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OBJECTION TO SUBDIVISION OF REM ERF 595 “GREYTON COMMONAGE” 

LOERKOP CAMP SITE 

 

With reference to the Notice, in terms of Section 24 of the Land Use Planning Ordinance, the application 
for the subdivision of Erf # 595, as placed in the TWK Gazette of 12 July 2016 herewith please find the 
following comment. 

The application by Theewaterskloof municipality is in terms of LUPO, the validity of which needs to be 
confirmed as (another recent application for the subdivision of Erf 438 Greyton was made in terms of the 
TWKM By-law on Municipal Land Use Planning). 

The Ward 2 Forum comment herewith submitted must be read in conjunction with the objections raised 
by the W2F in respect of the original notice for the Alienation of a portion ( 253 ha) of Erf 595. For ease 
of reference a précis of the points submitted are mentioned in this objection for the proposed 
subdivision of Erf # 595 as contemplated. 

Although the application is for subdivision, we consider that it is likely that this would assist the process 
of alienation of this area of land , to which we are totally opposed. It could also lead to the subdivision of 
other areas of the Commonage on leasehold agreements. Further to the above, it was also understood 
from the Theewaterskloof Municipality that a moratorium had been placed on any further talks, plans 
and activity in respect of Alienation or sub-division of Erf # 595 until the new council had an opportunity 
to carefully considered the implications thereof. 

 In the absence of a considered and detailed plan for Land Uses on the Greyton Commonage, after a full 
and comprehensive assessment of all alternatives in a public process, should be reason enough for not 
proceeding with this application.  

We, as the Ward 2 Forum, strongly object to the subdivision of Erf # 595 on the following specific 
grounds:  

1. VIGNE LEGACY 

It is clear from our research and documentation obtained from various sources that the Greyton 
Commonage was intended to be land for the use of all and that the land was never to be alienated. 
The veracity and intent of the Vigne Legacy is not in dispute and that the onus now remains with 
TWKM to prove the opposite and demonstrate that they have the right to negotiate any subdivision 
or alienation of the remainder of Erf 595. It must also be pointed out that the previous alienation and 
subdivision of Erf # 595 does not in any way constitute a precedent and can therefore not be used as 
motivation thereto.  

2. GOVERNMENT AND MUNICIPAL POLICY 

According to the TWKM By-law, gazetted on 21 June 2015, municipal commonage means land owned 
by, or under control of, the municipality which has a zoning of undetermined and which may be set 
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aside for grazing or for such other purposes or use as may be deemed necessary by the municipality. 
There is no reference whatsoever to the subdivision of areas or the possible alienation of 
commonage land. 

The Minister of Land Affairs approved the municipal commonage policy (PC.Doc.12/1997), 
emphasising the fact that municipal commonage is land, which has a public character, and that land 
needed by local poor residents for agricultural purposes should be made available on a leasehold 
basis for such purposes. 

Where a portion of the properties, formerly known as Municipal Commonages, is to be utilised for 
development, the municipality must, in consultation with the Dept of Land Affairs (DLA), satisfy 
themselves beforehand that such development will not result in the dispossession of people's rights 
(formal or informal) granted on or over such commonage land. In the event that people's rights are 
affected, it is a prerequisite that other arrangements satisfactory to those people have been made. 

The DLA will also actively discourage the selling of commonage, except where this is clearly required 
for town development and urbanisation which enjoys the wide support of local residents. 

3. APPLICATION FORM  

The application should be considered unacceptable because of the absence of all the information 
required: 

• The form is not signed or dated; 

• No survey map defining the exact area; 

• No site map showing all the structures etc; 

• The map provided does not show that the site includes the Sonderend River bank; 

• There are no comments as required from DWAF, DEA&DP, Dept of Agriculture etc. 

4. SDF 
The application states (Section 11) that the application falls within an area of an approved guide or 
other plan. This is untrue as the SDF (2012) refers to Resort development outside the urban edge (ref 
P11.41) “should not include any individually alienable land and should only be considered on marginal 
land and land of low environmental sensitivity”. 
Clearly, the location adjacent to Loerkop hill and it’s nature trail, which is earmarked as an extension 
to the existing Nature Reserve, and alongside the Sonderend River, does not align with the SDF. 

5. ZONING 

The application claims that the land is zoned Resort, which is a zone in the current Integrated Zoning 
Scheme (IZS), for which the primary uses are holiday accommodation, nature conservation and 
private open space. This conflicts with LUPO, in terms of which this application was made, where 
there are two similar zones, Resort Zones I and II. There is no zoning certificate attached to the 
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application, which is required. The current zoning map of the commonage zoned “Undetermined” 
does not include the campsite area. 

 Clearly the land area needs to be rezoned correctly. 

6. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Approval is required in terms of the NEMA Regulations (2014), Listing Notice No.3 (ref R.985), 
specifically certain activities: 

• Development of a tourist resort sleeping less than 15 persons, outside urban areas, or within 
100 m of a watercourse (activity No 5); 

• Development of a tourist resort sleeping more than 15 persons outside urban areas (activity No 
6); 

• Clearance of indigenous vegetation over 300 m² within critical biodiversity areas or where the 
land was zoned Open Space, Conservation or equivalent (Undetermined does not permit any 
development) (activity No. 12); 

• Expansion of a resort outside an urban area where development footprint will be expanded 
(activity No 17);  

7. HERITAGE  

Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act requires that full details of the existing 
development, and plans for future development, should be furnished to Heritage Western Cape on 
the basis that the site is over 0,5 ha in size and its character has been changed by the current 
activities, and that rezoning is required. 

The community of Farm 39 intends to register Bakenskop & potentially parts of Snyerskraalkoppe, to 
the West of Loerkop, as a Nature Reserve. This will eventually form part of the proposed 
Greyton/Genadendal Biosphere. 
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8. HEALTH HAZARD 

As a result of pollution of the Sonderend River from sewage not properly treated discharging from the 
Greyton liquid waste facility, there is considered to be a risk to human health. TWKM is responsible 
for this situation, and could be held responsible.  

9. FLOODING 
The Engineering Report for the Greyton Commonage Spatial Framework Plan (June 2000) refers to 
the absence of flood line data for the Gobos and Sonderend Rivers in the area of the project, which is 
confirmed in this application. However, flooding as recorded during recent storm flood events It was 
recommended that a detailed study should be undertaken. 
The possible failure of the category 3 Theewaterskloof Dam was also considered. The inundated area 
would be expected to cover a wider area than the 1:100 flood lines, but the risk of such failure was 
stated to be far lower than the 1:100 return period – “it is in fact extremely low and unlikely”.  
 
The conclusion and recommendation is that subdivision should not proceed, at least not until a 
proper plan for the Commonage has been developed based on public consultation with the 
community. The permanent subdivision, and possible alienation, of this land cannot be of benefit to 
the community and may detract significantly from the amenity value and development potential of 
the Sonderend River corridor, which is considered to be a major asset.  

CONCLUSION 

We strongly object to the subdivision of the area currently known as “Loerkop Camp Site” from Erf 595, 
being part of the Greyton Commonage, on the grounds stated above. 
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