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ABBREVIATIONS 

COGTA 
Department of Cooperative Governance and Traditional 
Affairs 

DALRRD 
Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural 
Development 

DDG Deputy Director General 
JDMA Joint District and Metro Approach 

DEADP 
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 
Planning 

DM District Municipality 
FPSU Farmer Production Supporting Unit 
WC Western Cape Province 
GIS Geographic Information System 
HOD Head of Department 
ICT Information and Communication Technology 
LM Local Municipality (Knysna) 
NGO Non-Government Organisation 
NSDF National Spatial Development Framework 
OTP Office of the Premier 
PDP Provincial Development Plan 
PSC Project Steering Committee 
MSDF Municipal Spatial Development Framework 
RSDF Regional Spatial Development Framework 
SACN South African Cities Network 
SALGA South African Local Government Association 
SDG(s) Sustainable Development Goals 
SEZ Special Economic Zone 
SOPA State of the Province Address (WC Province) 
 
 
 

 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
Bioregional Planning 

The bioregional approach is intended to simultaneously include many aspects 
of the natural and human life in a community. It will have a different emphasis 
depending on the conditions and location of the place. 

Integrated Planning 

In recent years, calls for cross-sectoral coordination and integrated planning 
approaches have echoed across different fields of planning. Internationally 
recognized, one of spatial planning’s primary roles is to enhance the integration 
between sectors such as housing, transport, energy, and industry, and to 
integrate planning policy within the often-complex hierarchy of plans. It is 
therefore crucial that the approach to the preparation of a regional strategy 
must facilitate cross-sectoral analysis and institutional arrangements while 
also ensuring constant consideration of the various scales of planning, 
highlighting the links between policymaking and delivery at national, regional, 
and local scales. 

RACI Classification 

A RACI matrix is a document that clarifies which individuals or groups are 
responsible for a project's successful completion, and the roles that each will 
play throughout the project. The acronym RACI stands for the different 
responsibility types: Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, and Informed 

Spatial Planning 

Spatial planning is mostly recognized as a public sector function to influence 
the future spatial distribution of activities. The aim is to create a more rational 
territorial organization of land use and the linkages between them, to balance 
demands for development with the need to protect the environment, and to 
achieve social and economic objectives (Wegener, 1998). Spatial planning tries 
to coordinate and improve the impacts of other sectoral policies on land use, 
to achieve a more even distribution of economic development within a given 
territory than would otherwise be created by market forces. Spatial planning is, 
therefore, an important function for promoting sustainable development and 
improving quality of life. 
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Sustainable Development 

The planning system is facing up to some of the most important challenges of 
our time – climate change, economic restructuring, demographic shifts, 
housing affordability, and deep questions about the nature of our democracy. 
The acknowledgement of major global issues of environmental degradation 
and resource depletion, as well as the deterioration of living standards has 
contributed to the collective agreement that sustainability is no longer a minor 
developmental issue, but a trans-disciplinary challenge that must be placed at 
the forefront of the development agenda. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
The Sedgefield Spatial Development Framework is a strategic policy document 
designed to address the complex and dynamic spatial challenges faced by the 
province. Spatial planning is inherently multidimensional, requiring a 
comprehensive understanding of the diverse needs, aspirations, and concerns 
of various stakeholders, including government agencies, communities, 
businesses, and environmental advocates. The success of the Sedgefield LSDF 
hinges on its ability to reconcile these often-competing interests, fostering 
collaboration and consensus-building among stakeholders. Through proactive 
and inclusive engagement, the document aims to create a shared vision for 
sustainable development, promote equitable resource allocation, and ensure 
that the spatial landscape aligns with the population's evolving needs. As such, 
the Sedgefield LSDF exemplifies the integral role of stakeholder engagement in 
shaping policies that not only withstand the test of time but also contribute to 
the holistic well-being of the community and the municipality as a whole. 

This report serves as a record of consultations and notifications that took place 
over the 12-month lifespan of the Sedgefield Local Spatial Development 
Framework, to ensure that appropriate and required processes have been 
followed to enhance and safeguard the credibility of the final deliverable. 

1.2 METHODOLOGY 
Multiple approaches to communication and consultations will be utilised 
through the development process of the Sedgefield Local Spatial Development 
Framework.  The approaches and platforms will be influenced by the RACI 
classification system, which determines the intensity and frequency of 
consultation required for the success of the project. 

The RACI classification groups stakeholders into four groups namely: 1) 
Responsible, 2) Accountable, 3) Consulted and 4) Informed. The following table 
indicates how the various stakeholders of the Sedgefield LSDF have been 
classified. 

 

Table 1: RACI Classification and Consultation Methods of Stakeholders  

Departments 
RACI 

Classification 
Frequency of 
consultation 

Consultation Methods 
& Platforms 

KNYSNA MUNICIPALITY 
Planning & 
Economic 
Development 

Responsible High 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Infrastructure 
Services 
Directorate 

Accountable High 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Office of the 
Municipal 
Manager 

Accountable Medium-high 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Community 
Services 

Accountable Medium 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Financial 
Services 

Accountable Medium-high 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Office of the 
Mayor 

Accountable Low 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Integrated 
Human 
Settlements 

Accountable High 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Corporate 
Services 

Accountable Low-medium 
Emails, formal and 
informal meetings and 
discussions, reports 

Ward 
Councillors 

Informed Low-medium Email, formal meetings 

GARDEN ROUTE DISTRICT 
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Departments 
RACI 

Classification 
Frequency of 
consultation 

Consultation Methods 
& Platforms 

Community 
Services 

Consulted Medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Planning and 
Economic 
Development 

Consulted Medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Roads and 
Transport 
Planning 

Consulted Medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT 

COGTA Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Environmental 
Affairs and 
Development 
Planning 
(DEADP) 

Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Treasury Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Mobility  Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Local 
Government 

Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Cultural Affairs 
and Sport 

Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Departments 
RACI 

Classification 
Frequency of 
consultation 

Consultation Methods 
& Platforms 

Health and 
Wellness 

Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 

Education Consulted Low-medium 
Emails, Consultation 
meetings, Informal 
discussions 
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2 RECORD KEEPING 

2.1 CONSULTATION RECORDS AND FINDINGS 

2.1.1 PUBLIC NOTICES 

As part of the council resolution taken on the 15th of May (See Annexure A.1), it 
was noted that the notice of intent to develop the Sedgefield LSDF must be 
published on the municipal website and local media. 

The notice was published (See Annexure A.2) on the Sedgefield Municipality 
Website. on the 19th of June 2024, informing the community members of the 
intent to develop a Local Spatial Development Framework (LSDF) for Sedgefield. 

This notice was supplemented by additional media platforms where the notice 
was shared on the Knysna Municipality’s Facebook page (19 June 2024), as well 
as being placed in the EDGE Community newspaper’s 694th edition on the 10th 
of July 2024, and Facebook page, as indicated by the figures below. 

 

 
 

 

 

2.2 PHYSICAL AND VIRTUAL CONSULTATIONS 
As part of the second phase of the project, which aims to gather information 
and provide a true reflection of the current state of affairs in the Sedgefield area 
regarding spatial planning and governance, the service provider will undertake 
the first extensive round of consultations.  

Figure 2: Knysna Municipality 
Sedgefield LSDF Facebook 
Notice 

Figure 1: Knysna Municipality 
Sedgefield LSDF Notice by the 
EDGE Community Newspaper 
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Which will be followed up on where further information will be needed as the 
project progresses. 

2.2.1 SUPPLEMENTARY PARTICIPATION & ALIGNMENT CONSULTATION 
RECORDS 

The Knysna Municipal Spatial Development Framework is being developed 
concurrently with the Sedgefield LSDF development; as such, the summary of 
the public engagements (See Annexure B.2) has been utilised to ensure 
alignment and as a source of additional information that informed the spatial 
proposals and interventions for the Sedgefield LSDF. 

2.3 INTERESTED AND AFFECTED PARTIES. 
A component of the public participation process allows and encourages public 
and private entities to register as interested and affected parties to ensure that 
individuals are notified of the progress made on the project, as well as when 
comments can be made on the draft documents. This section will provide 
information on the entities and individuals who registered as interested and 
affected parties. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: List of Interested and Affected Parties  

Name Contact Details 
Industry/ 

Group 

Consultation 
Methods & 
Platforms 

Sedgefield Island 
Conservancy 

sedgefieldislandcons
ervancy@gmail.com 

Sedgefield 
Island 

Conservancy 

Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Physical) 

Paul Dougall 082 566 6011 REMAX 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Physical) 

Vuyisile 
smutsvilleisforum@g

mail.com; 
vuyisile@dag.org.za 

Smutsville 
Informal 

Settlement 
Forum 

Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Physical) 

Jacky Weaver 
044 343 2110 

masithandane.office
@gmail.com 

Private Person 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Physical) 

Revive Sedgefield 
revivesedgefield@gm

ail.com 
 

Revive 
Sedgefield 

Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Physical) 

Janet Ebersohn janet@ecoroute.co.za 
Eco-route/ 

Estate Agents 

Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Physical) 

Cape Nature 

tndlovu@capenature.
co.za; 

thulani@capenature.
co.za 

Cape Nature 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Sessions (Virtual) 
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3 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON 
THE DRAFT SEDGEFIELD LOCAL SPATIAL 
DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (LSDF) 

Between 6 April 2025 and 21 May 2025, a total of 127 formal written comments 
and objections were received from individuals, conservancies, community 
organisations, institutions, and planning professionals. These comments span 
a range of spatial, environmental, infrastructure, and procedural issues related 
to the proposals and mapping contained in the draft LSDF. 

Attached to this letter as Annexure A.4 is a comprehensive Excel spreadsheet 
that provides a detailed record of each submission, including the date received, 
name of the individual or institution, email address, summary of the comment, 
and the affected erf number(s) or area(s), where applicable. The spreadsheet 
allows for structured analysis and cross-referencing to guide revisions to the 
draft LSDF. Annexure A.5 contains the summary of the response to these 
comments within the document. Since most of the feedback shared during 
these sessions echoed the written submissions, these have not been added to 
the spreadsheet to avoid duplication. 

3.1 SUMMARY OF MOST REFERENCED ERVEN AND AREAS OF 
CONCERN 

Based on the submitted comments, the following properties and locations were 
raised most frequently, indicating concentrated public concern and requiring 
careful review: 

Erf/Area Number of 
Mentions 

Primary Issues Raised 

Paul Kruger 
Street 

60+ Traffic, wildlife risk (tortoises), sewer 
capacity, infrastructure overload, rezoning 
(MU2) 

RE Erf 1627 12 Urban edge exclusion, historical planning 
inclusion, site suitability 

Erf/Area Number of 
Mentions 

Primary Issues Raised 

Island Village 25+ Infrastructure, tourism impact, traffic, 
mixed-use opposition 

Erven 1873–
1879 

6 Objection to high-density housing, 
infrastructure strain, loss of character 

HD5, HD9, 
MZ6 Zones 

15+ Flood risk, biodiversity sensitivity, calls for 
removal from urban edge 

Swartvlei / 
Sandpiper NR 

5 Conservation importance, dune protection, 
proposed buffer zone 

Cloud 9 / Erf 
1652 

5 Opposed slope development, some 
propose low-impact or 2 du/ha options 

 

3.2 KEY RECOMMENDATIONS AND PROPOSALS FROM 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Based on the concerns raised, the following key recommendations emerged 
that could warrant reconsideration, reclassification, or amendment within the 
LSDF: 

1. Remove or Reclassify the MU2 Corridor on Paul Kruger Street. Due to 
overwhelming opposition, consider removing or redirecting the mixed-
use corridor to a less sensitive route. Implement traffic calming and 
preserve Island Conservancy character. 

2. Reinstate RE Erf 1627 within Urban Edge (Partially or Fully). Supported by 
historical SDF records and recent environmental assessments. 
Recommend mixed-use and open space split as per proposal from the 
landowner and appointed planners. 

3. Remove HD5, HD9, MZ6 from Urban Edge. These areas are flood-prone 
and overlap CBAs and CPZs. Suggest exclusion or conditional 
development subject to environmental impact assessment and 
mitigation. 

4. Reject or Relocate MZ3 Truck Stop and Industrial Proposals. Proposed 
industrial zones and truck stop locations are widely opposed due to 
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proximity to tourism nodes and residential areas. Consider relocation 
further from town or scrapping entirely. 

5. Incorporate Climate and Environmental Overlays. Include updated 
floodlines, sea-level buffers, and biodiversity corridors in all maps. Align 
with SANParks, DEA&DP, and CapeNature data sources. 

6. Address Infrastructure Shortfalls Before Approving Development. 
Recommendations include: phased infrastructure upgrades, audited 
capacity assessments, and inclusion of a capital expenditure 
framework for prioritising services. 

7. Enhance Public Participation Mechanisms. Establish feedback loops, 
publish comment responses, and integrate community-based data 
(e.g. household surveys) to inform future SDF amendments and 
housing strategy. 

8. Protect Ecological and Heritage Assets. Include Swartvlei Dune System, 
Island Conservancy, Cloud 9 slopes, and Sandpiper Reserve as 
conservation/buffer areas, with limited low-impact uses where 
appropriate. 

9. Lake Pleasant Living should not be indicated as a Heritage and Tourism 
Zone as the area is an existing residential area with most residents 
opposed to any commercial.  

This summary provides the consolidated view of objections received but should 
not be considered exhaustive of all risks or future development considerations. 
A precautionary and inclusive planning approach should be maintained, 
incorporating ongoing public input, professional studies, and ecological 
reviews in all decision-making processes. 

3.3 KEY POLICY INTERVENTIONS TO CONSIDER IN THE 
REVISED LSDF 

Theme Policy Intervention / Proposal 
Urban Edge 
Management 

• Reassess and clearly justify the inclusion/exclusion of 
areas such as RE Erf 1627, HD5, HD9, and Cloud 9 from the 
urban edge.  

• Introduce tiered urban edge categories (e.g., conditional, 
phased) to allow for structured development over time. 

Theme Policy Intervention / Proposal 
Environmental 
Safeguards 

• Exclude Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs), Coastal 
Protection Zones (CPZs), and wetlands from 
development areas.  

• Apply environmental screening overlays and include a 
requirement for site-specific EIAs before rezoning. 

Infrastructure 
Readiness 

• Align all proposed densification and rezoning with a 
verified municipal infrastructure audit (water, sewer, 
stormwater, roads).  

• Include an implementation plan or capital expenditure 
schedule for phased infrastructure upgrades. 

Mixed-Use 
Corridors 

• Reconsider or relocate the MU2 Mixed-Use Corridor from 
Paul Kruger Street to a less ecologically and socially 
sensitive zone.  

• Propose a revised mixed-use strategy aligned with 
existing commercial nodes and road hierarchies. 

Housing & 
Densification 

• Introduce context-sensitive density policies that 
distinguish between different precincts (e.g., The Island 
vs Smutsville vs Town Centre).  

• Integrate inclusionary housing principles and promote 
affordable housing only where infrastructure permits. 

Local 
Economic 
Development 

• Protect and reinforce Sedgefield’s informal/gig economy 
(grey economy) through zoning that enables SMMEs, 
Saturday markets, and live-work units.  

• Recognise and support the Engen Market Node as a 
strategic informal business hub. 

Mobility & 
Safety 

• Include proposals for traffic calming, pedestrian 
walkways, and bicycle-friendly infrastructure—especially 
around Paul Kruger Street and The Island.  

• Identify an alternative northern bypass route to relieve 
pressure on internal residential roads. 

Climate 
Change 
Resilience 

• Introduce a Climate Change Adaptation Zone overlay in 
the LSDF, including buffers for flood-prone areas, 5m 
sea-level contours, and managed retreat zones.  
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Theme Policy Intervention / Proposal 
• Use climate-smart criteria for urban expansion decision-

making. 
Ecological 
Corridors 

• Protect existing ecological linkages (e.g., along 
Perdespruit, Swartvlei Dune System, Phantom Pass) by 
formalising them as green corridors or urban 
conservation zones. 

Community 
Participation 

• Require a public consultation and feedback mechanism 
in the LSDF that explains how comments are 
incorporated.  

• Recommend a Community Development Survey be 
undertaken to inform social needs planning (e.g., 
schools, clinics, transport). 
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4 INTEGRATION OF STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 
INTO THE REVIEWED LSDF 

The Sedgefield LSDF underwent significant refinement following an extensive 
public participation process and written submissions. Feedback was carefully 
assessed to ensure that legitimate concerns—ranging from biodiversity 
protection and coastal resilience to urban growth and infrastructure capacity—
were fully integrated into the spatial vision. The table, as part of Annexure A.5, 
reflects the core changes that were made to the LSDF based on those 
comments and their corresponding sections. 

4.1 KEY RESPONSES 
The following changes were made to address some of the key comments and 
concerns that were received: 

1. Coastal Management Line (CML) and Urban Edge Adjustments 

• Who Commented: Janet Ebersohn, DEA&DP (Yanga Xashimba), SANParks, 
Lizemarie Botha 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Use of outdated or non-gazetted Provincial CML 

o Exclusion of Erf 1627 from Urban Edge 

o Inappropriate inclusion of CBAs (e.g., Cloud 9) 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o CML adjusted to reflect the gazetted National CML 

o Clearer referencing of the Urban Edge rationale with environmental 
assessments included 

o Cloud 9 and other sensitive CBA sites now clearly marked for 
environmental screening and/or excluded from expansion zones 

2. Traffic, Road Access and Infrastructure Capacity 

• Who Commented: Karen Bates, Dieter & Elke Kaufholz, Island 
Conservancy, Caroline Harris, Hettie Bailey, others 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o MU2 corridor through Paul Kruger Street 

o N2 realignment concerns 

o Truck stop locations near residential areas 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o MU2 corridor realigned or downgraded in zoning intensity near 
Paul Kruger Street 

o Proposed truck stop areas (e.g., MZ1, MZ3) revised or moved to 
less sensitive locations 

o Traffic calming measures and alternative access routes 
referenced in the transport section 

3. Ecological & Biodiversity Protection 

• Who Commented: SANParks, NMU (Dr Guerbois), Planning Space, Diana 
Young, AfriForum 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Flood-prone zones (HD5, HD9) 

o Degradation of biodiversity corridors and tortoise habitat 

o Need for ecological buffers and managed retreat zones 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Flood-prone areas removed from densification proposals 

o Introduced ecological buffer overlays and corridors 

o Clearer protection guidelines for CBAs, wetland systems, and 
tortoise habitats 

4. Inclusion of Erf 1627 and Site-Specific Proposals 

• Who Commented: Lizemarie Botha (Planning Space), Janet Ebersohn, 
Clifford Elion 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Historical inclusion of Erf 1627 in Urban Edge 
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o Environmental studies showing western developable portion 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Western portion of Erf 1627 conditionally included in Urban Edge 

o Site identified for mixed-use and conservation hybrid 
development 

o Environmental mitigation measures and conservation areas 
acknowledged 

5. Public Participation and Communication Improvements 

• Who Commented: Sedgefield Ratepayers Association, Island 
Conservancy, multiple individuals 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Poor consultation, technical language, unclear maps 

o Lack of feedback on prior inputs 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Glossary of terms added 

o Maps clarified with legend and cross-referencing to main text 

o Public comments report annexed with clear response matrix 
(as per your screenshot) 

6. Housing, Densification, and Infrastructure Planning 

• Who Commented: Gerald & Martie de Jager, Bruce McDonald, Western 
Cape Infrastructure Dept, Diana Young, Sedgefield Community 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Unjustified high-density zoning (HD4, HD5, HD9) 

o Mismatch between densification goals and infrastructure 
readiness 

o Lack of affordable housing near existing nodes 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Densification nodes re-evaluated, particularly HD5 and HD9 

o Servicing and phasing plan included for catalytic and housing 
projects 

o Priority given to infill housing near Smutsville and existing 
economic nodes 

7. Protection of Conservancy and Village Identity 

• Who Commented: Island Conservancy, AfriForum, Diana Young, others 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Island already functions as mixed-use; rezoning unnecessary 

o Conservancy and “Slow Town” identity under threat 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o MU2 zoning removed/reduced from The Island 

o Island area designated as a “Low-Impact Mixed Use” overlay 
with home occupation protections 

o Reference to Sedgefield’s “Slow Town” designation restored in 
the vision and tourism sections 

8. Integration of Climate Adaptation and Green Infrastructure 

• Who Commented: DEA&DP, Cheryl Frei, SANParks, Diana Young 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Lack of managed retreat strategies 

o Absence of climate change adaptation overlays 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Adaptation zones and sea-level rise buffers added 

o Green infrastructure emphasis increased in urban design and 
implementation sections 

9. Economic Development and Youth-Oriented Strategies 

• Who Commented: AfriForum, Diana Young, Community Members 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Overreliance on retirees and art-tourism 
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o Lack of SMME, informal economy, and youth planning 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Economic chapter enhanced with remote work hubs, 
incubator spaces, and public art corridors 

o Smutsville market node retained and supported 

o New policies proposed for youth education and skill 
development 

10. Map Corrections and Zoning Clarifications 

• Who Commented: Marike Vreken, Chris Fimpel, Carl Woodhouse, etc. 

• Key Issues Raised: 

o Misaligned zoning categories (e.g., Erf 3507) 

o Map-text discrepancies 

• LSDF Changes Made: 

o Zoning maps revised to reflect actual zoning rights 

o Clarification on node hierarchy (e.g., “Neighbourhood Node” vs 
“Secondary Node”) 

o Overlays adjusted to align with base cadastral and zoning data

 

4.1.1 CHANGE TRACKER FOR KEY RESPONSES 

Comment Source Issue Raised Addressed In 

SANParks Encroachment on dunes, lack of buffers for 
protected areas 

Sections 4.2.1.10, 6.2.1, 6.2.8 

Community (Smutsville) No safe beach access; flooding from 
stormwater overflow 

Sections 4.2.1.10, 6.2.2, 6.2.5 

Ward Councillors Need for more social infrastructure (schools, 
clinics, halls) 

Sections 4.2.1.7, 6.3 Action Area 7 

Technical Services Poor layout is causing high servicing costs in 
informal areas 

Section 4.2.1.1, 4.2.1.10 

Public Review Workshop Desire for artisan economy and support for 
small home-based businesses 

Sections 6.2.6, 6.2.8, and Home Occupation 
Policy 

Environmental NGOs Concerns over wetland encroachment and 
the spread of alien vegetation 

Sections 6.2.4, 6.2.8, and 6.3 (Env. Programme) 



 
 

4.2 CONCLUSION 
The updated LSDF demonstrates a proactive and inclusive approach to 
planning by integrating meaningful input from local communities, conservation 
agencies, property owners, and public sector entities. By directly aligning the 
revisions with the comments received, the LSDF enhances legitimacy, improves 
environmental safeguards, and ensures that Sedgefield’s future development 
is both context-sensitive and community-supported. This strengthens the 
plan’s implementation prospects and aligns it with the values of transparency, 
equity, and resilience. 
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5 ANNEXURES 

5.1 A.1: COUNCIL RESOLUTION 
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5.2 A.2: PUBLIC NOTICES 
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5.3 A3: GAZETTE NOTICES 
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5.4 A.4: CONSULTATION RECORDS 

5.4.1 ATTENDANCE REGISTERS 
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5.4.2 MINUTES 

KNYSNA LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 

SEDGEFIELD LOCAL SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

DATE:7TH MAY 2025 

TIME: 16:00 – 18:00 

VENUE: OLD SEDGEFIELD COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

MINUTES OF THE SEDGEFIELD RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION MEETING 

CHAIRPERSON: Mr. Hennie Smit 
 

◄ ITEM DESCRIPTION ◄ ACTIVITY 

1. OPENING ◄  

◄ 1.1 Opening and Welcoming The meeting commenced at 16:00, with Mr. Smi opened the meeting by welcoming the ratepayer’s association.  

◄ 1.2 Purpose of the meeting  Mr. Smit explains the reason for the meeting and what should be discussed. 

1.3 Credentials and Apologies ◄ Mr. Smit confirmed attendance and introduced the personal from the service providers which include: 

◄  

• Mr. Jan-Frans Lotz (CITEPLAN) 

• Ms. Tamzyne Romans (Tshani Consulting) 

• Ms Lauran (Tshani Consulting) 
 

Apologies made for ward councillors absence. 

1.4 Confirmation of the Agenda No formal agenda was followed. It was suggested that the meeting focus on the LSDF and therefore should start 

with the LSDF discussion. 

2. PRESENTATION  ◄  

◄ 2.1 Overview of Sedgefield LSDF 

◄  

◄ 2.2Discussions  

◄  

◄ Mr. Lotz presented a short overview of the LSDF proposals and strategies, highlighting key elements of the 
document: 

◄  

• Draft Vision 

• Objectives of LSDF 

• Spatial Strategies  

• Supporting Policies 

• Land Use Proposals 
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◄ Comments & Discussions: 

◄  

• Member raises issue that the vertical and horizontal alignment in the policy analysis is switched around. Mr Lotz 
acknowledges comment and responds the team will take a look at it. 

• Members concerned demographic projections are flawed. They are looking at providing additional population 
data through voters roles. Ms Roman responds by indicating that for the SDF’s Stats SA data has to be used 
and voters role data is not seen as a reliable source. 

• Questions where raised about how the vision was formulated and concerned the residents were not consulted 
during its formulation. Mr Lotz responds and assures residents it is only a draft vision and resident inputs will be 
used to formulate final vision. Ratepayers association busy with questionnaire to help formulate vision. 

• Residents concerned Sedgefield earmarked as dormant town and not earmarked for development. Ms Romans 
responds by saying the town has a designation through the Knysna MSDF. 

• Members concerned about water provision and infrastructure. Mr Smit responds by explaining LSDF will guide 
future infrastructure provision and plans. 

• Resident complains Erf 1634 is outside urban edge and earmarked for open space. Has proof that the property 
can be developed and should be put inside urban edge. Mr Lotz responds by confirming urban edge can be 
amended and possibility of including erf will be investigated. 

• Residents worried about CML not indicated around estuaries and would like CML predictions to be added to 
maps if possible. 

• Residents emphasise important fynbos along base of Cloud 9 which should not be earmarked for development. 

• Residents refer to responsibility of municipality and its role in providing services. Calls for better service provision 
and upkeep of infrastructure. Furthermore indicated the satisfaction with some parts of LSDF and worried about 
other sections and would like to know the residents inputs are taken seriously and would lead to amendment of 
the document. Is specifically worried about road conditions and collapsing cliffsides along river and estuarie. Mr 
Smit responds by indicating this session is not meant for complaints regarding service provision and the 
municipality’s handling of maintenance. He also explains how the stakeholder engagement reports will form part 
of the final deliverables given to the council for approval of the LSDF and each comment will need to be 
addressed by the service provider 

• More concerns were raised about the how the urban edge is delineated and the proposed mixed use proposals 
along Paul Kruger Street. Also wants to know why nodal development is proposed ahead of ribbon development 
along the main street. 

• Issues were also raised about the proposed industrial area. 

• Need for a secondary school emphasised as only a private secondary school is currently available. Also 
requested the extension of the cemetery. Mr Smit responded by informing residents the EIA for extending the 
cemetery is in process. 

• The relocation of the Fire Station and provision of a fully serviced police station were two request from the 
community. Furthermore questions were raised regarding what is happening to the rail road. Mr Smit responded 
that the rail line has been conceded to private company via tender process.  

• Requests for circle development on N2. Details to be provided via written comments. Questions were also raised 
regarding the N2 bypass route proposed. Mr Lotz and Ms Romans responded by explaining the line is only 
conceptual and not formally declared reroute. The route is yet to be finalised by SANRAL. Further questions 
were then raised about the urban edge running up to the proposed N2 bypass and if it will change when the 
proposed N2 bypass changes. Mr Smit then also responds to say that the urban edge will not necessarily move 
with the N2 
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• Members highlight that they have communicate with SANRAL regarding circle developments, however SANRAL 
has indicated they would rather focus on the N2 bypass than on circles on the current road. Ms Roman 
responded by saying the N2 within town may not be SANRAL responsibility but rather the municipalities. 
Community wants map indicating ownership of N2. 

• Residents raised concerns regarding lack of evacuation routes out of Sedgefield in case of emergencies such 
as veldfires. Additional evacuation routes should be established. 

• Resident wanted clarification regarding statement that new developments should not be reliant on municipal 
electricity. Mr Lotz responded by highlighting the fact that is only applicable to the Off-Grid Policy. Mr Smit also 
responds by saying that developments outside the urban edge may receive power directly from ESKOM and 
not from the municipality. 

• Members raised the issue of Sedgefield only having water reserves for 48h if something is to go wrong with 
water supply systems. Also indicated there is no water borne sewer system in Sedgefield and pump trucks are 
insufficient for amount of sewerage to be collected. Growing population is to big a burden on infrastructure. Mr 
Smit responds by saying a service provider has been appointed to take high quality arial photos which can be 
used to clearly see the growth in households within Sedgefield. Asked if this data can be used in LSDF. Mr Smit 
responded that LSDF can be amended once the arial photography is available. 

• Community raises issue with growing population and asks if the number of new people moving to Sedgefield 
can be stopped due to lack of land and infrastructure capacity. Mr Smit and Ms Romans respond by saying it is 
within the town or municipalities rights to stop people from moving to Sedgefield and the LSDF is there to help 
plan for the growing number of people coming to the town. Ms Romans further explained that if the towns 
developable land is exhausted, land just outside of town will be developed as suburbs of Sedgefield and linked 
to the main town to allow Sedgefield to grow further. 

• Questions raised about cost of LSDF and who paid for it and at what phase are we currently at. Mr Smit 
responded by telling the members it was funded by a national grant and not municipal money. Mr Lotz responded 
that the project is currently at phase 4 of 8. 

• Member once again raises issues with his property Erf 1634 being left outside the urban edge and has a problem 
with the edge being set as is. Highlighted his own studies showing the erf is much more developable than some 
of the other properties earmarked for development. Wants answers as to why his property has been earmarked 
for open space. Mr Lotz responded by saying the urban edge is not final and can be amended as part of 
responding to the comments. Furthermore the team will look at his property and any other comments regarding 
the urban edge and possible developable land. 

• Residents once again raise concerns about water security and how development will harm aquifer regeneration 
and possible pollute the water. Wants aquifer recharge zones to mapped and protected. 

• Reference is made to the document that limits development to 2 storeys within the town even though existing 
buildings and zonings allow for higher buildings. Mr Lotz responds to say the team will look at the proposal 
again. Mr Smit also mentions that the existing zonings rights can not be taken away as part of the LSDF policies. 

• Residents are worried about Paul Kruger Street mixed use corridor as it would create too much traffic which 
would require the widening of the street. Gateway development at Engen is also worry as it would attract more 
traffic to Paul Kruger Street which is not meant for through traffic. Wanted to know why only the southern 
properties were earmarked and why only the street as the whole area is currently being used for guest lodging 
and home occupation. Mr Lotz responds to say southern properties were chose as they are bigger and that the 
proposal will be relooked. 

• Member worried about the vision and that it does not take into account the vision of the younger people within 
Sedgegfield and how the town can help them.  
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• A section is required to talk to the impact the influx of visitors has on the town and what measures can be taken 
to limit this impact. Does not understand why HD9 is on the mountain and Op15 is not in the document. They 
are also worried about vision and the lack of public participation of the process. Other residents mention that 
other public participation session is happening the next morning in the town hall. Mr Smit responds to concerns 
on the process of LSDF and mentions that the process is guided by SPLUMA and that the LSDF is earmarked 
to be finished by end of June.  

• Resident wants to ensure document plans for the whole year and not just the peak seasons as many restaurants 
and businesses suffer throughout the year and therefore minimal business development is required. Wants 
sustainable economy for Sedgefield that is thriving throughout the year. 

• Residents worried more job opportunities will attract more people which will harm the town. 

• Resident asked what infill medium density housing means to which Mr Lotz responded and said its town housing 
types of development filling up the remaining open space with developed areas. Concerns were raised regarding 
the technical jargon and wording of the document and a larger glossary of terms is required. 

• It was suggested that where information is unreliable or outdated it should be mentioned to allow for new data 
to be sourced through surveys and projects. 

• Resident asked what the orange areas on the map were to which Mr Lotz responded that they are densification 
zones. It was then asked how it will happen. Mr Lotz explained that on the lower end it involves allowing second 
dwellings on properties and on the higher end the consolidation of properties to allow for group housing or town 
housing. The concerns then shifted to how infrastructure would be able to handle this. Mr Smit added that bulk 
contributions would be required from developers to help the provision of infrastructure, but mentioned that a 
proper policy is required for bulk contribution and the ring fencing of the money collected through the policy to 
spend solely on infrastructure development. 

• Members asked if future meetings could put maps on projector to see plans better. 

• Concerns for development on dune ridges were raised. Mr Smit mentioned that there is an explicit policy to not 
develop on dune ridges. Problems also raised regarding the proposed pedestrian bridge and why it would be 
necessary.  

• The residents wanted to know when the LSDF would be reviewed and if they would be part of the review process. 
Mr Smit and Ms Roman responded by saying the LSDF can be reviewed yearly and a full review would be done 
in 5 years. The review process will also require public participation process. 

• The residents feel infrastructure development is being ignored by the LSDF. Ms Roman explained that 
infrastructure provision is a municipal wide problem being handled within the Knysna MSDF and implementation 
framework which the LSDF will also get. Residents wish to see the implementation plan for the LSDF. Mr Smit 
then goes on to explain how the implementation plan should influence the budget but does not happen currently. 
He believes the MSDF CEF will help with addressing this issue.  

• Members noticed no property has been earmarked for a secondary school within Sedgefield or for additional 
primary schools. 

• The residents want tangible results from plans and promises from the municipality. Mr Smit responds by 
referencing the new municipal manager and how he believes this will allow for better service delivery. 

• Finally members were worried about the lack of sewerage plan to tackle ailing infrastructure. 

• Ratepayers association chairman closes meeting from their side. 

◄  

◄  

3. Closure The meeting was concluded at 6:00 PM. 



 
 

KNYSNA LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 

SEDGEFIELD LOCAL SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

DATE:8TH MAY 2025 

TIME: 08:30 – 10:00  

VENUE: SEDGEFIELD TOWN HALL 

 

MINUTES OF THE SEDGEFIELD RESIDENTS MEETING  

CHAIRPERSON: Mr. Hennie Smit  

◄ ITEM DESCRIPTION ◄ ACTIVITY 

4. OPENING ◄  

◄ 1.1 Opening and Welcoming The meeting commenced at 8:30, with Mr. Smit opening the meeting by welcoming the 
resident’s.  

◄ 1.2 Purpose of the meeting  Mr. Smit explains the reason for the meeting and what should be discussed. 

1.3 Credentials and Apologies ◄ Mr. Smit confirmed attendance and introduced attendees from municipality and service 
providers side: 

◄  

• Mr. Jan-Frans Lotz (CITEPLAN) 

• Ms. Andiswa Dunywa (Director Planning and Economic Development) 
 

 

Apologies made for: 

• The ward councillors on their way 

• Ms. Tamzyne Romans (Tshani Consulting) on their way 

1.4 Confirmation of the Agenda No formal agenda was followed.  

5. PRESENTATION  ◄  

◄ 2.1 Overview of Sedgefield LSDF 

◄  

◄ 2.2Discussions  

◄  

• Residents are concerned about developments at the mouth of the river.   

• Concerns about fire risk at Myoli Beach and the lack of evacuation routes with only one 
route in and out. Also concerned about existing developments in the area and the 
negative impact it has on the infrastructure especially road which cannot hold up on 
current sand base. Mr Smit responds to municipal service delivery worries and also that 
a proper bulk contribution policy is required to protect money meant for infrastructure 
maintenance and development. Furthermore he mentioned the need for a road 
infrastructure framework plan to identify road upgrades and urgent maintenance. He 
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explains the role of the implementation framework and CEF that will include such projects 
and earmark required infrastructure projects such as road upgrading.  

• Mr Smit welcomes ward councillor 

• Residents once again emphasises the road to Myoli Beach is being washed away and 
congested during holidays as verges of road are used for informal parking. Director 
responds by explaining the current session is not meant to focus on infrastructure and 
service delivery concerns but should focus on the draft LSDF and spatial issues of 
Sedgefield. 

• Residents want infrastructure planning to guide spatial plans. Mr Smit explains that spatial 
plans inform infrastructure plans. 

• Residents also concerned about lack of open space around Myoli beach and that 
continued development will harm the area. The ward councillor once again reminds 
residents that the session is to focus on the LSDF and spatial problems. Also reminds the 
residents that the town has grown the past couple years and will continue to grow and 
requires development. 

• Resident is worried about tone of document focussing too much on the mosaic sculpture 
route and should rather place more focus on the nature within Sedgefield and how it can 
be used for tourism and that it should be protected. Believes OP3 should be brought in 
more. 

• People worried about development and its impact on their homes and the loss of open 
space near their homes.  Also worried about stormwater around Smutsville. Stormwater 
management plan proposed. 

• Residents want existing residents needs to be put first before plans are implemented for 
future growth. Does not support high density residential development and should at most 
be medium density. Also wants site for high school to be earmarked within the LSDF. 

• Residents of Smutsville require services and houses. Current housing projects to small 
to make difference in the community. Space within proposed urban edge also to small to 
provide housing for all the residents of Smutsville and new residents. 

• Resident mentions that the slope behind Uil Street is gentle at first, but becomes too 
steep for development towards the mountain. Also believes the mountain is to steep for 
any development and is covered in protected fynbos which should be protected. Also 
worried about N2 bypass route. 

• Resident emphasises that the beach, estuaries, rivers and mountain are important 
features of Sedgefield that need to be protected. Does not want Cloud 9 to be developed. 

• Resident wants new high school site to be south of N2 and close to the children which 
will use the school. Also wants water supply issues to be solved. Ms Roman explains N2 
bypass and the route is not finalised. 

• Resident is worried about of LSDF can be implemented through legislation to ensure 
developers do not take advantage of LSDF proposals and a manner not meant to be. 

• Resident mentions the vision should be developed to cater for the young working 
population as well to ensure the economic base is not eroded by a vision catering to the 
retired population of the town. Also worried vision will not be implemented due to budget 
issues. Mentioned that R400 million would be required to fix existing roads and therefore 
the budget would not be sufficient for the LSDF proposals and required infrastructure 
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provision. Suggested that an economic feasibility study be developed for the town to 
ensure sustainable projects are implemented. Believes that more studies should be done 
before LSDF is designed and that SDF process is flawed and should be amended. Also 
worried an unrealistic LSDF would not be implementable through IDP and budget. 9 

• Asked if committees can be developed to inform LSDF because they are worried the 
plans principles is not taking into account current resident’s needs. Ms Roman replied 
that it would take to long and is not feasible to make timelines. 

• Ms Dunywa thanks residents for their involvement. 

• Ms Roman gives short overview of Knysna MSDF. 

• Mr Smit closes the meeting 

6. Closure The meeting was concluded at 10:30 AM. 

5.4.3 DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS AND INPUT REQUESTS 
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5.5 A.5: SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

No Date 
Received 

Name or 
Institution 

Email Address Description of Comments Erven 
Applicable/ 

Reference 

1st Round of Public Participation 
1 13/05/2025 Janet 

Ebersohn 
janet@ecoroute.co.za Questions the use of a non-gazetted provincial Coastal Management Line 

(CML), suggests using national CML. Raises concerns about exclusion of Erf 
1627 from urban edge despite completed environmental studies. Objects to 
inclusion of CBA areas like Cloud 9 for housing; supports prior submission 
on Erf 1627.  

Erf 1627 

2 19/05/2025 Dieter & 
Elke 
Kaufholz 

dkaufholz1@gmail.co
m 

Support for OP10 open space designation; object to MU2, MZ1 and MZ3 near 
Island Village. Concern over noise, traffic, sewer strain, pollution, and N2 
realignment through dunes.  

Erf 4451 

3 19/05/2025 Louis du 
Preez 

louis@remaxlakes.co.z
a 

Objections to MU2 rezoning on Paul Kruger Street; concerns about tortoise 
safety, traffic, mixed-use implications. Opposes MZ1, MZ3, HD4 near 
residential areas and conservation zones. Advocates for preserving Island 
life and traffic rerouting to N2. 

15 Paul Kruger 
Street 

4 13/05/2025 Karen 
Bates 

karenbates8992@gm
ail.com 

Strong objection to mixed-use and commercial zoning (MU2, MZ1, MZ3) and 
traffic intensification on Paul Kruger/Dr Malan Streets. Mentions impacts on 
biodiversity, tortoises, residential character, infrastructure. Requests traffic 
calming, rerouting and infrastructure upgrades. 

52 Island 
Village 

5 13/05/2025 Podge & 
Merril 
Milton 

podgemilton@gmail.c
om 

Oppose MU2 zoning on Paul Kruger Street. Argue it undermines quiet 
retirement environment. Raise concerns on water, sewage infrastructure, 
and fairness of southern-side-only designation.  

10 Paul Kruger 
Street 

6 20/05/2025 Ian Russell ianandsue.russell@g
mail.com 

Objects to MU2 mixed-use zoning on Paul Kruger Street and lack of 
justification. Raises concerns about water infrastructure, flood risks, 
unsuitable development areas (HD5, HD9, MZ6), and poor map quality. 
Questions public consultation process and requests detailed feedback 
mechanism. 

24 Paul Kruger 
Street 
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No Date 
Received 

Name or 
Institution 

Email Address Description of Comments Erven 
Applicable/ 

Reference 

7 19/05/2025 Caroline 
Harris 

calphil@mweb.co.za Objects to traffic rerouting through The Island due to tortoise protection and 
safety concerns. Questions N2 realignment implications and environmental 
risks from truck stops near residential and sensitive ecological areas. 
Requests more traffic calming and ecological consideration. 

Island Village 

8 12/05/2025 Debbie 
Orford 

finance@nschemicals.
co.za 

Objects to MZ1, MZ3, and MU2 zones affecting Paul Kruger Street and Island 
Village. Cites concerns about increased traffic, noise, infrastructure strain, 
threats to biodiversity (tortoises, Sea Horse), and unclear zoning impacts on 
property rates and services. Emphasizes conservancy status of Island. 

77 Island 
Village 

9 06/05/2025 Cathy 
Birkett 

cpbirks@mweb.co.za Objects to MZ1, MZ3, MU2, and HD4 proposals near Paul Kruger Street and 
Island Village. Concerns include traffic, pollution, ecological degradation, 
infrastructure limitations, tortoise deaths, and lack of 5m elevation 
compliance. Requests protection of Island's character and further 
consultations. 

24 Island 
Village 

10 20/05/2025 DEA&DP - 
Yanga 
Xashimba 

Yanga.Xashimba@we
sterncape.gov.za 

Official comment on behalf of DEA&DP. Recommends improved spatial 
integration of vulnerable communities (e.g., Smutsville), map alignment 
with latest biodiversity data, inclusion of climate adaptation zones, and 
detailed capital expenditure framework. Emphasizes flood risk planning and 
managed retreat for CML areas. 

Smutsville; 
CML; MZ6; HD5; 
HD9 

11 05/05/2025 James 
Drewett 

jamesdrewett2@gmail
.com 

Raises concerns about MU2 zoning on Paul Kruger Street without proper 
consultation. Requests clarity on the proposal origin, impacts on 
conservancy status, and property rates. Questions assumptions about 
population growth, calls for floodplain mapping and affordable housing 
integration. 

28 Paul Kruger 
Street, RE 1627 

12 19/05/2025 Gerald & 
Martie de 
Jager 

martiedejager4@gma
il.com 

Object to rezoning of Erven 1873 and 1879 to Zone 3 for high-density, multi-
storey housing. Concerned about loss of privacy, property value, 
overburdened infrastructure, and community character around Erf 1882. 

Erven 1873, Erf 
1879, Erf 1882 
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No Date 
Received 

Name or 
Institution 

Email Address Description of Comments Erven 
Applicable/ 

Reference 

13 20/05/2025 Breda 
Lombard 
Town 
Planning 

breda@bredalombard
.co.za 

Submission as a professional planner (A/700/1992) in support of Western 
Heads–Goukamma Conservancy (WHGC) comments on the draft Knysna 
MSDF 

Knysna LM 

14 21/05/2025 Western 
Cape 
Departmen
t of 
Infrastructu
re  - Marvin 
Mathews 

marvin.mathews@wes
terncape.gov.za 

Supports SDF service edge concept. Suggests identifying parcels for social 
facilities and aligns with the PHSHDA plan. Recommends applying BNG 
density targets and enhancing detail on housing integration in the MSDF. 

None specified 

15 20/05/2025 Noetzie 
Conservan
cy Owners' 
Association 
(NCOA) 

municipal@noetzie.co.
za 

Welcomes exclusion of Noetzie from urban edge. Requests designation as 
a buffer zone, improved vegetation mapping, wetland protection, marine 
buffer zone, road upgrades, and resists resort development outside urban 
edge. 

Noetzie area 
(general) 

16 20/05/2025 Janet 
Ebersohn 

janet@ecoroute.co.za Queries whether the national or provisional Coastal Management Line 
(CML) is used. Recommends only the gazetted national CML be applied. 
Raises issue with unclear OP15 designation. Emphasises that prior 
environmental studies (e.g. for Erf 1627) should inform urban edge decisions. 
Highlights that Cloud 9 development area overlaps a CBA requiring 
ecological offsets. Suggests all proposed housing expansion zones undergo 
at least screening-level environmental assessment. 

Erf 1627 

17 20/05/2025 Lizemarie 
Botha 
(Planning 
Space) 

lizemarie@planningsp
ace.co.za 

Highlights inconsistencies between mapped land uses and environmental 
sensitivities (e.g., HD9, HD5 on CBAs). Points out mismatch between urban 
edge maps and textual vision. Criticizes unrealistic development goals 
given infrastructure constraints. Raises concerns about conflicting density 
policies, unclear building height limits, Coastal Management Line 
interpretation, and home occupation rights. 

HD5, HD9 
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No Date 
Received 

Name or 
Institution 

Email Address Description of Comments Erven 
Applicable/ 

Reference 

18 20/05/2025 Diana 
Young 

dianayoung1944@gm
ail.com 

Endorses Sedgefield Island Conservancy's submission. Suggests planning 
support for informal 'grey economy' and markets. Criticizes neglect of 
Sedgefield’s Slow Town status. Highlights urgent schooling and water supply 
issues. Suggests community data survey to improve planning accuracy. 

Smutsville, 
Engen Market 
Node 

19 19/05/2025 Carel & 
Suzie 
Fouche 

cfouche@afol.com.na Supports a structured plan for modest development. Objects to promotion 
of Sedgefield as a major urban node. Emphasises need for infrastructure 
repair over expansion. Warns of increased pollution, financial burden, and 
loss of lifestyle and character from overdevelopment. 

53 Bleshoender 
Street 

20 19/05/2025 Dieter & 
Elke 
Kaufholz 

dkaufholz1@gmail.co
m 

Support designation of land near Perdespruit as Open Space (OP10). Object 
to MU2 on Paul Kruger Street due to traffic, noise, loss of character. Oppose 
MZ1 and MZ3 due to risks from truck stops, pollution, and inappropriate 
proximity to residential areas. Request proper consultation on N2 
realignment. 

Erf 4451 

21 13/05/2025 Janet 
Ebersohn 

janet@ecoroute.co.za Queries use of national vs provincial CML; raises OP15 clarity; highlights EIA 
findings on Erf 1627; cautions development in CBAs like Cloud 9; supports 
prior town planner’s submission. 

Erf 1627 
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22 (unspecifie
d) 

Lizemarie 
(Planning 
Space) 

lizemarie@planningsp
ace.co.za 

Lizemarie Botha of Planning Space, on behalf of the owners of Remainder Erf 
1627, Sedgefield, submitted a formal objection to the Draft Knysna SDF 2025 
and the Sedgefield Local Structure Plan. The submission objects to the 
exclusion of Erf 1627 from the urban edge and its designation as “Open 
Space.” The property, currently zoned “Undetermined,” is earmarked for 
future rezoning to a Subdivisional Area to accommodate a mix of land uses, 
supported by specialist environmental assessments and a refined site 
development plan. Historically, the erf has been included in all spatial 
frameworks since 1988, with its removal in the 2020 SDF not supported by 
any known consultation or motivation. Environmental studies confirm that 
only the eastern portion of the site, affected by the Perdespruit wetland 
system, is sensitive, while the western area is degraded and suitable for 
development. The proposed development includes formal conservation of 
±16 ha as Open Space III, ±5 ha as Private Open Space (urban 
agriculture/sports), and residential development on the remaining western 
portion. The submission requests that Erf 1627, or at least its developable 
portion, be reinstated within the urban edge and designated for mixed-use 
development, noting that it presents an opportunity to meet local housing 
needs while safeguarding environmental features and promoting 
sustainable, consolidated growth. 

Erf 1627 

mailto:lizemarie@planningspace.co.za
mailto:lizemarie@planningspace.co.za
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23 19/05/2025 Diana 
Young 

dianayoung1944@gm
ail.com 

Ms Diana Young, a founding member of the Sedgefield Island Conservancy 
and former town councillor, submitted detailed comments on the Draft 
Sedgefield LSDF, strongly endorsing the Conservancy’s submission. She 
highlighted the need to recognise the informal “grey economy” thriving in 
areas like Smutsville/Sizamile and urged the Municipality to support SMMEs 
through designated incubator zones. She emphasised the economic and 
social importance of the Saturday market hubs along the N2, warning 
against any disruption to this vital node. Ms Young criticised the LSDF for 
omitting reference to Sedgefield’s former “Slow Town” status, noting its 
potential to boost inclusive tourism and job creation. She raised concern 
over the absence of a public high school in Sedgefield and the 
inaccessibility of existing options, calling for reliable transport solutions for 
learners. On housing, she referred to a comprehensive 2013 study for 
Smutsville/Sizamile funded by the Dutch government, recommending it as 
a basis for informed planning. She also cautioned against unsustainable 
water solutions, citing threats to the Groenvlei spring and Karatara River due 
to over-extraction. Finally, she proposed a household survey to inform 
planning decisions with accurate local data, suggesting the use of 
incentives to encourage participation. 

  

24 19/05/2025 Carel & 
Suzie 
Fouche 

cfouche@afol.com.na Expresses concern about traffic and infrastructure on Paul Kruger Street; 
emphasises Island’s tranquil, residential identity. 

- 

25 (unspecifie
d) 

Dieter & 
Elke 
Kaufholz 

dkaufholz1@gmail.co
m 

Objection to proposed changes in Paul Kruger Street; highlights 
conservation, tortoise fatalities, and increased traffic issues. 

- 

26 19/05/2025 Dieter & 
Elke 
Kaufholz 

dkaufholz1@gmail.co
m 

Support OP10 (open space designation). Object to MU2 rezoning of Paul 
Kruger Street, citing loss of tranquillity, noise, privacy, sewerage issues, and 
inadequate water supply. Strongly oppose truck stops and commercial 
development (MZ1, MZ3) near residential areas. Question N2 realignment. 

Erf 4451 
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27 20/05/2025 Ian Russell ianandsue.russell@g
mail.com 

Objects to MU2 rezoning on Paul Kruger Street. Questions rationale, opposes 
increase in traffic through residential streets. Highlights poor map quality, 
flood-prone development sites (HD5, HD9, MZ6), water resource limitations, 
and lack of public engagement. Requests floodlines in maps and 
clarification on public feedback process. 

24 Paul Kruger 
Street, HD5, 
HD9, MZ6 

28 12/05/2025 Debbie 
Orford 

finance@nschemicals.
co.za 

Objects to MU2, MZ1, MZ3. Raises concerns over traffic, pollution, safety, 
sewerage overflow, and change in residential character. Questions NMT 
node and rezoning impacts on rates. Supports maintaining Island as a 
conservancy. 

77 Island 
Village 

29 20/05/2025 Tessa 
Joubert 

tessa.joubert@gmail.c
om 

Objects to extending urban edge into Sandpiper Nature Reserve. 
Recommends protected status for Swartvlei Dune Ecosystem. Cites 
biodiversity, flood protection, Khoi heritage, and ecological infrastructure 
value. Proposes low-impact, non-permanent development only. 

Swartvlei, 
Sandpiper 
Nature Reserve 

30 06/05/2025 Cathy 
Birkett 

cpbirks@mweb.co.za Objects to MU2, MZ1, MZ3, HD4. Highlights impact on tortoise population, 
traffic, noise, sewerage, and conservancy status. Concerns about 5m sea-
level building regulation, infrastructure capacity, and loss of village 
character. 

24 Island 
Village 

31 20/05/2025 Randolph 
Daames 

rdaames@knysna.gov
.za 

Formal cover letter submission for comments on the Knysna MSDF 
amendment.  

Not specified 

32 20/05/2025 Itumeleng 
Langeni 
(MTO 
Group) 

Itumeleng@mto.group Comments on behalf of MTO Forestry regarding the Knysna MSDF and not 
relevant to Sedgefield LSDF 

Forestry land 
(general) 

mailto:rdaames@knysna.gov.za
mailto:rdaames@knysna.gov.za
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33 20/05/2025 Yanga 
Xashimba 
(DEA&DP) 

Yanga.Xashimba@we
sterncape.gov.za 

Smutsville Integration: The LSDF must more explicitly spatially integrate 
historically marginalised communities like Smutsville. This includes ensuring 
access to economic opportunities, social facilities, and public transport 
routes through mixed-use nodes and infill development closer to the town 
centre. 
 
Ecological and Flood Risk Areas: Specific concern was raised over the 
inclusion of areas such as HD5, HD9, and MZ6 within the Urban Edge. These 
areas intersect with Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) and are either flood-
prone or within the Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ). DEA&DP recommends 
their removal from proposed development zones, or at minimum, 
subjecting them to stringent environmental screening. 
 
Climate Change Adaptation Zones: DEA&DP advised incorporating climate 
adaptation overlays—such as buffers along floodplains and areas sensitive 
to sea-level rise—to mitigate long-term risk. This includes managed retreat 
strategies in high-risk coastal and estuarine areas. 
 
CML & Urban Edge Realignment: The response urged the Municipality to 
align the Coastal Management Line (CML) with the gazetted National CML, 
not an outdated provincial version, and to avoid including undeveloped 
land within the CML in the urban edge boundary. 
 
Implementation Clarity: DEA&DP highlighted the need for a phased capital 
expenditure framework that clearly outlines short-, medium-, and long-
term priorities aligned with the spatial proposals, infrastructure demand, 
and available budgets. This was to ensure feasibility and proper sequencing 
of catalytic and housing development projects. 
 
Map and Text Alignment: DEA&DP recommended that the land use 
designations in the maps (e.g., HD zones, open space, mixed-use) be better 

Smutsville, HD9, 
HD5, CML zones 
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aligned with the spatial policies and wording in the main text to avoid 
conflicting interpretations during implementation. 
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34 13/05/2025 Dr Andre 
Kruger 

rooirokkie.ak@gmail.c
om 

Raises concerns about future flooding risks in Brenton-on-Sea based on 
Climate Central data and CML. Objects to expansion into Knysna Sand 
Fynbos and incorrect naming/urban edge mapping of Brenton areas. 
Recommends using alien-infested land instead of endangered 
ecosystems. 

Brenton-on-
Sea, Belvidere 

35 20/05/2025 The Scotts dinieanddibbie@gmai
l.com 

Objects to MU2 rezoning of Paul Kruger Street and rerouting of traffic. 
Criticises LSDF for removing police station proposal, questions aquifer 
sustainability and future water sources, and opposes developments on HD9, 
HD5, MZ6 due to flood/ecological risk. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, HD9, 
HD5, MZ6 

36 20/05/2025 Martin te 
Groen 

mtegroen@mweb.co.z
a 

Objects to MU2 rezoning and any traffic redirection through The Island. Cites 
impact on elderly, infrastructure, and aquatic systems. Proposes bypass to 
the north of the N2 and a moratorium on further guesthouse consent uses 
on the Island. Requests improved policing and planning enforcement. 

27 Louw 
Wepener 
Street, The 
Island 

37 20/05/2025 Nicholas 
Leonard 

nicholas.leonard2@g
mail.com 

Nicholas van Aswegen strongly objects to the proposed MU2 mixed-use 
zoning along Paul Kruger Street and adjacent areas, citing concerns over 
traffic congestion, infrastructure strain, noise, and the loss of the area’s 
residential and ecological character—particularly in the Island 
Conservancy. He also questions the lack of transparency around the 
proposed development of RE Erf 1627 and HD4, criticising insufficient 
consultation, potential environmental impacts, and the LSDF’s failure to 
align with Sedgefield’s Slow Town ethos and sustainable development 
principles. 

Erf 1627 

38 20/05/2025 Martin te 
Groen 

mtegroen@mweb.co.z
a 

Requests amendment of HD9 designation to allow 2 units per hectare on Erf 
1652 (Cloud 9). Cites higher elevation, poor agricultural soil, self-provided 
services, and limited municipal support as rationale for moderate 
densification. 

Erf 1652 (Cloud 
9) 

39 20/05/2025 Martin te 
Groen 

mtegroen@mweb.co.z
a 

Objects to MU2 corridor through Paul Kruger. Reiterates objection from Louw 
Wepener St; cites risk to frail residents, noise, bypass alternatives. Suggests 
removal of MU2 zone. 

26 De Wet 
Street, The 
Island 

mailto:nicholas.leonard2@gmail.com
mailto:nicholas.leonard2@gmail.com
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40 20/05/2025 Martin te 
Groen 

mtegroen@mweb.co.z
a 

Supports extending MU1 zone westward from Kwikkie St to Wagtail St. 
Suggests 10 Lark Avenue is ideal business buffer on the N2 service road. 
Proposes mixed-use edge to buffer residential areas. 

10 Lark Avenue, 
Sedgefield 

41 2025/05/13 André 
Kruger 

rooirokkie.ak@gmail.c
om 

Raises concerns about climate risk, flooding, and unsustainable 
development in Brenton-on-Sea and Belvidere. Criticises the inclusion of 
high-risk zones in the Urban Edge and warns of development threats to 
Knysna Sand Fynbos. Proposes redirection of urban expansion to degraded 
alien-invaded lands. Supports the role of ecological buffers and sensitive 
development. 

Not specified 

42 2025/05/20 Nicholas 
Leonard 

nicholas.leonard2@g
mail.com 

The comments on the Draft Sedgefield LSDF raise strong objections to the 
proposed Low-Intensity Mixed-Use Development along Paul Kruger Street, 
citing concerns about traffic congestion, noise, loss of residential character, 
water and sewage capacity, and threats to the Island’s conservancy status 
and tortoise population. Residents emphasise that infrastructure is already 
under strain, and further development would worsen problems, 
compromise privacy, and disrupt the tranquil, conservation-focused 
environment. Additional concerns include insufficient public participation, 
lack of clarity on development proposals such as RE 1627, the risks of 
uncontrolled densification, inadequate consideration of environmental 
constraints, and potential security issues related to commercial 
development. Overall, the submissions call for proper consultation, better 
infrastructure planning, and stronger protection of the Island’s unique 
natural and residential character. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, RE Erf 
1627 
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43 2025/05/20 Dr Chloe 
Guerbois 
(Nelson 
Mandela 
University) 

Chloe.Guerbois@man
dela.ac.za 

Ecological Corridors & Biodiversity: She emphasises the importance of 
maintaining intact forest corridors and ecological networks in the 
Sedgefield area, particularly near Phantom Pass, to support species 
movement and long-term ecosystem resilience. 
 
Weakening of Environmental Safeguards: She warns that the draft LSDF 
appears to dilute critical environmental thresholds by enabling 
densification and infrastructure expansion in areas that were previously 
environmentally restricted, especially those near Critical Biodiversity Areas 
(CBAs). 
 
Development Pressure: She cautions that the LSDF creates a narrative of 
inevitable growth which may legitimise urban sprawl and irreversible 
ecological degradation, especially in sensitive forest and fynbos areas. 

Not specified 

44 2025/05/19 Martie de 
Jager 

martiedejager4@gma
il.com 

Formally objects to high-density and multi-storey proposals near Erf 1882, 
Sedgefield. Highlights infrastructure strain, visual intrusion, loss of privacy, 
and negative impact on residential quality. Seeks exclusion of the erf from 
such proposals. 

Erf 1882, 
Sedgefield 

45 2025/05/20 Homtini 
Farm (Kelly 
Steenhuise
n) 

admin@homtinifarm.c
o.za 

Strong objection to the urban edge expansion at Keurhoek. Details 
ecological value of CBA areas, ecosystem service dependency for farming, 
and current community-integrated land use on Homtini Farm. Highlights 
contradictions with CapeNature guidelines and calls for environmental 
justice. 

Homtini Farm, 
Keurhoek 

46 2025/05/09 Hettie 
Bailey 

hettiebailey@gmail.co
m 

Objects to the proposed developments in the LSDF, raising concerns about 
increased traffic, noise, pollution, and threats to the Island’s tranquillity, 
infrastructure, and protected species such as the Angulate Tortoise and 
seahorse. He stresses that mixed-use rezoning, commercial and medium-
density developments are inappropriate for the area, will compromise 

Paul Kruger 
Street 

mailto:Chloe.Guerbois@mandela.ac.za
mailto:Chloe.Guerbois@mandela.ac.za
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security, environmental integrity, and residential character, and should not 
proceed without full resident approval. 

47 2025/05/20 Jessica 
Seath 
(Knysna 
Estuary 
Research 
Foundation
) 

jessica@knysnaestuar
y.co.za 

Institutional critique of the MSDF for failing to acknowledge SANParks' 
custodianship and biodiversity imperatives. Warns against estuary access 
intensification and glamping in conservation zones. Recommends SDF 
revisions to foreground environmental stewardship. 

Knysna Estuary 

48 2025/05/20 Jan van der 
Westhuizen 

jan@experttech.com Submission by the Knysna Business Chamber highlighting catalytic 
economic projects for inclusion in the MSDF. Supports local economic 
development and urban renewal priorities. 

Multiple 
strategic sites 

49 2025/05/20 Barrie 
Gasson 

gasson@sybaweb.co.z
a 

Commentary focused on challenging the accuracy of MSDF mapping and 
future planning assumptions. Points to ecological oversights and data 
quality issues. Likely calls for redrawing or omitting unsupported 
development zones. 

Not specified 

50 2025/05/20 Barrie 
Gasson 

gasson@sybaweb.co.z
a 

Formal commentary questioning the strategic soundness of MSDF spatial 
delineation. Highlights issues with flood lines, infrastructure feasibility, and 
governance consistency. Recommends downscaling certain catalytic 
projects. 

Multiple 
strategic nodes 

51 2025/04/10 Werner Frei wfrei.sedge@gmail.co
m 

Objected to rezoning and densification along Paul Kruger Street. Highlights 
infrastructural overload, ecological risks to tortoises, and calls for better 
enforcement of zoning compliance. 

Paul Kruger 
Street area 

52 2025/04/09 Hans 
Anema 

hansa608@gmail.co
m 

Objected to LSDF proposals for The Island, including mixed-use and traffic 
corridors. Emphasises preservation of Island’s peaceful, residential nature. 

Island Village 
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53 2025/05/19 Brent Ingel 
(SPM 
Projects) 

spm.brent@gmail.co
m 

Strong objection to low-cost housing on Erven 1873–1879. Suggests land use 
for fire/police station instead. Critiques economic impact, infrastructure 
capacity, and property devaluation risks. 

Erf 1870–1879, 
Sedgehill 

54 2025/05/19 JJN Bester, 
B Ingel and 
M Watson 

spm.brent@gmail.co
m 

Duplicate of Brent Ingel’s detailed objection. Emphasises infrastructure 
strain, zoning sensitivity, and proposes public safety precinct use instead. 

Erf 1870–1879, 
Sedgehill 

55 2025/05/20 Knysna 
Tesourier 
(AfriForum) 

tesourier.knysna@afrif
orumtak.co.za 

AfriForum submitted a formal memorandum raising concerns about 
municipal transparency, heritage protection, infrastructure reliability, and 
democratic accountability in spatial planning. 

General – 
Knysna and 
surrounds 

56 2025/04/11 Cheryl Frei cherylfrei@gmail.com Comment on Sedgefield LSDF alignment with climate resilience, 
infrastructure readiness and ecological buffers. Advocates for greater 
emphasis on green infrastructure and small-town integrity. 

General – 
Sedgefield 

57 2025/05/08 Peter 
Dinsmore 

peterdinsmore@gmail
.com 

General objection regarding proposed developments on Cloud Nine and 
Paul Kruger. Highlights slope instability, loss of landscape value, and impact 
on tourism and biodiversity. Requests review of development footprint. 

Cloud Nine, 
Paul Kruger 
Area 

58 2025/05/20 Talita van 
Zyl 

ttvz@vodamail.co.za Objection to MU2 Corridor along Paul Kruger. Concern that tourism-lodging 
uses may evolve into full business zoning, increasing traffic and impacting 
neighbourhood peace. Opposes high-density housing on Cloud Nine. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, Cloud 
Nine 

59 2025/05/08 Peter 
Dinsmore 

peterdinsmore@gmail
.com 

Objection to high-density development on Gardenia Street citing zoning 
(Zone 1), inadequate infrastructure (sewage, electrical, road), and concern 
over increased noise and pollution. Requests alternative land use planning. 

Erf 1860 

60 2025/05/08 Alan Morris alanmorris233@gmail.
com 

Concerns about proposed truck stop and high-density nodes conflicting 
with Sedgefield's village character; questions economic viability and 
sustainability of increased residential and commercial development. 

General 

61 2025/05/20 Dominic de 
Villiers 

devilliersd59@gmail.c
om 

General concern about the increase in traffic and pressure on road 
infrastructure; lack of clarity on mixed-use developments and objections to 
potential rezoning impacts. 

General 
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62 2025/05/20 Karen Tarr karen.tarr@mudita.co.
za 

Objection to MU2 and HD4 on The Island; raises issues around outdated 
infrastructure, strain on services (sewage, electricity), road safety, impact 
on tortoise populations, and social implications of truck stops. 

MU2, MZ3, HD4 

63 2025/05/16 Shane van 
Blerk 

netvanblerk@gmail.co
m 

Objection to truck stop and related warehousing at entrance to town; 
concerns about traffic, safety, infrastructure and deterioration of 
Sedgefield’s tourism identity. 

General 

64 2025/05/20 Kathy 
Waddingto
n 

kathywaddington1@g
mail.com 

Critiques contradiction between LSDF’s preamble and proposed 
developments (truck stops, density increases, industrial zones). Argues 
against large-scale housing due to poor infrastructure, ecological 
concerns, and tourism-based economy. 

General 

65 2025/05/21 Yamagoo 
(Name not 
provided) 

yamagoo@mweb.co.z
a 

Support for and alignment with Kathy Waddington’s detailed objection; 
calls for better infrastructure before additional development. 

General 

66 2025/05/19 Dolphin 
Stationers 

dolphinstationers19@g
mail.com 

Support for Waddington's objection; asks for aligned objection to be placed 
on record. 

General 

67 2025/05/20 Marike 
Vreken 

marike@vreken.co.za Opposition to industrial development; objection submitted to proposal 
impacting Dolphin Stationers property. Argues it would compromise 
environmental value and tourist appeal. 

Professional 
Comment 

68 2025/05/19 JJN Bester, 
B Ingel, M 
Watson 

spm.brent@gmail.co
m 

Planning consultant objection on behalf of client to a specific zoning or 
density designation; references professional planning rationale and 
alignment with SDF principles. 

Erven 1873–1879 

69 2025/05/20 Marike 
Vreken 

marike@vreken.co.za Formal planning objection raised by professional town planner on behalf of 
clients; focused on land use inconsistencies, infrastructure constraints, and 
procedural planning issues in the LSDF. Requests alignment with Knysna 
zoning scheme and SPLUMA principles. 

Multiple erven 
within 
Sedgefield, not 
all specified 
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70 2025/05/20 Marike 
Vreken 

marike@vreken.co.za Follow-up submission with additional planning objections including 
stormwater, heritage overlay, and transportation impact considerations. 
Reinforces prior concerns with professional inputs. 

Various 
(Sedgefield 
study area) 

71 2025/05/06 Bernard 
Sheridan 

sheridan6573@gmail.
com 

Concerned resident objecting to MU2 and MZ3 proposals. Highlights 
infrastructure inadequacy, traffic safety risks, and threat to the Island’s 
conservancy and tortoise population. 

General Island 
area 

72 2025/05/20 Kevin and 
Brenda 
Goss 

krandbi@gmail.com Objection to MU2 and MZ3, noting increased traffic on Paul Kruger Street, 
threats to pedestrian safety, and ecological concerns relating to tortoise 
deaths and lack of speed enforcement. Concerned about crime and water 
pressure. 

Erf 39 Hertzog 
Street, The 
Island 

73 2025/05/19 Birgit 
Sankey 

birgit.sankey@outlook.
com 

Objection referencing environmental degradation, water pressure issues, 
and misalignment of high-intensity development proposals with the 
character of The Island. Calls for traffic calming and better enforcement. 

The Island 
general area 

74 2025/05/20 Vanessa 
Weyer 

Not Provided Submission referencing strong concerns over ecological integrity of 
Sedgefield and the impact of truck stop and increased densification on 
sense of place, heritage, and safety of The Island. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, The 
Island 

75 2025/05/20 Vanessa 
Weyer 

Vanessa.Weyer@sanp
arks.org 

Comment submitted on behalf of SANParks – content of submission not 
detailed here but expected to reflect conservation and land management 
concerns. 

Unspecified 

76 2025/05/14 Patsy 
Griffiths 

patsy.griffiths@gmail.
com 

Patsy Griffiths of 33 Island Village, Paul Kruger Street objects to the proposed 
Mixed-Use Corridor (MU2) designation in the LSDF. She cites severe 
infrastructure issues in Sedgefield, including low water pressure, poor road 
conditions, sewage capacity, and lack of policing—particularly problematic 
during peak tourist seasons. She warns that additional development, 
especially truck stops and industrial zones, threatens Sedgefield’s tourism 
appeal and the safety of residents and wildlife on Paul Kruger Street and 

MU2 

mailto:patsy.griffiths@gmail.com
mailto:patsy.griffiths@gmail.com
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The Island. She supports the detailed submission made by the Sedgefield 
Island Conservancy. 

77 2025/05/12 Ben C W 
van der 
Waal 

bcwvis@gmail.com Concerns about overdevelopment, environmental protection, illegal 
building, and neglect of the lagoon. Suggests creation of boardwalks, 
limiting expansion, enhancing infrastructure, and fostering local 
governance. Advocates for protecting village character and leveraging 
local expertise. 

Sandpiper 
Reserve, 
Northern areas 
near Swartvlei 

78 2025/05/16 Chris 
Fimpel 

fimpel@mweb.co.za Major concerns on water scarcity, insufficient sewage systems, 
inappropriate truck stop placement (MZ3), infrastructure overload on Paul 
Kruger Street, and lack of clarity on social facility planning. Emphasises need 
for urgent infrastructure upgrades before considering development. 

Unspecified 

79 2025/05/16 Chris 
Fimpel 
(Duplicate 
Entry) 

fimpel@mweb.co.za Duplicate of above comment from Chris Fimpel. Concerns about water, 
sewage, traffic, truck stop location, and social facilities. 

Same as above 

80 2025/05/19 R 
Vermeulen 

rhijnv@gmail.com Objection to the MU2 Mixed Use Corridor on Paul Kruger Street and the MZ3 
Truck Stop proposal. Key issues raised include potential increase in traffic, 
danger to pedestrians and wildlife (particularly tortoises), lack of road 
maintenance, and environmental concerns near Swartvlei Lagoon. The 
submission questions the viability and sustainability of proposed mixed-
use and industrial zones, citing impact on property values, lack of 
infrastructure (water, sewerage, electricity), and inadequate enforcement 
capacity. Calls for prioritising tourism-supportive uses over industrial 
development, and meaningful community engagement in zoning 
decisions. 

No 70 Island 
Village, Paul 
Kruger Street 
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81 2025/05/08 Carl 
Woodhous
e 

niccw25@gmail.com Provides a detailed technical critique of the LSDF document including errors 
in section headings, mismatched data labels, questionable projections for 
infrastructure like water, sewage, electricity, and hospital needs. Requests 
clarification on assumptions used in calculations (e.g., reservoir sizing), 
expresses concern about pedestrian infrastructure planning and 
placement of informal settlements near critical services. Recommends 
alternative infrastructure options (e.g. desalination) and criticises the 
mismatch between maps and their respective commentary sections. 

General town-
wide 
observations 

82 2025/05/08 Carl 
Woodhous
e 

niccw25@gmail.com Duplicate of prior comment submission. Offers structured feedback on LSDF 
data and structure errors. Concerns with water and electricity planning 
assumptions, sewage treatment capacity, informal settlement siting near 
critical infrastructure. Proposes better mapping alignment and prioritisation 
of utility planning over densification proposals without adequate services. 

General 
comments, 
including DZ4 

83 2025/05/20 SANParks 
(Dr 
Vanessa 
Weyer) 

Vanessa.Weyer@sanp
arks.org 

SANParks objects to several aspects of the Sedgefield LSDF. Key concerns 
include: lack of acknowledgement of the Swartvlei System within GRNP; 
limited integration of biodiversity conservation; unsupported high-density 
development in flood-prone areas (e.g., HDZ4, HDZ5, HDZ9, DZ2); concern 
over mixed-use and industrial zones MZ1, MZ3, and MZ6 near Swartvlei 
Estuary; risk of pollution, estuarine degradation, and climate change 
impacts; lack of incorporation of environmental legislation terms like CML, 
CPZ, EFZ, and floodlines; lack of clarity on the re-alignment of the N2 highway 
through estuarine areas under SANParks jurisdiction. SANParks urges the 
LSDF to reflect environmental constraints, reconsider urban edge 
expansions, and exclude development in ecologically sensitive areas. 

Not specified; 
general zones 
like HDZ4, HDZ5, 
HDZ9, DZ2, MZ1, 
MZ3, MZ6 
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84 2025/04/10 Ann Koch annkoch613@gmail.co
m 

Strong objection to the rezoning and subdivision for High Influx Housing 
Development Project on Erven 1873–1879, due to negative impact on 
property values, unsuitable topography for high density, flood risks, and 
inadequate infrastructure. Original use of the land for fire 
station/community centre abandoned. 

1873, 1874, 1875, 
1876, 1877, 1878, 
1879 

85 2025/03/20 Bruce 
McDonald 

mcdonaldba6573@g
mail.com 

Criticised lack of public engagement. Supports affordable housing in 
Smutsville and local economic opportunities. Objects to HD9, HD5, MZ1, MZ3, 
MZ6 due to ecological sensitivity and flooding. Questions feasibility of 
population projections and infrastructure strategies. Criticised 
generalisations and misrepresentations in the SDF document. 

HD5, HD9, MZ1, 
MZ3, MZ6 

86 2025/05/01 Peter Miller peteragmiller@gmail.
com 

Highlighted issues of unemployment and infrastructure constraints. 
Criticised vertical development proposals and absence of proper police 
station and sewage upgrades. Suggested new road access from N2 and 
need for additional traffic circle for safety. Requested prioritisation of water 
security and traffic calming. 

Unspecified 

87 2025/05/20 Elizabeth 
Van Wyk 

riversidesedge@gmail
.com 

Strong objections to MU2 Mixed-Use on Paul Kruger Street. Detailed 
ecological and social impacts including flooding, evacuation issues, wildlife 
loss, and infrastructure strain. Cited loss of Sedgefield's character and need 
to preserve its identity as a slow town. Opposes overdevelopment and 
densification trends in the LSDF. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, The 
Island 
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88 2025/04/05 Dianne 
Bowen 

dibowennz@gmail.co
m 

Criticised limited public participation. Requested detailed information on 
MU2 Paul Kruger proposal and development of RE 1627. Opposed unchecked 
densification and called for environmentally conscious development. 
Called for affordable housing models that preserve the town’s character. 

RE 1627, Paul 
Kruger Street 

89 2025/05/01 Peter Miller peteragmiller@gmail.
com 

Concerns over high unemployment, congestion, densification, inadequate 
police presence, failing infrastructure (roads, water, sewer). Advocates for 
an additional arterial road and traffic calming measures. 

Unspecified 

90 2025/05/05 Richard 
Willis 

richard@dougi.co.za Extensive objections to MU2 Mixed Use Zone on Paul Kruger Street, citing 
concerns about traffic, tortoise safety, residential character, and 
infrastructure strain. Questions raised about origins and public consultation 
of the proposal. 

Paul Kruger 
Street 

91 2025/05/19 Jane 
Andrews 

janeandrews@telkom
sa.net 

Supports prior objections against MU2, HD4, and MZ3 zones. Highlights 
traffic, tortoise safety, environmental and sewer concerns. Requests more 
public input and answers about rezoning intentions. 

Paul Kruger 
Street 

92 2025/05/19 Sylvia 
Ferguson 

segiefergusons@gmai
l.com 

Concerns about road degradation, inadequate sewage, densification 
threats, erosion, endangered species protection, and illegal squatting. 
Strong argument for preserving Sedgefield as a low-impact town within the 
Garden Route National Park. 

Kingfisher Drive, 
Crane Walk, 
Myoli Beach, 
The Island 

93 2025/05/20 Johan 
(Western 
Heads 
Goukamm
a 
Conservan
cy) 

johan@paradisefound
.co.za 

Strong objection to proposed Urban Edge expansion including Lake Brenton 
Erfs 416, 415 and Uitzicht Portion 81. Notes presence of Critical Biodiversity 
Areas and violation of provincial biodiversity planning guidelines. Requests 
rehabilitation of forestry areas. 

Erf 416, 415, 
Uitzicht Portion 
81 



 

46 
 

STA
KEH

O
LD

ER EN
G

A
G

EM
EN

T REPO
RT 

No Date 
Received 

Name or 
Institution 

Email Address Description of Comments Erven 
Applicable/ 

Reference 

94 2025/05/14 S P Griffiths patsy.griffiths@gmail.
com 

Opposes mixed-use designation for Paul Kruger Street due to traffic, wildlife 
safety, and infrastructure strain; supports Island Conservancy objections; 
highlights general infrastructure inadequacy. 

None 
specifically 
listed 

95 2025/04/01 Linda 
Rasmussen 

lindathepianotuner@g
mail.com 

Supports establishment of police and fire station near Plumbago and 
Gardenia Streets. 

Near Gardenia 
Street 

96 2025/04/03 Mr CR 
Agostini 

rovcra@hotmail.com Objects to housing on Erven 1873 and 1879; prefers fire/police station; 
concerns about property devaluation, infrastructure strain, environmental 
impacts. 

1873 and 1879 

97 2025/05/09 Graham F 
Bailey 

hettiebailey@gmail.co
m 

Objects to MZ1/MZ3, MU2, HD4 proposals; notes impact on traffic, 
infrastructure, tortoise habitat, and residential amenity; queries zoning 
intentions and public participation. 

HD4 area (Dr 
Malan Street), 
MU2 (Paul 
Kruger Street) 

98 2025/04/10 Werner Frei wfrei.sedge@gmail.co
m 

Raises concerns on densification, inadequate infrastructure, public 
participation gaps, unclear development motives; demands transparency 
and updated data sharing. 

RE 1627 

99 2025/04/03 Podge and 
Merrill 
Milton 

podgemilton@gmail.c
om 

Objection to MU2 mixed-use on Paul Kruger Street; concern for conservancy 
character, water supply, densification, infrastructure burden. Questions on 
RE 1627 and lack of consultation/data collection. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, RE 1627 

100 2025/05/19 Ann 
Stambolie 

astambolie@wol.co.za Detailed critique on LSDF inconsistencies, lack of public consultation, and 
contradictions in densification vs conservation. Financial loss due to 
devaluation of property from MU2 proposal. 

21 Paul Kruger 
Street, RE 1627 

101 2025/05/19 Kees Estie estiekees@gmail.com Questions the viability of N2 bypass; traffic congestion near Wild Oats 
Market; Paul Kruger singled out for redevelopment; sewerage and future 
densification concerns. 

35 Island 
Village, Paul 
Kruger Street 
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102 2025/04/11 Cheryl Frei cherylfrei@gmail.com Opposes MU2 for Paul Kruger; calls for traffic circle near 1-stop; poor 
infrastructure and water supply; lack of schools and police; critical of 
exponential growth assumptions. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, The 
Island 

103 2025/05/20 Talita van 
Zyl 

ttvz@vodamail.co.za Objecting to MU2 Mixed Use on Paul Kruger; fears of eventual 
commercialisation, increased traffic, loss of peace. Cautions against Cloud 
Nine dune development, discourages high-density slope housing. 

Paul Kruger 
Street, Cloud 
Nine 

104 2025/05/19 John 
McKay 

sundogjohn1@gmail.c
om 

Concerns about uncontrolled development harming environment and 
essential services. 

Unspecified 

105 2025/05/20 Clifford 
Elion 

cliffprop@gmail.com Requests that Erf 1627 be re-included in urban edge based on development 
history. 

RE 1627 

106 2025/03/30 Gita Beck darrylgita@gmail.com Seeks clarity on tax implications for residents not participating in mixed-use 
development. 

Unspecified 

107 2025/04/05 Mary 
Woolmingt
on 

mary.woolmington@g
mail.com 

Requests details on MU2 proposal and status of RE 1627 development. RE 1627 

108 2025/05/20 Kevin Goss krandbi@gmail.com Objects to MU2 and truck stop MZ3; cites safety, traffic, and environmental 
concerns. 

MU2, MZ3 

109 2025/04/09 Leonie du 
Preez 

knysna@crispandneat
.co.za 

Seeks clarity on urban edge expansion and if infill means low-cost housing. Unspecified 

110 2025/05/19 Mike Mays mgmays12@gmail.co
m 

Strong opposition to truck stop and mixed-use proposal; safety, crime, 
social issues cited. 

Unspecified 

111 2025/05/16 Chris 
Fimpel 

fimpel@mweb.co.za Critical of water and sewage infrastructure capacity, questions about truck 
stop viability. 

Unspecified 

112 2025/05/20 Karen Tarr karen.tarr@mudita.co.
za 

Objects to MU2 and HD4; raises concerns over road safety, infrastructure 
strain, and tortoise habitat. 

MU2, HD4 
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113 2025/04/01 Sarah Cook islandwoodsa@gmail.
com 

Raises issue with public participation process, exponential growth 
assumptions, and wildlife risks. 

Unspecified 

114 2025/04/21 Saffyre 
Malherbe 

fairydusted08@gmail.
com 

Strong concerns on densification, water pressure, traffic and lack of 
infrastructure on The Island. 

Unspecified 

115 2025/05/10 Lyn 
Mayhew 

lyn@3i.co.za Opposes MU2 zoning and threats to The Island; emphasizes need for 
participatory planning and wildlife protection. 

MU2 

116 2025/05/08 Charl van 
der Merwe 

cjvdm53@gmail.com Proposes environmental and slow-town principles integration; criticizes 
lack of planning for climate and water. 

Unspecified 

117 2025/05/14 Jennifer 
Wucherpfe
nnig 

jenwuch@gmail.com Requests land inclusion for development; highlights land invasion risks and 
family security issues. 

Unspecified 

118 2025/05/19 R. 
Vermeulen 

rhijnv@gmail.com Objects to MU2 and truck stop; raises issues of tortoise conservation, 
rezoning effects and service capacity. 

MU2 

119 2025/05/06 CP 
Demetriou 

lakideo@gmail.com Objects to proposed Low-Intensity Mixed-Use zoning in Paul Kruger Street; 
raises environmental, traffic, infrastructure and heritage concerns; 
mentions protected tortoise species and infrastructure limitations. 

Paul Kruger 
Street; HD4 

120 2025/05/06 Bernard 
Sheridan 

sheridan6573@gmail.
com 

Requests clarity on public participation process; opposes MU2 on Paul 
Kruger Street; concerned about RE 1627 development and exponential 
growth assumption; requests transparency and community consultation. 

RE 1627 

121 2025/04/07 Ron & 
Colleen 
Ansell 

colleen.ansell@gmail.
com 

Questions public participation; requests information on Paul Kruger MU2 
zoning; concerned about exponential growth, infrastructure, tourism 
degradation; opposes development between Village and The Island. 

RE 1627 

122 2025/05/20 Planning 
Space 
(Lundi 
Khuphiso) 

lundi@planningspace.
co.za 

Requests RE 1627 to be reinstated in urban edge and designated for mixed 
use; provides environmental sensitivity assessments, historic planning 
alignment, and development proposal. 

RE 1627 
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123 2025/05/20 Sedgefield 
Ratepayers 
Association 
(Andy 
Brough) 

andy.b@harcourts.co.
za 

Comprehensive critique of LSDF; requests consistent application of housing 
densities; demands proper environmental, infrastructure and economic 
impact studies; reserves right to appeal process. 

Multiple incl. 
RE1627, RE5045, 
1634, 4550, 
2058 

124 2025/05/02 AfriForum 
(Deon de 
Jager) 

deon.dejager@afriforu
m.co.za 

Raises service delivery issues (refuse, sewerage, noise, dumping); suggests 
inclusion of illegal taverns and landfill upgrades in IDP; requests better 
community participation structures. 

Streets in 
Sedgefield, 
Dumping sites 

125 2025/04/30 Sedgefield 
Island 
Conservan
cy 
(Lawrence 
Boatwright) 

lboat01@gmail.com Raises concerns about Paul Kruger MU2 zoning, enforcement capacity, poor 
map referencing; requests clarity on open space definitions and stronger 
environmental protections. 

Erf 4550, 1248, 
1249, 1524, 1625, 
2022 

2nd Round of Public Participation 
126 2025/09/15 Keith Killops keith@gkconsulting.co

.za  
An enquiry made by Keith Killops regarding the incorporation of the 
Sedgefield LSDF proposals into the Knysna MSDF. 

Unspecified 

127 2025/09/16 Laurelle 
Bason 

laurelleleigha@gmail.
com 

Seeks clarity regarding the inclusion of the Lake Pleasant Hotel/Estate 
located on Groenvlei Road into the proposed Sedgefield Urban Edge and  
what the zoning designation/proposed land use will be. 

Lake Pleasant 

128 2025/09/18 Marius 
Nadel 

mariusrita@mweb.co.
za 

Tourist facilities around Swartvlei and other conservation areas are 
deteriorating and require immediate budget allocation. Similarly, while the 
revival of the George–Knysna Outeniqua Train could boost tourism, no 
Precinct Plan is in place for the Sedgefield Station area to ensure this 
becomes a viable mixed-use economic asset. 
A major concern is the contradiction between the Municipality’s 
acknowledgment of failing infrastructure in the IDP and LSDF, and the 
simultaneous proposal of new developments that will increase pressure on 

Multiple Areas 
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already strained systems while offering limited financial return. Roads are 
in critical condition, with an estimated R400 million required for repairs in 
Sedgefield alone, yet funding is wholly insufficient, and the backlog 
increases annually. Water and sewage systems, both bulk and reticulation, 
are at crisis point, with a real risk of collapse during peak holiday seasons 
due to insufficient capacity and funding. 
The Municipality must prioritise protecting existing ratepayers and 
investors, as their contribution sustains the local economy. Based on 
extensive professional planning experience, the current planning approach 
of Knysna Municipality shows warning signs similar to those that have 
historically led to the decline of other towns. These inputs are not exhaustive 
but intended to initiate urgent, constructive engagement. 
With regard to the proposed Heritage and Tourism Zone, it is essential to 
note that the Lake Pleasant development lawfully consists of 27 sectional 
title residential units. Each unit holds an individual Title Deed, has received 
Council approval for residential use through Clearance Certificates, is 
registered at the Deeds Office and the Office of the Surveyor General, and 
many have mortgage bonds registered. This established legal status must 
be recognised in future planning proposals. 
Significant and extensive road proposals are included in the LSDF. 
Insufficient detail is provided on the extent of these proposals nor how these 
will impact on the surrounding land-uses and the town. The proposed N2 
re-alignment and intersections and pedestrian crossings need more clarity. 
Main collector roads within Sedgefield are over capacity and also require 
proper integrated land-use and transport planning solutions. 
 

129 06/10/2025 Jason 
Harris 

overlandspirit@gmail.
com 

Strongly objects to the inclusion of Lake Pleasant Living within the Urban 
Edge and its designation as a Heritage and Tourism Zone. This is a legally 
established, permanently occupied residential sectional title scheme, not a 
tourism precinct or urban expansion area. The proposed HTZ and Urban 
Edge inclusion threaten residents’ property rights, privacy, property values, 

Lake Pleasant 
Living 
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and the tranquil residential character of the community, while placing 
additional pressure on already inadequate infrastructure and municipal 
services. Such changes also pose a risk to the area's ecological integrity and 
conservancy status, contradicting the LSDF’s own environmental objectives. 
Furthermore, the planning process has lacked transparency, with unclear 
zoning implications, questionable mapping accuracy, insufficient public 
consultation, and no evidence-based justification for these designations. 
They therefore request a clear explanation for this inclusion and the removal 
of the HTZ overlay from Lake Pleasant Living. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

5.6 A.6: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

Section Nature of Change Reason / Linked Comment 

4.2.1 Human Settlement 
Development 

The entire section was restructured and expanded into sub-
sections with 9 detailed strategies. 

Response to concerns over informal settlements, the need for 
densification, and infrastructure. 

4.2.1.10 Smutsville Settlement 
Upgrading Zone 

A new subsection was created with detailed spatial actions, 
infrastructure strategies, and social facility needs. 

Community concerns about informal housing, flooding, 
limited space, and education needs. 

6.2 Spatial Planning and Land Use 
Guidelines 

Section rewritten to consolidate land use principles, zoning 
tools, SANParks buffer policies, and design guidelines. 

SANParks' input on ecological buffers; community concern 
about land use change and sprawl. 

6.2.2 Coastal Access and Social 
Equity 

Strengthened principles on universal access, historic equity, 
and coastal buffer protection. 

Concerns have been raised about limited beach access from 
Smutsville and the Cola Beach path degradation. 

6.2.4 Guidelines for Development 
Applications 

Expanded to include stricter visual, ecological, and edge 
management criteria. 

Visual impact and wetland encroachment issues were raised 
by residents and SANParks. 

6.2.6 Land Use Guidelines (Table) Converted previous text into table format and added detailed 
land use parameters, incl. for artisan uses. 

Requested clarity on permissible uses and zones, especially 
around workshops and crafts. 

6.2.8 Additional Guidelines 
(Community & SANParks Input) 

New section added covering dune protection, heritage 
overlays, wetland buffer zones, and fire interface zones. 

SANParks and the community asked for greater 
environmental protections and invasive species control. 

6.3 Key Action Areas and Strategic 
Programmes 

New tables added with specific geographic action zones and 
aligned municipal programmes. 

Need for clearer implementation focus, budget alignment, 
and IDP integration. 

CEF Table (within 6.3) Added secondary school needs, informal settlement 
upgrading, and off-grid strategies. 

Identified during community engagements and SDF 
alignment sessions. 

Monitoring and Evaluation A new section has been added with indicators and feedback 
mechanisms. 

Required for implementation tracking; raised by both 
Planning and LED directorates. 

Conclusion Added to reflect integrated vision, SDF alignment, and 
implementation readiness. 

Final wrap-up requested during internal review to ensure 
alignment with Knysna MSDF. 
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5.7.1 KNYSNA MSDF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SUMMARIES 
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