

o~ o~ o~ o~ o o o o o o= = = 2y = N N o~ N N o™ o ™ ™ o™ <t <t

&~ & o o & 8 8 8§ 8 8 © 92 © © o © &8 8 8 383 g9 g o o o

— — - -~ N N ~N o~ o~ N ~N N (V) ~N N N N o~ N ~N N ~N ~N ~N N N
W Quantec B Forecast (Quantec) @ WorldPop GeoTerralmage

When one uses the Quantec data and applies Microsoft Excel's forecast function, the following forecast
shows the population levels until 2040 within a 95% confidence limit. The figure below shows the results.
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Figure 2-14: Forecasting Population using Quantec Data
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The forecast indicates that the expected population in 2043 is 249 146. Although this is statistically within
95% confidence levels, the upper and lower confidence bounds are different but possible. The variation
in a 95% confidence between the upper and lower limits highlights the importance of closely monitoring
population continuously.

Table 2-6 below shows the projected population figures. The Quantec and mid-year population estimate
trends show growth in the expected population in 2043 at 249 146 and 256 272, respectively. At the
same time, the Census forecast is higher than both previously mentioned indicators with the 2043
predicted population at 265 199. This is a difference of about 10 000 people in the estimated population
of 2043 between the different data sets. There are various challenges with midyear population estimates
and StatsSA did not realise updated estimates at the municipal level for 2021,

Table 2-6: Projected Population Numbers

0 0 030 0 040 04
Quantec forecast 184 076 195961 210734 225508 240 282 249 146
Census Trend 189 499 203 263 220 467 237 672 254 876 265 199

Mid-year population estimates trends
(Stellenbosch working figures)

196 145 211 565 228 921 243 085 252 921 256 272

2.5.4 Household Characteristics

Households are usually assessed in the context of the total population. This gives rise to density ratios
and household size. The total number of households is always an important factor in determining the
overall demand for infrastructure services and housing. Household density is an important indicator of
settlement efficiency and plays an important role in urban planning and development strategies.
Household size has an impact on the extent of consumption of goods and services. One should note that
housing support strategies have affected household formation to the extent that there are often different
rates of change between households and population. The basic household profile for the assessment
area is shown in Table 2-7 below. Table 2-8 shows the number of households per population group.

Table 2-7: Total Households, Size and Density

Total households 55,338

Household density (households/ha) 0.29 0.41 0.51 0.65
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Source: Census 1996, 2001, 201 1/MapAble 2023

Table 2-8: Number of Households by Group

Black Households 19752
Coloured households 13 359 14 537 15 580 17 261 18 884 20758
Asian households 74 84 97 118 134 152

White households 11182 11945 12 228 12130 10 956 10130
Households total 30 327 34 516 38 248 42 954 46 181 50792

Source: Quantec 2023

2.5.4.1 Historical Household Growth Trends

As shown in Figure 2-15 below, the trends for households are broadly the same as for population. This is
also true for the next graph showing the growth rates (Figure 2-16: Comparative Household Growth Rates
from 1993 to 20). However, the change dynamics in population and households are not precisely the
same, and when the two data sets are used to show household sizes and the changes in household size,
several important aspects emerge.

The number of black households has grown significantly between 1993 to 2021 and still shows the most
robust growth of all population groups. Coloured households also show strong growth but not at the rate
of black households. White households show an interesting pattern. There was a decline in white
households since 2009, and by 2021 white households numbers decreased to below the 1993 level.
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Figure 2-15: Household Growth from 1993 to 2021
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The corresponding growth rates are shown in the figure below. The graph shows a similar trend for the
country, province, district, and the municipality. It is interesting to note that the household growth rate in

the Stellenbosch Local Municipality has been below that of the district, province and national rates since
2012.

Figure 2-16: Comparative Household Growth Rates from 1993 to 2021
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The figure below confirms the declining growth rates and compares the household growth rates per
population group in the municipality. The household growth rates for the black and Asian population
groups have generally been above the municipality's total. The coloured population group follows a very
similar trend that the total. This is to be expected as the coloured population group accounts for the
majority of the population. The white population group is below the total for the municipality and is
continuously declining. Since 2010 the household growth rate for the white population group has been
negative.

Figure 2-17: Household growth rates in Stellenbosch Local Municipality 1993 to 2021
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Figure 2-18 below shows household densities in the municipality at a 2km kernel density. As can be
expected, the overall densities follow a similar pattern to the population's spatial distribution. The highest
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densities are in and around Stellenbosch with some lower densities being recorded in Franschhoek,
Klapmuts and the area around Pniel, Languedoc and Kleymore.

Figure 2-18: Household Densities - Dwelling Units per km2 (2km Kernel)
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2.5.4.2 Household Size

Household size is an important indicator. In demographic terms, it relates to the stages of the
demographic cycle, and decreasing household sizes is also an indicator of improving socio-economic
conditions. However, increasing household sizes may also indicate economic stress leading to
overcrowding and bigger households. Decreasing household sizes might also result from government
housing programs that, in effect, encourage large family units to split up to access subsidised housing.

Table 2-9 below and the graph show that overall household sizes have relatively stable in the assessed
period. The Coloured population's household size remains the same, while the Asian and White
populations' households size increased.

Table 2-9: Household Size from 1993 to 2021

Black population 3,5 3,4 3,3 3,2 3,1 3,0
Coloured population 4,7 4,7 4,7 4,7 4,7 4,7
Asian population 3,5 3,6 3,7 4,0 4,2 4,3
White population 2,3 2,2 2,2 2,3 2,4 2,5
Average HH Size 3,6 3,5 3,5 3,5 3,6 3,6

Source: Quantec 2023

Figure 2-19: Household Sizes by Population Group
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2.5.4.3 Household Change and Growth Forecasts

Households and household change are one of the most critical aspects of long-term planning in any area.
The number of households translates into customer units, and households usually represent more than
95% of the customers in a municipality.

Except for the outdated censuses and community surveys, all official statistics used at a municipal or sub-
municipal level are all derived from the mid-year population estimates of StatsSA. Both Quantec and GTI
use the midyear estimates to calculate and calibrate their household figures. However, GTl also uses their
building-based land use (BBLU) data derived from satellite imagery, to aggregate statistics and then to
calibrate using mid-year population estimates.
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The differences in sources of base year figures are noticeable, and when these figures are projected for

planning purposes, small variations in number translates into big differences over a twenty-year planning
horizon.

The necessity to do forecasts is important since it becomes the basis for all planning activities. Housing
programmes, service delivery planning and budgets are all dependent on estimating and forecasting the
long-term customer profiles of the service providers. As a previous section highlighted the challenges
with population forecasts, housing units' forecasts are even more challenging. This does not imply that
one should not do household forecasts, but it is important to continuously monitor changes and patterns.
Underlying any planning implementation systems is a data and information monitoring system.

The following graphs highlight the implications of current household data sources for different forecast
scenarios.

StatsSA shows household data in the censuses for 1996, 2001 and 2011, community surveys for 2016 and
the mid-year estimates. The data points are shown in the figure below. The trendlines show very good

correlation coefficient of 0.99 on the mid-year estimates and census points. The trend lines show about
74 845 and 60 402 households by 2043, repectively.

Figure 2-20: Household Trends Based on StatsSA Data
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Figure 2-21 below shows Quantec data, benchmarked to mid-year population estimates, and also the
GTI figure for 2017. The GTI figure is substantially higher, but it is verifiable as it based on observed
structures. There are 59 078 physically observed housing structures compared to the 48 595 households
according to the Quantec data based on the StatsSA baseline. It implies a substantial undercount as
indicated In Figure 2-21.
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Figure 2-21: Household Trends Based on Quantec Data
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The Quantec household figures, mid-year estimates, and the current number of dwelling units per
GeoTerralmage data are not within acceptable margins from each other as largest difference is 14 000
households. Establishing long trends remains a challenge.

The following household numbers support the identified trends.

Table 2-10: Projected household numbers

Quantec forecast 50792 54 326 58 329 62 333 66 336 68738
Census trend 50 285 52 440 54 898 57 146 59 224 60 402
Mid-year population estimates trends 53077 57 472 62797 67 815 72 382 74 845
(Figures adopted by Stellenbosch)

However, uncertainty is high and requires continuous growth monitoring.

2.6 Functional Area Summary

The following sections are summary profiles for the various functional areas identified within Stellenbosch
Local Municipality. These areas are identified as follows:

= Urban nodes,

= Rural nodes, and

= Rural area

The profiles are broken in to separate tables for each functional area that showcase different data sets.
These data sets include the following:

= Total area in hectares,

= Population and household numbers,
= Social and community facilities,

= Non-urban land cover,

= Urban land cover,

= Levels of Services,

= Points of interest, and
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= Road types.

2.6.1 Functional Area 1: Urban Node Profile

The urban node profiles provide an overview of pertinent available socio-economic data and include the
areas defined as urban nodes in the Stellenbosch Municipality Spatial Development Framework. These
urban nodes are Stellenbosch, Franschhoek and Klapmuts.

2.6.1.1  The Extent of Urban Nodes

Table 2-11 below, shows the extent of the three urban nodes in hectare. Of the three urban nodes under
investigation, the Stellenbosch node is the most extensive, comprising 2 868 hectares, while Franschhoek
and Klapmuts are relatively similar in size, measuring 484 and 450 hectares, respectively.

Table 2-11: Total Area of Urban Nodes

Stellenbosch

Franschhoek Klapmuts

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.1.2 Population and Households

Table 2-12 provides an overview of pertinent population and household figures for the three urban nodes
of Stellenbosch, Franschhoek and Klapmuts. Population and household figures are derived from StatsSA
census data (1996, 2002, 2011) and WorldPop2020. Other third-party data are not considered as the data
must be presented at a sub-municipal level. Most other data sources only provide figures for the
municipal area. In all three areas, the population increased considerably between 2001 and 2011.
However, the rate of growth declined between 2011 and 2020. Despite this, the population growth in
the urban nodes is still growing at an average of 4% per annum and saw a total increase of 33%.

Population densities in the three urban nodes are similar to population growth. Franschhoek has the
highest density (39.2 people/ha), shortly followed by Stellenbosch (36.7 people/ha), while Klapmuts has
the lowest relative density (22.9 people’/ha).

The growth in the number of households shows a more pronounced increase than the number of people.
The data shows that in all three urban nodes, the number of households grew by 7% per annum between
2001 and 2011. Unfortunately, more recent data is not available to calculate current growth trends in
household growth.

As with the relationship between population numbers and population densities, household figures also
follow a similar growth trend. The average household size is expected to decline in all three urban nodes
as household figures grow faster than compared to the population. This is confirmed in the figures.
Franschhoek showed the most significant decline between 2001 and 2011 at 26%, while in Stellenbosch,
the average household size declined by 15%. The average household size in Klapmuts only decreased
by 7%. Overall the average annual household size in all three urban nodes decreased by 2%.

Table 2-12: Population and Household Numbers of Urban Nodes

Population and households Year. Stellenbosch Franschhoek | Klapmuts Total
Total Population 1996 54 467 5692 1576 61735
2001 56723 7 909 4176 68 808
2011 78 635 14 521 7 814 100 970
2020 105 292 18 982 10 293 134 567
Population density (persons/ha) 1996 18,50 11,75 1,61 16,24
2001 19,78 16,33 9.29 18,10
2011 27,42 29,98 17,37 26,56
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Population and households Stellenbosch Franschhoek | Klapmuts
35,39

Total households 1996 14 311 1322 341 15974

2001 14 598 1928 972 17 498

2011 23743 4785 1966 30 494
Household density (households/ha) 1996 4,86 2,73 0,35 4,20

2001 5,09 3,98 2,16 4,60

2011 8,28 9,88 4,37 8,02
Ave household size 1996 3,81 4,32 4,62 3,86

2001 3,89 4,10 4,30 3,93

2011 3,31 3,03 3,98 331

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.1.3  Social and Community Facilities

The dominance of Stellenbosch is again highlighted in the prevalence of social and community facilities
as seen in Table 2-13 below. There is a total of 30 education facilities located in the urban nodes, 23
health care facilities, four SAPS stations and one lower court.

Table 2-13: Social and Community Facilities Numbers of Urban Nodes

Social and community facilities Stellenbosch Franschhoek Klapmuts

Primary schools

Secondary school 10 1 0 1"
Intermediate school 0 0 0 0
Combined school 0 1 0 1
Public health 9 2 1 12
Private health 1 0 0 1
SAPS stations 2 1 1 4
Lower courts 1 0 0 1

Source: Department of Basic Education 2016 / Department of Health 2015 / South African Police Services 2015 / MapAble 2023

2.6.1.4 Land Cover

Because the areas under assessment are urban nodes, one would not expect extensive land cover related
to non-urban activities. Table 2-14 below depicts the changes in Land Cover related to non-urban uses
between 1990 and 2014. Land cover data for 2018 is available from the Department of Environmental
Affairs - Directorate Geospatial Information Management. However, the 2018 data had been reclassified,
making direct comparisons between the different timeframes difficult.

From the table below, the only significant changes to note are those related to Cultivated commercial
fields, Cultivated commercial pivots, and Cultivated orchards and vines in the Stellenbosch Urban Node.
All these categories have seen a slight decrease and can potentially result from urban expansion.

Table 2-14: Non-urban Land Cover in Hectares of Urban Nodes

Land cover non-urban Stellenbosch Franschhoek

Klapmuts

Cultivated commercial fields
2014 30,4 2,6 66,4 99,3
Cultivated commercial pivot 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Cultivated orchards and vines 1990 229,7 89,8 43,3 362,8
2014 166,3 88,9 42,2 2974
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Sugarcane 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Subsistence farming 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Forests & Plantations 1990 160,2 7,7 0,0 167,9

2014 42,9 11 0,0 44,0
Mining 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs / MapAble 2023

Regarding the urban-related land cover, most of the categories in all three urban nodes show a slight
increase or decrease of 1% - 2%. The most significant change occurred in the urban informal category.
The Stellenbosch urban node saw an increase of 111%. Franschhoek's informal category grew from 0
hectares in 1990 to 12.5 hectares in 2014. The urban informal category grew by a staggering 152% per
annum between 1990 and 2014.

Table 2-15: Urban Land Cover in Hectares of Urban Nodes

Land cover Urban Stellenbosch Franschhoek

Klapmuts

Urban built-up
2014 15,7 0,0 3,8 19,5
Urban commerecial 1990 277 4 7.9 1,3 286,6
2014 300,3 53 0,5 306,1
Urban industrial 1990 158,5 4,6 3,2 166,3
2014 139,4 3.8 ' 1,8 145,1
Urban residential 1990 7893 88,6 25,7 903,5
2014 7494 99,3 18,7 867,5
Urban townships 1990 87,2 36,6 2,4 126,2
2014 123,4 54,7 40,0 218,1
Urban informal 1990 1,3 0,0 0,0 1,3
2014 35,2 12,5 0,0 47,6
Rural villages 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Urban sports and golf 1990 192,7 4,2 0,0 196,9
2014 268,2 5;3 3,1 276,7
School and sports grounds 1990 65,8 19,7 0,7 86,2
2014 49,5 16,9 0,4 66,7
Smallholdings 1990 37,0 4,7 0,0 41,8
2014 65,6 3,8 0,0 69,4

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs / MapAble 2023

2.6.1.5 Zoning and Vacant Land

An assessment of the zoning of the urban nodes is presented in Table 2-16 below. In the Stellenbosch
urban node, the conventional residential zone (21%) and public roads and parking zone (15%) dominate.
Despite the urban nature of the node, the largest zoning category is the agriculture and rural zone (25%).
A similar pattern is also evident in Franschhoek but differs in that private open space is the largest
category (25%). Klapmuts, despite being categorised as an urban node, still shows a largely rural nature
based on prevalent zoning based on the fact that 54% of the node is zoned as agriculture and the rural
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zone. The conventional residential zone makes up 9% of the Klapmuts area, with a variety of other zoning

mainly in the range of 1% — 4%.

Table 2-16: Zoning

Zoning Category Stellenbosch Franschhoek Klapmuts Total
Agriculture and Rural Zone 713.22 78.40 246.12 1037.73
Community Zone 39.39 13.16 5.66 58.21
Conventional Residential Zone 606.89 99.09 41.80 747.78
Education Zone 181.56 13.26 5.37 200.18
Industrial Zone 104.05 5.01 242 111.48
Less Formal Residential Zone 62.98 17.39 12.46 92.84
Limited Use Zone 0.89 5.18 3.33 9.39
Local Business Zone 14.69 0.92 7.31 22.92
Mixed Use Zone 123.42 12.47 1.39 143.28
Multi-unit Residential Zone 93.09 7.57 15.34 116.00
Natural Environment Zone 0 0 0 0
Private Open Space Zone 267.85 120.31 8.44 396.61
Public Open Space Zone 105.95 16.90 5.95 128.80
Public Roads and Parking Zone 421.81 46.12 31.86 499.78
Subdivisional Area 3.60 6.92 5.27 15.79
Transport Facility Zone 13.76 0.00 16.20 29.96
Utility Services Zone 33.82 246 16.25 52.52
Other 108.51 27,29 27.86 163.66
Total 2895.48 472.46 459.02 3826.96

Source: Stellenbosch Municipality

The data presented in Table 2-17 below shows that 437 hectares (15%) in Stellenbosch are indicated as
vacant. In Franschhoek and Klapmuts 128 hectares (27%) and 300 hectares (65%) of the node are shown

as vacant, respectively.

Table 2-17: Vacant Land

Stellenbosch

Franschhoek

2.6.1.6  Access to Services

Source: Stellenbosch Municipality

Water services have been a very high priority in service delivery strategies over the past two decades.
One of the critical Millennium Goals adopted in 2000 stated that countries should aim to halve people's
proportion without access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation by 2015. At least 50% of households
should have access to at least basic services according to these goals. Table 2-18 below show the
percentage of households that have access to full, intermediate, basic and below basic levels of services
for water. The Stellenbosch urban node has maintained good service levels, with most of the population
receiving water services above the basic standard. Franschhoek showed a drastic decline in the
percentage of households that had access to full services between 1996 and 2001. This can potentially
be explained by the increase in population during that time. One must also consider the increase in land
cover in the urban informal category to explain this decline. In general, over time, the urban nodes show
a recovery in water services provision.
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Access to water services Stellenbosch Franschhoek

Full 77,9% 76,3% 19,2%
Intermediate  16,5% 5,9% 25,4% 6,8%
Basic 15,0% 17,0% 41,3% 15,7%
Below Basic 0,2% 0,6% 11,5% 0,5%
None 0,4% 0,3% 2,6% 0,4%

2001 Full 71,3% 25,9% 50,0% 65,1%
Intermediate  [10,4% 11,6% 21,7% 11,1%
Basic 9.8% 24,0% 12,7% 11,5%
Below Basic 8,3% 37.4% 15,3% 11,9%
None 0,3% 11% 0,4% 0,4%

2011 Full 73,2% 47,6% 67,7% 68,8%
Intermediate |5,6% 11,1% 16,4% 7,2%
Basic 15,3% 32,0% 15,0% 17,9%
Below Basic  [5,3% 7,7% 0,2% 5,3%
None 0,6% 1,7% 0,7% 0,8%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Access to appropriate sanitation services is a very high health priority. Table 2-19 below shows that
despite the increase in population, the municipality has been able to keep up with the demand for
sanitation services.

Table 2-19: % Access to Sanitation Services of Urban Nodes

Access to sanitation services LOS Stellenbosch Franschhoek Klapmuts Total

1996 Full 92,1% 63,9% 21,3% 88,3%
Intermediate |0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Basic 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Below Basic 1,8% 9.1% 59,6% 3,6%
None 6,1% 27,0% 19,1% 8,1%

2001 Full 97,0% 40,0% 62,8% 88,8%
Intermediate |0,0% 0,4% 0,5% 0,1%
Basic 0,2% 0,1% 12,7% 0,9%
Below Basic  |0,8% 1,9% 4,4% 1.1%
None 2,0% 57.7% 19,6% 9.1%

2011 Full 97,0% 771% 88,6% 93,3%
Intermediate |0,1% 0,1% 1.2% 0,2%
Basic 0,2% 0,0% 0,4% 0,1%
Below Basic 1,3% 18,6% 8,4% 4,4%
None 1,5% 4,3% 1,4% 1,9%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Solid waste management and refuse removal are essential for health and environmental considerations.
The three urban nodes show good service provision to households over the period assessed.

Table 2-20: % Access to Refuse Removal Services of Urban Nodes

Access to refuse removal services Stellenbosch Franschhoek Klapmuts
1996 Full 96,0% 82,1% 82,2% 94,7%
Intermediate |0,4% 0,4% 1,3% 0,4%
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Basic 1,9% 0,8% 8,1% 1,9%
Below Basic  [0,5% 15,6% 6,6% 1,9%
None 1,2% 1.0% 1.5% 1,2%
2001 Full 95,8% 80,9% 96,1% 94,2%
Intermediate  |1,0% 0,8% 0,4% 1,0%
Basic 1,5% 3,8% 0,6% 1,7%
Below Basic 1,5% 13,8% 2,9% 2,9%
None 0,2% 0,6% 0,1% 0,2%
2011 Full 94,9% 96,2% 94,4% 95,1%
Intermediate |0,7% 2,1% 1,3% 0,9%
Basic 2,2% 0,2% 1,9% 1,9%
Below Basic 1,2% 0,3% 0,7% 1,0%
None 1,0% 1,3% 1,7% 1.1%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Although electricity does not have the same implications for health as water and sanitation, access to
electricity is essential for general development, especially education. Access to electricity was, therefore,
always a high priority. Table 2-21 below shows how access to electricity has changed since 1996. This
table is based on access to lighting as a proxy for access to electricity. Stellenbosch and Klapmuts show
good access to electricity since 1996, while Franschhoek has improved over time.

Table 2-21: % Access to Electricity Services of Urban Nodes

Access to electricity services LOS Stellenbosch Franschhoek Klapmuts Total

1996 Full access 95,3% 56,3% 74,9% 91,6%

No access 4,8% 43,7% 25,1% 8,4%
2001 Full access 97.7% 38,2% 71,8% 89,7%

No access 2,3% 61,9% 28,3% 10,3%
2011 Full access 93,9% 88,8% 96,2% 93,2%

No access 6,1% 11,2% 3,8% 6,8%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.1.7 Points of Interest

The points of interest information are derived from a third-party data source (MaplT). Table 2-22 shows
the number of points of interest, summarised into six (6) categories. As would be expected in urban
nodes, there is a high concentration of Offices, Retail, Entertainment and Commercial activities, especially
in the Stellenbosch Urban Node. Klapmuts, with its much smaller population, has much fewer points of
interest to consider.

Table 2-22: Points of Interest in Urban Nodes

Points Of Interest Stellenbosch Franschhoek Klapmuts Total
Primary economic activities 4 3 0 7
Offices, Retail, entertainment and commercial 1220 159 25 1404
Multiple residential 112 8 0 120
Community and social facilities 228 39 4 271
Government, Infrastructure and Transport 95 11 3 109
Tourism, recreation, accommodation and natural |[189 84 5 278
features

Source: MaplT / MapAble 2023
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2.6.1.8 Road types

Table 2-23 below shows the road types in each of the urban nodes. It also distinguishes between the
length of paved and unpaved roads. In the Stellenbosch urban node, 95% of the roads are paved. This is
mainly made up of main roads and residential roads, while the unpaved roads are related to informal
road types. 85% of the roads in the Franschhoek urban node are paved, with suburban roads comprising
the majority of these. 74% of roads in Klapmuts are paved, with Main roads (4.6km) and suburban roads
(18.4km) accounting for the majority of paved road types.

Table 2-23: Road Types in Urban Nodes

Major road Paved road (km) |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Unpaved road  |N/A N/A N/A 0,0
(km)

Main road Paved road (km) 47,7 3.3 4,6 55,6
Unpaved road 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
(km)

Secondary road Paved road (km) 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Unpaved road  |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
(km)

Suburban road Paved road (km) |252,4 43,6 18,4 314,5
Unpaved road (2,2 3,2 51 10,6
(km)

Informal roads Paved road (km) 13,4 0,2 0,7 14,3
Unpaved road 13,9 51 3,4 22,4
(km)

Tracks Paved road (km) 10,0 N/A N/A 0,0
Unpaved road  |N/A N/A N/A 0,0
(km)

Trails Paved road (km) |N/A N/A N/A 0,0
Unpaved road  |N/A N/A N/A 0,0
(km)

Totals Paved road (km) |314,2 47,0 N/A 361,2
Unpaved road |16,2 8,3 8,5 33,0
(km)

Source: MaplT / MapAble 2023

2.6.2 Functional Area 2; Rural Node Profile

The rural node profiles provide an overview of pertinent available socio-economic data and include the
areas defined as rural nodes in the Stellenbosch Municipality Spatial Development Framework. These
rural nodes are Muldersvlei, Koelhof, Viottenburg, Lynedoch, Raithby, Kylemore, Pniel, Groot
Drakenstein, Wemmershoek and La Motte.

2.6.2.1 The Extent of Rural Nodes

Table 2-24 below shows the extent of the rural nodes in the Stellenbosch Municipality. The largest of
these nodes, in terms of area in hectares, is Kylemore (184 ha), Koelhof (182 ha) and Vlottenburg (153
ha). The smallest rural nodes are Raithby (45 ha), Wemmershoek (66 ha), and La Motte (69 ha). The
average size of a rural node is 110 ha.
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Table 2-24:Total area of Rural Nodes
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Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.2.2 Population and Households

The rural nodes in the Stellenbosch Municipality have all seen a sharp increase in population. When
looking at these figures in terms of percentages, one must also consider that this growth has taken place
from a small base. Overall, between 1996 and 2020, the rural nodes showed total increase of 286% or
12% per annum. In terms of numbers, Kleymore has seen the most significant growth adding 8 990 people
between 1996 and 2020. Pniel, Wemmershoek and La Motte have also shown sharp increases in recent
years but not to the extent of Kleymore. These increases can also be because of new housing projects
that make it difficult to assess trends effectively.

With the increase in population, one can expect an increase in population density. Most rural nodes
remain sparsely populated, with Muldersvlei, Koelhof, Vlottenburg, Lynedoch, and Groot Drakenstein
having a population density below six (6) person/ha. Interestingly Kleymore has the highest population
density (57 persons/ha) of any node in the municipal area.

Household growth shows a similar pattern as population growth. Where the data differs from the data in
the urban nodes is in the average household sizes. The smaller rural nodes have shown an increase in the
average household size, while the most prominent rural nodes have shown a decrease in household sizes
but not to the extent that it happened in the urban nodes.

Table 2-25: Population and Household Numbers of Rural Nodes

Year > o) o c o
; = a z 2 f
Population and g = 2 B g v
households e} £ o 2 E°
3 ) ) o o
= S a s
Total Population |1996 |50 150 98 35 262 1483 1983 102 190 906 5259
2001 |98 118 99 50 34 3527 2412 71 554 50 7013
2011 |72 448 334 164 440 7 233 1725 118 859 1606 12 999
2020 |266 1080 750 249 788 10473 2878 318 1299 2 209 20310
Population 1996 (0,40 0,82 0,64 0,45 5,85 8,06 16,70 1,04 2,87 13,18 4,79
density
(persons/ha)

2001 (0,93 0,65 0,65 0,65 0,77 19,17 20,32 0,73 8,35 0,73 6,38
2011 0,68 2,46 2,19 2,11 9.83 39,31 14,53 1,20 12,96 23,37 11,83

2020 (2,53 5,93 4,90 3,19 17,51 56,92 24,18 3,24 19,68 32,01 18,48

Total 1996 (14 39 24 11 72 286 434 19 38 154 1091

households )
2001 |24 28 23 12 8 687 566 14 104 10 1476
2011 (17 97 86 36 105 1645 428 27 202 397 3040

Household 1996 [0,11 0,21 0,16 0,14 1,60 1,55 3,65 0,19 0,57 2,24 0,99

density

(households/ha)

2001 0,23 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,19 3,73 4,76 0,14 1,57 0,14 1,34
2011 (0,16 0,53 0,56 0,47 2,34 8,94 3,61 0,27 3,04 5,78 2,77
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Year
Population and
households

Muldersvlei
Viottenburg
Kylemore
Groot
Drakenstein
Wemmersho

Ave household 4,82
size

2001 (4,10 4,28 4,28 4,28 4,15 5,14 4,27 511 5,32 511 4,75
2011 (416 4,68 3,87 4,40 4,22 4,40 4,03 4,36 4,31 4,06 4,28

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.2.3  Social and Community Facilities

Social and community services are limited in rural nodes, with most rural nodes only consisting of a single
primary school. Only Kylemore and Groot Drakenstein have a public health facility. A SAPS is located in
Groot Drakenstein.

Table 2-26: Social and Community Facilities Numbers of Rural Nodes

— E) .E (o)
Social and ‘% z .g 'g
community 2 S S E 2
facilities = 5 -‘é g
= S (a) =
Primary schools (0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 7
Secondary school |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Intermediate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
school
Combined school |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public health 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
Private health 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SAPS stations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Lower courts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Source: Dep. of Basic Education 2016 / Dep of Health 2015 / South African Police Services 2015 / MapAble 2023

2.6.24 Land Cover

Non-urban land uses have remained relatively the same for most rural nodes. The most prevalent non-
urban land cover category is cultivated orchards and vines, located mainly in Vlottenburg and Lynedoch.

Table 2-27: Non-urban land cover in hectares of Rural Nodes

Land cover non-

urban

Muldersvlei
Viottenburg
Kylemore
Drakenstein
Wemmersho
ek

Cultivated 1990 (0,6 0,1 17,6 0,1 0,0 7.8 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 26,5
commercial
fields

2014 |0,5 0,1 151 0,0 0,0 6,5 0,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 22,8
Cultivated 1990 (0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
commercial
pivot

2014 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Cultivated 1990 (3,9 13,3 47,6 43,0 9.8 0,0 6,9 3.2 0,0 1,5 129,2
orchard and
vines

2014 14,2 14,5 48,6 47,3 6,3 0,4 6,8 2,8 0,0 1,8 132,7
Sugarcane 1990 (0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
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Land cover non-

urban

Muldersvlei
Viottenburg
Drakenstein

2014 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Subsistence 1990 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
farming

2014 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Forests & 1990 (4,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 7,0 10,7 0,0 21,0 17,3 60,1
Plantations

2014 |3,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 8,9 0,0 0,0 2,8 15,0
Mining 1990 (0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

2014 10,0 17,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 171

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs / MapAble 2023

As with the non-urban land cover, the urban land cover also shows small changes. The most prominent
category is indicated as urban townships. This category also showed the most considerable growth. This
is most significant in Kleymore, where an additional 16.7 hectares of urban townships is indicated. This
relates to or can be explained by the increase in population in this node.

Table 2-28: Urban Land Cover in Hectares of Rural Nodes

Urban built-up {1990 (0,0 0,9 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,0 1,1
2014 (0,0 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,3
Urban 1990 (0,0 0,0 1,6 0,0 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,9
commercial
2014 |0,0 0,0 0,8 0,0 0,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,3
Urban industrial {1990 |0,0 3,6 11,3 3,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 9.6 4,2 0,0 32,1
2014 |0,0 21 8,5 1,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,5 2,1 0,0 20,8
Urban residential|{1990 |0,0 0,0 1.4 0,0 18,6 0,0 0,0 2,0 13,3 0,0 35,3
2014 |[0,0 1.3 0,4 0,0 14,7 0,0 0,0 1,0 11,5 0,0 28,9
Urban townships [1990 (0,0 0,0 6,2 0,0 0,0 58,9 62,4 0,0 0,0 1.1 138,5
2014 (0,0 0,0 2,7 0,0 0,0 75,6 58,9 0,0 0,0 23,6 160,8
Urban informal [1990 |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Rural villages 1990 (0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Urban sports 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,7 0,0 4,7
and golf
2014 10,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 39 0,0 3,5
School and 1990 10,0 39 0,0 6,9 28 4,0 0,0 0,0 1,5 0,0 19,1
sports grounds
2014 (0,0 2,4 0,0 49 1,5 3.4 0,0 0,0 0,9 0,0 13,1
Smallholdings 1990 (0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 2,4
2014 |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 12,8

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs / MapAble 2023
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2.6.25 Zoning and Vacant Land

An assessment of the zoning of the rural nodes is presented in Table 2-29 below. Most of the rural nodes,
63% in total, are zoned as Agricultural and Rural Zone. Another 14% is zoned as Conventional Residential
Zone.

Table 2-29: Zoning

Zoning Category

Muldersvlei
Viottenburg
Kylemore
Drakenstein
Wemmershoek

Agriculture and Rural 183.05 |120.28 (27.15 85.10 491 93.87 32.44 54.99 65.54 56.27 723.59
Zone

Community Zone 0.00 2.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 1.43 0.00 0.08 0.09 5.50
Conventional Residential |0.00 6.38 4.78 0.71 9.00 53.39 45.14 0.00 7.83 31.10 158.34
Zone

Education Zone 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.49 4.32 3.86 0.00 0.38 0.29 13.34
Industrial Zone 0.00 6.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.42 0.00 7.75

Less Formal Residential (0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Zone

Limited Use Zone 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.80 0.00 0.04 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.79

Local Business Zone 0.00 1.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.10 0.33 2.11

Mixed Use Zone 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.32 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34

Multi-unit Residential 0.00 1.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.60
Zone

Natural Environment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Zone

Private Open Space 0.00 7.38 7.73 0.64 2.90 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.20 29.84
Zone ;

Public Open Space Zone |0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 1.21 1.02 1.05 0.00 8.78 6.57 18.92
Public Roads and 0.00 12.34 3.44 0.00 452 25.71 9.14 0.00 3.30 5.98 64.43
Parking Zone

Subdivisional Area 0.00 1.27 0.00 3.85 1.02 1.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.48

Transport Facility Zone |1.36 0.25 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.04

Utility Services Zone 0.00 10.33 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.77 0.00 2.10 1.29 14.56
Other 0.00 4.1 85.62 0.00 2.27 5.94 5.30 0.00 0.00 0.10 103.32
Total 184.41 17434 1128.85 [93.19 30.40 196.90 [101.11 |54.99 89.53 103.22 [1156.95

Source: Stellenbosch Municipality

The data presented in Table 2-30 below shows that 112 hectares are indicated as vacant land. 95 Hectares
are allocated in Kleymore and the other 17 hectares is located in Pniel.

Table 2-30: Vacant Land

Wemmershoek
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Source: Stellenbosch Municipality

2.6.2.6 Access to Services

Table 2-31 to Table 2-34 below show access to services concerning water, sanitation, refuse removal and
electricity. In general, the pattern between these different services is the same. Muldersvlei, Koelhof,
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Vlottenburg and Lynedoch all show limited access to full services for the various service categories.
However, by 2011 most of the households in these areas were served with full services across the service
spectrum. Raithby, Kylemore, Pniel, Groot Drakenstein, Wemmershoek and La Motte shows that full
services have been available to almost all households since 1996.

Table 2-31: % Access to Water Services of Rural Nodes

© 2 c
Access to B _é 13
e : ; 3
= S (a)
1996 Full 47,1% 38,7% 60,7% 58,4% 73,4% 72,9% 94,4% 84,6% 92,2% 98,3% 84,0%
Intermediate|47,3% 55,5% 19,4% 23,9% 23,2% 15,3% 4,7% 6,9% 0,4% 0,2% 10,8%
Basic 1,4% 0,5% 7.2% 8,5% 0,1% 0,1% 0,0% 6,3% 0,0% 0,5% 0,5%
Below Basic [0,9% 4,5% 7.2% 2,5% 2,6% 8,0% 0,2% 0,4% 0,0% 0,3% 2,8%
None 3.2% 0,8% 5,6% 6,8% 0,7% 3,8% 0,6% 1,9% 7.4% 0,6% 1,9%
2001 Full 72,2% 70,2% 70,2% 70,2% 72,3% 83,4% 94,2% 69,0% 94,8% 69,0% 87,3%
Intermediate|17,7% 19,0% 19,0% 19,0% 17,3% 9,7% 4,5% 22,9% 2,8% 22,9% 8,0%
Basic 6,9% 7.2% 7,2% 7.2% 4,9% 2,0% 0,7% 2,7% 0,1% 2,7% 1,7%
Below Basic |3,0% 2,8% 2,8% 2,8% 4,2% 4,6% 0,1% 4,7% 2,3% 4,7% 2,6%
None 0,3% 0,7% 0,7% 0,7% 1,3% 0,3% 0,5% 0,8% 0,0% 0,8% 0,4%
2011 Full 91,5% 30,4% 65,6% 86,7% 87,9% 83,4% 93,3% 78,2% 91,5% 82,0% 83,2%
Intermediate|5,5% 8,0% 13,0% 10,3% 9.7% 16,0% 2,5% 5,5% 6,9% 16,6% 12,8%
Basic 1,4% 55,8% 14,9% 1,7% 0,0% 0,1% 0,0% 3,4% 0,6% 0,7% 2,4%
Below Basic |0,0% 5,6% 5,4% 0,8% 1,4% 0,1% 1,8% 6,0% 0,5% 0,5% 0,9%
None 1,6% 0,2% 1,1% 0,6% 0,9% 0,4% 2,5% 6,9% 0,5% 0,3% 0,8%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Table 2-32: % Access to Sanitation Services of Rural Nodes

s 2 5 el 3
Access to 32 3 5 2 B
sanitation LOS ) S £ g )
: = £ 2 0 E
services § § §' g §
1996 Full 43,3% 61,3% 68,0% 51,8% 70,5% 78,0% 93,8% 83,9% 92,2% 98,5% 85,7%
Intermediate|0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Basic 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%

Below Basic [49,9% 30,7% 30,0% |356% [29.0% |21,7% |4,5% 121% ]0,5% 0,9% 12,5%

None 6,9% 8,0% 2,0% 12,6% [0,5% 0.3% 1.7% 4,1% 7.4% 0,6% 1,8%
2001 Full 80,0% 81,0% 81,0% |81,0% 82,8% 85,5% |96,0% 859% |97.4% 85,9% 90,1%

Intermediate|0,7% 0.4% 0,4% 0,4% 0,6% 0,0% 0,0% 0,8% 0,0% 0,8% 0,1%

Basic 8,8% 5,8% 5,8% 5,8% 3,5% 0,1% 0,0% 1,9% 0,1% 1,9% 0,5%

Below Basic [7,5% 7.9% 7.9% 7.9% 7.5% 13,0% 0,1% 4,8% 0,2% 4,8% 6,7%

None 3,0% 5,0% 5,0% 5,0% 5,6% 1,4% 3,8% 6,6% 2,3% 6,6% 2,7%
2011 Full 92,6% 31,8% 74,8% 91,7%  (89,0% 89.,6% [97.6% 85,4% 91,4% 88,4% 88,4%
Intermediate|2,6% 3,7% 2,6% 0,9% 1.3% 0,0% 0,0% 8,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,3%
Basic 0,0% 1,6% 0,6% 0,9% 2,7% 0,0% 0,6% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,3%
Below Basic (4,8% 29,6% 21,0% |6,0% 2,9% 9.3% 0,6% 3,2% 2,9% 5,2% 7,7%
None 0,1% 33,3% 1,0% 0,5% 4,0% 1,1% 1,2% 3.2% 5,8% 6,5% 3,3%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023
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Table 2-33: % Access to Refuse Removal Services of Rural Nodes
: O S : ._ : < .‘ .' O £ 7 C :
: 5

1996 Full 12,2% 16,5% 44,3% 23,9% 84,4% 93,8% 99,0% 58,2% 88,1% 97.,1% 89,3%
Intermediate|0,0% 0,9% 1,9% 4,7% 0,1% 0,1% 0,0% 4,9% 1,3% 0,1% 0,3%
Basic 39.9% 48,8% 30,8% 14,4% 1,4% 0,9% 0,0% 29,2% 0,0% 0,2% 3,9%
Below Basic |32,0% 11,3% 15,5% 46,6% 13,3% 3,6% 0,3% 2,2% 1,6% 1,9% 4,0%
None 15,8% 22,6% 7.3% 9,3% 0,7% 1.7% 0,7% 5,2% 8,2% 0,8% 2,5%

2001 Full 34,4% 33,4% 33,4% 33,4% 43,1% 98,6% 99.2% 58,8% 98,8% 58,8% 94,1%
Intermediate|1,0% 2,4% 2,4% 2,4% 1,3% 0,0% 0,0% 1,6% 0,1% 1,6% 0,2%
Basic 7,3% 16,7% 16,7% 16,7% 7.5% 0,2% 0,1% 3,0% 0,1% 3,0% 1.1%
Below Basic |56,5% 45,5% 45,5% 45,5% 44,8% 11% 0,7% 35,6% 1,1% 35,6% 4,5%
None 0,8% 2,0% 2,0% 2,0% 3.2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,9% 0,0% 0,9% 0,2%

2011 Full 48,0% 82,0% 57,9% 63,4% 95,1% 99,6% 92,9% 54,5% 100,0% |94,8% 95,0%
Intermediate|4,2% 7.0% 6,6% 4,3% 1,4% 0,0% 0,5% 9,8% 0,0% 4,0% 1,2%
Basic 11,3% 2,4% 2,1% 8,3% 1,5% 0,2% 0,0% 3.1% 0,0% 0,2% 0,5%
Below Basic |29,1% 6,7% 10,8% 10,3% 1,9% 0,2% 0,8% 10,8% 0,0% 0,9% 1,3%
None 7,4% 1,9% 22,5% 13,8% 0,1% 0,1% 5,8% 21,9% 0,0% 0,1% 2,0%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Table 2-34: % Access to Electricity Services of Rural Nodes

Access to

electricity LOS
services

Muldersvlei

Vlottenburg

Drakenstein

Wemmersho
ek

1996 Full access (68,4% 80,7% 83,7% 79,4% 94,3% 94,4% 92,5% 94,0% 91.2% 97,9% 92,8%

No access [31,6% 19,3% 16,3% 20,6% 5,7% 5,6% 7.5% 6,0% 8,9% 2,1% 7.2%

2001 Full access [91,1% 92,7% 92,7% 92,7% 92,8% 95,7% 96,2% 87,8% 96,1% 87,8% 95,6%
No access (8,9% 7.3% 7.3% 7,3% 7.2% 4,3% 3,8% 12,2% 3,9% 12,2% 4,4%

2011 Full access [96,5% 37.9% 82,8% 97.5% 94,5% 97,8% 97.6% 91,8% 97.6% 97.1% 95,1%
No access (3,7% 62,1% 17,5% 2,6% 5,6% 2,2% 2,4% 8,3% 2,3% 2,9% 4,9%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.2.7 Points of Interest

Table 2-35 below provides a breakdown of points of interest in each rural node. In general, one can
deduce that most of the nodes serve a local function. Muldersvlei and Koelhof show a more significant
concentration of offices, retail, entertainment and commercial points. In contrast, the points of interest in
other nodes primarily relate to community or tourism-related activities.

Table 2-35: Points of Interest in Rural Nodes

Points Of Interest

Muldersviei
Viottenburg
Lynedoch
Kylemore
Drakenstein
Wemmersho
ek

Primary economic 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
activities
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Points Of Interest

Muldersviei

Vlottenburg

Drakenstein

Wemmersho
ek

Offices, Retail, 17 13 6 5 3 4 7 6 1 0 62
entertainment and
commercial

Multiple residential 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4

Community and social |1 6 2 4 1 5 2 1 1 1 24
facilities

Government, 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 3 0 0 7
Infrastructure and
Transport

Tourism, recreation, 1 0 5 0 1 3 6 2 2 0 20
accommodation, and
natural features

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.2.8 Road Types

Most roads in the rural nodes are categorised as suburban roads. These roads make up 54% of all roads.
17% of roads are informal and unpaved, while 11% are classified as main roads.

Table 2-36: Road Types in Rural Nodes

Muldersvlei
Viottenburg
Kylemore
Drakenstein

Major road |Paved 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
road (km)
Unpaved [N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
road (km)

Main road Paved 1,9 0,9 2.3 2,2 0,0 0,0 1.4 1,7 0,6 0,2 11,3
road (km)
Unpaved |0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
road (km)

Secondary |Paved 0,0 1,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,6

road road (km)
Unpaved (0,0 04 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 04
road (km)

Suburban Paved 2,0 2,4 2,1 04 3,0 17,9 8,7 0,0 3,6 3,1 43,2

road road (km)
Unpaved |0,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,9 0,0 0,2 3,1 4,5
road (km)

Informal Paved 0,2 04 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,7

roads road (km)
Unpaved 1,1 2,5 4,6 2,4 0,1 1,6 0,6 3,2 0,3 1,0 17,6
road (km)

Tracks Paved N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
road (km)
Unpaved |N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
road (km)

Trails Paved  |N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
road (km)
Unpaved |N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
road (km)

Totals Paved 4,1 5,2 4,4 2,7 3,0 17,9 10,2 1,7 4,2 3,3 56,7
road (km)
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2.6.3 Combined Functional Areas Profiles

The combined functional area profiles provide an overview of crucial socio-economic data for the sum of
the urban and rural nodes, and the remaining municipality termed the rural functional area.

2.6.3.1 The Extent of Functional Areas

The urban nodes cover 4% of the municipality's total area, while the rural nodes cover only 1% of the
total area. Most of the municipality (94%) is classified as rural.

Table 2-37: Total Area of Functional areas

Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.3.2 Population and Households

In total, the Stellenbosch Municipality grew by an estimated 95 979 people between 1996 and 2020. 76%
of that growth occurred within the urban nodes, while the larger rural area accounts for 8%. The
municipality grew by 92% between 1996 and 2020, or 3.8% per annum. This is more than the national
average of 1.7% and the western cape provincial average of 2.7% between the same periods. As
indicated, most of that growth occurred in the urban nodes. However, when comparing growth rates,
rural areas have grown the fastest at 11.9% per annum.

The growth in population in the urban and rural nodes has seen a marked increase in the population
densities of these nodes. Overall densities increased by 210% in urban and 286% in rural nodes. The
densities in rural areas are, as to be expected, much lower increasing by 22% over the period assessed.
The municipality's densities have increased by 106% between 1996 and 2020, or 4.4% per annum.

Household growth shows similar trends to population growth. Household growth in the urban nodes has
been prominent, accounting for 85% of all new households in the municipality since 1996. But as with the
population, the growth rate in the rural nodes has been far more pronounced. Overall, household growth
has occurred at 4.4% per annum for the municipality between 1996 and 2011 or 66%.

Overall, household growth took place at a faster rate than population growth. This means that the average
household size in the municipality has decreased. The average household size reduced by 10% for the
municipality, and decreased by 19% in the urban and 11% in the rural nodes. This decrease is often
related to migrant labour, where males move in search of economic opportunities.

Table 2-38: Population and Household Numbers of Functional areas

Population and households Year Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area Total
Total Population 1996 61735 5259 37 325 104 319
2001 68 808 7013 43178 118 999
2011 100 970 12999 41 690 155 659
2020 134 567 20 310 45 421 200 298
Population density (persons/ha) 1996 16,24 4,79 0,46 1,14
2001 18,10 6,38 0,54 1,39
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2011 26,56 11,83 0,52 1,82
2020 35,39 18,48 0,56 2,35
Total households 1996 15974 1091 9 082 26 147
2001 17 498 1476 10153 29127
2011 30494 3040 : 9788 43322
Household density (households/ha) 1996 4,20 0,99 0,11 0,29
2001 4,60 1,34 0,13 0,34
2011 8,02 2,77 0,12 0,51
Ave household size 1996 3,86 4,82 4,11 4,00
2001 3,93 4,75 4,25 4,09
2011 3,31 4,28 4,26 3,59

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.3.3  Social and Community Facilities

Regarding social facilities, most education (61%) and health facilities (87%) are located within urban
nodes. There are 12 education facilities in the rural area, compared to the 7 in the rural nodes.

Table 2-39: Social and Community Facilities Numbers of Functional areas

Social and community facilities | Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

Primary schools 7

Secondary school 1 0 2 13
Intermediate school 0 0 1 1

Combined school 1 0 4 5

Public health 12 2 0 14
Private health 1 0 0 1

SAPS stations 4 1 0 5

Lower courts 1 0 1 2

Source: Department of Basic Education 2016 / Department of Health 2015 / South African Police Services 2015 7 MapAble 2023

2.6.3.4 Land Cover

Non-urban land uses have decreased from 31 923 hectares to 26 584 hectares. This is a reduction of
16.7%. A similar reduction took place in the rural nodes, where the non-urban land cover was reduced by
13%. The urban nodes saw non-urban land cover reduced by 200 hectares from 640 ha to 440 ha. This is
a 31% reduction and can be due to new development in these areas.

Table 2-40: Non-Urban Land Cover in Hectares of Functional areas

Land cover non-urban Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

Cultivated commercial fields 1990 4078,5 4215,3
2014 99,3 22,8 3870,5 3992,6
Cultivated commercial pivot 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 0,0 84,1 84,1
Cultivated orchard and vines 1990 362,8 129,2 19 197,9 19 689,8
2014 2974 132,7 19 005,2 19 435,4
Sugarcane 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Subsistence farming 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
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Land cover non-urban | Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

8017,8

Forests & Plantations 167,9 60,1 7789,9
2014 44,0 15,0 29511 30101
Mining 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 171 44,6 61,6

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs / MapAble 2023

Table 2-41 below shows the land cover changes related to urban activities for the urban nodes, rural
nodes, and rural areas. Urban land cover grew by 375 hectares in the municipal area. 55% of that change
occurred within the urban nodes, while the rural area's urban footprint increased from 796 ha to 960 ha
or 43%. Changes in the Rural nodes were small, where the urban footprint increased by six (6) ha.

In the urban nodes, the residential category is the largest, but the informal category saw the most growth,
from 1.3 ha to 48 ha. In the rural nodes, the informal category covers the most area and saw the most
significant increase. Industrial land cover is the largest urban-related category in the rural area but did
decline somewhat. Smallholdings saw the most growth, increasing by 135% from 23 ha to 339 ha.

Table 2-41: Urban Land Cover in Hectares of Functional Areas

Land cover Urban Year | Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

Urban built-up
2014 19,5 0,3 14,5 34,2
Urban commercial 1990 286,6 1,9 51,2 339,6
2014 306,1 1,3 42,3 349,7
Urban industrial 1990 166,3 32,1 285,9 484,3
2014 1451 20,8 265,9 431,8
Urban residential 1990 903,5 35,3 51,5 990,3
2014 867.,5 28,9 58,5 954,9
Urban townships 1990 126,2 138,5 128,4 393,1
2014 2181 160,8 102,2 4811
Urban informal 1990 1,3 0,0 0,0 1,3
2014 47,6 0,0 3,9 51,5
Rural villages 1990 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
2014 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Urban sports and golf 1990 196,9 4,7 86,9 288,4
2014 276,7 3,5 110,7 390,9
School and sports grounds 1990 86,2 19,1 27,7 133,0
2014 66,7 13,1 22,9 102,6
Smallholdings 1990 41,8 2,4 144,0 188,2
2014 69,4 12,8 338,9 4211

Source: Department of Environmental Affairs / MapAble 2023

2.6.3.5 Zoning and Vacant Land

According to the data presented in Table 2-42 below 89% of the municipality is zoned as Agriculture and
Rural. In the rural area that number is higher at 93% and 63% in the rural nodes. This highlights the rural
nature of the municipality. In the urban nodes this category is far less and only constitutes 27% of all
zonings. In the urban nodes the Conventional Residential Zone (20%), Public Roads and Parking Zone
(13%), and the Private Open Space Zone (10%) also features prominently.

12-411



Table 2-42: Zoning

Zoning Category
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Urban Node

Rural Node

Rural Area

2023/24

Agriculture and Rural Zone 1037.73 723.59 74 943.32 76 705.54
Community Zone 58.21 5.50 20.78 84.51
Conventional Residential Zone 747.78 158.34 25.83 932.28
Education Zone 200.18 13.34 252.23 465.81
Industrial Zone 111.48 7.75 39.30 158.57
Less Formal Residential Zone 92.84 0.00 0.00 92.87
Limited Use Zone 9.39 1.79 1685.74 1696.93
Local Business Zone 22.92 2.1 0.00 25.04
Mixed Use Zone 143.28 1.34 0.00 144.67
Multi-unit Residential Zone 116.00 1.60 17.22 134.85
Natural Environment Zone 0.00 0.00 203.70 203.70
Private Open Space Zone 396.61 29.84 175.53 602.11
Public Open Space Zone 128.80 18.92 3.83 151.60
Public Roads and Parking Zone 499.78 64.43 178.39 742.79
Subdivisional Area 15.79 7.48 0.00 23.28
Transport Facility Zone 29.96 3.04 49.86 82.87
Utility Services Zone 52.52 14.56 105.59 172.69
Other 163.66 103.32 3301.01 3568.13
Total 3 826.96 1156.95 81002.32 85 988.23

Source: Stellenbosch Municipality

In terms of vacant land 23% of the urban node category is indicated as being vacant, while 10% and 11%
are shown as vacant in the rural node and rural area categories respectively. In terms of vacant land as it
relates to the total area of the municipality only 1% of vacant land is located within the urban node and
11.6% in the rural areas. The rural nodes only contain 0.1% of all vacant land in the municipality.

Table 2-43: Vacant land
Urban Node

Rural Node

Rural Area

10014.67

Source: Stellenbosch Municipality

Vacant Land

2.6.3.6 Access to Services

Table 2-44 to Table 2-47 below show access to services concerning water, sanitation, refuse removal and
electricity. The figures show that households are well served in most service categories, with almost all
households having access to full-service levels. It is only in terms of refuse removal in rural areas where
people have less access. This is to be expected as refuse removal is usually not provided in these areas.

Table 2-44: % Access to Water Services in Functional Areas

Access to water services Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area |
Basic and 97,77% 98,43% 94,24% 96,57%
above
Below Basic 2,23% 1,57% 5,76% 3,43%
2001 Basic and 95,7% 95,9% 80,5% 90,4%
above
Below Basic  |4,3% 4,1% 19,5% 9,6%
2011 Basic and 98,78% 99,32% 81,15% 94,84%
above
Below Basic 1.2% 0,7% 18,9% 5,2%
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Table 2-45: % Access to Sanitation Services in Functional areas

2023/24

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Access to sanitation services Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

Full 95,3% 97,2% 84,0%
Intermediate |0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Basic 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%
Below Basic  [3,5% 1,9% 19,4% 8,9%
None 1,2% 0,9% 18,1% 7,0%

2001 Full 97.1% 90,1% 69,4% 87,1%
Intermediate |0,4% 1,0% 0,1% 0,3%
Basic 0,3% 1,4% 5,0% 2,0%
Below Basic 0,6% 57% 7.9% 3,4%
None 1,6% 1,8% 17,5% 7,2%

2011 Full 98,1% 95,1% 67,7% 91,0%
Intermediate  |0,4% 1,9% 1,4% 0,7%
Basic 0,2% 0,4% 1,4% 0,5%
Below Basic 1,1% 2,0% 19,9% 5,4%
None 0,2% 0,6% 9,6% 2,4%

Source: Census / MapAble 2023
Table 2-46: % Access to Refuse Removal Services of Functional areas
Access to refuse removal service O ban Node Rural Node ota

1996 Full 94,5% 95,6% 41,6% 76,2%
Intermediate |0,1% 0,4% 2,6% 1,0%
Basic 0,4% 0,4% 25,8% 9,3%
Below Basic  [3,2% 1,8% 23,1% 10,1%
None 1,5% 1,8% 7,0% 3,4%

2001 Full 96,9% 90,0% 46,6% 79,0%
Intermediate [1,7% 1,9% 0,1% 1.1%
Basic 0,1% 0,1% 12,3% 4,4%
Below Basic  [0,9% 7,7% 39,9% 14,8%
None 0,4% 0,3% 1,1% 0,7%

2011 Full 98,1% 95,1% 49,6% 86,9%
Intermediate |0,1% 0,8% 10,4% 2,5%
Basic 0,1% 1,7% 13,1% 3,1%
Below Basic 1,3% 1,7% 16,1% 4,7%
None 0,4% 0,6% 10,7% 2,7%

Table 2-47: % Access to Electricity Services in Functional Areas

Access to electricity services

Urban Node

Rural Node

Rural Area

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

Full access 90,0%

No access 5,3% 3,0% 19,1% 10,0%
2001 Full access 98,9% 98,6% 76,2% 91,0%

No access 1.1% 1,4% 23,8% 9,1%
2011 Full access 98,5% 99.2% 73,9% 93,0%
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Access to electricity services Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area

No access

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.3.7 Points of Interest

The allocation of points of interest per each functional area is presented in Table 2-48 below. 60% of all
points of interest are located within the urban nodes and 37% in the rural area. The rural nodes have
limited access to these points of interest and only account for 3% of the total points. As one would expect,
activities related to primary economic activities are primarily found in rural areas. In contrast, Offices,
Retail, entertainment, commercial, community facilities, government, infrastructure and transport
activities are concentrated within the urban nodes.

Table 2-48: Points of interest in Functional Areas

Points Of Interest Urban Node Rural Node Rural Area
Primary economic activities
Offices, Retail, entertainment and commercial 1404 62 661 2127
Multiple residential 120 4 33 157
Community and social facilities 271 24 57 352
Government, Infrastructure and Transport 109 7 42 158
Tourism, recreation, accommodation and natural |278 20 497 795
features

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.3.8 Road Types

Table 2-49 below shows the road types and the length of paved or unpaved roads within the different
functional areas as they relate to the three main functional area categories. 92% of all roads in the urban
nodes are paved, with the suburban road category accounting for 75% or 315 km of that total. In the rural
nodes, 72% (57 km) of the roads are paved, while only 33% (403 km) of roads in the rural areas are paved.
Of the 1710 km of road in the municipality, 49% are paved, and 51% are unpaved. Suburban roads
account for most of the paved surfaces in total, while informal roads are generally unpaved.

Table 2-49: Road Types in Functional areas

of:[o pe of! ode a ode al Area

Major road Paved road (km) (0,0 0,0 25,2 25,2
Unpaved road  |N/A N/A N/A N/A
(km)

Main road Paved road (km) (55,6 11,3 125,8 192,6
Unpaved road  [0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
(km)

Secondary road Paved road (km) 10,0 1,6 18,2 19,8
Unpaved road |0,0 0,4 4,8 5,2
(km)

Suburban road Paved road (km) |314,5 43,2 226,8 584,4
Unpaved road (10,6 4,5 27,3 42,4
(km)

Informal roads Paved road (km) [14,3 0,7 3,2 18,2
Unpaved road (22,4 17,6 778,4 818,4
(km)

Tracks Paved road (km) [N/A N/A N/A N/A
Unpaved road  [N/A N/A N/A N/A
(km)
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Road type UrbanNode |  Rural Node Rural Area Total
Trails Paved road (km) [N/A N/A N/A N/A
Unpaved road  |N/A N/A N/A N/A
(km)
Totals Paved road (km) |361,2 56,7 426,40 844,34
Unpaved road (33,0 22,6 810,4 866,0
(km)

Source: Census / MapAble 2023

2.6.4 Summary and Conclusions of the Functional Area Profiles

2.6.41

2.64.2

Urban Nodes

The population growth in the urban nodes is still growing at an average of 4% per annum and saw
a total increase of 33%;

In terms of densities, Franschhoek has the highest density (39.2 people/ha), shortly followed by
Stellenbosch (36.7 people/ha), while Klapmuts has the lowest relative density (22.9 people/ha);
Households in Franschhoek showed the most significant decline between 2001 and 2011 at 26%,
while in Stellenbosch, the average household size declined by 15%. The average household size
in Klapmuts only decreased by 7%. Overall the average annual household size in all three urban

nodes decreased by 2%;

The Stellenbosch urban node saw an increase of 111% in urban informal settlement growth.
Franschhoek's informal category grew from 0 hectares in 1990 to 12.5 hectares in 2014. The urban
informal category grew by a staggering 152% per annum between 1990 and 2014:

By zoning, in the Stellenbosch urban node, the conventional residential zone (21%) and public
roads and parking zone (15%) dominate. Despite the urban nature of the node, the largest zoning
category is the agriculture and rural zone (25%). A similar pattern is also evident in Franschhoek
but differs in that private open space is the largest category (25%). Klapmuts, despite being
categorised as an urban node, still shows a largely rural nature based on prevalent zoning based
on the fact that 54% of the node is zoned as agriculture and rural zone;

In Stellenbosch 437 hectares (15%) are indicated as vacant. In Franschhoek and Klapmuts 128
hectares (27%) and 300 hectares (65%) of the node are shown as vacant, respectively, and;

The Stellenbosch urban node has maintained good service levels, with most of the population
receiving water services above the basic standard. Franschhoek showed a drastic decline in the
percentage of households that had access to full services between 1996 and 2001. This can
potentially be explained by the increase in population during that time. One must also consider
the increase in land cover in the urban informal category to explain this decline. In general, over
time, the urban nodes show a recovery in water services provision.

Rural Nodes

Between 1996 and 2020, the rural nodes showed a total population increase of 286% or 12% per
annum. Kleymore has seen the most significant growth adding 8 990 people between 1996 and
2020. Pniel, Wemmershoek and La Motte have also shown sharp increases in recent years but not
to the extent of Kleymore;

With urban landcover, the most prominent category is indicated as urban townships. This category
also showed the most considerable growth. This is most significant in Kleymore, where an
additional 16.7 hectares of urban townships is indicated. This relates to or can be explained by
the increase in population in this node;
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In the assessment of the zoning of the rural nodes, 63% in total are zoned as Agricultural and Rural
Zone. Another 14% is zoned as Conventional Residential Zone;

Within the rural nodes 112 hectares are indicated as vacant land. 95 hectares are allocated in
Kleymore and the other 17 hectares is located in Pniel, and;

Muldersvlei, Koelhof, Vlottenburg and Lynedoch all show limited access to full services for the
various service categories. However, by 2011 most of the households in these areas were served
with full services across the service spectrum. Raithby, Kylemore, Pniel, Groot Drakenstein,
Wemmershoek and La Motte show that full services have been available to almost all households
since 1996.

Combined Functional Areas

The urban nodes cover 4% of the municipality's total area, while the rural nodes cover only 1% of
the total area. Most of the municipality (94%) is classified as rural:

In total, the Stellenbosch Municipality grew by an estimated 95 979 people between 1996 and
2020. 76% of that growth occurred within the urban nodes, while the larger rural area accounts
for 8%. The municipality grew by 92% between 1996 and 2020, or 3.8% per annum. This is more
than the national average of 1.7% and the western cape provincial average of 2.7% between the
same periods. However, when comparing growth rates, rural areas have grown the fastest at
11.9% per annum;

Overall densities increased by 210% in urban and 286% in rural nodes. The densities in rural areas
are, as to be expected, much lower only increasing by 22% over the period assessed. The
municipality's densities have increased by 106% between 1996 and 2020, or 4.4% per annum;

Household growth shows similar trends to population growth. Household growth in the urban
nodes has been prominent, accounting for 85% of all new households in the municipality since
1996. But as with the population, the growth rate in the rural nodes has been far more
pronounced. Overall, household growth has occurred at 4.4% per annum for the municipality
between 1996 and 2011 or 66%;

The average household size reduced by 10% for the municipality, and decreased by 19% in the
urban and 11% in the rural nodes;

Regarding social facilities, most education (61%) and health facilities (87%) are located within
urban nodes. There are 12 education facilities in the rural area, compared to the 7 in the rural
nodes;

Non-urban land uses have decreased from 31 923 hectares to 26 584 hectares. This is a reduction
of 16.7%. A similar reduction took place in the rural nodes, where the non-urban land cover was
reduced by 13%. The urban nodes saw non-urban land cover reduce by 200 hectares from 640 ha
to 440 ha (31% reduction);

Urban land cover grew by 375 hectares in the municipal area. 55% of that change occurred within
the urban nodes, while the rural area's urban footprint increased from 796 ha to 960 ha or by 43%.
Changes in the Rural nodes were small, where the urban footprint increased by only six (6) ha;

In the urban nodes, the residential category is the largest, but the informal category saw the most
growth, from 1.3 ha to 48 ha. In the rural nodes, the informal category covers the most area and
saw the most significant increase. Industrial land cover is the largest urban-related category in the
rural area but did decline somewhat. Smallholdings saw the most growth, increasing by 135%
from 23 ha to 339 ha;

89% of the municipality is zoned as Agriculture and Rural. In the rural area that number is higher

at 93% and 63% in the rural nodes. This highlights the rural nature of the municipality. In the urban
nodes this category is far less and only constitutes 27% of all zonings. In the urban nodes the
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Conventional Residential Zone (20%), Public Roads and Parking Zone (13%), and the Private Open
Space Zone (10%) also features prominently;

" In terms of vacant land 23% of the urban node category is indicated as being vacant, while 10%
and 11% are shown as vacant in the rural node and rural area categories respectively. In terms of
vacant land as it relates to the total area of the municipality only 1% of vacant land is located
within the urban node and 11.6% in the rural areas. The rural nodes only contain 0.1% of all vacant
land in the municipality;

= Households are well served in most service categories, with almost all households having access
to full-service levels. It is only in terms of refuse removal in rural areas where people have less
access. This is to be expected as refuse removal is usually not provided in these areas;

= 60% of all points of interest are located within the urban nodes and 37% in the rural area. The
rural nodes have limited access to these points of interest and only account for 3% of the total
points, and;

®  92% of all roads in the urban nodes are paved, with the suburban road category accounting for
75% or 315 km of that total. In the rural nodes, 72% (57 km) of the roads are paved, while only
33% (403 km) of roads in the rural areas are paved. Of the 1 710 km of road in the municipality,
49% are paved, and 51% are unpaved. Suburban roads account for most of the paved surfaces in
total, while informal roads are generally unpaved.

2.7 Functional Area Investment Priority

The bid-rent model is an economic model that attempts to explain the relationship between the price of
land and its location. The model is based on the concept that the highest price that someone is willing
to pay for a particular piece of land, based on the land's location and the potential revenue that can be
generated from it — usually directly correlated to accessibility to various activities.

According to the bid-rent model, as you move away from the central business areas of a city, the land
becomes less valuable, and the bid rent decreases. This is because the further away you get from the
central business area, the lower the potential revenue from the land.

The bid-rent model can be represented graphically as a downward-sloping curve, with the bid rent
declining as you move away from the central business areas of a city. This relationship between land value
and location is important from a capital expenditure point of view, as the bid-rent model is indirectly
proportionally related to the cost of services. Services, are more expensive the further away it is from
central business areas as the service per person delivered per Rand invested increase as distance
increases.
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It is based on the fundamental principles of the relationship between the two models above, that the
priority assessment as expressed in Table 2-50, indicate the municipality’s investment priorities.

Table 2-50: Functional Areas and Their Investment Priority

Summary

FA 1 Urban
Node

Spatial Areas

Stellenbosch
Kayamandi
Klamputs
Jamestown
Franschhoek

Function

Function as urban areas and main service centre
Variety of uses
Densification in certain urban nodes

Priority

Primary Investment
Node

FA 2
Rural Node

Muldersvlei
Koelenhof
Vlottenburg
Lyndoch
Raithby
Kylemore
Lanquedoc
Pniel

Groot
Drakenstein
Wemmershoek
La Motte

Residential and suburban areas

Serves as accommodation to Agricultural workers
Light industry

Linked to urban nodes

Upgrading Area

FA 3
Rural Area

De Novo Flats
Simonsberg
Foothills
Jonkerhoek
Valley

Groot
Drakenstein
Franschhoek
Valley

Eerste River
Valley
Dwarsrivier
Valley
Bottelary Hills
Blaauwklippen
Valley

Rural areas

Agricultural activities

Unfavourable development conditions
Largest functional area

Maintenance Area
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3 Part 3: Infrastructure Demand Quantification

The infrastructure demand quantification section aims to understand the specific infrastructure demand
that a municipality has. This section will look at all the masterplans provided by the municipality and
consolidate these masterplans into one project ‘wish list". These master plans will be unpacked to ensure
we understand the demand identified in all the master plans. The demand will be quantified per functional
areas that were identified in part 2. The infrastructure demand quantification chapter aims to compare
the Quantified Demand and master plans can be compared to identify differences.

3.1 Summary of Masterplans

Table 3-1 provides a summary of all the municipality’s master plans that are required to meet the
infrastructure demand over the planning horizons. This table summarizes infrastructure master plans by
examining their update year, planning horizon, timespan, and whether they contain project-specific
information.

Table 3-1: Master Plan Register

Planning
Horizon

Project Specific
Detail

Service Type Master Plan Update By Update Year Timespan

Comprehensive Integrated Transport NG
Roads o prehensive Integra P SLM 2011 2015 5 years Yes
an CWDM
. Jeffares & Green
Water River Management Plan Update (Pty) Ltd 2011 - - Yes
Royal
Electricity Electrical Infrastructure Master Plan HaskoningDHV 2015 2034 20 years Yes
(Pty) Ltd
The Development and .
Roads Implementation of a Stormwater \é;&\/mcezr;ssultlng 2018 2047 20 years Partial
Management System .
West Integrated Waste Management Plan JCPE (Pty) Ltd 2020 2024 5 years Yes
Management
Stellenbosch Municipality Bulk Water 5 vears &
Water Resources: Water Resilience Master GLS 2021 2030 ¥ Yes
: 10 Years
Planning for The Stellenbosch System
5 years, 10
years, 15
Roads Roads Master Plan 2022 Update WSP 2022 2040 Yes
years & 20
years

Table 3-1 highlights key observations that can be made from the array of masterplans. These masterplans
have long-term planning horizons but some master plans such as the Comprehensive Integrated
Transport Plan and River Management Plan Update have planning horizons that are in the past and
require updating. Most of the master plans have project-specific detail with the only exception being the
River Management Plan Update that only has partial project detalil listed in terms of listing the upgrades
that need to be implemented. Many of the master plans have 20-year or 10-year planning horizons and
indicating the longer-term planning vision within these master plans.

3.1.1 Water

3.1.1.1  River Management Plan Update

The River Management Plan evaluates the three rivers in the Stellenbosch municipality and the associated
legal framework. It conducts a status quo analysis of the rivers and surrounding areas, identifies issues
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affecting the river corridors, and provides maintenance planning interventions based on identified
problem areas.

The main objective of the River Management Plan is to assess the condition of the rivers and identify
issues within the municipality. Subsequently, this information is used to develop a plan that addresses
these issues effectively. The process is done to receive environmental authorisation in order to tackle
remedial work within the municipality. The River Management Plan identifies 20 key projects to resolve
issues identified in river corridors.

3.1.1.2  Stellenbosch Municipality Bulk Water Resources: Water Resilience Master Planning for The
Stellenbosch System

The Bulk Water Resources master plan analyses the bulk water demand and resources of the towns and
cities within the municipality. The master plan aims to enhance Stellenbosch’s water resilience by
improving its understanding of water demand. In order to understand this the masterplan must be read
in conjunction with the Water Master Plan 2019 and Bulk Water Resources: Drought Intervention
Projects. This provides a perspective and ensures understanding of the implemented projects that will
improve water resilience.

The main objective of the Bulk Water Resources master plan is to analyse water demand in order to
improve the operation of bulk water systems. The master plan identifies necessary projects for improving
bulk water resources over 5- and 10-year periods. Lastly, the master plan identifies future resources that
need to be monitored, to reach future demand and ensure more resilience in periods of drought.

3.1.2 Electricity

3.1.2.1  Electrical Infrastructure Master Plan

The Electrical Master Plan focuses on providing a 20-year plan to maintain electrical infrastructure in good
condition while meeting the demands of the municipality. The master plan begins with an examination
of the load forecast of certain areas and their subsequent substations. Thereafter, it evaluates the current
condition of the infrastructure. The Electrical Master Plan further examines the network development
projects that are needed for the growth estimated by 2034. Costs are estimated for these projects and
the report concludes by giving recommendations and considerations.

The main objective of the Electrical Master Plan is to provide the municipality with a long-term plan for
the development and renewal of the current electrical infrastructure. The master plan provides a 20-year
timeline for numerous projects relating to the upgrading and renewal of electrical infrastructure.

3.1.3 Roads

3.1.3.1  Comprehensive Integrated Transport Plan

The Comprehensive Integrated Transport Plan is a S-year integrated transport plan that aims to
comprehend public transport, and travel demand. The plan creates a shared vision for integrating
different forms of transport. The Transport Plan aims to understand legislation, which guides a vision and
several goals. Different aspects of transport are observed such as transport needs assessment, public
transport, transport infrastructure, travel demand and freight transport strategy. This facilitates the
determination of a strategy and subsequent discussion of a funding plan. The Comprehensive Integrated
Transport Plan discusses numerous projects related to transport over a 5-year timeline.

The main objective of the Comprehensive Integrated Transport Plan is to develop a public transport
network that is sustainable and accessible to all. The Comprehensive Integrated Transport Plan aims to
boost the economy by connecting citizens and visitors in Stellenbosch through offering affordable options
of different forms of transport.
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3.1.3.2  The Development and Implementation of a Stormwater Management System

The Development and Implementation of a Stormwater Management System consists of two parts: the
As-Built Report and the Hydro Report. These reports combine to form the master plan for the Stormwater
Management System of Stellenbosch. The purpose of these reports is to identify problem areas, give
management actions, estimate costs and propose remedial measures. The master plan estimates the
costs of repairing key stormwater infrastructure through 2-year and 20-year proposals.

The main objective of the master plan is to provide guidance on what the best practices are for the
implementation of new and upgrading infrastructure in underdeveloped areas. The master plan is a
guideline that offers budget proposals and upgrade plans.

3.1.3.3  Roads Master Plan 2022 Update

The 2022 Roads Master Plan is an update of the 2012 Roads Master Plan. This master plan integrates and
coordinates the planning of future road infrastructure. The roads master plan identifies roads and plans
them in the short, medium and long-term timeline. The roads master plan is an effective planning tool
that allocates funds for road projects to improve road infrastructure and overall public transport. The
roads master plan aids strategic plans such as IDPs and SDFs.

The roads master plan aims to assist Stellenbosch Municipality, and other organisations such as the South
African National Roads Agency Ltd (SANRAL) and the Western Cape Provincial Government in effective
planning and coordinating of road infrastructure. The roads master plan identifies and quantifies several
road projects within the municipality, and serves as a tool to assist in the allocation of funds for these
projects.

3.1.4 Waste Management

3.1.4.1  Integrated Waste Management Plan

The Integrated Waste Management Plan is a statutory requirement of the National Environmental
Management: Waste Act, 2008. The development of an IWMP is an important tool that investigates the
current state of the solid waste removal system and identifies the current needs to sustain waste
management practices. An evaluation of the status quo identifies gaps in the waste management system,
and implementation items are identified at an authority level to improve it.

The overall aim of the IWMP is to integrate and optimise the waste management system. This is done to
reduce the environmental and financial impacts of waste management. The plan underlines the principles
of the National Waste Management Strategy:

= The prevention of waste generation;
The recovery of waste of which the generation cannot be prevented, and

The safe disposal of waste that cannot be recovered.

3.2 Single Infrastructure Projects Portfolio

The Single Infrastructure Profile combines all projects from different masterplans into one project wish
list. The benefit of having one infrastructure project portfolio includes centralising the area of needs and
identifying service areas that have specific requirements. A project portfolio assists in monitoring the
status of projects, making monitoring easier. Annexure A comprises of a single infrastructure project
portfolio that includes all projects from the master plans, which are subdivided based on their service
type. Based on this, we can make the following observations:

There are approximately 344 projects, and;
These projects are divided according to the following service types:

= Electricity: 25 projects;
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" Roads and Stormwater: 241 projects;

= Waste management: 18 projects, and;
= Water: 60 projects.

The following table outlines the completeness of data found in the single infrastructure project portfolio:

Table 3-2: Breakdown of the Completeness of Data in Annexure A

D s D D
of= oje ame Budge oje De ptio of[= ofet-\d[o ading So

Electricity 25 0 25 0 25 0 0 25 0 25

Roads and 258 16 226 48 83 191 0 274 131 143
Stormwater

Waste 18 0 18 0 0 18 0 18 18 0
Management

Water 60 0 21 39 0 60 27 33 60 0
Total 361 16 290 87 108 269 27 350 209 168

% Total 95,76% 4,24% 76,92% 23,08% 28,65% 71,35% 7,16% 92,84% 55,44% 44,56%

Table 3-2 confirms that 331 of 341 (96,22%) of projects have a project name and confirms that 67,73% of
the projects have a budget or demand over time. This high number suggests that most projects have a
budget captured and price estimation. The project description, location and funding source have very
low numbers when compared to the rest of the data. In conclusion, it is indicated that the project name
and budget is the most frequent captured information in the infrastructure portfolio.

3.2.1  Unpacking The Infrastructure Projects Portfolio

Unpacking the infrastructure projects portfolio allows us to make numerous observations regarding the
total project cost of the different service types. In this section, we will explore the nuisances of the data
by unpacking it per directorate and department; asset class and sub-class; and action and sub-action, in
relation to the total cost of projects. By doing this, we can observe specific details of the infrastructure
projects portfolio.

The complete Infrastructure Projects Portfolio can be found in the Annexure at the end of the document.

3.2.2  Unpacking Projects per Directorate and Department

Figure 3-1 and Table 3-3 reveal that the infrastructure projects portfolio has been unpacked per
directorate and department. This view allows us to see which specific directorates and departments have
more projects or projects with a higher total cost.
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Figure 3-1: Total Project Demand per Department
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Table 3-3: Total Project Demand per Directorate and Department
Directorate Department Sum of Total Project Demand Total %
Infrastructure Services Roads and Stormwater R4 568 546 380,31 90,24%
Infrastructure Services Electrical Services R329 301 049,00 6,50%
Infrastructure Services Traffic Engineering R76 724 300,00 1,52%
Infrastructure Services Waste Management: Solid R75 735 000,00 1,50%
Waste Management
Infrastructure Services Transport Planning R12 390 000,00 0,24%
Infrastructure Services Water and Wastewater Services: R- 0,00%
Water
Total R5062 696 729,31

What is immediately evident from Figure 3-1: Total Project Demand per Department is the large total
project demand for the Department of Roads and Stormwater. The reason for this can be attributes to
the three master plan documents that comprise all projects linked to this department —~ Comprehensive
Infrastructure Plan, Roads Master Plan 2022 and The Development and Implementation of a Stormwater
Management System. The two projects with the largest total project demand are from these master plans.
The 6810 Conduits to be upgraded in Stellenbosch, Rehabilitation and improvements to MR168 between
MR159 and MR177 in the Stellenbosch Area. These master plans have a comprehensive and long-term
focus which results in a large amounts of project costs such as the Conduits Upgrade project in
Stellenbosch that has a 20-year project timeline. Table 3-3 provides the exact amounts and reveals that
90,24% of the total project demand in the infrastructure is attributed to roads and stormwater projects.
The table also highlights that all projects within the portfolio are from the same directorate — Infrastructure
Services, which indicates the need of projects to address infrastructure concerns.

3.2.3 Unpacking Projects per Asset Class and Sub-Class

Asset class and sub-class indicates which assets have more demand within the infrastructure project
portfolio. Unpacking the projects in this manner enables us to analyse the departments in greater detail
and shifts our focus to the asset level. By using this method we can see which assets types are more
prevalent in the infrastructure projects portfolio.
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Figure 3-2: Total Project Demand per Asset Sub-Class

R3 500 000000
R3 000 000 000
R2 500 000000
R2 000 000 000

R1500 000 000

Demand

R1000 000000

R500 000 000

R-

Roads

Storm water drainage collection -

Capital Expenditure Framework 2023/24
Total Project Demand per Asset Class and Sub-Class

Roads Structures -
-

Mv Substations
Hv Substations

Waste Drop-off Points I
Waste processing facilities [
Storm water Conveyance I

Mv Networks l

Road Furniture I

Roads Infrastructure I

Transport Assets l
Distribution

Machinery and Equipment I

Asset Sub-Class

Table 3-4: Total Cost per Asset Class and Sub-Class

Sub-Class

Sum of Total Project Demand

Pump Stations

2023/24

B Roads

B Storm water drainage collection
B Roads Structures

5 Mv Substations

© Hv Substations

11 Waste Drop-off Points

i Waste processing facilities
B Storm water Conveyance
m Mv Networks

B Road Furniture

B Roads Infrastructure

B Transport Assets

B Machinery and Equipment
m Distribution

B Pump Stations

Total %

Roads Infrastructure R3 778 497 300,00 74,63%
Road Furniture R16 150 000,00 0,32%
Roads R3 230 137 300,00 63,80%
Roads Infrastructure R12 310 000,00 0,24%
Roads Structures R519 900 000,00 10,27%
Storm water Infrastructure R876 563 380,31 17,31%
Storm water Conveyance R27 090 000,00 0,54%
Storm water drainage collection | R849 473 380,31 16,78%
Electrical Infrastructure R329 301 049,00 6,50%
Hv Substations R137 700 000,00 2,72%
Mv Networks R26 407 075,00 0,52%
Mv Substations R165 193 974,00 3,26%
Solid Waste Infrastructure R70 600 000,00 1,39%
Waste Drop-off Points R42 300 000,00 0,84%
Waste processing facilities R28 300 000,00 0,56%
Transport Assets Transport Assets R7 150 000,00 0,14%
Machinery and Equipment Machinery and Equipment R585 000,00 0,01%
Water Supply Infrastructure RO,00 0,00%
Distribution R0,00 0,00%
Pump Stations RO,00 0,00%
Total R 5062 696 729,31

What becomes evident when analysing Figure 3-2 is the two largest asset sub-classes contributing to total
project cost — Roads and Storm water drainage collection. Table 3-4 confirms that Roads (74,63%) and
Storm water infrastructure (17,31%) account for 91,85% of the total demand in the infrastructure projects
portfolio. Roads (63,80%) and Storm Water Drainage (16,78%) are the asset sub-classes that contribute
to 80,58% of the total demand of projects. These plans have a 20-year focus and explain the large project
costs incurred within these master plans. From the top ten projects with the highest total project demand
nine of the projects are projects that are from the asset class of Roads Infrastructure. This clarifies the
high infrastructure demand that roads and stormwater projects have. Figure 3-3 visually illustrates the the
proportion of total project demand each asset class and sub-class has.
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Figure 3-3: Share of Total Project Demand per Asset Class and Sub-Class
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3.2.4  Unpacking Projects per Action and Sub-Action

By examining projects per action and sub-action observations can be made regarding where the total
demand of projects is. Is the demand higher in new projects, or is it focused on existing projects,
specifically those concerning renewal or upgrading? Unpacking projects in this manner reveals the
number of projects for each action and sub-action and their respective total demand.
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Figure 3-4: Total Demand per Action and Sub-Action
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Table 3-5: Total Demand per Action and Sub-Action
0 b Actio ber of Proje of Total Project Demand otal%
Existing Upgrading 106 R2 464 744 891,31 48,68%
New New 169 R1 574 806 129,00 31,11%
Existing Renewal 92 R1 021 945 709,00 20,19%
Existing Unassigned 2 R1 200 000,00 0,02%
Unassigned Unassigned 8 RO,00 0,00%

When observing Figure 3-4 and Table 3-5 what becomes evident is that projects relating to upgrading
have the highest total project demand. The table confirms this by indicating that upgrading projects
account for 48,68% of the total project demand, whilst new projects (31,11%) and renewal projects
(20,19%) have the second and third-largest total project demand. The table indicates that most projects

in the infrastructure projects portfolio are new projects (169), and that there are more upgrading projects
(106) than renewal projects (92).

3.3 Investment Demand and Growth: The Infrastructure Planning Equation

Long-term customer growth is usually one of the biggest drivers of investment demand. The ability to
address annual customer growth ensures, at a minimum, that increases in backlogs do not occur.
However, it adds to operating expenditure and the maintenance burden of a service provider that must
offset income and revenue streams through appropriate cost recovery processes.

below shows the relationship and components of infrastructure and service delivery. Within this
framework, the demand for infrastructure services (investment programme) is the sum of existing backlogs
and household growth plus service upgrading requirements and asset renewals. Capital expenditure
funds the investment programme. The capital expenditure adds interest and redemption, operating and
maintenance, and bulks purchases costs to the current or operating account of the Council. Capital
subsidies and grants, connection and bulk service contributions, and borrowing funds the capital account.
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Maintaining this equilibrium over the long term ensures financial sustainability. In terms of the CEF, the
planning horizon is a minimum of ten years.

Figure 3-5: Infrastructure Investment Planning Equation?
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Investment demand is a function of three core processes, namely:

= The investment required to address backlogs in services access:

= Investment to address the required renewal of assets and renewal backlogs, and;
= The investments to address the demand created through growth.

The quantification of investment requirements is a detailed and very complicated process. The
assessment below addresses all the elements necessary for the CEF process. Within the scope and
timeframes of the project, it was, for example, not possible to assess the impact of existing infrastructure
capacity. Available capacities will lower investment demands.

3.3.1 Dealing with Infrastructure Backlogs

The drive behind government infrastructure and service policies since 1994 was to eradicate backlogs.
Many factors do affect the extent of backlogs and also the ability of municipalities to address the matter.
The project brief did not allow for a backlogs study to determine the current size of the backlogs.
However, the assessment of backlogs was made and addressed as part of the demand for capital
investment.

Determining the extent of the backlog is difficult. There are conflicting figures on backlogs that cannot
be reconciled. The following were considered:

= Census 2011 was the last comprehensive dataset on service access and backlogs;

= Backlogs reflect the total position in the municipality irrespective of service areas or service server
provider responsibilities;

? BC Gildenhuys, Creating a framework to develop revenue enhancement strategies and support asset management
planning in a sustainable investment and service delivery environment (2018)
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® Service areas differ for each service. The service area for water and sanitation is not the same as that
for electricity or refuse removal services or the Council's responsibility for constructing and
maintaining roads;

= The CEF addresses services in terms of the different functional areas, which implies no wall-to-wall
service coverage; for example, the Council may not provide reticulated water and sanitation services
to farms. Within the project's scope and the timeframes, it was not possible to further explore this
matter, and;

= Policy decisions directly impact the extent of the backlog, such as a policy position on the
acceptability of backyard shacks as a housing typology. There are an estimated 4 530 backyard shacks
in Stellenbosch. If backyard shacks represent an acceptable housing typology, then they are not part
of the backlog. However, as the provincial housing policy suggests, they are indeed part of the
backlog, then it adds an estimated R380 million to the capital requirements of the Council. Policy
decisions have a considerable impact on the Council's finances and impact on capital and operating
expenditure.

The sections and tables below show the backlog situation as calculated from the different censuses. It
was impossible to desegregate any 2016 Community Survey figures or other official data source at a sub-
municipal level.

3.3.1.1  Access to Water Services

Table 3-6: Change in Access to Water Services per Functional Area per Census

Urban Rural Farms | Total Area

Level of service Census
Total % for census Total % for census Total % for census Total % for census

Full 1996 12 235 75%
2001 16 234 70% 1414 87% 7 357 71% 25 005 71%
2011 21035 69% 2 606 83% 7 696 80% 31337 72%
Intermediate 1996 1100 7% 126 11% 1569 17% 2795 11%
2001 2134 9% 133 8% 1799 17% 4066 12%
2011 2192 7% 413 13% 216 10% 3521 8%
Basic 1996 2525 16% 6 1% 348 4% 2879 11%
2001 2106 9% 23 1% 577 6% 2706 8%
2011 5477 18% 75 2% 679 7% 6231 14%
Below Basic 1996 82 1% 43 4% 535 6% 660 3%
2001 2578 1% 52 3% 513 5% 3143 9%
2011 1628 5% 26 1% 181 2% 1835 4%
None 1996 72 0% 24 2% 144 2% 240 1%
2001 159 1% 3 0% 83 1% 245 1%
2011 231 1% 23 1% 150 2% 404 1%

Table 3-6 shows the following:

= Farms and rural nodes generally have better higher levels of services than the municipality's urban
component, and no access and access to less than basic services is also higher in the urban areas.

= The figures highlight the urban components' pressure, notwithstanding substantial increases in
the number of households with service access.

The municipality reported the following figures to Statistic South Africa for the Non-Municipal Financial
Census released in 2021.
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Table 3-7: Number of Consumer Units Receiving Water Services
Ler or ao < O e e ed oug d e e ole) Old Der o 0) Ola Der o
de the yara e 2 0[0) 0 ore tha 00 ota ber o OIS o & 2 5
dara O d ard Ao e O e el 9 s ALE 9 &
2017 39044 6231 1830 47 105 903 48 008
2018 41623 9 699 0 51322 903 52 225
2019 41623 9699 0 51322 903 52225
2020 41633 9699 0 51332 903 52235

According to these figures, there are no service backlogs in the Municipal area and access to full services
increased by more than 32% in 8 years. The figures show an increase from 31 337 households with access
to full services in 2011 to 41 623 households in 2019. However, one should consider the fact that there
are currently more than 15 000 informal and backyard structures in the municipal area.

3.3.1.2  Access to Sanitation Services

Access to sanitation follows a similar pattern to water services, and again, the pressure on the urban areas
is evident. The number of households with below basic services is proportionally higher than in the urban
areas. From the table, the policy to provide full services to all households is evident.

Table 3-8: Change in Access to Sanitation Services per Functional Area per Census

of:! Rura a otal Area

0 0 ota 0
Full 1996 14121 88% 968 84% 6871 76% 21 960 84%
2001 21031 91% 1456 90% 8 645 84% 31132 89%
2011 28 532 93% 2760 88% 8145 85% 39437 91%
Intermediate 1996 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
2001 25 0% 3 0% 86 1% 114 0%
2011 56 0% 12 0% 251 3% 319 1%
Basic 1996 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
2001 168 1% 8 0% 420 4% 596 2%
2011 41 0% 7 0% 158 2% 206 0%
Below Basic 1996 587 4% 160 14% 1601 18% 2 348 9%
2001 250 1% 113 7% 704 7% 1067 3%
2011 1345 4% 255 8% 731 8% 2331 5%
None 1996 1306 8% 19 2% 521 6% 1846 7%
2001 1737 7% 44 3% 476 5% 2 257 6%
2011 587 2% 109 3% 339 4% 1035 2%

The Statistic South Africa for the Non-Municipal Financial Census released in 2019 shows Table 3-9
figures. These figures confirm full services as the preferred service option. However, it shows only 40 373
households receiving services while the data on water services shows a total of 51 322 households in the
municipal area. It is not possible to account for the more than 10 000 household discrepancy.
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Table 3-9: Number of Consumer Units Receiving Sanitation Services
a pub e e proved p © 2 3 3
2017 37 939 1079 0 0 1193 40211 1024 41235
2018 38 027 1079 0 0 1267 40373 925 41298
2019 38027 1079 0 0 1267 40373 925 41298
2020 38027 1079 0 0 1267 40373 925 41298

3.3.1.3  Access to Electricity Services

Access to electricity is generally with households without electricity remaining about 7% of total
households. The non-financial census does not report on access to electricity. Even though the
percentage access improved, the available data shows that more people are without electricity in real
terms. The current position not be confirmed, and backlogs used for modelling purposes were estimated
as the percentages of the current households per functional areas shown in Table 3-10.

Table 3-10: Change in Access to Electricity Services per Functional Area per Census

oF:! Rura a otal Area

ota % 0 % ota % ota
Full 1996 14 646 921% 1065 93% 7819 87% 23 530 90%
2001 21 253 92% 1570 97% 9539 92% 32 362 92%
2011 28 472 93% 2990 95% 8 843 92% 40 305 93%
No Access 1996 1368 9% 82 7% 1175 13% 2625 10%
2001 1958 8% 54 3% 791 8% 2803 8%
2011 2090 7% 153 5% 780 8% 3023 7%

3.3.1.4  Access to Sanitation

The table confirms the focus on urban and rural nodes with only between 2% and 3% of the households
without access.

Table 3-11: Change in Access to Refuse Removal Services per Functional Area per Census

of: Rura a otal Area

Full 1996 15 145 95% 1024 89% 3777 42% 19 946 76%
2001 21877 94% 1528 94% 5238 51% 28 643 81%
2011 29 068 95% 2990 95% 5614 58% 37 672 87%
Intermediate 1996 60 0% 3 0% 194 2% 257 1%
2001 368 2% 6 0% 187 2% 561 2%
2011 288 1% 35 1% 745 8% 1068 2%
Basic 1996 317 2% 46 4% 2052 23% 2415 9%
2001 324 1% 17 1% 979 9% 1320 4%
2011 561 2% 16 1% 770 8% 1347 3%
Below Basic 1996 303 2% 45 4% 2284 25% 2632 10%
2001 587 3% 71 4% 3784 37% 4442 13%
2011 301 1% 37 1% 1715 18% 2053 5%
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None 1996 189 1% 28 2% 688 8% 905 3%
2001 1737 7% 44 3% 476 5% 2257 6%
2011 344 1% 65 2% 779 8% 1188 3%

3.3.1.5

The previous sections provide available base profiles of service access in the municipality. The demand
for services is a function of the municipality's existing customer base's current profile and characteristics.
There is a distinction between the following customer categories:

The Customer Base for Service Delivery

® Residential or domestic customers. Domestic customers are entitled to a range of social and
community services from the Council, irrespective of where they reside in the municipal area.
However, the Council focus its housing support in particular areas, and generally, people living on
farms are excluded from the Council delivered infrastructure and housing services. However, this does
not absolve the Council from its Constitutional obligation to ensure that these households have access
to essential services. However, practically, service delivery focuses on the urban and rural nodes in
the municipality.

® Non-residential customers are all other customers that receive services from the municipality, and the
focus of service delivery is again on the urban and rural nodes. However, this does not exclude service
delivery outside these areas. The demand for services is a derivative of socio-economic growth and
changes.

For modelling purposes, Table 3-12 shows the distinction in the residential customer base between a
"service population" (those who uses social and community services) and a "housing population", which
is representative of the number of households that fall within the housing mandate of the Council and
Government. The next table shows the key numbers:

Table 3-12: Service Demand and Housing Demand Inputs to Model Demand

Service demand Housing demand

Average household size 3.07 3.07
Base year population 200 091 136 364
Population growth rate 1.62% 2.31%
Population estimate at end of programme 235033 171 306
Households 65176 44 418

The smaller number that constitutes the gross housing demand excludes the following:
= Atotal of 8 827 households in hostels and student residences;

® The 1094 households were accommodated in institutions such as nursing homes, orphanages,
etc. ;

= The 5041 households residing of farms, and;
= 3323 "other" formal households that live outside the urban and rural areas on farms.

The housing demand also excludes 2 473 households living in backyard shacks.

3.3.1.6  The Backlog Profile

Itis not possible to provide an exact number for backlogs. The available data is irreconcilable, and the
figures are estimates based on available information.
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Table 3-13: Assignment of Levels of Services for Assessment Purposes

Number of
Comments

households ||

Water services

House/building connection unlimited metered |25 924 This figure does not affect the outcomes of the assessment as they are
supply fully serviced. Their impact reflects in asset renewal demand.
Communal standpipe less than 200m distance |9 699 It was assumed all informal structures in the urban and rural nodes have

access to a communal standpipe within 200m of the residence

Waterpoint more than 200m distance 0 These are the informal structure outside the urban and rural nodes which
the Council will have to accommodate.

No formal service 8941 These are the households currently residing in backyards

Water total 44 418

Sanitation services

Waterborne sewerage to each stand 110mm 28 248 These are the total formal households in urban areas

connection

Septic or conservancy tank with toilet structure |2 536 The households in rural nodes were assigned here.

Communal chemical toilet 1193 The "other" category reported by the Council to StatsSA were assumed
to be in this category

No formal service 12 441 This is the balance of the households.

Sanitation total 44 418

Electricity services

Electricity connections 35171 The total of all formal households in the urban and rural nodes

No formal services 9247 Households in the urban and rural nodes not included above

Electricity total 44 418

Refuse

Weekly kerbside waste removal 34274 Assumed that all formal households receive a weekly refuse removal
service

Communal waste collection point 8 258 All informal structures in the urban and rural nodes were included here.

No formal service 10 144 Households in the urban and rural nodes not included above

Refuse removal total 44 418

Roads & stormwater

Paved 6.5 3998 These figures were derived from the data in the Council's Roads Asset
Management Plan. The figures remain an estimate.

Paved 5.5 29 249

Paved 4.5 4 886

Gravel/graded 1777

No service 4 509

Roads & stormwater total 44 418

3.3.2 Asset Renewals and Renewal Backlog

Asset renewals and renewal backlogs should be calculated from asset registers. Asset registers for the
main infrastructure services were not available, and the figures used came from the Council's unaudited
financial statements for FY2122. The assets' valuation/cost was assumed to be equal to the current
replacement cost (CRC), and carrying value is representative of the depreciated replacement cost (DRC)
of the assets

The general rule is that asset renewals should more or less be equal to the annual depreciation on assets
based on their Economic Useful Life (EUL). Renewal backlogs is a function of the condition of an asset
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and renewal backlogs occur where an asset's Remaining Useful Life (RUL) is less than about 45% of its
Current Replacement Cost (CRC).

Table 3-14: The Council's Asset Base

Current
replacement

Depreciated
replacement serviced serviced
cost (CRC) cost (DRC) household | household

R'000 ((73(0[0]0)) (R) ¢ () R'000

CRC per CRC per

DRC as % of | Renewal
CRC backlog

Renewal

% of CRC
target years

Asset group

Water 1845786 1377 472 74.6% 0 10 30.6% 27 329 52027
Sanitation 1283713 1051417 81.9% 0 10 21.2% 19 007 40 145
Electricity 1445744 992 045 68.6% 0 10 23.9% 21 406 41106
Roads & Stormwater 1399 509 871785 62.3% 0 10 23.2% 20722 35067
Refuse removal 66 824 52195 78.1% 0 10 1.1% 989 1950
6041576 4344914 71.9% 0 0 100.0% 89 453 170 295

The Council has a substantial asset base that amounts to an average of about R89 453 per household for
the five major infrastructure services. However, the average cost per serviced households is R170 295.
The high cost per household reflects the high levels of services in the municipal area.

The figures show that the Council's assets are in excellent condition but that roads and stormwater may
present challenges within the next few years if asset renewal is not addressed to the extent required.
According to these figures, there are no renewal backlogs in the municipal area.

3.3.3 Demand Created Through Growth

® In the processes to determine the demand created through growth, four elements were
addressed.

e Land demand created through growth expectations;
* Long-term capital requirements to meet the growing demand:
e Operating impact of capital expenditure, and;

e Consumption and use.

3.3.3.1 Land Demand

Land demand is determined by norms standards that were applied to various land uses. S explained
earlier, a distinction was made between the demand for housing (residential demand) and demand for
other land uses, including business, industrial, open space, community, and social facilities. Land demand
for residential purposes was restricted to the urban and rural nodes, as shown in the report's previous
section. It was assumed that the municipality would prioritise infrastructure services in these areas.

However, the land demand for the other uses is a function of thresholds to sustain them, and it was
therefore calculated on the total growth demand in the municipal area. This is technically not 100%
correct since the service function of these uses may exceed administrative boundaries. It gives recognition
that factors outside its jurisdiction may determine development demand in a municipality. In this
assessment, the long-term demand was only calculated based on growth expectations within the
municipal area. It is not practical to separate Stellenbosch from it region.

3.3.3.2 Long-Term Capital Expenditure

Long-term capital expenditure is a function of land demand and the growth in customers. The results
show the incremental cost for bulk and reticulated infrastructure. The point of departure is the assignment
of appropriate service levels to each user or customer category. This is essentially a policy matter. For the
purposes of assessment, the Council's current approach of providing a full level of service was adopted.
This is one area where different approaches and policy options can be introduced to assess the impact
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of service level approaches on demand for capital and the operating impact thereof. The capital cost per
service for each of the land use categories was calculated.

3.3.3.3  The Operating Impact of Capital Expenditure

Itis relatively easy to calculate capital demand. However, the critical aspects are the long-term operating
impact of capital expenditure. Furthermore, an over-investment in services that do not address
affordability may lead to structural impediments where the municipality will find it difficult to meet
customers’ operating obligations that cannot pay for services. This is usually one of the main contributors
to cash flow constraints in municipalities. Operating cost is based on a life-cycle approach that considers
both maintenance and operating costs. All costs are presented as marginal costs.

3.3.3.4 Consumption and Use

Since consumptions and use norms and standards are used to calculate operating costs, the same values
are used to calculate the demand for water, wastewater discharge, electricity consumption, the roads
required and the solid waste volume and tonnage. The results are also presented as annual increments
to reflect the impact of growth.

3.4 Modelling Outcomes and Growth Impact Forecasts

A development cost model* was used to model and forecast long-term investment demand.

3.4.1 Population Growth as the Basis for Modelling Investment Demand

As indicated earlier, the investment demand modelling is premised on population growth that translated
into customer units. The first step was to do a population growth forecast. A forecast was done for the
municipality. (See the section of the socio-economic profile of the municipality) This represents the growth
of the service population. The housing population was calculated using the forecast for the whole
municipality and factoring the household characteristics of the urban and rural nodes into the equation.

The issues and challenges with reliable population and household figures were highlighted in the previous
section on the socio-economic characteristics of the municipal area. In being consistent with a
conservative approach, low population growth was accepted where the population would increase at an
average rate of 1.4% per annum. There is, however, the possibility that this may even be lower. The
following projection were used for modelling purposes

Table 3-15: Population as the Basis for the Assessment

Population increment Residential customers || Non-residential customers Total customers

2023

2024 3828 1145 M 1186
2025 3754 1114 46 1160
2026 3672 1143 42 1185
2027 3581 1017 37 1054
2028 3480 1050 45 1095
2029 3371 1007 34 1041
2030 3252 994 36 1030
2031 3125 908 36 944

* The Development Cost Model V15 is propriety model develop and applied by BC Gildenhuys and Associates
over the past 20 years to address the land use and capital expenditure demand and the operating consequences
thereof in municipal service delivery.
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Population increment Residential customers Non-residential customers Total customers

2988

Total 40 650 10 364 380 10744

3.4.2 Scenario Assessment

The scenario applied for assessment tried to emulate the current policy and strategy choices of the
municipality as closely as possible. However, it is important to remember that this remains a modelling
approach that crudely aims to replicate a very complicated system. It was, therefore, necessary to make
some basic assumptions before the model was calibrated.

3.4.2.1  Assumptions and Inputs on Housing Variables

As described above, the model uses the growth in population to determine housing demand as well as
ancillary uses. However, there several key inputs that need to be considered. They are:

= Residential typologies;
= The residential mix in terms of stand sizes, and:
= Stand sizes assigned to the different typologies.

Housing typologies for the CEF are configured around low, medium and high-density residential
development that includes different housing typologies. Stand, and households sizes were linked to each
of these typologies. Household sizes and cars per household were also considered in the model. Table
3-16 shows the input assumptions for housing typologies, stand sizes and household sizes.

Table 3-16: Assumptions on Housing Typologies, Mix Stand and Household Sizes

Single Residential: Low income 20.0% 250 4.11
Single Residential: Medium income 22.5% 500 3.75
Single Residential: High income 15.5% 850 3.00
Medium Density: Low income 15.0% 5000 3.50
Medium Density: Medium income 7.0% 4 000 3.25
Medium Density: High income 5.0% 3000 2.90
High Density: Low income 2.5% 5000 3.00
High Density: Medium income 2.5% 4 000 2.50
High Density: High income 5.0% 3000 2.10

Future backyard dwellers were included as part of the demand for capital expenditure in the equation. It
was assumed that this would remain for the full assessment period although there are indications that
household incomes have been decreasing.

3.4.2.2  Norms and Standards for Land Use Budgeting
The following land use norms and standards were used in the land use budgeting process.

Table 3-17: Land Use Budgeting Norms and Standards

5 O O O =
a < O O d dnNa e
pe O are
Residential
Single Res: Low Inc units per net ha (net) 40 250
Single Res: Med Inc units per net ha (net) 20 500
Single Res: High Inc units per net ha (net) 12 850
Medium Dens: Low Inc units per net ha (net) 40 2 000
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Provision unit

persons/cars/ children

Provision norm - ; :
Ruling stand size m2

Medium Dens: Med Inc units per net ha (net)

Medium Dens: High Inc units per net ha (net) 25 3000
High Dens: Low Inc units per net ha (net) 80 2000
High Dens: Med Inc units per net ha (net) 75 3000
High Dens: High Inc units per net ha (net) 60 3000
Backyard dwellings units per household 0 0
Business

3rd Order commercial m2 per capita 2.00 2000
2nd Order Commercial m2 per capita 3.00 5000
1st Order Commercial m2 per capita 6.00 25000
Market/trading area m2 per capita 7.00 5000
Garages & filling stations per 2500 cars 1 2000
Industrial & commercial

Light industrial ha per 7500 people 3 3000
Heavy industrial ha per 5000 people 3 10 000
Commercial ha per 5000 people 3 10 000
Public spaces: recreation

Parks: public ha per 1000 people 0.33 5000
Parks: private ha per 1000 people 1 10 000
Sports fields per 1000 housing units 35 10 000
Stadiums per 125000 people 1 50 000
Community facilities: municipal

Municipal office per 75000 people 1.00 3000
Community hall per 25000 people 1.00 3000
Local library per 50000 people 1.00 1500
Primary health clinic per 50000 people 1.00 3000
Fire station & Ambulance per 75000 people 1.00 7 500
Ambulance station per 75000 people 1.00 3000
Cemeteries ha per 5500 people 1.00 20 000
Public parking areas m2 per capita 0.20 3000
Market/trading area ha per 10000 people 1.00 7 500
Taxi ranks m2 per capita 0.10 3000
Community facilities: other

Post office per 20000 people 1.00 1500
Lower Court per 100000 people 1.00 2 000
Post collection point per 3000 housing units 1.00 200
Police station per 80000 people 1.00 5000
District hospital per 300000 people 1.00 50 000
Community health centre per 100000 people 1.00 2000
Hospice per 50000 people 1.00 2000
Old age home per 50000 people 1.00 10 000
Children's homes per 200000 people 1.00 5 000
Thusong centre per 70000 people 1.00 10 000
Place of worship per 1000 people 1.00 2000
Creche per 2800 people 1.00 2000
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B : Provision norm - : ;
Land use Provision unit ; Ruling stand size m2
persons/cars/ children

Nursery school per 5000 people 1.00 3000
Primary school per 6700 people 1.00 32 000
Secondary school per 12400 people 1.00 45 000
After school centre per 5000 people 1.00 2 000
ABET/Skills training per 50000 people 1.00 50 000

The norms and standards were derived from different sources. The main sources were the cadastre from
the office of the Surveyor General, the CSIR norms and standards for social and community facilities and
then also calculated from the current land cover in the municipality. The approach was to calibrate the
model on local data as far as possible.

3.4.2.3 Service Levels

Service levels relate to the technology used to supply a customer with a service. It should not be confused
with a service standard which represents the qualitative aspects of service delivery.

The following describes the levels of services (LOS) available for the modelling process.

Table 3-18: Levels of Service Options for Water

Level of services Description

LOS00 No formal service

LOSO1 Water point more than 200m distance

LOS02 Communal standpipe less than 200m distance

LOS03 Yard tap connection (single tap) and or limited supply with a dry on-site system

LOS04 Yard tap connection (single tap) and or limited supply linked to waterborne sanitation

LOS05 House/building connection unlimited metered supply

LOS06 Supply volume. is limited to 100mm connection, peak flow limited, and on-site storage required
LOS07 All requirements met up to 150mm pipe, 150mm connection

Table 3-19: Levels of Service Options for Sanitation

Level of services Description
LOS00 No formal service
LOSO01 Bucket system
LOS02 Unventilated pit latrines and soakaways
LOS03 Ventilated improved pit (VIP)
LOS04 Dry composting toilet
LOS05 Communal chemical toilet
LOS06 Low flow (small bore) system with toilet structure
LOs07 Septic or conservancy tank with toilet structure
LOS08 Waterborne sewerage to each stand 110mm connection (no toilet structure)
LOS09 Waterborne sewerage to each stand 110mm connection, with toilet structure
LOS10 Waterborne sewer available, max connection size 150 mm or larger
LOS11 Waterborne sewerage, discharge load is above normal limits.

Table 3-20: Levels of Service Options for Electricity

Level of services

LOS00

Description

No electricity service

LOSO01 None grid electricity service
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evel of service Descriptio
LOS02 Grid-connected and metered - Single phase 230V up to 20A or 4.6 kVA
LOS03 Grid-connected and metered - Single phase 230V up to 60A or 13.8kVA
LOS04 Grid-connected and metered - Three phase / Multiphase 230/400V up to 150A or 100kVA
LOS05 Grid-connected and metered - Bulk higher than 230/400V - not exceeding 11kV (at least 25 kVA)
LOS06 Grid-connected and metered - Bulk - exceeding 11kV (at least 100 kVA)

Table 3-21: Levels of Service Options for Roads and Stormwater

Level of services Description
LOS00 No service
LOSO01 Tracks (Graded)
LOS02 Gravel within 500m
LOS03 Gravel
LOS04 Paved 4.5m
LOS05 Paved 5.5m
LOS06 Paved 6.5
LOS07 Paved heavy capacity of 7.5m

Table 3-22: Levels of Service Options for Refuse Removal Services

Level of services Description
LOS00 None
LOSO1 Communal waste collection point
LOS02 Weekly kerbside waste removal
LOS03 Bi-weekly kerbside waste removal
LOS04 Bi-weekly waste removal from site 1
LOS05 Daily waste removal from site 1
LOS06 Bi-weekly waste removal from site 2
LOS07 Daily waste removal from site 2

Based on the available service level options, the following levels of services were assigned to the land
uses in the development cost model. Changes in the levels of service do have significant impacts on the
demand for capital and also the operating position of the Council and hence its sustainability. The impact
of different service level choices and resulting scenario were not tested as part of this report.

Table 3-23: Level of Service Assigned per Land Use

oads & efuse

Residential

Single Res: Low Inc LOS05 LOS09 LOS02 LOS04 LOS02
Single Res: Med Inc LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS05 LOS02
Single Res: High Inc LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
Medium Dens: Low Inc LOSO05 LOS09 LOS02 LOS04 LOS02
Medium Dens: Med Inc LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS05 LOS02
Medium Dens: High Inc LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
High Dens: Low Inc LOS05 LOS09 LOS02 LOS04 LOS02
High Dens: Med Inc LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS05 LOS02
High Dens: High Inc LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
Backyard dwellings LOS00 LOS00 LOS00 LOS00 LOS00
Business
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3rd Order commerecial LOSO05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS05
2nd Order Commercial LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS05
1st Order Commercial LOS07 LOS08 LOSO05 LOS07 LOSO05
Market/trading area LOS07 LOS08 LOS0S LOS07 LOS07
Garages & filling stations LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS07 LOS03
Industrial & commercial
Light industrial LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS05
Heavy industrial LOSso7 LOS08 LOS05 LOS07 LOS05
Storage and warehouses LOSO05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS04
Public spaces: recreation
Parks: public LOS05 LOS00 LOS04 LOS05 LOS02
Parks: private LOS05 LOS00 LOS04 LOS05 LOS02
Sports fields LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Stadiums LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS07 LOS02
Community facilities: municipal
Municipal office LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS07 LOS02
Community hall LOSO05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Library LOSO05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Primary health clinic LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Fire station & Ambulance LOS07 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Solid waste/Mini dump/depot LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Cemeteries LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
Crematorium LOS05 LOS08 LOSO03 LOS06 LOS02
Service utilities LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS05
Taxi ranks LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS07 LOS05
Community facilities: other
Post office LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS02
Lower Court LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Post collection point LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
Police station LOSO05 LOS08 LOSO0S LOS06 LOS02
Hospital LOS06 LOS08 LOS07 LOS06 LOS05
Community health centre LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS05
Hospice LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS02
Old age home LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS02
Children's homes LOS05 LOS08 LOS07 LOS06 LOS02
Thusong centre LOS05 LOS08 LOS08 LOS06 LOS02
Place of worship LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS02
Créche LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
Grade R/ Nursery LOS05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
Primary school LOS05 LOS08 LOS05 LOS06 LOS02
Secondary school LOS05 LOS08 LOS04 LOS06 LOS02
After school centre LOSO05 LOS08 LOS03 LOS06 LOS02
Tertiary/Skills training centre LOS06 LOS08 LOSO0S LOS06 LOS02
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3.4.3 The Modelling Outcomes

This section documents the results of the modelling process. The outcomes are presented as a high-level
summary. It is important to note that the tables show incremental quantities, which includes all service
elements and components. It is currently impossible to model the impact of major interventions such as
building a new wastewater treatment work or significant investment to reconfigure the management of
solid waste. Those aspects must be discounted in the project prioritisation process.

Although the results link the demand to a specific year, it is still important to take note of budgeting
processes and the extent of lead times before project implementation can commence. The figures are
indicative, annual demands and the actual demands will be reflected in the project prioritisation process
as part of the project outputs.

3.43.1 Land Use Demand
Table 3-24 shows the summary of land use demand which is a result of the growth forecasts.

Table 3-24: Land Use Demand for the Programme Period 2019 to 2028

Residential 10428 69.1% 5912 422.1
Single Res: Low Inc 1702 7.0% 1702 42.5
Single Res: Med Inc 2097 17.1% 2097 104.8
Single Res: High Inc 1805 25.1% 1805 153.5
Medium Dens: Low Inc 1997 8.2% 100 49.9
Medium Dens: Med Inc 753 4.1% 63 251
Medium Dens: High Inc 602 3.9% 80 241
High Dens: Low Inc 291 0.6% 7 3.6
High Dens: Med Inc 349 0.8% 12 4.7
High Dens: High Inc 832 2.3% 46 13.9
Backyard dwellings 0 0.0% 0 0.0
Business 10.1% 115 61.8
3rd Order commercial 1.1% 34 6.8
2nd Order Commercial 1.6% 20 10.0
1st Order Commercial 3.3% 8 20.0
Market/trading area 3.9% 48 24.0
Garages & filling stations 0.2% 5 1.0
Industrial & commercial 11.3% 150 68.8
Light industrial 5.7% 116 34.8
Heavy industrial 2.8% 17 17.0
Storage and warehouses 2.8% 17 17.0
Public spaces: recreation 8.9% 56 54.5
Parks: public 0.2% 3 1.5
Parks: private 2.8% 17 17.0
Sports fields 5.9% 36 36.0
Stadiums 0.0% 0 0.0
Community facilities: municipal 2.5% 13 15.5
Municipal office 0.0% 0 0.0
Community hall 0.0% 1 0.3
Library 0.0% 0 0.0
Primary health clinic 0.0% 0 0.0
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No of units % of the total land el §tand Area (ha) included
required
Fire station & Ambulance 0.0% 0 0.0
Solid waste/Mini dump/depot 0.0% 0 0.0
Cemeteries 2.0% 6 12.0
Crematorium 0.1% 2 0.6
Service utilities 0.4% 3 2.3
Taxi ranks 0.0% 1 0.3
Community facilities: other 4.9% 44 30.0
Post office 0.0% 1 0.2
Lower Court 0.0% 0 0.0
Post collection point 0.0% 0 0.0
Police station 0.0% 0 0.0
Hospital 0.0% 0 0.0
Community health centre 0.1% 3 0.6
Hospice 0.0% 0 0.0
Old age home 0.0% 0 0.0
Children's homes 0.0% 0 0.0
Thusong centre 0.0% 0 0.0
Place of worship 0.3% 10 2.0
Creche 0.4% 12 24
Grade R/ Nursery 0.3% 6 1.8
Primary school 2.1% 4 12.8
Secondary school 1.5% 2 9.0
After school centre 0.2% 6 1.2
Tertiary/Skills training centre 0.0% 0 0.0
Roads 26.0% 0 158.8
3.4.3.2 Summary of General Elements

Table 3-25 and Table 3-26 show the context and main elements that define the expected level of capital
and operating expenditure. The outcomes are shown per annum (refer to Table 3-25) and cumulative

(refer to Table 3-26).

Table 3-25: Summary of Totals per Annum (annual increments)

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

Service population 3892 3828 3754 3672 3581 3480 3371 3252 3125 2988
Housing population 3892 3828 3754 3672 3581 3480 3371 3252 3125 2988
Total area (ha) 81 86 83 83 78 79 74 71 68 66
Average stand size m2 1188.1 |1249.0 (1221.8 |1242.9 |1219.7 (12411 |1231.9 |1205.9 [1206.2 |1224.4
Population density (p/ha): 47.8 44.5 45.1 44.4 45.7 44.2 45.4 45.9 45.9 45.4
Household density (hh/ha): 13.5 13.3 13.4 13.8 13.0 13.3 13.5 14.0 13.3 13.6
Residential Cus 1095 1145 1114 1143 1017 1050 1007 994 908 894
Other CUs: 31 41 46 42 37 45 34 36 36 32
Total customer units 1126 1186 1160 1185 1054 1095 1041 1030 944 926
Total no of stands 685.0 688.0 681.0 665.0 642.0 634.0 603.0 588.0 564.0 537.0
Roads area (ha) 15.8 15.2 14.9 14.7 14.4 13.8 13.5 13.0 12.6 121
Roads as % of total area 19.4% 17.7% 17.9% 17.8% 18.4% 17.6% 18.2% 18.4% 18.6% 18.5%

[3-23 |



Stellenbosch Local Municipality: Capital Expenditure Framework
2023/24

Table 3-26: Summary of Totals per Annum (Cumulative)

AOVA

2022

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Service population

Housing population 3892 7719 11473 15146 18726 22 207 25578 28 830 31954 34 942
Total area (ha) 81 167 251 333 411 490 564 635 703 769
Average stand size m2 1188 2437 3659 4 902 6121 7 363 8 594 9 800 11 006 12 231
Population density (p/ha): 48 46 46 45 46 45 45 45 45 45
Household density (hh/ha): 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
Residential Cus » 1095 2240 3353 4 496 5513 6563 7 569 8 563 9471 10 364
Other CUs: 31 72 118 160 197 242 276 312 348 380
Total customer units 1126 2312 3471 4 656 5710 6 805 7 845 8 875 9819 10744
Total no of stands 685 1373 2054 2719 3 361 3995 4598 5186 5750 6287
Roads area (ha) 15.8 31.0 45.9 60.7 75.1 89.0 102.5 115.5 128.1 140.3
Roads as % of total area 19.4% (18.5% 18.3% 18.2% 18.3% 18.1% 18.2% 18.2% 18.2% 18.2%

3.4.3.3 Summary of Capital Expenditure per Service

Table 3-27 and Table 3-28 show the required capital expenditure incrementally per annum (refer to Table
3-27) and cumulative per annum (refer to Table 3-28) to accommodate the forecasted demand.

Table 3-27: Incremental Capital Expenditure: All Services (R'000)

Year 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Growth investments 113 041 120295 |118248 (120710 (107772 (111681 (104763 |104110 |96 750 94 084
Access backlogs 149 280 149280 |149280 |149280 (149280 (149280 (149280 (149280 [149280 [149 280
Renewals 119 436 121808 |124336 |126835 |129366 [131642 (134004 (136195 [138382 |140 427
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total (R'000) 381757 391382 (391863 |396825 |386418 (392602 [388046 [389584 [384412 [383791
Water
Growth investments 17 230 18 874 18 637 19 071 16 498 17 568 16 501 16 411 14 903 14 942
Access backlogs 13727 13727 13727 13727 13727 13727 13727 13727 13727 13727
Renewals 24 586 24 815 25 067 25315 25 569 25789 26 023 26 242 26 461 26 659
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 55 543 57417 (57 431 58113 (55794 |57084 |56 251 56380 [55092 |55329
Sanitation
Growth investments 30 500 31359 30355 30932 28 441 28 581 27 645 26763 25404 24 041
Access backlogs 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145 62 145
Renewals 37 962 38 864 39791 40 689 41 604 42 445 43 290 44108 44 899 45 650
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 130 607 132368 |132291 (133766 (132190 (133171 (133080 |133015 [132448 [131836
Electricity
Growth investments 28 760 31088 30 583 31617 27 999 28 940 26 812 26 922 25148 24 436
Access backlogs 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292 22 292
Renewals 28 824 29 398 30018 30 627 31258 31816 32393 32928 33464 33 966
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 79 876 82778 182892 |84537 (81549 (83048 (81497 |82 141 80904 |80694
Roads & Stormwater
Growth investments 35522 37 512 36 839 37 626 33443 34 809 32 811 32 662 29 966 29 375
Access backlogs 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695 50 695
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Year 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Renewals 23480 24 076 24 705 25323 25 955 26516 27 100 27 650 28 198 28 701
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 109 697 112283 (112240 (113644 [110093 |112019 |110606 (111008 (108 859 (108771
Refuse removal
Growth investments 1029 1462 1834 1463 1391 1783 993 1352 1330 1290
Access backlogs 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420
Renewals 4584 4 655 4755 4 881 4981 5076 5199 5267 5360 5451
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 6033 6537 7 009 6764 6792 7 280 6612 7 039 7110 7161
Table 3-28: Capital Expenditure (All Services (R'000) (Cumulative)

Year 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 | 2028 2029 2030
Growth investments 113 041 233 336 |351584 (472294 |580066 691747 |796510 (900620 |997 370 |1091 454
Access backlogs 149 280 298 559 (447 839 |597 118 (746398 (895 677 1044 957 |1194 236 [1343516 (1492795
Renewals 119 436 241 244 1365579 |492415 (621781 753422 |887 427 1023 621 |1 162003 |1 302430
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total (R'000) 381757 773 139 |1 165002 (1561 827 |1 948 244 |2 340847 |2728 893 |3 118 477 |3 502 889 |3 886 679

Water

Growth investments 17 230 36105 |54742 73813 90310 107 878 1124379 |140790 [155693 |170635

Access backlogs 13727 27 455 |41 182 54 910 68 637 82 365 96 092 109 819 123 547 137 274
Renewals 24 586 49 401 |74 467 99 782 125 351 151139 177 162  |203 404 (229 865 256 525
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 55 543 112960 (170392 (228 504 (284298 341382 (397 633 |454013 |[509 105 (564 434
Sanitation

Growth investments 30500 61859 192213 123146 |151587 [180168 |207 813 |234576 |259 980 |284 021

Access backlogs 62 145 124 290 (186 435 (248580 (310725 (372870 (435015 [497 160 (559306 (621 451
Renewals 37 962 76826 116618 [157 307 (198910 |241355 284 645 |328753 |373652 |419 302
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 130607 |262 975 |395266 |529 032 (661223 (794394 (927 474 |1060490 |1192938 |1324774
Electricity

Growth investments 28760 59848 |90430 |122048 (150047 (178987 |205799 (232721 |257 869 |282305
Access backlogs 22 292 44 583 |66 875 89 167 111 459 133750 156 042 178 334  |200 625 (222 917
Renewals 28 824 58 222 |88 240 118 868 |150 125 181 941 214 335 247 262 (280726 (314 692
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 79 876 162 654 (245546 (330082 (411631 494679 (576176 |658317 739220 (819914

Roads & Stormwater

Growth investments 35522 73035 |109 874 |147500 (180943 (215752 |248563 (281226 (311191 340 567

Access backlogs 50 695 101 390 [152085 (202780 (253475 304170 |354865 405560 |456 255 506 950
Renewals 23 480 47 556 |72 261 97 585 123 539 150 055 177 154 |204 805 (233003 |261704
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 109 697 |221980 |334220 (447 864 (557 957 |669976 |780582 |891590 (1000449 (1109 220

Refuse removal

Growth investments 1029 2490 4324 5788 7179 8 962 9 955 11307 12 637 13 927
Access backlogs 420 841 1261 1681 2102 2522 2942 3363 3783 4204
Renewals 4584 9 239 13993 18 874 23 855 28 931 34130 39 397 44 757 50 208
Renewal backlog 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

[3-25 |



Stellenbosch Local Municipality: Capital Expenditure Framework
2023/24

2021

2022 2023

2024

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029

2030

The next set of figures summarises the total capex position per service.

Figure 3-6: Capex Position per Service
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3.43.4 Summary of Operating Expenditure
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One of the key elements that are often overlooked in capital investment planning is the operating
consequences of capital investment. The next two tables show the forecasted operating and maintenance
cost associated with the projected capital expenditure. It is an incremental cost and does not reflect on
the revenue side and cost recovery strategies that the municipality may apply.

Table 3-29: Incremental Operating & Maintenance Expenditure: All Services per Annum (R’000)

Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Growth investments 11420 12 417 12418 12 532 11193 11768 10 618 10813 10079 9 800
Access backlogs 11718 11718 11718 11718 11718 11718 11718 11718 11718 11718
Total (R'000) 23138 24134 (24136 |24250 |22911 23486 (22336 |22531 21797 |21518
Water
Growth investments 518 569 563 576 497 530 497 496 449 451
Access backlogs 383 383 383 383 383 383 383 383 383 383
Total 900 952 946 959 879 913 880 878 832 834
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Year 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Sanitation
Growth investments 1618 1677 1628 1661 1514 1534 1475 1439 1351 1293
Access backlogs 3069 3069 3069 3069 3069 3069 3069 3069 3069 3069
Total 4 686 4746 4 696 4730 4583 4602 4544 4 507 4420 4361
Electricity
Growth investments 6028 6516 6411 6632 5875 6069 5612 5652 5267 5112
Access backlogs 4185 4185 4185 4185 4185 4185 4185 4185 4185 4185
Total 10213 10701 10596 |10817 |10060 (10254 (9797 9 837 9 452 9297
Roads & Stormwater
Growth investments 2 666 2815 2764 2823 2509 2611 2463 2451 2248 2204
Access backlogs 3840 3840 3840 3840 3840 3840 3840 3840 3840 3840
Total 6 507 6 655 6 604 6 663 6349 6451 6303 6291 6088 6044
Refuse removal
Growth investments 591 839 1053 840 799 1024 570 776 763 741
Access backlogs 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241
Total 832 1081 1294 1082 1040 1265 811 1018 1005 982
Table 3-30: Operating & Maintenance Expenditure: All Services per Annum (R’000) (Cumulative)

Year 2023 | 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Growth investments 11420 23 836 36 254 48 786 59 980 71748 82 366 93179 103 257 |113 057
Access backlogs 11718 23436 35154 46 872 58 589 70 307 82 025 93743 105461 (117 179
Total (R'000) 23138 |47272 (71408 |95 658 118569 (142055 (164391 |186922 (208718 [230236
Water
Growth investments 518 1087 1650 2226 2723 3 253 3751 4246 4 695 5147
Access backlogs 383 765 1148 1531 1913 2296 2679 3061 3444 3827
Total 900 1852 2798 3757 4636 5549 6429 7 308 8139 8973
Sanitation
Growth investments 1618 3295 4922 6584 8 098 9 631 11107 12 545 13 896 15189
Access backlogs 3069 6137 9 206 12 274 15 343 18 411 21480 24 548 27 617 30 686
Total 4 686 9432 14128 18858 (23440 (28043 |32586 (37094 |41513 |45874
Electricity
Growth investments 6028 12 543 18 954 25 586 31 461 37 530 43142 48 794 54 061 59173
Access backlogs 4185 8 370 12 555 16740 20 925 2511 29 296 33481 37 666 41 851
Total 10213 (20914 |31509 |42326 (52387 |62 641 72438 82275 (91727 101 024
Roads & Stormwater
Growth investments 2 666 5481 8 245 11068 13577 16 188 18 651 21102 23 350 25554
Access backlogs 3840 7 680 11521 15 361 19 201 23 041 26 882 30722 34 562 38 402
Total 6507 13 162 19766 26 429 32778 39 229 45533 51824 57 912 63 956
Refuse removal
Growth investments 591 1430 2483 3323 4121 5145 5715 6492 7 255 7 996
Access backlogs 241 483 724 965 1207 1448 1689 1931 2172 2413
Total 832 1912 3207 4288 5328 6593 7 405 8422 9427 10 409
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3.4.3.5 Summary of Consumption and Use

Service delivery is about consumption and use. The next two tables show the expected demand for water
and electricity. Also, the estimated wastewater and solid waste generated was calculated. These number
can be used to assess the impact of future demand on the existing capacities of bulk facilities.

Table 3-31: Incremental Consumption and Usage

0 024 0 026 0 028 029 030 0 0

Water (MI/day)*

Growth investments 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Access backlogs 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6
Total 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Sanitation (Ml/day) 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9
Growth investments

Access backlogs 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Total 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Electricity (MWh/day) 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Growth investments
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