
































































































ear 5iMa 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON HHE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION S8 AS# OF THE FARM ELANDSHEuvEL 46 Ia IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNiCIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

GwcN REEENsiang t 30 LuetNE sTK, hersty rogjister am an 
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.Property Value& Character The develooestell mute aroperty valuee ad 
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Date: 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT 
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP 
ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF 
PORTION 46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM 
ELANDSHEUVEL 436 1Q IN THE GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, 
WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY, NOR�H-WEST PROMINCE 

residing 

My main concerns are: 

at 

Lambe&k, hereby register as an Interested 
and Affected Party (1&AP) and object to the proposed 
township development in Grimbeek Park. 

- Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing 
services in Grimbeekpark or the greater Potchefstroom 
(incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left 
unattended for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, 
and non-functional street lights). Herman Street, the main 
access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, 
and the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making 
it incapable of handling even the current traffic load. 

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in 
Grimbeekpark and the greater Potchefstroom are failing, 
with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically 
into the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this 
year, the municipality suspended new development 
approvals because of sewer system constraints. No 
upgrades have been made since. 

.Safety and Crime: Township developments across South 
Africa face severe crime and safety challenges. No 
measures have been disclosed on how the municipality 
intends to safeguard current and future residents. 

. Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly 
wetland and supports birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats 



-Property Values & Character: The development will reduce 
property values and negatively affect the character of 
Grimbeek Park. 

and poses a ftiooding risk. 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and 
the greater Potchefstroom be resolved before any new 
development is approved. 

3 

I request that: 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the 
Mooi River leak repaired urgently. 

The municipality honour its earlier suspension of 
development approvals until sewer capacity has been 
properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, 
biodiversity, and property value impacts. 

Conclusion: 
Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the 
approval of this township development. 

Yours faithfully, 

[Full Name & signature] 
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[Addres_l 

[Contact details] 

S Bmksc 



Dean Sirhtatar, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

48 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARA ELANDSHEUVEL 436 1Q IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

eacesding le erty tegsler as an 
Interested and Acked Paty (l&AP) and obiec lo Pe posed tonahip developnent in 

Ginbeak Park. 

My maln concems are: 

Baslc Services he unclpaaty cart aintain edtng sevoes in Grimbeckparc or 

the grnalet otchefroa (ünel. eltoratod cads, Nae eacs that are lot unaitended 

for mantts, iutfliciert skorratet drainag, and ton Lrctioral lights) 

Herman Slreet, the main acos oads te propctedsie, a deronnrtnd, uaute, and the 

municipalty oes not anain or tnparR mskingit scapabic of huandling even the nuet 
vame load 

.Sewage & Sanitation: Cutt sage enGintaepak and ihe greater 

Polchetstraorn ar failing aith equnr ilaaa Overfiows and laaks (specifically into 

tne Mooi River per he popse aa Earlier shis year, he unicipalty sucendad new 

develuprent apprvs becaise uf see yte oonotr ta No wpgrades have bon 

made since. 

.Satety mnd Crime: toship devetogrs aertis Sou Atca facn sovore cnme ard 
safoty chaiterges Nio neasures have bern tiscicsad on tiu tho municlptty intonda to 
safoguard curent and huture residerts 

Environmntal & Biodiversity Risks The s is sany wland and pports brds, 
rpties, apnitiats, and indigercus plat Daeopmeni wil destuy then habtats Bnd 

Praperty Values & Charactar The dovlogsert l radue proprty values and 
rogatively affeet the charactar ot Grmhesk Park 



Date: 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT 
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP 
ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF 

PORTION 46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM 
ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, 
wITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY, NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

residing 

My main concerns are: 

at 

AkEA Sz kussSK, hereby register as an Interested 
and Affected Party (1&AP) and object to the proposed 
township development in Grimbeek Park. 

. Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing 
services in Grimbeekpark or the greater Potchefstroom 
(incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left 
unattended for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, 
and non-functional street lights). Herman Street, the main 
access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, 
and the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making 
it incapable of handling even the current traffic load. 
Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in 
Grimbeekpark and the greater Potchefstroom are failing, 
with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically 
into the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this 
year, the municipality suspended new development 
approvals because of sewer system constraints. No 
upgrades have been made since. 

" Safety and Crime: Township developments across South 
Africa face severe crime and safety challenges. No 
measures have been disclosed on how the municipality 
intends to safeguard current and future residents. 

Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly 
wetland and supports birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats 



and poses a tiooding risk. 

.Property Values & Character: The development will reduce 
property values and negatively affect the character of 
Grimbeek Park. 

I request that: 
1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and 

the greater Potchefstroom be resolved before any new 
development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the 
Mooi River leak repaired urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of 
development approvals until sewer capacity has been 
properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, 
biodiversity, and property value impacts. 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the 
approval of this township development. 

Yours faithfully, 

[Full Name & signature] 

[(Addres_] 

forllkssloo 
fContact details] 



Dpar SirMadarn, 

RE: cOMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BABIc A9SEBSMENT REPORT FOR THE 

PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOMNSHIP E6TABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT 
OF PORTION 46 AND PORTION SA & 49 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 438 1Q IN THE 

GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISpICTION OF J6 MARKs LOCAL 
MUNNCIPALTY, NORTH-WEST PROVINGE 

harety reatuter es an 

iterosted and Afecsed Pury (l6AP) and chjart to tha propngad towahp dovoopnent in 
ortmbeak urk. 

My mln conoame are: 

" Dasle Gorvtoe: The munlaloily caiio Jnantain xng narvoas in Grnmboekpark or 
he gvatur Potchahtroom (hdl. delenoratd vaads waur leak1 that ae kt unatarded 
lar rmonts, inautdo tomwaler drainuye, au aniranal wro lghts). 
Hornan 8tt, the mln scoe 1od to the propuved site. deseriaratert, unsas, and 
the munitinality doon not minieln or npa iL rnaking it inuapabkt of handing ovnn tha 
Eunat 1affe lnnd. 

Sevage Sanitatlan Curtent sovvnge syeems n Grirbeekpark ant the ghaar 
Pulatwesrarm n fallrng, with fragunt tiookBgos. overfu and lenkas (spet:iically nto 
lhe Muul Fivet iear the pnposed alto) Eator the year, tt ru°riuiuaily sunpendert new 
daveapnient aygiuvas ternuGe at salur syarn conetrdnta Na upgrades have beirn 
made nue 

Satoty and CHne: TuUAnsip develepimnts arros9 South Afrtca tace cavere rire and 
BEety challerngas. No rilsauifes hove benn decosod on tow the nunicipaty intrids la 
BRÍBguard curent ard fulure reiderits. 

Envirorimental & Biodlveraity Risks: The sta is pnrty werland and ounporta tir. 
aptas, amhialens, and indlpenoue planta Develaprent wil desiny masa habit9 and 
posss a focding rgk. 

Property aluas Charactar: The develspmert wil reduce propnty aluas and 
ragativcly affort tho etaracdar of tUrirbeek Patk. 
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I request that: 

2. 

3. 

4 

Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom 

be resolved before any new development is approved. 

The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

The municipality honour its earlier suspension of developrment approvals until sewer 
capacity has been properly expanded. 

Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 
impacts. 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, | object to the approval of this township 
development. 

Yours faithfully, 

RENEIE APENEus 

[Full Name & signature] 

[Address] 

[Contact details] 
Cell 

GRImEEKPARK 

y aspty ad 
as &.Weinberg 

palty is registered 
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Date: 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT 
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP 
ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF 
PORTION 46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM 
ELANDSHEUVEL 436 1Q IN THE GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, 
WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL 

MUNICIPALITY, NORFH-WEST PROyINCE 
residing 

ombESk., hereby register as an Interested 
and Affected Party (1&AP) and object to the proposed 
township development in Grimbeek Park. 

My main concerns are: 

at 

" Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing 
services in Grimbeekpark or the greater Potchefstroom 
(inc. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left 
unattended for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, 
and non-functional street lights). Herman Street, the main 
access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, 
and the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making 
it incapable of handling even the current traffic load. 

. Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in 
Grimbeekpark and the greater Potchefstroom are failing, 
with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically 
into the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this 
year, the municipality suspended new development 
approvals because of sewer system constraints. No 
upgrades have been made since. 

. Safety and Crime: Township developments across South 
Africa face severe crime and safety challenges. No 
measures have been disclosed on how the municipality 
intends to safeguard current and future residents. 

. Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly 
wetland and supports birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats 



and poses a fiooding risk. 

.Property Values & Character: The development will reduce 
property values and negatively affect the character of 
Grimbeek Park. 

I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and 
the greater Potchefstroom be resolved before any new 
development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the 
Mooi River leak repaired urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of 

development approvals until sewer capacity has been 
properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, 
biodiversity, and property value impacts. 

Conclusion: 
Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the 
approval of this township development. 

Yours faithfully, 

[Full Name & signa�ure] 

[Addres_] 

[Contact details] 
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RE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESsENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
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Date: \O Sep '25 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

ol (62 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PRoVINCE 

I, Shondre Calitz residing at \z Aandon St. hereby register as an 
Interested and Affected Party (1&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 
Grimbeek Park. 

My main concerns are: 

Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 
Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 
traffic load. 

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 
Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 
the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 
development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 
reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 
negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 



13:29 

CamScanner 2025-09-11 13.292 

I request that: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4 

Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 
resolved before any new development is approved. 

The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 
urgently. 

The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 
capacity has been properly expanded. 

Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 
impacts. 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

Yours faithfully. 

Shonde Calitz 

[Full Náme & signature] 

[Address] 

O132z21521 
[Contact details] 
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Dear Sehtada 

RE COMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GAMBEEK TOWISHP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMANG EXTENT OF PORTION 
46 AND PORTION SB & s9 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 ION THE GRMBEEK 
PARK AREA WITHN THE AURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNCPAUTY, NORTH 

-WEST PRoVeCE 

5 taNe mding at 5 Hdsherby egter asan 
teted nd Aected Party 8A and oject te the proposed tonh 
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egds have been made snce 
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Property alues &Chacter The development will reduce property ves and 
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Dear SeiMada 

RE COMENTS ON ThHE DRAFT BASC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPSED 

GAMBEEK TOWSHP ESTABUSMET ON THE REMAG EKTENT OF PORTIONN 

46 AND PORTION S8 &S9 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 1G THE GRBBEEK 

PARK AREA WITHN THE JRSOICTION OF e MARKS LOCAL MUNCPALITY, NORTH 

-WEST PROVINCE 

ng S Prerd Shtet herety egister as n 

Perested and AMected Party AP and coect to the proposed townp 

deogment in Grnbee Prk 

Mymain concerns are 

Basic Senices The mucpalty cannet maintain estng serices nGrbeekpark 

he greatr Puthefstroor nct deteriorated oads ater leks that e eft 

attended for month insufcint stumter arunage, d non-ftional street 

ght Heman Stret the main acoss road to the preposed ste. is deteriorated 

unae and the municpalty does not maitain or epe maing t incapatie of 

handngen the cet trate loed 

Senge & Sanitation Curret sege systm in Gribekpak and the greter 

Pochestroom ae tang with eant biockages, overtoes and leaks pectcay 

eto the Mo Rer nr the pracosed stel Earier this year. themuncipaiy 

Suspended ew devpment aoprovis becaune of seer syst constrairts Ne 

upgraes he beet made snc 

Safety and Crime Toustio devecomert acros Soth Aica tce seere crime 

nd suet chalenges No meures hve been dckosed on how the muicipality 

nten to aeguad crt nd hture resiets 

Eveonmentl & Biodhversity RiskE The ste s party weand and pports bir 

epties amchian and ndigenaus gants Deveicpment destroy these 

hubitats and poes a fooding ri 

Progerty Values & Character The dnveogmet reduce property vaes and 

negatively aect the character of Grmbek Park 



Irequest that 

2 

3 

Exsting senice delvery probles in Grimbeek Park and the greater 

Putchefstroom be resoled belore any new deiopmet is apptoved 

The seage and sanitation sytte be spgraded and the Mooi River leak 

repaired urgenty 

The municpality honour its earee suspension of development approvals ut 

sewer capacity has benpropery expanded 

ndependent shudies be done on the environnertal biodivensity, and property 

value ipacts 

Concusion 

Urtil these lssues are property adressed i object te the approval of this township 

development 

Yous taithully 

FName& signaturel 

39 Arcd gk ille Aen 

JAddress 

Contact detaiis 
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Date:  10/09/2025   

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, _Elsa Kleynhans_, residing at 28E Arend Street, Grimbeekpark, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 



2 
 

I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

C. E. Kleynhans C.E. Kleynhans  

[Full Name & signature] 

 

28E Arend Street Grimbeekpark      

[Address] 

 

 0823787938     

[Contact details] 
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Date:  11/09/2025   

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Thelma Muller, residing at 28a Freezia Str, Grimbeekpark, Potchefstroom, hereby register 

as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development 

in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 



2 
 

I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Thelma Muller 

Thelma Muller      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

28a Freezia Str      

[Address] 

 

082 783 7658      

[Contact details] 
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Date: 02 October 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Mr.JJ Le Grange , residing at 14 A Aandblom street , Grimbeek Park, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeek Park or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient storm water drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeek Park and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

JJ LE GRANGE 

( Signed ) 

[Full Name & signature] 

 

14 a Aandblom Street , Grimbeek Park , POTCHEFSTROOM 

[Address] 

081 518 6410 

[Contact details] 
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Date: 02 October 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Mr.HAC Le Grange , residing at 14 A Aandblom street , Grimbeek Park, hereby register as 

an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeek Park or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient storm water drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeek Park and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

HAC LE GRANGE 

( Signed ) 

[Full Name & signature] 

 

14 A Aandblom Street , Grimbeek Park , POTCHEFSTROOM 

[Address] 

081 518 6590 

[Contact details] 
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Date: 2 October 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Jan Daniel de Witt, residing at 37 Jasmyn St, hereby register as an Interested and Affected 

Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

 Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

 Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

 Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

 Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

 Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

I request that: 
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1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

JD de Witt 

37 Jasmyn St, Grimbeeckpark 

Tel:  0824420455 

 

 



To: Mr. Caiphus Mukwevho Lead Environmental Assessment Practitioner Vhuluvhi Group (Pty) Ltd 

From: Chantalle Crous   Date: 2025-10-02 

Subject: Formal Opposition and Commentary on the Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR), 

Environmental Management Programme (EMP), and Supporting Documentation for the Proposed 

Grimbeek Township Establishment on Portions 46, 58 & 59 of Farm Elandsheuwel 436 IQ, 

Potchefstroom 

Dear Mr. Mukwevho, 

We are writing as concerned Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) who stand to be directly and 

negatively impacted by the proposed Grimbeek Township Establishment.  

This letter constitutes our formal and unequivocal objection to the Draft Basic Assessment Report 

(DBAR), the accompanying Environmental Management Programme (EMP), and all related specialist 

and engineering studies submitted for this project.  

Following a detailed examination of the complete set of documents, we assert  

in limine that the DBAR and its supporting materials are procedurally non-compliant, substantively 

inadequate, and contain fatal irrationalities across multiple domains. These deficiencies are 

particularly glaring in the treatment of wetlands, watercourses, stormwater, waste management, 

aquatic biodiversity, cumulative effects, socio-economic factors, public participation, engineering 

viability, and the general application of core environmental principles.  

Measured against any objective standard of the principles outlined in Section 2 of the National 

Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA)—including the precautionary principle, 

intergenerational equity, the polluter-pays principle, the duty of care, and sustainable 

development—the DBAR in its current form is legally insufficient to inform a lawful Environmental 

Authorisation under section 24O of NEMA.  

These critical flaws also represent violations of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

Regulations (as amended by GN R326 of 2017), the National Water Act 36 of 1998 (NWA), and the 

binding specialist protocols established under section 24J of NEMA. Moreover, the EMP and the 

specialist reports are replete with generic statements, non-actionable measures, internal 

inconsistencies, and significant omissions that compromise the integrity of the entire assessment 

process.  

Our opposition is firmly supported by binding South African legal precedent, including pivotal rulings 

from the Constitutional Court and High Court that affirm the necessity of rigorous, evidence-based 

environmental assessments to safeguard ecological integrity and prevent irreversible damage. The 

judiciary has consistently overturned authorisations based on assessments that failed to properly 

consider environmental sensitivities, cumulative impacts, or procedural fairness. Key precedents 

such as  

Fuel Retailers Association v Director-General: Environmental Management, Mpumalanga (2007 (6) 

SA 4 (CC)), Earthlife Africa Johannesburg v Minister of Environmental Affairs [2017] ZAGPPHC 58 

(Thabametsi), and Maccsand (Pty) Ltd v City of Cape Town (2012 (4) SA 181 (CC)) establish that 

environmental decisions must be rational and evidence-based to withstand review under the 

Promotion of Administrative Justice Act 3 of 2000 (PAJA), specifically sections 6(2)(e)(iii) (disregarding 

relevant considerations) and 6(2)(f)(ii)(cc) (a decision not rationally connected to the information 

presented).  



Herein, we outline the principal defects in detail, providing specific references to the DBAR, EMP, 

Engineering Services Report, and other relevant documents, as well as the applicable laws, protocols, 

and legal authorities that have been disregarded.  

1. Inadequate Assessment of Wetlands, Aquatic Sensitivity, and Biodiversity 

• The DBAR concedes that the construction phase could degrade or destroy wetland habitats 

and that the site is situated within an Aquatic Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA). Despite this, 

the report fails to provide a defensible wetland delineation, establish appropriate buffers, or 

determine the Present Ecological State (PES), Ecological Importance and Sensitivity (EIS), and 

Recommended Ecological Category (REC). These omissions are not minor; they 

fundamentally cripple the ability to assess impacts on aquatic ecosystems.  

• The assessment does not adhere to the mandatory protocols for specialist assessments 

gazetted under NEMA section 24J since 2020, particularly the Protocol for Aquatic 

Biodiversity. There is no evidence of field-verified data or compliance with protocol 

requirements, a failing that is amplified by the site's sensitive CBA status.  

• The aquatic study mentioned relies on a single-season survey, which is insufficient to capture 

the seasonal variations in wetland hydrology and fauna, a practice criticized in prior court 

rulings like  

Earthlife Africa (Thabametsi).  

2. Flawed Stormwater Management and Non-Compliance with the National Water Act (NWA) 

• The report openly states that stormwater will be channelled directly into the nearest rivers 

without any attenuation pond. This proposal amounts to a direct alteration of the area's 

hydrology without mitigation, which will inevitably increase erosion, sedimentation, and 

pollution in the already modified Mooi River catchment.  

• Such activity clearly triggers water uses under Section 21(c) and (i) of the NWA (impeding 

flow and altering the characteristics of a watercourse).  

• The DBAR is contradictory regarding the need for a General Authorisation (GA) versus a full 

Water Use Licence (WUL) and provides no DWS Risk Assessment Matrix to justify the low-risk 

GA path. Given the site’s location between two rivers and its CBA status, assuming a low-risk 

scenario is indefensible and bypasses the legally required mitigation hierarchy.  

3. Insufficient Consideration of Cumulative Impacts 

• While acknowledging the "moderately to largely modified" state of the Mooi River 

catchment, the DBAR fails to quantitatively analyse the cumulative impact of adding 

significant impervious surfaces and pollutant loads from the new development. This 

oversight contravenes EIA regulations and the legal precedent set in  

Fuel Retailers, which requires a central focus on socio-ecological cumulative effects.  

• The superficial treatment of this issue ignores how the project will exacerbate existing 

stressors on the Mooi River ecosystem, in direct conflict with court rulings like  

Protect the PHA Campaign, which demand robust, evidence-based analysis of cumulative effects.  

4. Defective Socio-Economic Assessment 



• The report makes sweeping claims about creating a "multitude of jobs" without any 

quantitative data, economic modelling, or substantiated evidence to support them.  

• As established in  

Maccsand, a proper assessment requires a rigorous balancing of socio-economic benefits against 

environmental costs. The DBAR contains no cost-benefit analysis, no valuation of the ecosystem 

services that will be lost (such as water filtration and flood control), and fails to consider the negative 

economic impact on existing property owners, as required by the  

Fuel Retailers precedent.  

5. Pervasive Internal Contradictions and Errors 

• The DBAR presents conflicting information regarding the availability of water and firefighting 

infrastructure, undermining the report's credibility on basic service viability.  

• The document incorrectly claims that being within the urban edge grants immunity from 

certain listed activities, a clear misinterpretation of EIA regulations.  

• Most alarmingly, the Public Participation section contains a "copy-paste" error referencing an 

entirely unrelated Eskom project, which casts serious doubt on the integrity and diligence of 

the entire public participation process.  

6. Cursory Treatment of Alternatives 

• The discussion of alternatives is perfunctory. The "no-go" option is not genuinely appraised 

in the context of the Aquatic CBA, and no alternative layouts that demonstrably avoid 

sensitive areas are presented or mapped. This approach inverts the mitigation hierarchy 

(avoid, minimize, rehabilitate) by failing to prioritize the avoidance of sensitive ecosystems.  

7. Neglect of Climate and Hydrological Risks 

• Climate change considerations are generic and fail to include a site-specific assessment of 

increased rainfall intensity, altered runoff, or the capacity of the receiving watercourses. The 

proposal to have no stormwater attenuation on a site bordered by rivers is the antithesis of 

climate-resilient design and ignores the legal precedent from  

Earthlife Africa (Thabametsi) requiring tailored climate-relevant analysis.  

8. Inadequate Waste Management Assessment 

• The DBAR almost entirely neglects the issue of solid waste management. It fails to quantify 

the waste that will be generated, assess the capacity of the JB Marks Local Municipality to 

handle this additional load, or reference current waste management legislation. Given the 

municipality's known constraints and the landfill's limited remaining airspace, this is a critical 

and fatal omission.  

9. Other Critical Flaws 

• Public Participation: The process appears flawed and non-compliant due to errors and a 

potential failure to provide all necessary information to I&APs for comment.  

• Specialist Synthesis: Critical specialist reports are either missing or superficially summarized, 

preventing a genuine, integrated assessment of risks.  



• Engineering Gaps: The Engineering Report acknowledges dolomitic geology and sinkhole 

risk, a hazard completely omitted from the DBAR and EMP, making the assessment 

dangerously premature.  

• Generic EMP: The EMP is unenforceable, lacking specific, measurable, and site-relevant 

mitigation or monitoring commitments.  

• Sense of Place: The report completely fails to address the development's impact on the 

character of the area and the safety of existing communities.  

Conclusion 

In summary, the Draft Basic Assessment Report, Environmental Management Programme, and 

associated documentation are fundamentally flawed. They fail to adequately assess critical impacts 

on wetlands and watercourses; neglect cumulative, socio-economic, and waste-related effects; are 

procedurally defective; and contain numerous internal contradictions and generic, non-operational 

measures.  

Based on the extensive body of environmental law and binding jurisprudence cited herein, it would 

be unlawful for the competent authority to grant an Environmental Authorisation on the basis of this 

submission.  

We hereby place on record our reservation of all rights to initiate legal review proceedings under the 

Promotion of Administrative Justice Act (PAJA) should this project be authorised. This submission is 

made with the express purpose of ensuring compliance with South Africa's environmental legal 

framework and preventing irreversible harm to this sensitive aquatic ecosystem.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

_____________________________ 

Chantalle Crous 

 

17 Papawer street, Elandsheuwel Estate 

Grimbeek Park, Potchefstroom 

082 405 3535 
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Date:  02/10/2025  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Lukas Niemand, residing at 20 Watsonia Street, Grimbeekpark, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Lukas Niemand 

20 Watsonia Street, Grimbeekpark 

083 978 0817 or lukas@pachnoda.co.za 
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Date:  1 October 2025   

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Irma Nel, residing at 14 Elandsheuwel Estate, Potchefstroom, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Irma Nel 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

14 Elandsheuwel Estate 

Grimbeek Park 

Potchefstroom      

[Address] 

+27 743803054  

irma1.nel@gmail.com 

      

[Contact details] 
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Date:     

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, ______________________, residing at ______________________, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

Jacobus Johannes Nel
Elandsheuwel 14, POTCHEFSTROOM

1 September 2025
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

      

[Address] 

 

      

[Contact details] 

 

 

 

Jacobus Johannes Nel

Elandsheuwel 14, Herman street, Grimbeekpark, POTCHEFSTROOM, 2531

+27 827139235
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Date: 1 October 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 
46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 
PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 
NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Marlize Lubbe, residing at 13 Papawer Street, Elandsheuwel, Grimbeek park, hereby 

register as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township 

development in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 
Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Marlize Lubbe  

[Full Name & signature] 

13 Papawer Street,  

Elandsheuwel,  

Grimbeek Park 

[Address] 

marlizelubbe21@gmail.com 

[Contact details] 
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Date: 01.10.2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Marita Melanie Jooste, residing at Elandsheuvel, Grimbeek Park, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

 Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

 Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

 Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

 Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

 Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Melanie Jooste 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

49 Papawer Street, Elandsheuvel, Potchefstroom 

      

[Address] 

0722091521 

      

[Contact details] 
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Date: 26 September 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 
GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 
46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 
PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 
NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Erica Kruger, residing at Watsonia Street 17, Grimbeekpark, hereby register as an Interested 

and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in Grimbeek 

Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 
Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Erica Kruger 

Watsonia street 17, Grimbeekpark 

082 9246 099 
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Date: 2025/09/25 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Andries Nel, residing at Watsonia street 22, hereby register as an Interested and Affected 

Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

 Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

 Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

 Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

 Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

 Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

I request that: 
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1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Andries Abraham Nel   

Watsonia street 22, Grimbeekpark, 2531 

Cell no: 083 654 9430 
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25 September 2025 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Maria Elizabeth Nel, residing at 22 Watsonia Street, Grimbeekpark, Potchefstroom, 2531, 

hereby register as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed 

township development in Grimbeek Park. 

My main concerns are: 

 Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient storm water drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load.  

 New bore holes to supply water to new planned development: We currently have a 

bore hole and had the water tested, and it is totally unsuitable for human consumption. 

 Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

 Access road: The only access road planned is Herman Street. During the last 5 years, 

Herman Street was is an extremely poor state due to potholes and degradation of the road 

surface. However, the municipality did not have capacity to duly repair this road, currently 

serving only a small number of residents. Where will the capacity come from to service a 

road to the planned new development having hundreds or even thousands of additional 

road users/residents? 

 Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 
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 Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is mostly wetland, and your test bore holes 

indicated water is found near the surface (1.5m+). It also supports birds, reptiles, 

amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats. 

 Flood risk: We are staying in Grimbeekpark for the best part of 33 years now, and gave 

seen the Mooiriver flood close to Lupine Street at least 3 times. The wetland area south of 

the golf course also flooded in these years, but even in other years when the river was not 

so high, these wetlands were under water for many months of the year. There is thus a 

huge a flooding risk for most building in the planned area. We are also aware that current 

buildings in Jasmyn Street, especially closer to the river, have seriously water seepage 

problems. Even with the rainfall season of 2024-2025, which was relatively wet and raised 

the water table, we can see water seepage affecting some paved areas at our house, 

which is rather far away from the river. 

 Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

MARIA ELIZABETH NEL 

22 WATSONIA STREET 

GRIMBEEKPARK 

POTCHEFSTROOM 2531 

081 011 8121 
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Date:  22/09/2025  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, __CHANTELL DREYER____, residing at __JASMYN STREET_____, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

CHANTELL DREYER 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

7A JASMYN STREET    

[Address] 

 

0716037453     

[Contact details] 
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Date:  22/09/2025  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, __BERNIZE VAN NIEKERK____, residing at __JASMYN STREET_____, hereby register 

as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development 

in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

BERNIZE VAN NIEKERK 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

7A JASMYN STREET    

[Address] 

 

0612261995    

[Contact details] 
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Date:  22/09/2025  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, __BERNIZE VAN NIEKERK____, residing at __JASMYN STREET_____, hereby register 

as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development 

in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

BERNIZE VAN NIEKERK 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

7A JASMYN STREET    

[Address] 

 

0612261995    

[Contact details] 
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Date:  22/09/2025  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, __SHARON DREYER____, residing at __JASMYN STREET_____, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

SHARON DREYER 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

22 JASMYN STREET    

[Address] 

 

0825748727    

[Contact details] 
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Date:  22/09/2025  

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, __LENIE DREYER____, residing at __JASMYN STREET_____, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

LENIE DREYER 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

7A JASMYN STREET    

[Address] 

 

0609611639    

[Contact details] 

 

 

 



I request that:

1 Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom

be resolved before any new development is approved.

2

J

4

The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired

urgently.

The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer

capacity has been properly expanded.

lndependent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value

impacts.

Conclusion:

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township

development.

Yours

[Full Name & signature]

ftt"nclrch,e, G,ir*Gd,po,,[

[Address]

oB3 Ltt)l[rbt3
[Contact details]
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Dear Sir/tt/adam,

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE

PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT

OF PORTION 46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE

GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL

MUNrCrpALrTy NORTH-WEST pROVtNCE

residing at rsftre^-\ elv hereby register as an

lnterested and Affected Party (l&AP) and object to the proposed township development in

Grimbeek Park.

My main concerns are:

Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights).

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and

the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the

current traffic load.

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into

the hlooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been

made since.

Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to

safeguard current and future residents.

Environmenta! & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds,

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and

poses a flooding risk.

a

a

Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park.
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Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE

PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT

OF PORTION 46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE

GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDIGTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL

MUNrCrpALrTy NORTH-WEST PROVTNCE

(t residing at if-,k..d %h{*J hereby register as an

lnterested and Affected Party (l&AP) and object to the proposed township development in

Grimbeek Park.

My main concerns are:

Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights).

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and

the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the

current traffic load.

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been

made since.

ort"' fl\d ace)

Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to

safeguard current and future residents.

a

a

a Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds,

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and

poses a flooding risk.

Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park.
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I request that:

Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom

be resolved before any new development is approved.

The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired

urgently.

The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer

capacity has been properly expanded.

lndependent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value

impacts.

Conclusion:

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township

development.

Yours faithfully,

&n*\,

Name & signaturel
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[Contact details]
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Rights of Public Participation in South Africa’s Environmental Impact 
Assessment Processes 

 
1. Constitutional Foundation 

 
South Africa’s Constitution guarantees everyone the right to an environment that is not harmful to 
their health or well-being, and requires the environment to be protected through reasonable 
legislative and other measures. 
 

2. Statutory Rights under NEMA 
 
The National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) gives effect to the constitutional right by 
prescribing a framework for environmental governance. It establishes principles for decision-making, 
including that environmental management must be participatory, empowering affected communities 
to engage in decisions that impact their environment. 
 

3. Rights under the EIA Regulations 
 
3.1 Right to Be Notified and Informed 

 
• Proponents must notify the competent authority, all potential and registered I&APs of an 

application for environmental authorisation (EA) before submission and provide a minimum 
30-day comment period on all key reports (e.g., screening, Scoping Report, Draft Basic 
Assessment Report). Notice only sent to Councillor on 1st of August with Attached BID dated 
in May, Screen and scoping reports date back as far as March and April 2025 respectively. 
Why were rights under EIA Regulations ignored? 
 

• Notification methods include newspaper adverts, site notices, direct letters or emails to I&APs 
and notices on municipal websites, ensuring broad awareness. 

 
3.2 Right to Register as an Interested and Affected Party 

 
• Any person, organisation or community with a legal interest, economic interest, or affected by 

a proposed activity may register as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) to receive 
documentation and invitations to participate throughout the EIA process. No Registration 
process of I&Aps. Have the groups adjacent to the site been registered by the EIA 
practitioner?  
 
 

 



 

3.3 Right to Access Project Documentation 
 
• All draft and final reports (Basic Assessment Reports, Environmental Impact Reports, 

Environmental Management Programmes, audit reports, closure plans and amendments) 
must be made available for inspection on request and, where possible, published on a publicly 
accessible website within seven days of submission to the authority. Nothing on JB 
Marks Website or HDA or DEDECT only google drive (not accessible to all). 
 

3.4 Right to Comment at Every Phase 
 
I&APs are entitled to comment on v, Draft BARs/EIRs, draft Environmental Management 
Programmes, proposed amendments to EAs or EMPr objectives, and audit reports, each with a 
minimum 30-day review period. Additional participation may be required if significant new 
information emerges after initial consultation. I&APs were not given opportunity to comments 
on initial screening decisions, nor Scoping Reports. 
 

3.5 Right to Be Informed of Decisions and Appeal Procedures 
 
Within 14 days of the authority’s decision, the competent authority must notify all registered 
I&APs in writing of the outcome, including the reasons for the decision and the appeal process, 
enabling I&APs to challenge or appeal unfavourable outcomes within prescribed timelines. When 
will we receive Database of all I&APS and will there be a register of each comments or objection. 

 
4. Minimum Requirements for Effective Participation 

For participation to be meaningful, it must be: 
 

• Early and ongoing in the planning process initial screening decisions, Scoping Reports were 
skipped 

• Inclusive of all affected and interest-holding groups not all are included. 
• Transparent, with clear information on project scope, potential impacts and decision-making 

processes. Layouts and maps have changed several times. BID were not distributed in a 
transparent manor. 

• Responsive to the needs of disadvantaged or vulnerable groups, providing capacity-building 
and accommodations where necessary (e.g., translation, large-print documents, transport 
support). 

 
5. Stages and Methods of Participation 

 
5.1 Scoping Phase 

 
• Publish adverts and site notices 
• Send notification letters with Background Information Documents (BIDs) and comment forms 

BIDS were only distributed in certain areas yet the site is adjacent to more I&APs in Jasmyn 
and Lupine Streets. 

 
 
 



 

 
5.2 Draft Report Phase 

 
• Distribute Draft BAR or EIR and full EMPr 3rd September 2025. 
• Host public meetings and/or focus group sessions. Virtual meeting is not accepted by the 

I&APs and in contravention to the constitutional rights of those with no access to Virtual 
platforms therefore no proper public participation has been had. 

 
5.3 Final Report and Decision Phase  

 
• Submit Final BAR/EIR and EMPr to authority 
• Notify I&APs of decision and appeal rights 
 

5.4 Amendment or Audit Phase 
 
• Circulate proposed amendments or audit findings 
• Provide 30-day comment periods on changes affecting scope or mitigation measures 

  
 

6. Ensuring Meaningful Engagement 
 
• Information must be presented in clear, non-technical language. 
• Consultation venues, times and formats should accommodate work schedules, disabilities and 

language differences. Not Adhered too 
• Authorities and applicants must track and respond to all written submissions and meeting inputs, 

producing an issues trail as part of the final report. Register of all objections 
 

7. Further Resources 
 
• National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) 
• NEMA EIA Regulations of 2014, as amended (Government Notices R. 982, 983, 984) 
• Public Participation Guideline in terms of NEMA EIA Regulations (DEA, 2017) 
• A Guide to Effective Engagement in Environmental Impact Assessment Processes (BirdLife South 

Africa, 2022) 
 



 

 

FAULTS AND CONCERNS FROM ALL REPORTS CONDUCTED AND PROVIDED 
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1. Major Geotechnical Faults & Risks 
 
1. Expansive Soils 

• Transported soils and residual shales exhibit low to medium heave potential. 
• Risk of differential settlement and structural distortion due to seasonal moisture fluctuations. 
• Site classified as H1 (transported soils) and H2 (residual shales) under NHBRC guidelines. 

 
2. Corrosive Soil Conditions 

• Soils are strongly acidic with very to extremely corrosive properties. 
• Unsuitable for direct contact with concrete or steel. 
• HDPE pipes recommended for underground services. 
 

3. Shallow Groundwater Seepage 
• Groundwater encountered at depths of 1.0 to 2.5 m in many trial pits. 
• Reduces shear strength, complicates excavation, and increases risk of foundation instability. 
• Requires temporary dewatering and permanent subsurface drainage. 
 

4. Slope Stability & Erosion 
• Site has gentle slopes (0.35%–0.48%) but is prone to localized ponding. 
• Deep cuts may be required, increasing erosion risk. 
• Engineered drainage and retaining structures are essential. 
 
 

5. Excavatability Challenges 
• Soils up to 3.0 m are “soft to intermediate”; below that, hard excavation likely. 
• May require power tools or blasting. 
• Excavations deeper than 1.5 m need sloped walls (1:1.5) for safety. 
 

6. Seismic Activity 
• Site falls under Modified Mercalli Intensity V–VI. 
• No special seismic design needed, but minor tremors may affect sensitive structures. 

 
 
7. Soil Unsuitability for Backfill 

• Transported soils are unsuitable for backfill in current state. 
• Require stabilization before reuse. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



P a g e  | 2 
 

 

2. Flood line Certification for Farm Elandsheuwel 436 IQ according to 
annexure C1584 - FLA - 01 

 
 
Certification Statement 
 
It is hereby certified that, in terms of section 144 of the National Water Act, 1997 and the National Building 
Regulations and Building Standards Act, 1997 (Act 103 of 1997), Farm Elandsheuwel 436 IQ is affected by 
flood lines. 
 
Key Details 
 
Parameter Details 
Property Farm Elandsheuwel 436 IQ 
Legislation National Water Act (1997) Section 144;<br>Building Standards Act (Act 103 

of 1997) 
Certified by Mr C.E Nair 
Registration No. 20170023 
Date of Certification 2025-06-26 

 
Flood line Legend 
 
• Boundary Line 
• 1:50-Year Flood line 
• 1:100-Year Flood line 
 

Implications of Flood Line Certification 
 

It confirms that a property falls within defined flood lines and triggers statutory controls, design 
requirements, risk liabilities, and financial impacts that owners, developers, and certifying engineers 
must manage. Can JB Marks facilitate? 

 
Development and Planning Controls 
 
Certification establishes the boundaries of the 1:50-year and 1:100-year flood events, meaning no new 
buildings or structures may be placed within these zones without special approval. Municipal planning 
departments enforce these setbacks to reduce flood risk to people and infrastructure. 
 
JB Marks must ensure that any rezoning or new development applications include flood line delineations 
and demonstrate that all buildings will be above the certified flood lines. Failure to comply can result in 
rejected building plans or enforcement actions. 
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3. Faults Identified in the Geohydrological Report 
 
1. Data and Hydro Census Limitations 

• The 2 km hydro census radius may miss nearby boreholes or sensitive ecosystems just outside that 
boundary, potentially underestimating regional groundwater use. 

• Relying on only three existing boreholes (BHA, BHB, and BHC) provides limited insight into seasonal yield 
variability and aquifer heterogeneity. 

• No assessment of ecological receptors (wetlands, springs) beyond the study radius to gauge downstream 
impacts of abstraction. 

 
2. Methodological Inconsistencies 

• Recharge estimates of 50–100 mm/year conflict with the later cited 8% recharge of annual rainfall for the 
Silverton Formation; the rationale for both figures isn’t reconciled. 

• Aquifer vulnerability classification references Parsons (1995) but misassigns a “Minor Aquifer” score to 
what the report elsewhere terms a “Major Aquifer,” resulting in a Groundwater Quality Management Index 
inconsistency. 

• Pumping test details (e.g., step‐drawdown duration, recovery monitoring) are omitted, preventing 
verification of transmissivity and sustainable yield calculations. 
 

3. Geophysical Survey Gaps 
• Using only gravity data cannot resolve shallow, clay‐rich clay lenses or fractured zones as precisely as a 

complementary resistivity or seismic survey would. 
• There’s no validation step correlating gravity anomalies with actual borehole lithology logs to confirm siting 

recommendations. 
 
4. Soil and Vadose Zone Assessment 

• The report declares low vulnerability due to clay‐rich soils but doesn’t consider desiccation cracks during 
dry spells, which can create preferential flow paths for contamination. 

• No soil contaminant screening (e.g., pesticides, nitrates) was conducted despite active maize cultivation on 
site. 

• Evapotranspiration and perched water table dynamics in the frequently waterlogged Portion 59 are not 
quantified, leaving storm water‐groundwater interactions uncertain. 

 
5. Surface Water Harvesting Analysis 

• Dam storage capacities are listed, but actual river flow regimes, seasonal variability, and flood frequency 
analyses are missing—crucial for designing reliable abstraction and storage. 

• The potential impact of high‐intensity summer thunderstorms on catchment sediment load and reservoir 
siltation is not addressed. 

 
6. Groundwater Quality Testing 

• Compliance with SANS 241-1:2015 is stated, yet there’s no documentation of laboratory accreditation, 
QA/QC protocols, or detection limits. 

• Emerging contaminants (e.g., heavy metals, agricultural chemicals) were not tested, despite the 
catchment’s mixed agricultural and residential land uses. 

 
7. Reporting and Recommendations 

• The interaction between proposed storm water infrastructure and borehole protection zones isn’t 
assessed, risking inadvertent contamination. 

• There’s no comparative cost–benefit analysis between expanding groundwater abstraction versus investing 
in surface water treatment and storage. 

• Regulatory guidance lacks specifics—no timelines, permit conditions, or stakeholder responsibilities are 
outlined for water‐use licensing. 
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4. Faults Identified in the Engineering Services Report 
 
Breakdown 
 
1. Certification 

The sign‐off references the wrong municipal design guide. 
• Fault: Elias Motsoaledi’s standards are for Limpopo Province; JB Marks requires North West 

Province criteria. 
 
2. Drawings & Appendices 

• Figures 3 & 3: Duplicate numbering confuses catchment analyses. 
• Appendices C & D: Mislabelled, leading to cross‐referencing errors in the report. 

 
3. Hydrology & Storm water 

• The climate narrative (450–600 mm) contradicts the MAP of 626 mm used in calculations. 
• Required detention volumes are high, yet text dismisses ponds altogether. 
 

4. Format & Consistency 
• Numbering resets in section 4.1. 
• Inconsistent numeric formats (commas vs spaces) could mislead volume and flow interpretation. 
 

5. Engineering Inputs 
• Geotechnical: Karst risk noted, but no borehole logs or test results. 
• Water: Loss allowances and head requirements noted, but no pipe sizing exercise is demonstrated. 
• Fire: Hydrant spacing and flows are preliminary; no storage sizing prevents final hydraulic 

balancing. 
 

6. Traffic Engineering 
• Trip‐cap generation is partially presented; peak‐hour summaries are missing. 
• No plan for non‐motorised user lanes or formalized public transport stops. 
 

7. Missing Reports to be considered  
• A focused Karst Mitigation Plan outlining sinkhole monitoring and foundation‐treatment 

methods. 
• Vegetation Management aligned with the Aquatic Study’s buffer‐zone requirements. 
• A Phased Traffic Management Strategy to handle construction‐period vehicle movements. 
• Preliminary Cost Estimates and Life‐Cycle Maintenance Plans for bulk services. 
• Integration of Renewable Energy (e.g., solar streetlights) into the roads and public‐space designs. 
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5. Potential Future Faults and Risk Areas 
 
1. Bulk Earthworks and Geotechnical Conditions 

 

• No detailed geotechnical investigation the report notes that a “more detailed geotechnical study 
will need to be undertaken,” yet proceeds with many assumptions about subsurface conditions 
(Sections 4.1.3–4.1.7). Without borehole logs and in‐situ testing, risks such as unexpected 
sinkholes, variable bearing capacity, and perched water tables remain unquantified. 
 

• Karst and sinkhole hazards under-estimated the presence of dolomite aquifers and historical 
sinkhole activity in the Potchefstroom area is acknowledged (Section 4.1.6), but the plan lacks 
contingency designs (e.g., grouting or void treatment zones) for areas at high risk of collapse. 

 
• Climate impacts on foundations Heavy summer thunderstorms (Section 2.4) could trigger rapid 

groundwater fluctuations. The absence of storm‐induced moisture monitoring or 
recommendations for moisture‐protective foundation design may lead to differential settlement. 

 
2. Storm Water Management 

 

• Reliance on natural discharge without attenuation details although two rivers flank the site, simply 
“discharging into the Mooi and Loopspruit” (Section 4.2.7) ignores downstream erosion, sediment 
transport, and water quality impacts. No erosion protection (riprap, gabions) or scour analysis is 
provided. 
 

• Incomplete hydrograph analysis for Catchment B The hydrograph figure for Catchment B (Section 
4.2.6) shows required detention volumes, yet the report concludes “no attenuation pond 
required.” This contradiction risks local flooding and non-compliance with buffer area regulations. 

 
• Absence of detailed conveyance design the proposed grid inlets and concrete channels are 

specified, but flow capacity checks under debris‐laden storm events or blockages are missing. No 
maintenance plan for silt removal is presented. 
 

3. Water Supply and Fire Hydrant Provision 
 

• Unverified connection to R53 water main Section 4.3.1 states that water will be “supplied via 
borehole” but also that supply comes from an existing line on R53. Without a formal hydraulic test 
(pressure, residual head under peak demands), the network may not meet the 100 L/s fire flow or 
minimum 30 m residual head. 
 

• No water quality or sustainability study for borehole use relying on groundwater extraction 
without long-term yield assessments or contamination screening (e.g., agricultural runoff) could 
compromise potable supply. 

 
• Undefined fire water storage capacity Table 5 (Section 4.4.1) sets a fire flow of 50 L/s, but “fire 

flow storage capacity to be specified later” (Section 4.4.5) leaves critical life‐safety infrastructure 
undimensioned. 
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4. Sewerage and Wastewater Treatment 
• Unconfirmed capacity of existing sewer network the report defers to the municipality to confirm 

downstream sewer capacity (Section 4.5.1). If the existing line must be upgraded, significant cost 
and delays can arise. 
 

• Proposed on-site package plant lacks redundancy two × 100 m³ units are specified, but no fail-safe 
(backup generator, overflow bypass, emergency storage) is addressed. Flood events could 
overwhelm the system, leading to uncontrolled discharge. 

 
• Inflow and infiltration not quantified Storm water ingress into sewers (“15% infiltration” per Table 

6) may be higher in heavy rains if manholes are sub-water-table. Underestimating infiltration will 
overload the treatment plant. 

 
5. Road Access, Traffic and Non-Motorised Users 

• Single primary access on Herman Street with 527 dwelling units proposed, one main access may 
not provide sufficient redundancy. Stacking analysis at peak hours is not fully documented - 
concern for local congestion. 
 

• Lack of turning lanes or signalization studies No recommendations for right-turn lanes or signal 
upgrades at Herman/Erica Street and R53 intersections (Sections 7 & 8). Left unmitigated, crash 
risk and queuing delays will grow. 

 
• Pedestrian and cyclist facilities undefined the site layout shows roads and sidewalks, but no 

dedicated cycle lanes or safe pedestrian crossings are dimensioned. Future residents may face high 
ped-vehicular conflict. 

 
6. Environmental and Buffer Compliance 

• Floodplain buffer enforcement The Aquatic Study (Section 4.1.1) mandates a 50 m buffer from the 
Mooi River, yet the civil drawings do not clearly delineate “no-build” zones. Encroachment during 
construction remains a real risk. 
 

• Pollution control details missing Roads and parking areas need oil/grit separators upstream of 
natural watercourses, but design specs and maintenance regimes for these traps are absent 
(Section 5 Storm water). 

 
7. General Design and Documentation Gaps 

• Preliminary SDP vs. final detailed drawings The Outline Scheme uses a conceptual Site 
Development Plan (Appendix B), but final lot layouts, service trenches, and utility corridors are still 
to be confirmed. Conflicts between geotechnical, hydraulic, and architectural plans may emerge. 
 

• Incomplete assumptions log the report lists “assumptions made” (Section 1.1) but does not 
tabulate them. Without a formal assumptions register, scope creep and liability issues can arise if 
initial premises prove invalid. 

 
• Quality assurance and handover While preliminary sign-offs are in place, there is no explicit 

commissioning plan—e.g., pressure testing, CCTV inspection of sewers, earthworks settlement 
monitoring—before practical completion. 
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6. Faults in the Aquatic Study Report 
 
1. Inconsistent Wetland Definition and Identification 

• The report alternately claims “no permanent wetlands” and then applies a 50 m flood-plain buffer, 
creating contradictory statements about wetland presence. 

• Hydropedology findings (subsurface flow influenced by rainfall) are presented as if wetlands exist, 
yet no wetland typology or HGM class is assigned. 

 
2. Methodological Gaps 

• A single site visit in April (late summer) fails to capture seasonal wetland dynamics, risking under- 
or over-identification of wet zones. 

• Rapid desktop-based biota assessments without in-depth macroinvertebrate or amphibian 
sampling weaken the reliability of the Present Ecological State (PES) and Ecological Importance 
and Sensitivity (EIS) ratings. 

 
3. Mapping and Coordinate Issues 

• Coordinates are inconsistently formatted (varying decimal places and spacing), hampering GIS 
reproducibility. 

• Figures lack standardized captions, north arrows, scale bars and source attributions, making spatial 
context unclear. 

 
4. Data Redundancy and Repetition 

• The geology of Diabase and Lixisols appears nearly verbatim in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.3. 
• Climate, hydrology, and soil information are repeated without new interpretation, reducing clarity. 
 

5. Incomplete Taxonomic Listings 
• The frog section includes placeholder numbering (e.g., “2.5.2 16”) without species data. 
• Aquatic macroinvertebrate and bird tables list taxa but omit sampling methodology, abundance 

metrics and seasonal context. 
 

6. Weak Citation and Reference Integration 
• Core facts (e.g., rainfall ranges, soil groups) lack in-text citations, preventing source verification. 
• References are not linked to specific table entries or narrative claims, violating standard academic 

practice. 
 

7. Ambiguous Impact and Mitigation Assessment 
• Impact-rating matrices (Tables 10 and 11) present scores without detailed scoring rationale or 

thresholds. 
• Mitigation measures are broad (e.g., “environmental education,” “no dumping”) and not explicitly 

tied to on-site findings or quantified targets. 
 

8. Formatting, Grammar, and Structure Errors 
• Section numbering skips or duplicates (e.g., missing “1.4,” repeated headings). 
• Paragraphs often run together without blank lines; tables are embedded without surrounding 

whitespace. 
• Typos (“Fucultative,” “wetaandwaters”) and inconsistent capitalization detract from 

professionalism. 
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7. Terrestrial Biodiversity Study Report faults and concerns 
 
1. Contradictory Sensitivity Ratings 

• The report states the site has “very high terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity” per the screening tool, 
yet concludes the area is “ideal for development” due to agricultural transformation. 

• This contradiction needs clearer justification. High sensitivity typically warrants caution, not 
outright approval. 

 
2. Invasive Species Dominance 

• The site is said to be 99% dominated by invasive alien plant species, including Lantana camara, 
Bugweed, Grey Poplar, and Seringa. 

• Despite this, the report downplays the ecological risk and does not provide a robust invasive 
species management strategy beyond general recommendations. 

 
3. Limited Faunal Survey 

• The faunal assessment lacks depth. It notes no species of conservation concern were found but 
attributes this to human activity and habitat fragmentation. 

• This explanation is speculative. A more rigorous seasonal survey would be needed to confirm 
absence. 

 
4. Overreliance on Agricultural Transformation 

• The report repeatedly uses the phrase “fully transformed into agricultural land” to justify low 
ecological value. 

• However, transformation does not eliminate ecological processes or the potential for restoration. 
This rationale oversimplifies complex ecological dynamics. 

 
5. Buffer Zone Ambiguity 

• The floodplain associated with the Mooi River requires a 50m buffer, but the report does not 
clearly map or enforce this buffer in development recommendations. 

• There’s also no hydrological modeling to assess flood risk or waterlogging potential. 
 

6. Lack of Quantitative Impact Analysis 
• Impact ratings (e.g., vegetation removal, soil destabilization) are presented with vague scoring 

(e.g., “A 1 1 1 1 1”) without clear definitions or methodology. 
• The significance ratings and mitigation efficiency scores are not explained, making it hard to assess 

their validity. 
 

7. Red Data Species Checklist 
• The report claims no Red Data species were found but does not provide a checklist or reference 

to databases used for verification. 
• This weakens the credibility of the claim, especially given the high sensitivity rating. 
 

8. Ecological Connectivity Oversight 
• The report acknowledges medium predicted loss of ecological connectivity but does not propose 

mitigation strategies to maintain corridors or reduce fragmentation. 
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8. “Elandsheuwel Township Development PIA: Desktop Study” 
- Identified Faults 

 
1. Inadequate Field Verification 

• The report relies solely on a desktop study yet assigns a high palaeontological sensitivity to the 
Daspoort Formation without any Phase 1 field survey. 

• No test pits, trenches or even a walk-over survey were conducted to confirm outcrop presence or 
fossil occurrences beneath the overburden. 

 
2. Subsurface Data Gaps 

• Depth of overburden is acknowledged as “variable” but no borehole or geotechnical log data are 
provided to quantify it. 

• Without trench or drilling data, the actual depth to bedrock and true fossil-bearing potential 
remain speculative. 

 
3. Contradictory Recommendations 

• Despite recognizing high impact potential, the report concludes that “no further palaeontological 
studies are required” unless fossils are literally unearthed by chance. 

• This undermines the purpose of an impact assessment, which should proactively identify and 
mitigate sensitive areas rather than react only to discoveries. 

 
4. Numeric and Typographic Inconsistencies 

• The site area is listed as “85,2015 hectares”—it’s unclear if this means 85.20 ha, 8 520 ha or a 
typographical slip. 

• Section numbering is erratic (for example, jumps from “1(d)” to “1(g,1ni)”), making cross-
referencing with legislative requirements cumbersome. 

 
5. Stakeholder and Permit Oversights 

• No evidence of prior engagement with SAHRA or the Provincial Heritage Resources Authority, 
despite clear permit triggers under NHRA Section 38. 

• The conditions for obtaining and enforcing a mitigation permit are skimmed over rather than 
detailed, leaving regulatory compliance ambiguous. 

 
6. Missing and Unanchored Figures 

• Multiple figures and maps are referenced (e.g., Figure 2, Figure 3, Google Earth image) but none 
are embedded, captioned or sequentially numbered in the text. 

• Legends for geological units appear in different sections with slight variations, leading to potential 
misinterpretation of formation boundaries. 

 
7. EMPr and ECO Integration Is Vague 

• The report states that an Environmental Control Officer will enforce the EMPr, but provides no 
concrete procedures, training modules or inspection schedules. 

• Without a clear checklist or site-specific protocol, chance-find management risks being overlooked 
during busy construction phases. 
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9. Faults in the Layout Plan (see Draft Township Layout Plan) 
 
1. Floodline Encroachment 

• The plan notes the presence of a 100-year floodline, yet some designated land uses (e.g. public 
open space, residential zones) appear close to or within this flood-prone area. 
 

• Development within floodlines is restricted under the National Water Act, and must be carefully 
justified or relocated. 

 
2. Density vs. Infrastructure 

• The plan proposes 429 subsidized dwelling units and multiple high-density residential zones (e.g. 
Residential 2 with ~486 units). 
 

• It’s unclear whether engineering services (roads, sewage, and electricity) are scaled to support 
this density, as required by SPLUMA and municipal regulations. 

 
3. Public Participation & Approval Gaps 

• The document includes placeholders for signatures and professional registration numbers, but 
they are blank. 
 

• This suggests the plan may not yet be formally approved or certified by relevant authorities, which 
is a legal requirement before implementation. 

 
4. Environmental Impact 

• The proximity to rivers and streams, plus mention of concrete furrows, raises concerns about 
water management and ecological disruption. 
 

• There’s no reference to an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), which is mandatory for 
developments of this scale. 

 
5. Zoning Clarity 

• The zoning legend includes Residential 1, 2, 3, Institutional, Business 1 & 2, and Public Open 
Space, but the layout lacks clear boundaries and transitions between these zones. 
 

• Ambiguity in zoning can lead to future land use conflicts and legal challenges. 
 

6. Contour and Elevation Data 
• The plan includes extensive elevation data (e.g. 1320.50m, 1324.50m), but it’s not visually tied to 

the layout or used to inform slope-sensitive design. 
 

• Without proper integration, this data doesn’t help mitigate risks like erosion or storm water runoff. 
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10. Identified Faults in the Traffic Impact Assessment 
 
1. Data Gaps and Undefined Values 

 
• Intersection counts left as “TBC” 

o Sections 4.2–4.4 report AM/PM volumes as “TBC vph” instead of actual numbers, 
preventing any meaningful capacity or queue analysis. 

• Incomplete SIDRA results 
o Appendix D is listed but no performance measures (degree of saturation, delay, LOS) are 

presented. 
 

2. Methodological Shortcomings 
 
• Over-reliance on generic growth rate 

o A flat 3 % p.a. growth is assumed without local traffic trend data or land-use change 
justification. 

• Single access point for an 85 ha development 
o only one Herman Street access is detailed despite 2 703 new AM peak trips; fails to consider 

emergency or secondary egress routes. 
• Trip distribution lacks clarity 

o No graphic or table showing how inbound/outbound trips split among surrounding 
corridors—undermines assignment reliability. 

 
3. Incomplete Capacity Analysis 

 
• No documented analysis outcomes 

o Section 8.2 promises updated capacity results “following analysis,” yet the draft omits any 
junction capacity summaries or recommended mitigation. 

• Missing turning-movement counts at proposed access 
o without base movements at the new intersection, no SRM, queueing or signal warrant 

study can be validated. 
 

4. Non-Motorised and Public Transport Oversights 
 
• Sidewalks confined to internal roads 

o Proposes 2 m sidewalks internally but doesn’t extend pedestrian links to existing bus stops 
or the Potchefstroom taxi rank 3.5 km away. 

• No formal public transport stops or shelters 
o Identifies minibus taxis and buses in the area but omits provision of dedicated bays, 

kerbside pads or pedestrian pick-up points within the development. 
• Bicycle infrastructure absent 

o No cycle lanes or shared-use paths, despite mixed-use density that typically supports short-
trip cycling. 
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5. Inconsistencies in Timing and References 
 
• Site visit vs. traffic count timing 

o Site visit noted “June 2024,” yet counts conducted “3 June 2025”—raises questions on 
consistency of land use and adjacent developments during that year. 

• Horizons overlap base year 
o Uses 2025 as both “current” and “horizon” year in Scenario 1, meaning no real-world 

change is captured before mitigation measures would apply. 
 

6. Lack of Local Context and Stakeholder Engagement 
 
• No consultation with JB Marks or provincial roads authorities prior to draft 

o Report says it “will be submitted” but provides no record of pre-application meetings or 
alignment with existing municipal transport plans. 

• Absence of crash or safety data 
o No review of historic collision records on Herman Street or R53 to inform access design or 

required corner radii, lighting, or speed control. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

08 September 2025 
 

Objections to the Draft Basic Assessment Report 
 

Proposed Grimbeek Township Establishment on Portion 46, 58 & 59 of Farm Elandsheuvel 436 IQ 
JB Marks Local Municipality, North-West Province 

 
To: Caiphus Mukwevho 

Environmental Assessment Practitioner  
Vhuluvhi Group (Pty) Ltd 
11 Silwer - Eike Avenue Hueweloord Ext 17 
Tshwane, Gauteng 015 
 

To: Mr Lehlohonolo Lepholletse 
Housing Development Agency 
34 Andesiet Drive, Riviera Park 
Mafikeng 2745 
 

Applicant: JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 
Cnr Walter Sisulu & Wolmarans 
Dan Tloome Complex 
Potchefstroom 
 

From:   Councillor Sean David Trautmann, JB Marks, Ward 24 
 
 
Dear Caiphus, 
 
On Behalf of the Ward Committee and as the elected Councillor of Ward 24, I write to you in objection of proposed 
Township Establishment purely based on the many faults and findings in your own submitted reports pointing to 
the logical outcome that the proposed area is not deemed fit for development of any kind and should remain as is, 
agricultural. 
 
Faults within your own reporting. 
 
Please see Annexure 1 – “Faults and concerns from all reports conducted and provided”. 
 
Public Participation process 
 
Please see Annexure 2 – “Public Participation”. 
I have noted several blatant disregards for The National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) that gives effect 
to the constitutional right by prescribing a framework for environmental governance highlighted in Annexure 2. 
 
 



 

On the Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR) please see below 10 points of concern and grounds of objection. 
 
1. Hydrological Impact Assessment Inadequacies 

 
• The report’s conclusion that “no attenuation pond is required” because rivers border the site contradicts 

its own Rational Method calculations showing required detention volumes of 4 757.507 m³ (Catchment A) 
and 3 128.927 m³ (Catchment B) for a 1:50-year storm return period. Without formal attenuation 
infrastructure, peak discharges will increase, elevating flood risk to downstream properties and 
infrastructure. 
 

• No extreme‐event (e.g., 1:100-year or climate-adjusted storm) modelling is presented, nor is there 
allowance for climate-driven increases in runoff intensity or greater impervious cover. 

 
2. Uncertain Water Supply and Licensing 

 
• The report relies on a new borehole and on an existing municipal water line along the R53 “to be tested,” 

yet provides no confirmation of available capacity or sustainable yield. No Water Use Licence application 
to the Department of Water and Sanitation is in evidence, in contravention of Sections 21–22 of the 
National Water Act, 1998 (Act 36 of 1998) for abstraction and supply authorisation. 

 
• Groundwater impacts on local aquifer health, recharge rates and downstream springs have not been 

assessed. 
 

3. Sewage Reticulation and Treatment Concerns 
 
• The report merely “recommends testing” the existing sewer along the R53 for additional capacity without 

firm commitment to upgrade or an Implementation Plan. There is no Waste Discharge Permit application, 
as required under Section 19 of the National Water Act, for sewer effluent entering the municipal system 
– creating potential non-compliance and health hazards. Furthermore, the “existing” sewer pipe that they 
are referring to is already compromised and letting raw sewage flow into the Mooi River at time of writing 
this letter. 
 

4. Biodiversity and Ecological Offsets Omitted 
 
• Clearing 85.2015 ha of indigenous vegetation, including portions classified as Aquatic Critical Biodiversity 

Area (CBA) in the North West Biodiversity Sector Plan, triggers the need for both avoidance and offset 
measures under NEMBA. The DBAR lists the trigger (Listing Notice 3, Activity 12(h)(iv)(vi)) but fails to 
propose any offset ratios, no-go zones or compensatory habitat restoration – in direct conflict with national 
offset guidelines. 
 

• No detailed species inventory, no red-list assessments, and no invasive-species control plan are provided. 
 

5. Heritage and Archaeological Assessments Lacking Transparency 

• Although specialist heritage and palaeontology firms were appointed, the BAR omits summaries of their 
findings and any proposed mitigation or permitting steps under the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 
(Act 25 of 1999). Without a Heritage Impact Statement or SAHRA comment, the potential for irrecoverable 
loss of stone-age, Iron-Age or colonial-era sites remains unaddressed. Despite recognizing high impact 
potential, the report concludes that “no further palaeontological studies are required” unless fossils are 
literally unearthed by chance. This undermines the purpose of an impact assessment, which should 
proactively identify and mitigate sensitive areas rather than react only to discoveries. 



 

6. Soil and Agricultural Land Capability Not Adequately Addressed 
 
• Conversion of prime arable soils (as indicated by the agricultural specialist) without a soil erosion and 

sediment control plan will undermine long-term land capability. The DBAR does not include topsoil salvage, 
bunding, or revegetation measures to prevent sedimentation of adjacent watercourses - in breach of 
Section 28 of NEMA for land-disturbing activities. 
 
 

7. Public Participation Process Deficiencies 
 
• The DBAR describes newspaper adverts, on-site notices and a 30-day comment period but provides no 

issues trail, no record of registered I&APs, no meeting minutes and no responses to comments received. 
This fails the transparency and fair-process requirements of Section 41 of NEMA (Act 107 of 1998) and 
regulation 41 of the EIA Regulations. 
 

• There is no evidence of translation into local languages or targeted outreach to vulnerable communities in 
Potchefstroom or adjacent settlements. 

 
• Please see Annexure 2 for further transgressions in the Public Participation process. 

 
8. Insufficient Alternatives Analysis 

 
• The report presents only one site option and a generic “no-go” alternative without exploring other 

municipal-owned land parcels, infill opportunities within the urban edge, or mixed-use layouts that reduce 
ecological footprint. Technology alternatives for storm water management, water reuse or energy 
generation are not considered, contravening the Best Practicable Environmental Option principle in NEMA. 
 

9. Lack of Climate Change Resilience Measures 
 
• The BAR omits any climate-risk assessment, fails to incorporate green infrastructure for storm water 

attenuation (e.g., swales, infiltration basins), and proposes no renewable-energy or water-reuse 
technologies to enhance resource efficiency as required under the National Climate Change Response 
White Paper. With ever changing weather patterns the risk of catastrophic loss of life due to flooding is no 
longer hypothetical but a reality   

 
10. Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) Shortcomings 

 
• Although an EMPr is noted as a standalone appendix, the DBAR itself does not summarize key 

environmental outcomes, roles and responsibilities, monitoring frequency, audit criteria or performance 
indicators. Without clear, measurable conditions, compliance cannot be enforced by the Competent 
Authority. 
 
1. Impose a climate adaptation assessment and green infrastructure strategy. 
2. Direct the submission of an EMPr summary of responsibilities, targets and audit procedures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

In Closing and with humble consideration to you, the following: 
 
It is my request that alternative pockets of land owned by HDA or JB Marks be looked at, as this is not a viable 
option and I would not want to be apart for the sake of those families that will be devastated by floods and various 
other disasters due to poor foundations, lack of adequate infrastructure and additional non service delivery related 
issues in the future to come. 
 
We are now at the EIA preliminary phase and already majority of the Interested and Affected Parties are not happy 
and clearly the report indicates the undesirability, challenges and obstacles of the proposed site. In terms of 
SPLUMA, Post EIA steps, this municipality does not have to capacity at this stage to do proper  
 

• General Plan 
• Township & Public Participation 
• Engineering Services 
• Fair Municipal Approval 
• Clearances and Guarantees from various departments 

 
Going forward, in fact the entire Municipality engineering services, including water, sewage, and electrical 
infrastructure are in state of collapse. 
 
Progression in society is welcomed but not when it is done irresponsible like it clearly is in this proposal. 
 
I also request that public participation process starts again as it is without doubt clear, that Screening and Scoping 
Reports with the Public were skipped and that “Virtual Platforms” are not in line with Constitutional Rights of 
Citizens to partake in meaningful public participation in matters and decisions that impact their environment. 
 
I reserve the right to submit additional comments and expert evidence during the formal review period. 
 
Yours Truly 
 

 
 
Cllr Sean David Trautmann Ward 24 JB Marks  
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Date:18/09/2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, Wilhelm van der Merwe, residing at Elandsheuwel estate, hereby register as an Interested 

and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in Grimbeek 

Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load.  

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. In the EIA we can see the risk and impacts have been done, ALL of 

the impacts are of a very high impact even after remediation and ALL of the are negative 

impacts except one. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

• Soil Properties: The proposed area consists of Glenrosa soil type this layer has a hard 

rock layer that will prevent any water drainage, waterlogging will form. With two river 

systems on either side this means the area will always be under water even un the dry 

season. 

• Geology: As seen on the geology of the proposed area it consists of dolerite and with the 

already high-water table and limit drainage it is considered as a high-risk sinkhole area. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Willem van der Merwe  

Papawer street 19 

0835415425 
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Date:     

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, ______________________, residing at ______________________, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

Mobile User
19-09-2025

Mobile User
Sonika Koekemoer

Mobile User
Bailliepark Potchefstroom 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

      

[Address] 

 

      

[Contact details] 

 

 

 

Mobile User
SONIKA KOEKEMOER

Mobile User
118 Steyn Str, Bailliepark

Mobile User
0845836099

Mobile User







Prof. A.L. du Plessis 

18 Papawer street 

Elandsheuwel Estate 

Grimbeekpark 

Potchefstroom 

2520 

 

15 September 2025 

 

JB Marks Local Municipality 

Potchefstroom 

2520 

 

For attention: owagengm@jbmarks.gov.za 

 

This letter serves as a formal objection to the proposed Grimbeek Township Establishment, as 
outlined in the Draft Basic Assessment Report. The objection is submitted during the public 
review period from September 1 to October 3, 2025. The proposed township is located on the 
remaining extent of Portion 46 and Portions 58 & 59 of the farm Elandsheuvel 436 IQ. 

This objection is addressed to the Northwest: Department of Economic Development, 
Environment, Conservation and Tourism, the designated Competent Authority. 

 
Grounds for Objection 

The objection is based on several significant environmental, procedural, and infrastructural 
concerns raised within the report and through local observation: 

 
Significant Environmental Impacts 

The report identifies several major negative impacts associated with the project. These include 
soil erosion, permanent loss of natural habitat, and reduced ecological integrity of terrestrial and 
freshwater systems due to habitat fragmentation. Construction activities may lead to the 
degradation or destruction of wetland habitats, a reduction in indigenous fauna and flora, and 
harm to Species of Special Concern (SCC). Additionally, the construction of access roads will 
likely disrupt the seasonal flood regime, impacting aquatic biodiversity. 

 

 

mailto:owagengm@jbmarks.gov.za


 
Inadequate Consideration of Alternatives 

The report explicitly states that no alternative locations were considered for the township 
establishment, citing municipal ownership of the land as the reason. This lack of site alternative 
assessment is concerning, as it prevents the evaluation of potentially more environmentally 
sustainable locations, which is a key requirement of the environmental investigation process. 
 
Incomplete Water Resource Assessment 

The report indicates that a comprehensive assessment of the impact on water resources has not 
been completed. It states that further detailed studies are needed to determine the availability of 
surface and groundwater resources and the impact of the project on surrounding water users. 
This is a critical deficiency, as the project cannot be properly evaluated without a full 
understanding of its effects on water supply and quality. 

 
Infrastructure and Traffic Concerns 

A major concern is the lack of adequate infrastructure planning, particularly regarding traffic flow. 
The proposed development appears to rely solely on Herman Street for access, which is already 
under pressure from existing traffic volumes. Concentrating all traffic through a single route will 
likely lead to congestion, increased wear on the road surface, and heightened safety risks for 
pedestrians and residents. The absence of a detailed traffic impact assessment and alternative 
access routes raises serious questions about the feasibility and sustainability of the 
development from a transport and urban planning perspective. 

 
Conclusion 
While the Draft Basic Assessment Report concludes that the project may be authorised if all 
mitigation measures are correctly implemented, the identified negative impacts and gaps in 
assessment suggest otherwise. 

Based on the significant environmental risks, the lack of alternative site consideration, 
incomplete water resource evaluation, and the concerning reliance on Herman Street for all 
traffic and access, it is my opinion that the proposed project is not environmentally or 
infrastructurally sound. The impacts on biodiversity, habitat, water systems, and local 
infrastructure are substantial and, in some cases, irreversible. 

I therefore formally object to the Grimbeek Township Establishment and request that the 
Competent Authority not grant Environmental Authorisation for this project. 
 
This objection is grounded in the report’s own findings and the need for further comprehensive 
assessments before any final decision is made. 

 
Kind regards 

AL du Plessis (Electronically signed on the 15th day of September 2025) 
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Date' 2oZE*01- 12

Dear Sir/[Vladam,

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 435 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY,

NORTH.WEST PROVINCE

residing at 6 Eri.o 5t-.""*- hereby register as an

lnterested and Affected Party (l&AP) and object to the proposed township development in

Grimbeek Park.

My main concerns are:

Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights).

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current

traffic load.

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into

the [Iooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been

made since.

Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to

safeguard current and future residents.

Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds,

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and

poses a flooding risk.

Property Values & Character: The development will reduce propefty values and

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park.
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I request that:

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be

resolved before any new development is approved.

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the A/ooi River leak repaired

urgently.

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer

capacity has been properly expanded.

4. lndependent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value

impacts.

Conclusion:

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township

development.

Yours faithfully,

(.rn.)

[Full Name & signature]

6 Ericn St-reat Ctri^buok P*k

[Address]

ph)l,p .h"m"nq @ qna.,l. crn 076 261 hL16
U

[Contact details]
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Date: 202,5 -Oq * 2

Dear Sir/lVIadam,

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY

NORTH.WEST PROVINCE

residing at trl hereby register as an

lnterested and Affected Party (l&AP) and object to the proposed township development in

Grimbeek Park.

My main concerns are:

Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights).

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current

traffic load.

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into

the IVIooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been

made since.

dtrrPi
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Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to

safeguard current and future residents.

Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds,

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and

poses a flooding risk.

Property Values & Gharacter: The development will reduce property values and

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park.
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I request that:

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be

resolved before any new development is approved.

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the lMooi River leak repaired

urgently.

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer

capacity has been properly expanded.

4. lndependent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value

impacts.

Gonclusion:

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township

development.

Yours faithfully,

[Full Name & signature]

&ca bwk PrtG
[Address]

[Contact details]

o82 853 stzo
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Date:ho?{ oq I2

Dear SirilVadam,

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY,

NORTH.WEST PROVINCE

lWresiding * I d-n)a,S#efi , hereby register as an

lnterested and Affected Party (l&AP) and object to the proposed township development in

Grimbeek Park.

My main concerns are:

Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights).

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site. is deteriorated, unsafe, and the

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current

traffic load.

Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into

the IVIooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been

made since.
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Safety and Grime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to

safeguard current and future residents.

Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds,

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and

poses a flooding risk.

Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park.
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I request that:

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be

resolved before any new development is approved.

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired

urgently.

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer

capacity has been properly expanded.

4" lndependent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and properly value

impacts.

Conclusion:

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township

development.

Yours faithfully,

Ph, hu^ou en,

[Full Name & signature]

lonL Lelfl fvtI

[Address]

huvtnavt nwt(. do"zq .

[Contact details]
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Dear JB Marks Local Municipality, 

 

This leƩer serves as a formal objecƟon to the proposed Grimbeek Township Establishment, as 
outlined in the DraŌ Basic Assessment Report. The objecƟon is submiƩed during the public review 
period from September 1 to October 3, 2025. The proposed township is located on the remaining 
extent of PorƟon 46 and PorƟons 58 & 59 of the farm Elandsheuvel 436 IQ. 

 

This objecƟon is addressed to the North West: Department of Economic Development, 
Environment, ConservaƟon and Tourism, the designated Competent Authority. 

 

Grounds for ObjecƟon 

The objecƟon is based on several significant environmental, procedural, and infrastructural concerns 
raised within the report and through local observaƟon: 

 

Significant Environmental Impacts 

The report idenƟfies several major negaƟve impacts associated with the project. These include soil 
erosion, permanent loss of natural habitat, and reduced ecological integrity of terrestrial and 
freshwater systems due to habitat fragmentaƟon. ConstrucƟon acƟviƟes may lead to the degradaƟon 
or destrucƟon of wetland habitats, a reducƟon in indigenous fauna and flora, and harm to Species of 
Special Concern (SCC). AddiƟonally, the construcƟon of access roads will likely disrupt the seasonal 
flood regime, impacƟng aquaƟc biodiversity. 

Inadequate ConsideraƟon of AlternaƟves 

The report explicitly states that no alternaƟve locaƟons were considered for the township 
establishment, ciƟng municipal ownership of the land as the reason. This lack of site alternaƟve 
assessment is concerning, as it prevents the evaluaƟon of potenƟally more environmentally 
sustainable locaƟons, which is a key requirement of the environmental invesƟgaƟon process. 

Incomplete Water Resource Assessment 

The report indicates that a comprehensive assessment of the impact on water resources has not 
been completed. It states that further detailed studies are needed to determine the availability of 
surface and groundwater resources and the impact of the project on surrounding water users. This is 
a criƟcal deficiency, as the project cannot be properly evaluated without a full understanding of its 
effects on water supply and quality. 

Infrastructure and Traffic Concerns 

A critical issue is the lack of adequate infrastructure planning, particularly in relation to traffic flow. 
Referring to the Grimbeek Township development (Appendix C, Specialist Studies, Traffic Impact 
Assessment dated 29 August 2025), provision has been made for a total of 2,239 units comprising 
single dwellings, social housing, flats, and townhouses. 



According to paragraphs 6.1.1 and 6.1.2 of the report, an assumption is made that only 10–15% of all 
units will own motorised vehicles, with the majority of residents expected to rely on bus and taxi 
transport. However, the development appears to rely solely on Herman Street for access. By the 
report’s own definition, Herman Street is a Class 5 road, which: 

1. Provides direct access to individual properties. 
2. Is designed for very low traffic volumes. 
3. Prioritises property access over mobility (movement of traffic is secondary). 
4. Is not intended for through-traffic. 

Herman Street is already under strain from existing traffic volumes. Concentrating all traffic from the 
new development along this single route will likely result in severe congestion, accelerated 
deterioration of the road surface, and increased safety risks for both pedestrians and residents due 
to Taxis and busses 

NB! Furthermore, the report fails to consider the potential impacts of noise and air pollution, which 
are expected to be significant due to the continuous movement of busses and frequent hooting of 
taxis. 

The absence of a detailed traffic impact assessment and alternaƟve access routes raises serious 
quesƟons about the feasibility and sustainability of the development from a transport and urban 
planning perspecƟve. 

Conclusion 

While the DraŌ Basic Assessment Report concludes that the project may be authorised if all 
miƟgaƟon measures are correctly implemented, the idenƟfied negaƟve impacts and gaps in 
assessment suggest otherwise. 

Based on the significant environmental risks, the lack of alternaƟve site consideraƟon, incomplete 
water resource evaluaƟon, and the concerning reliance on Herman Street for all traffic and access, it 
is my opinion that the proposed project is not environmentally or infrastructurally sound. The 
impacts on biodiversity, habitat, water systems, and local infrastructure are substanƟal and, in some 
cases, irreversible. 

I therefore formally object to the Grimbeek Township Establishment and request that the Competent 
Authority not grant Environmental AuthorisaƟon for this project. 

This objecƟon is grounded in the report’s own findings and the need for further comprehensive 
assessments before any final decision is made. 

 

Derek Bodenstein. 

Unit 12, Elandsheuvel, Papawer Street, 

Grimbeek street 
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Date:  12 September 2025   

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, _Nomsa Tshwane__, residing at 16A JASMYN_STREET GRIMBEEK PARK_, hereby 

register as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township 

development in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Nomsa Tshwane         

[Full Name & signature] 

 

16A JASMYN STREET GRIMBEEK PARK POTCHEFSTROOM 2531  

[Address] 

 

0764925530  nomsatshwane@gmail.com      

[Contact details] 

 

 

 



Date: 11 September 2025

 

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE
PROPOSED GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT
OF PORTION 46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN
THE GRIMBEEK PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL
MUNICIPALITY, NORTH-WEST PROVINCE

I, Pulane Tong, residing at Elandsheuwel, Grimbeekpark, hereby register as an Interested
and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in Grimbeek
Park.

 

My main concerns are:

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or the
greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended for
months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights).
Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and
the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the
current traffic load.

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater
Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into
the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new
development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been
made since.

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and
safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to
safeguard current and future residents.

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds,
reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and
poses a flooding risk.

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and
negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park.

I request that:

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be
resolved before any new development is approved.

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired
urgently.

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer



capacity has been properly expanded.

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value
impacts.

 

Conclusion:
Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township
development.

 

Yours faithfully,

Pulane Tong

27 Elandsheuwel Estate, Grimbeekpark

0714693931
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Date:   10/09/2025 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, HG Kruger, residing at Grimbeekpark, hereby register as an Interested and Affected Party 

(I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

 Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

 Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

 Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

 Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

 Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

I request that: 
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1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Hendrik Gerhardus Kruger 

[Full Name & signature] 

 

31 Watonia street , Grimbeekpark, Potchefstroom,  2531 

[Address] 

 

082 555 0493 

[Contact details] 
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Date:     

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, ______________________, residing at ______________________, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

Connie Sieberhagen
10/09/2025

Connie Sieberhagen
Connie Sieberhagen

Connie Sieberhagen
30 Freezia street, Potchefstroom
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

      

[Address] 

 

      

[Contact details] 

 

 

 

Connie Sieberhagen
Connie Sieberhagen 

Connie Sieberhagen
30 Freezie street, Grimbeeckpark

Connie Sieberhagen
0828562439











Subject: Formal Objection – Environmental Concerns Regarding Grimbeek 

Township Establishment 

 

To: The Environmental Assessment Practitioner / JB Marks Local Municipality 

 

Date: 9 September 2025 

We, Phillip van Dyk and Professor Sandra van Dyk, residents of Grimbeekpark, 

hereby submit our formal objection to the proposed Grimbeek Township 

Establishment on the Remaining Extent of Portion 46 and Portions 58 & 59 of the 

farm Elandsheuvel 436 IQ, within the jurisdiction of JB Marks Local Municipality. 

Our objection is grounded in the absence of a comprehensive Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) and the lack of independent specialist studies addressing 

the following: 

       Environmental Concerns 

• Wetland Sensitivity: The proposed site includes ecologically sensitive 

wetland areas. No independent delineation or biodiversity study has been 

made available to assess the impact on local fauna and flora. 

• Flood Risk: The area is prone to seasonal flooding. Without hydrological 

modelling and mitigation planning, the development poses a risk to both 

new and existing residents. 

• Sewage Pollution: Chronic leaks into the Mooi River remain unresolved. The 

municipality previously suspended development approvals due to sewer 

capacity constraints — yet no updated capacity study or remediation plan 

has been provided. 

• Cumulative Impact: The broader environmental strain on Grimbeekpark, 

including deteriorating infrastructure and service delivery failures, must be 

considered before any new development is approved. 

   Our Request 



We respectfully request that: 

1. No approval be granted until a full EIA is conducted and made publicly 

available. 

2. Independent specialists be appointed to assess wetland integrity, 

biodiversity, flood risk, and sewer infrastructure. 

3. Public participation be extended to allow meaningful engagement once full 

environmental data is disclosed. 

4. Municipal accountability be upheld by resolving existing service failures 

before expanding development. 

We submit this objection not in opposition to progress, but in defence of 

responsible planning, environmental stewardship, and the dignity of existing 

communities. We trust that the relevant authorities will act with transparency and 

care in considering these concerns. 

Yours sincerely, 

Phillip van Dyk 

Professor Sandra van Dyk 

Grimbeekpark Residents 
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Date:     

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

I, ______________________, residing at ______________________, hereby register as an 

Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) and object to the proposed township development in 

Grimbeek Park. 

 

My main concerns are: 

• Basic Services: The municipality cannot maintain existing services in Grimbeekpark or 

the greater Potchefstroom (incl. deteriorated roads, water leaks that are left unattended 

for months, insufficient stormwater drainage, and non-functional street lights). 

Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, and the 

municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even the current 

traffic load. 

• Sewage & Sanitation: Current sewage systems in Grimbeekpark and the greater 

Potchefstroom are failing, with frequent blockages, overflows and leaks (specifically into 

the Mooi River near the proposed site). Earlier this year, the municipality suspended new 

development approvals because of sewer system constraints. No upgrades have been 

made since. 

• Safety and Crime: Township developments across South Africa face severe crime and 

safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the municipality intends to 

safeguard current and future residents. 

• Environmental & Biodiversity Risks: The site is partly wetland and supports birds, 

reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. Development will destroy these habitats and 

poses a flooding risk. 

• Property Values & Character: The development will reduce property values and 

negatively affect the character of Grimbeek Park. 

09/09/2025

Zilla Steyn Baillie Park, Potchefstroom
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I request that: 

1. Existing service delivery problems in Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom be 

resolved before any new development is approved. 

2. The sewage and sanitation system be upgraded, and the Mooi River leak repaired 

urgently. 

3. The municipality honour its earlier suspension of development approvals until sewer 

capacity has been properly expanded. 

4. Independent studies be done on the environmental, biodiversity, and property value 

impacts. 

 

Conclusion: 

Until these issues are properly addressed, I object to the approval of this township 

development. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

[Full Name & signature] 

 

      

[Address] 

 

      

[Contact details] 

 

 

 

Zilla Steyn

3 Njala Street, Baillie Park, Potchefstroom, 2531

0761120479
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9 September 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

 

I, Santie Coetzee, residing at 16 Deo Volente, Freezia Street Grimbeekpark, hereby register 

as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) in terms of the Draft Basic Assessment Report for 

the proposed township development in the Grimbeek Park area, Potchefstroom. 

 

1. Formal Objection 

I hereby record my objection to the proposed township development in its current form. My 

objection is based on the fact that the municipality is unable to provide or maintain even the 

most basic services in the existing suburb. It is therefore unreasonable and irresponsible to 

proceed with a large-scale township development without first addressing and resolving the 

severe infrastructure and service delivery failures already present. 

 

2. Issues of Concern 

The following ongoing and unresolved issues demonstrate the municipality’s lack of capacity: 

• Sewage and Sanitation: There are frequent blockages, pump failures, and sewage 

overflows in Grimbeek Park. The current system is inadequate and already poses a health 

hazard to existing residents. Adding a new township will place even more strain on an 

infrastructure network that is already collapsing.  

• Sewage Pollution: A sewage leak into the Mooi River near the proposed site has been 

reported to the municipality but no action has been taken. The resulting pollution, health 

risks, and unbearable odour already affect current residents. Approving a new township 

without resolving this ongoing hazard will worsen the risks for both existing and future 

residents. 
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• Suspension of Development Approvals: Earlier this year, the municipality itself 

suspended new development approvals due to sewer system constraints. No upgrades 

have been undertaken since, yet approval is now being sought for another large-scale 

development. This is inconsistent, irresponsible, and unjustifiable. 

• Stormwater Drainage: Blocked and inadequate drains lead to flooding and waterlogging. 

Existing infrastructure cannot cope with rainfall, which will worsen with new development. 

• Water Supply: Major leaks are left unattended for months, wasting significant volumes of 

water and causing further infrastructure damage. 

• Street Lighting: Many street lights in our suburb remain non-functional for extended 

periods, contributing to crime and safety concerns. 

• Roads: Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, 

and the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even 

the current traffic load.  

• Service Delivery Response Times: Faults (including potholes, sewage, water and 

electricity issues) reported by the Grimbeek Park community often take months, or even 

years, to be addressed. 

• Environmental Concerns: The proposed development area appears to form part of a 

wetland system (i.e., the site is located in a waterlogged area). This creates risks of 

flooding, damp infiltration in homes, and further pollution of the adjacent Mooi river 

ecosystem. 

• Biodiversity: The proposed development threatens local biodiversity by disrupting 

habitats that support birds, reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. The clearing of 

vegetation and alteration of natural systems may lead to species loss and long-term 

ecological imbalance. Protecting these habitats is vital to preserving the suburb’s 

environmental health and natural character. 

• Safety and Crime: It is well documented that township developments across South Africa 

face severe crime and safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the 

municipality intends to safeguard current and future residents. 

• Property Values: Grimbeek Park was historically one of the most sought-after residential 

areas in Potchefstroom. Property values in the area have already been adversely affected 

by inadequate service delivery and failing infrastructure. Approval of a township 

development without first addressing these issues is likely to result in further depreciation 

of property values and would materially alter the established character and aesthetics of 
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the neighbourhood. The proposed development, in both scale and design, is not 

compatible with the existing residential environment and would be inconsistent with 

principles of orderly, sustainable, and equitable land use planning. 

 

3. Requests 

Given the above, I submit that: 

1. The municipality must provide a clear, costed, and time-framed infrastructure upgrade 

plan for sewerage, stormwater, roads, water supply, and street lighting in 

Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom. 

2. All existing service delivery and infrastructure issues in Grimbeek Park and the greater 

Potchefstroom municipal system must first be fully resolved, repaired, and upgraded 

before any township development can proceed. 

3. Independent, specialist studies must be conducted and published confirming the 

environmental and socio-economic suitability of the proposed site, including: 

3.1. Wetland and Hydrological Assessment; 

3.2. Biodiversity and Habitat Study; and 

3.3. The potential impact on property values. 

 

4. Conclusion 

Unless and until the above issues have been fully addressed and resolved, I object to the 

approval of the proposed township development. Proceeding under the current circumstances 

would be irresponsible, unsustainable, and contrary to the principles of proper environmental 

management, land use planning, and socio-economic justice. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

Hendrika Susanna (Santie) Coetzee 

16 Deo Volente, Freezia Street, Grimbeekpark, Potchefstroom 

Ki.han.nah27@gmail.com 

 

 



1 
 

9 September 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

 

I, Mariska Wilson, residing at  9 Jasmyn Street Grimbeekpark, hereby register as an Interested 

and Affected Party (I&AP) in terms of the Draft Basic Assessment Report for the proposed 

township development in the Grimbeek Park area, Potchefstroom. 

 

1. Formal Objection 

I hereby record my objection to the proposed township development in its current form. My 

objection is based on the fact that the municipality is unable to provide or maintain even the 

most basic services in the existing suburb. It is therefore unreasonable and irresponsible to 

proceed with a large-scale township development without first addressing and resolving the 

severe infrastructure and service delivery failures already present. 

 

2. Issues of Concern 

The following ongoing and unresolved issues demonstrate the municipality’s lack of capacity: 

• Sewage and Sanitation: There are frequent blockages, pump failures, and sewage 

overflows in Grimbeek Park. The current system is inadequate and already poses a health 

hazard to existing residents. Adding a new township will place even more strain on an 

infrastructure network that is already collapsing.  

• Sewage Pollution: A sewage leak into the Mooi River near the proposed site has been 

reported to the municipality but no action has been taken. The resulting pollution, health 

risks, and unbearable odour already affect current residents. Approving a new township 

without resolving this ongoing hazard will worsen the risks for both existing and future 

residents. 
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• Suspension of Development Approvals: Earlier this year, the municipality itself 

suspended new development approvals due to sewer system constraints. No upgrades 

have been undertaken since, yet approval is now being sought for another large-scale 

development. This is inconsistent, irresponsible, and unjustifiable. 

• Stormwater Drainage: Blocked and inadequate drains lead to flooding and waterlogging. 

Existing infrastructure cannot cope with rainfall, which will worsen with new development. 

• Water Supply: Major leaks are left unattended for months, wasting significant volumes of 

water and causing further infrastructure damage. 

• Street Lighting: Many street lights in our suburb remain non-functional for extended 

periods, contributing to crime and safety concerns. 

• Roads: Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, 

and the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even 

the current traffic load.  

• Service Delivery Response Times: Faults (including potholes, sewage, water and 

electricity issues) reported by the Grimbeek Park community often take months, or even 

years, to be addressed. 

• Environmental Concerns: The proposed development area appears to form part of a 

wetland system (i.e., the site is located in a waterlogged area). This creates risks of 

flooding, damp infiltration in homes, and further pollution of the adjacent Mooi river 

ecosystem. 

• Biodiversity: The proposed development threatens local biodiversity by disrupting 

habitats that support birds, reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. The clearing of 

vegetation and alteration of natural systems may lead to species loss and long-term 

ecological imbalance. Protecting these habitats is vital to preserving the suburb’s 

environmental health and natural character. 

• Safety and Crime: It is well documented that township developments across South Africa 

face severe crime and safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the 

municipality intends to safeguard current and future residents. 

• Property Values: Grimbeek Park was historically one of the most sought-after residential 

areas in Potchefstroom. Property values in the area have already been adversely affected 

by inadequate service delivery and failing infrastructure. Approval of a township 

development without first addressing these issues is likely to result in further depreciation 

of property values and would materially alter the established character and aesthetics of 
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the neighbourhood. The proposed development, in both scale and design, is not 

compatible with the existing residential environment and would be inconsistent with 

principles of orderly, sustainable, and equitable land use planning. 

 

3. Requests 

Given the above, I submit that: 

1. The municipality must provide a clear, costed, and time-framed infrastructure upgrade 

plan for sewerage, stormwater, roads, water supply, and street lighting in 

Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom. 

2. All existing service delivery and infrastructure issues in Grimbeek Park and the greater 

Potchefstroom municipal system must first be fully resolved, repaired, and upgraded 

before any township development can proceed. 

3. Independent, specialist studies must be conducted and published confirming the 

environmental and socio-economic suitability of the proposed site, including: 

3.1. Wetland and Hydrological Assessment; 

3.2. Biodiversity and Habitat Study; and 

3.3. The potential impact on property values. 

 

4. Conclusion 

Unless and until the above issues have been fully addressed and resolved, I object to the 

approval of the proposed township development. Proceeding under the current circumstances 

would be irresponsible, unsustainable, and contrary to the principles of proper environmental 

management, land use planning, and socio-economic justice. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

Mariska Wilson 

9 Jasmyn Street, Grimbeekpark, Potchefstroom 

mariskawilson93@gmail.com 

0828169294 

 

mailto:mariskawilson93@gmail.com
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9 September 2025 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

GRIMBEEK TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENT ON THE REMAINING EXTENT OF PORTION 

46 AND PORTION 58 & 59 OF THE FARM ELANDSHEUVEL 436 IQ IN THE GRIMBEEK 

PARK AREA, WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF JB MARKS LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

NORTH-WEST PROVINCE 

 

I, Driekie Coetzee, residing at 16 Deo Volente, Freezia Street Grimbeekpark, hereby register 

as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) in terms of the Draft Basic Assessment Report for 

the proposed township development in the Grimbeek Park area, Potchefstroom. 

 

1. Formal Objection 

I hereby record my objection to the proposed township development in its current form. My 

objection is based on the fact that the municipality is unable to provide or maintain even the 

most basic services in the existing suburb. It is therefore unreasonable and irresponsible to 

proceed with a large-scale township development without first addressing and resolving the 

severe infrastructure and service delivery failures already present. 

 

2. Issues of Concern 

The following ongoing and unresolved issues demonstrate the municipality’s lack of capacity: 

• Sewage and Sanitation: There are frequent blockages, pump failures, and sewage 

overflows in Grimbeek Park. The current system is inadequate and already poses a health 

hazard to existing residents. Adding a new township will place even more strain on an 

infrastructure network that is already collapsing.  

• Sewage Pollution: A sewage leak into the Mooi River near the proposed site has been 

reported to the municipality but no action has been taken. The resulting pollution, health 

risks, and unbearable odour already affect current residents. Approving a new township 

without resolving this ongoing hazard will worsen the risks for both existing and future 

residents. 
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• Suspension of Development Approvals: Earlier this year, the municipality itself 

suspended new development approvals due to sewer system constraints. No upgrades 

have been undertaken since, yet approval is now being sought for another large-scale 

development. This is inconsistent, irresponsible, and unjustifiable. 

• Stormwater Drainage: Blocked and inadequate drains lead to flooding and waterlogging. 

Existing infrastructure cannot cope with rainfall, which will worsen with new development. 

• Water Supply: Major leaks are left unattended for months, wasting significant volumes of 

water and causing further infrastructure damage. 

• Street Lighting: Many street lights in our suburb remain non-functional for extended 

periods, contributing to crime and safety concerns. 

• Roads: Herman Street, the main access road to the proposed site, is deteriorated, unsafe, 

and the municipality does not maintain or repair it, making it incapable of handling even 

the current traffic load.  

• Service Delivery Response Times: Faults (including potholes, sewage, water and 

electricity issues) reported by the Grimbeek Park community often take months, or even 

years, to be addressed. 

• Environmental Concerns: The proposed development area appears to form part of a 

wetland system (i.e., the site is located in a waterlogged area). This creates risks of 

flooding, damp infiltration in homes, and further pollution of the adjacent Mooi river 

ecosystem. 

• Biodiversity: The proposed development threatens local biodiversity by disrupting 

habitats that support birds, reptiles, amphibians, and indigenous plants. The clearing of 

vegetation and alteration of natural systems may lead to species loss and long-term 

ecological imbalance. Protecting these habitats is vital to preserving the suburb’s 

environmental health and natural character. 

• Safety and Crime: It is well documented that township developments across South Africa 

face severe crime and safety challenges. No measures have been disclosed on how the 

municipality intends to safeguard current and future residents. 

• Property Values: Grimbeek Park was historically one of the most sought-after residential 

areas in Potchefstroom. Property values in the area have already been adversely affected 

by inadequate service delivery and failing infrastructure. Approval of a township 

development without first addressing these issues is likely to result in further depreciation 

of property values and would materially alter the established character and aesthetics of 
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the neighbourhood. The proposed development, in both scale and design, is not 

compatible with the existing residential environment and would be inconsistent with 

principles of orderly, sustainable, and equitable land use planning. 

 

3. Requests 

Given the above, I submit that: 

1. The municipality must provide a clear, costed, and time-framed infrastructure upgrade 

plan for sewerage, stormwater, roads, water supply, and street lighting in 

Grimbeek Park and the greater Potchefstroom. 

2. All existing service delivery and infrastructure issues in Grimbeek Park and the greater 

Potchefstroom municipal system must first be fully resolved, repaired, and upgraded 

before any township development can proceed. 

3. Independent, specialist studies must be conducted and published confirming the 

environmental and socio-economic suitability of the proposed site, including: 

3.1. Wetland and Hydrological Assessment; 

3.2. Biodiversity and Habitat Study; and 

3.3. The potential impact on property values. 

 

4. Conclusion 

Unless and until the above issues have been fully addressed and resolved, I object to the 

approval of the proposed township development. Proceeding under the current circumstances 

would be irresponsible, unsustainable, and contrary to the principles of proper environmental 

management, land use planning, and socio-economic justice. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

      

Hendrika Susanna (Driekie) Coetzee 

16 Deo Volente, Freezia Street, Grimbeekpark, Potchefstroom 

0829287205 
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