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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

 
Tony Barbour undertook the Socio-economic Assessment for the proposed Lake Michelle 
Retirement Development in 2017. The report was updated in 2020 to reflect the latest 
planning information, specifically the City of Cape Town Spatial Development Framework, 
which was prepared in 2018.  
 
A letter from the Western Cape Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 
Planning dated 9 November 2021 (Ref No. 14/3/1/A6/57/05040/21) outlines the request for 
additional information in response to the appeal against the refusal of environmental 
authorisation for the proposed Lake Michelle Development. This statement is prepared in 
response to the letter.  

1.2 EXPERIENCE WITH SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS  

 
Tony Barbour has undertaken in the region of 300 SIA’s, including assessments for for 
residential and mixed-use developments. The SIAs include the identification and assessment 
of potential socio-economic issues, such as creation of employment opportunities. In 
addition, he is the author of the Guidelines for undertaking SIAs as part of the EIA process 
commissioned by the Western Cape Provincial Environmental Authorities in 2007. These 
guidelines have been used throughout South Africa. A copy of Tony Barbour’s CV is attached 
in Annexure A.  

1.3 COMMENT ON AND RESPONSE TO INFORMATION REQUESTED 

 
Point 5 of the letter from the Western Cape Department of Environmental Affairs and 
Development Planning dated 9 November 2021 (Ref No. 14/3/1/A6/57/05040/21) states: “ 
 
“Considering the above and to make an informed decision, the following information must 
be submitted before the decision-making process”.  
 
In terms of Point 5.2,  
 
“An Amended Specialist Socio-economic Impact Assessment, not the confidential 
information referred to in the Final BAR, which demonstrates that any reduction of the 
number of units within Layout Alternative 2 will result in the development being not viable 
/feasible/ reasonable. The current Socio-economic Impact Assessment does not address 
financial viability of alternatives and merely states that developer deems any alternative 
with reduced units (lower than 110 units) to further limit the infilling of wetlands to be not 
financially viable without any credible supporting evidence”. 
 
The Socio-Economic Assessment (December 2020) assess 4 alternatives, namely:  
 
 Alternative 1. 
 Alternative 2. 
 Alternative 3. 
 No-development Alternative. 
 
Alternative 1 and 2 both involve the establishment of 110 retirement units and include a 
lifestyle centre or clubhouse complex, which would provide a range of communal services 
and facilities. However, Alternative 1 will result in the total loss of the Juncus Wetland Area, 
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while Alternative 2 will conserve approximately 8 000m2 of the Juncus Wetland. Based on 
the comments from the wetland specialists Alternative 2 was identified as the preferred 
option in the Socio-Economic Impact Assessment 
 
Alternative 3 involves the establishment of 15 units. The Socio-Economic Impact 
Assessment notes that “the benefits associated with the establishment of a medium sized 
retirement facility would therefore be forgone. The developer has indicated that the 
development of this number of units would not be financially viable”.  
 
The statement that the “current Socio-economic Impact Assessment does not address 
financial viability of alternatives and merely states that developer deems any alternative 
with reduced units (lower than 110 units) to further limit the infilling of wetlands to be not 
financially viable without any credible supporting evidence”, is therefore incorrect and 
misleading. The Socio-Economic Impact Assessment simply notes that the developer has 
indicated that the development of 15 units (Alternative 3) would not be financially viable. 
There is no reference or statement that the development of less than 110 units would not 
be financially viable. The findings of the Socio-Economic Impact Assessment also indicate 
that the benefits associated with the establishment of a medium sized retirement facility 
would also be forgone if a small 15-unit development were established.  
 
It is therefore important to reiterate that the Socio-Economic Impact Assessment does not 
state that any alternative with reduced units (lower than 110 units) would not be financially 
viable. This is incorrect and misleading.  

1.4 COMMENT ON ASSESSMENT OF FINANCIAL VIABILITY 

 
In order to comment on the assessment of financial viability reference is made to the 
following guidelines: 
 
 Guideline for undertaking Social Impact Assessments as part of the EIA process, 

Western Cape Provincial Government, Department of Environmental Affairs and 
Development Planning (Tony Barbour, 2007). 

 Guideline for Involving Economists in EIA Processes, Western Cape Provincial 
Government, Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (Hugo van 
Zyl et al, 2007). 

 
The Guideline for undertaking Social Impact Assessments makes no reference to financial 
viability and or the need to assess financial viability.  
 
Guideline for Involving Economists in EIA Processes notes the following:  
 
Under Section 9, Information required to provide specialist input, and Section 9.1, Relevant 
project information, the guideline indicates that the essential project information required 
from the proponent includes: 
 
 A reasoned motivation for why the project is being proposed. 
 An indication of expected financial viability and potential sources of risk. 
 Sources and terms of project financing. 
 Total project expenditure on the project broken down into sectors and an indication of 

where goods and labour will come from. 
 Expected direct employment on the project. 
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Section 10.1, Predicting Potential Impacts, lists a series of questions that should be 
considered in order to determine the economic impacts associated with the proposed 
project. Collectively, they address the economic efficiency, equity, and sustainability of 
projects. These include: 
 
Does the project make financial sense, or can it be justified for other reasons? Is 
the project financially justified? 
 
The guideline notes that “for private sector projects, positive economic impacts can only 
flow from projects that are financially viable and sustainable (i.e. pass the financial cost 
benefit test). There is thus a need to assess whether financial viability is likely before 
proceeding with any other analysis. Unfortunately, the availability of information is a major 
potential pitfall for the economist wishing to provide a second opinion on the financial 
viability of the proposed project in an EIA process. The proponent may not be willing to part 
with sensitive financial information. While this may be a source of frustration for the 
economist it is also understandable if the client wants to keep sensitive information out of 
the public realm. If information is not forthcoming the economist has to look for ways of still 
completing a satisfactory analysis that is less intrusive. In the case of private projects, 
one way to do this is to assume that the proponents would not be attempting a 
project unless they were confident of financial gain to themselves”.  
 
In this regard the current Need and Desirability Report / Planning Background Report notes 
that:” The Limited Development option cannot deliver an affordable product to the target 
market or deliver a financially accepted margin of return as determined by the financial 
services sector, if at all”. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the developers have 
assessed the financial viability of the limited development option and found that it is not 
viable.  
 
The current Need and Desirability Report / Planning Background Report also notes that 
limited development option (15 units) does not include the following: 

  
 Habitat creation / betterment of wetland(s) as envisaged in the preferred alternative. 
 Retention, over the long term, of the Sarcocornia natalensis wetland areas. 
 More appropriate stormwater management of stormwater received from areas outside of 

the property. 
 Western Leopard Toad underpasses at Noordhoek Main Road. 
 
This is due to the “financial constraints of this alternative [e.g. land cost, development costs 
(provision of civil services, electrical services, roads, structures, etc.), and limited income 
from limited number of residential units] this alternative”. The Need and Desirability Report 
/ Planning Background Report also states the following regarding this alternative:  
 
“Development only on the area consisting of the capped municipal dump has been 
determined to be financially unviable due to the following: 

  
 The construction and operation of the required lifestyle centre will not be possible with 

the funds generated by the sale and future levies of only 46 residential units (i.e. 31 
existing retirement units in Lake Michelle and the addition of approximately 15 
residential units). 

 The cost of habitat rehabilitation and creation and the future long-term management 
thereof cannot be funded in either the construction or operational phases of the 
development. 

 Land and development costs associated with Rem. Erf 3823. 
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Section 10.5, identifying key uncertainties and risks, notes that “the specialist must identify 
and communicate any key uncertainties and risks associated with the accuracy of their 
economic inputs, as well as of the proposed project. One of the most important potential 
sources of risk associated with projects initiated by private developers is that of financial 
viability. Without viability the majority of economic impacts simply won’t materialize as the 
project will fail. While the economic specialist can comment on viability, he/she 
cannot be expected to delve deeply into the viability calculations upon which 
developers are basing their belief in the viability of a project. 
 
As indicated above, the Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (December 2020) notes that 
the developer has indicated that the development of Alternative 3 (15 units) would not be 
financially viable. Regardless of financial viability, the benefits associated with the 
establishment of a medium sized retirement facility would also be forgone.  

1.5 COMMENT ON ALTERNATIVE 4 

 
It is understood that Alternative 4 was developed in response to concerns raised by the 
Western Cape Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, specifically 
concerns related to the impact on wetlands.   
 
Alternative 4 involves the establishment of 98 retirement units and, like Alternative 1 and 2, 
includes a lifestyle centre or clubhouse complex. The socio-economic impacts (negative and 
positive) associated with Alternative 4 (98 units) would be similar to those associated with 
Alternative 1 and 2. Table 1 and 2 summarise the findings of the Socio-economic 
Assessment (December 2020) for Alternative 1 and 2. These findings would also apply to 
Alternative 4.  
 
Table 1: Summary social impacts during construction phase (Alternative 1 and 2) 
 
Impact  Significance 

No Mitigation 
Significance 

With 
Enhancement 
/Mitigation 

Creation of business and employment 
opportunities  

Medium (+) Medium (+) 

Presence of construction workers and potential 
impacts on family structures and social networks 

Low (-)  Low (-) 

Threat to safety and security Low (-) Low (-) 
Impact of construction related activities (dust, 
noise, safety etc.) 

Low (-) Low (-) 

 



 
Lake Michelle Socio-economic Statement  January 2022 

5

Table 2: Summary social impacts during operational phase (Alternative 1 and 2) 
 
Impact  Significance 

No Mitigation 
With Enhancement 

/Mitigation 

Employment and business opportunities Medium (+) Medium (+) 

Broaden the rates base for the local 
municipality 

Medium (-)1 Medium (+) 

Meeting needs for retirement 
accommodation and creation of safe and 
quality living environment for retirees 

High (-)2 High (+) 

 
As indicated in Figure 1, Alternative 4 reduces the impact on the Juncus Wetland by 
removing the units located in the south-western part of the site that abuts onto the existing 
section of Lake Michelle (Erf 3825-3833). The potential impact of Alternative 2 on the 
properties on Erf 3825-3833 was raised as a concern (Figure 2). Alternative 4 therefore 
provides for a buffer between the units associated with proposed retirement complex and 
the existing dwellings in Lake Michelle located on Erf 3825-3833. This represents an 
improvement.  
 

 
 
Figure 1: Alternative 4 (New alternative) 

 
1 Assumes that development does not proceed, and potential benefit is forgone 
2 Assumes that development does not proceed, and potential benefit is forgone 
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Figure 2: Alternative 2 (previously preferred alternative) 

1.6 POLICY AND PLANNING FIT 

  
The findings of the Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (December 2020) note that the 
legislative and policy context plays an important role in identifying and assessing the 
potential social impacts associated with a proposed development. In this regard a key 
component of the SIA process is to assess the proposed development in terms of its fit with 
key planning and policy documents. The findings of the review indicate:  
 
 The proposed Evergreen Lake Michelle Retirement development falls within an IGCA. In 

these areas the City is committed to servicing existing communities and new 
development subject to available infrastructure capacity. The key informant of land use 
decisions in these areas are the existing built urban footprint and approved land use 
rights. Decisions should be underpinned by, amongst others, long-term spatial planning, 
transport modelling and infrastructure master planning.   

 The proposed Michelle Retirement development supports a number of objectives and 
principles contained in the WCSDF, CoCTSDF and CoCT IDP. 

 The proposed Evergreen Lake Michelle Retirement development supports a number of 
objectives set out in the CoCT’s Densification Policy. 

 
The study concluded that based on the review there appear to be no major policy and 
planning related constraints affecting the proposed development from a socio-economic 
perspective. 
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1.7 CONCLUSION 

 
As indicated above, the Socio-Economic Impact Assessment states that the developer 
indicated that the development Alternative 3 (15 units) would not be financially viable. The 
study does not state that any alternative with reduced units (lower than 110 units) would 
not be financially viable. This is incorrect and misleading.  
 
The Socio-economic Impact Assessment is not in a position to assess and or state with any 
degree of certainty how many units would need to be developed in order for the 
development to be financially viable. As indicated in the Guidelines for Economists (2007), 
“In the case of private projects, one way to do this is to assume that the proponents would 
not be attempting a project unless they were confident of financial gain to themselves”.  
 
The socio-economic benefits associated with Alternative 4, which involves the establishment 
of 98 units, are the same as those associated with Alternative 2, the previously preferred 
alternative. However Alternative 4 reduces the impact on the Juncus Wetland and also 
creates a buffer between the units associated with proposed retirement complex and the 
existing dwellings in Lake Michelle located on Erf 3825-3833. This represents an 
improvement. If the reduced impact on the Juncus Wetland associated with Alternative 4 is 
regarded as acceptable from an ecological perspective, then Alternative 4 represents a 
suitable alternative.  
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ANNEXURE A: CV 
 
Tony Barbour   
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING AND RESEARCH 
 
10 Firs Avenue, Claremont, 7708, South Africa 
(Tel) 27-21-761 2355 - (Fax) 27-21-761 2355 - (Cell) 082 600 8266  
(E-Mail) tbarbour@telkomsa.net 
 
Tony Barbour’s experience as an environmental consultant includes working for ten years as a consultant in the 
private sector followed by four years at the University of Cape Town’s Environmental Evaluation Unit.  He has worked 
as an independent consultant since 2004, with a key focus on Social Impact Assessment. His other areas of interest 
include Strategic Environmental Assessment and review work.  
 
EDUCATION   

 BSc (Geology and Economics) Rhodes (1984).  
 B Economics (Honours) Rhodes (1985). 
 MSc (Environmental Science), University of Cape Town (1992) 
 
EMPLOYMENT RECORD   

 Independent Consultant: November 2004 – current. 

 University of Cape Town: August 1996-October 2004: Environmental Evaluation Unit (EEU), University of Cape 
Town. Senior Environmental Consultant and Researcher. 

 Private sector: 1991-August 2000: 1991-1996: Ninham Shand Consulting (Now Aurecon, Cape Town). Senior 
Environmental Scientist; 1996-August 2000: Steffen, Robertson and Kirsten (SRK Consulting) – Associate 
Director, Manager Environmental Section, SRK Cape Town. 

 
LECTURING   

 University of Cape Town: Resource Economics; SEA and EIA (1991-2004). 

 University of Cape Town: Social Impact Assessment (2004-current).  

 Cape Technikon: Resource Economics and Waste Management (1994-1998). 

 Peninsula Technikon: Resource Economics and Waste Management (1996-1998).  
 
RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND EXPERTISE 
Tony Barbour has undertaken in the region of 300 SIA’s, including SIAs for infrastructure projects, dams, pipelines, 
and roads. All of the SIAs include interacting with and liaising with affected communities.  In addition, he is the author 
of the Guidelines for undertaking SIAs as part of the EIA process commissioned by the Western Cape Provincial 
Environmental Authorities in 2007. These guidelines have been used throughout South Africa.   
 
Tony was also the project manager for a study commissioned in 2005 by the then South African Department of Water 
Affairs and Forestry for the development of a Social Assessment and Development Framework. The aim of the 
framework was to enable the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry to identify, assess and manage social impacts 
associated with large infrastructure projects, such as dams. The study also included the development of guidelines 
for Social Impact Assessment, Conflict Management, Relocation and Resettlement and Monitoring and Evaluation. 
 
Countries with work experience include South Africa, Namibia, Angola, Botswana, Zambia, Lesotho, Swaziland, 
Ghana, Nigeria, Senegal, Armenia, Mozambique, Mauritius, Kenya, Ethiopia, Oman, South Sudan, Sudan, and 
Armenia.  


