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PROJECT: EVERGREEN LAKE MICHELLE ON REMAINDER ERF 3823 NOORDHOEK 
 
EVERGREEN: SUMMARY OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  
 

 
1. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

 The subject property was excavated for salt in the 1800’s and first half of 1900. 
 Water retention started in 1960 due to discharge from the Fish Hoek sewage works. 
 Provincial Government, WC Regional Services Council and local authority approvals were granted 

and approved 140 residential houses on the property.  
 The pan was dredged to a depth of 2m in 1974 to create a waterfront housing development. 
 Lake Michelle is a man-made lake and wetland created for residential development. 
 The City of Cape Town previously used a portion of the property for a municipal dump. 
 Lake Michelle estate’s access roads, gatehouses and administrative offices exist on the property.  
 The pan was further transformed by stormwater runoff from Noordhoek and Sun Valley. 
 After the salt marsh was discovered in 2001 the department requested further environmental 

investigations to take place.  
 Evergreen purchased the property from Amdec Residential Developments (Pty) Ltd in 2018 and 

appointed a multidisciplinary team of 31 professionals and consultants to undertake the further 
environmental investigations required by the department. 
 

2. MOTIVATION FOR DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVE LAYOUT 4 
 Alternative layout 4 is a feasible and reasonable layout comprising 98 houses and a lifestyle centre.  
 Alternative layout 4 has a lesser impact on the wetlands and when compared to alternative layout 2, 

conserves an additional 1.28ha of wetland area.  
 The 19.24ha property will comprise: 

- A substantial 11.45ha rehabilitated wetland habitat. 
- A significantly reduced 4.20ha development footprint. 
- 3.59ha of the property comprises the existing Lake Michelle estate’s access roads, gatehouses 

and administrative offices.  
 Alternative layout 4 protects the unique salt marsh habitat and conserves the Juncus Wetland. 
 Alternative layout 4 improves the ecological connectivity and habitat diversity on-site.  
 Alternative layout 4 includes infrastructure upgrades (i.e. stormwater management, toad underpasses, 

NMT lane etc).   
 Alternative layout 4 enhances the amenity value through stewardship opportunities, education tours, 

etc.  
 Alternative layout 4 addresses the retirement accommodation housing demand.  
 Alternative layout 4 creates medium and long-term job opportunities. 
 Evergreen retains ownership of all completed houses, the lifestyle centre, open spaces and wetlands.  
 Evergreen’s Life Right business model ensures a long-term commitment and investment in Lake 

Michelle in perpetuity.  
 

3. WETLAND OFF-SET CALCULATION 
 The wetland extent (hectare equivalent) off-set target is 11.5 and alternative layout 4 achieves 11.4. 

The negligible loss is largely related to reedbeds.  
 Reedbeds are an undesirable habitat for aquatic biota such as WLT and will be replaced with seasonal 

wetland habitat improving habitat diversity. 
 The wetland functionality (hectare equivalent) off-set target is 5.2 and alternative layout 4 adequately 

achieves 5.2 and meets the wetland functionality target. 
 The ecosystem conservation (hectare equivalent) off-set target is 12.3 and alternative layout 4 

achieves a high 22.5. The wetland off-set gain significantly exceed the wetland off-set target as 
ecological important wetlands are being rehabilitated.  

 The species conservation (% habitat intactness) wetland target is 50-100 and alternative layout 4 
achieves 60-80. The wetland off-set gain exceeds the wetland off-set target as a result of the 
rehabilitation and establishment works. 

 Alternative layout 4’s wetland functionality, wetland ecosystem conservation and wetland species 
conservation adequately meet the determined wetland off-set targets.  
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4. PLANNING LEGISLATION  
 The property is located within the urban edge as confirmed by the MSDF and SDF.  
 Map 5d of the MSDF indicates the property as a “Consolidation Area”. The alternative 4 layout is 

compliant with the ‘Consolidation Area’. 
 Map 5b of the MSDF indicate portions of the site as “Other Natural Areas (Buffer 1)” and containing 

wetlands, with a remaining part undesignated and presumed as possible development area. 
 Map 5b of the MSDF does not acknowledge Lake Michelle as an artificial lake and wetland where 

developable and wetland areas were man-made. In terms of the MPBL site specific circumstances 
must be considered. 

 The SDF categorised the property as a mixture of “Urban Development”, “Buffer 1” and “Waterbodies. 
These categories are similarly present in alternative layout 4. 

 Section 9(5) of the MPBL states where there is conflict between the MSDF and SDF as described 
above, the MSDF prevails over the SDF. 

 Alternative layout 4 is in compliance with the MSDF’s categorisation of the property as ‘Consolidation 
Area’ and comply with and is compatible with key principles, spatial strategies, policies, sub-strategies 
and policy guidelines as contained in the MSDF. 
 

5. DUTY OF CARE  
 The reedbeds are a result of stormwater discharge from the Local and Provincial Government service 

infrastructure onto the property which is causing the degradation of the wetland system.  
 NEMA binds the person who is responsible for causing the degradation.  
 Evergreen however has a duty of care to maintain the wetland to be free of invasive alien vegetation 

and dutifully clears invasive alien vegetation on a regular basis. 
 

6. NEED FOR RETIREMENT ACCOMMODATION  
 The number of elderly persons aged 60 years or older is increasing over time (Statistics SA). 
 Retirement property is not keeping pace, comprising a small portion of SA’s housing stock. 
 5 retirement villages within the area confirmed 100% occupancy, with long waiting lists. 

 
7. VIABILITY OF PROJECT AND ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY  

 The three pillars of sustainability, being ‘ecological integrity’, ‘human well-being’ and ‘economic 
efficiency’ must be pursued as specified by Section 2 of NEMA.  

 From a Capital Expenditure perspective, it should be noted that the approximate capital expenditure 
required to rehabilitate the wetland and associated development landscaping amounts to 
approximately R50,000,000. This cost would have to be covered by the development of the property. 
If the development is restricted to 15 houses it would mean that the cost per house would equate to 
approximately R3,300,000 per house. This is without adding any building or other development costs 
into the equation. As the houses will be sold at an average of R3,500,000 per house it is clear that 
this proposal would not be feasible. 

 Should the development however be approved per the preferred option comprising 98 houses, the 
cost could be spread over more houses and the cost per house would be significantly lower at 
approximately R500,000 per house and the development would be feasible based on selling the 
houses at the average of R3,500,000 per house. 

 From an Operational Cost perspective, it should be noted that the approximate annual operational 
cost to maintain and manage the wetland amounts to approximately R2,500,000. This cost would 
have to be covered by the monthly levies paid by the residents. If the development is restricted to 15 
houses it would mean that the monthly levy payable per house would be approximately R13,000 per 
house. This is without any other operational costs such as security and general maintenance being 
added into the equation.   

 Should the development however be approved per the preferred option comprising 98 houses, the 
monthly levy payable per house would be significantly lower in the amount of approximately R2,000 
per house.  

 As demonstrated above, it is clear that limiting the development to 15 houses or implementing a no 
development option is definitely not viable.  

 The approval of the preferred option comprising 98 houses would on the other hand ensure 
economies of scale and the development would therefore be both viable and sustainable.  


