
May 4, 2024 
 

Attention:  Clinton Geyser (Enviro Africa) 
From:  Pierre Burger (Neighbor)  
 
Comment Thorn and Feather Portion 9 Farm 499 Vermaaklikheid 
 
Dear Mr Geyser, 
 
Thanks for allowing me as a registered and interested party, and direct neighbor to Thorn 
and Feather, to comment as part of the environmental process. 
 
I firstly would like to state that I have never opposed Mr Gersh to develop a small 
cottage for him and his small family.  My objection was against him running a guest 
house on his property which is in close proximity to my house. 
 
Please also allow me to comment on your second paragraph in your executive summary  
“the main house and associated facilities have been in the family for several decades” 
is false information unless 10years is referred to as several decades.  Google earth 
shows that the first structure, a store, was developed in 2012.  His first building plans 
(see image below) was approved in December 2013.  If one assume that he started 
construction of the main house after his plans were approved, the main house and 
associated structures would be in the family for less than a decade.  
 

 
Plan 1:  Approved building plans December 2013 
 



 
You also  state that he more recently and unwittingly added more housing for 
holidaymakers and upgraded the resort without the required environmental 
authorization.  The previous statement is a blatant lie since it is well documented in the 
comments and response report (comment dated 26 February 2024), that he mentioned 
to one of the I&AP’s (his co-owner of portion 9 of Farm 499) that he explained that some 
or parts of his buildings are unlawful.  The 100m higwater setback line was indicated on 
his building plans submitted in 2013.  Mr Gersh is not known to be uninformed and was 
aware of the 100m highwater setback line.  In Mr Gersh’s application to the Hessequa 
municipality for building line departures he claimed that he could not measure due to 
topography and vegetation making it di]icult, which states that he was aware of the 
100m highwater setback and building lines. 
 
The saga between myself and Mr Gersh has a history so please bear with me.  I 
understand that Mr Gersh has rights but in the same sentence I also have rights.  It all 
started back in 2010 when Mr Gersh started the planning process to build a modest 
building described as a single/two bedroom cottage, on his 220ha property, with the 
Hessequa Municipality.  I had the opportunity to comment on the planned 
development.  I had raised several concerns which were sent to the Municipality listed 
below:  (All communication via emails can be provided if needed) 
 
Below the letter I have sent to Mr Aadil Edgar. The two concerns I would like to bring 
under your attention is: 1. The access to the river and 2. the property being used as a 
guest house. I have highlighted these in the communication below and in the response 
letters from Mr Gersh and his architect via his laywer. 

TO: HESSEQUA MUNICIPALITY ATT: AADIL ENGAR  

RE: PROPOSED CONSENT FOR TWO ADDITIONAL DWELLING UNITS ON PORTION 9 OF THE 
FARM VERMAAKLIKHEID NO. 499  

• THE PROXCIMITY OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING SITE TO THE EXISTING 
DWELLING ON 499/27 (RIVERBEND PROPERTIES) IS JUST UNACEPTIBLE 

• THE HOUSES WILL BE ABOUT 30 METERS FROM OURS AND WILL LOOK INTO EACH 
OTHER ( SEE PHOTOS) DESTROYING ANY PRIVACY WE HAVE ENJOYED AND COME 
TO EXPECT FORM A PROPERTY OF THIS NATURE , AS WELL AS NOISE POLLUTION.  

• EVERYBODY WANTS TO PRESERVE THE ENVIROMENT AND ATMOSPHERE OF 
VERMAAKLIKHEID AND THE DUIVENHOKS RIVER, LET’S NOT TURN THIS INTO A 
BREEDE RIVER SENARIO, PLEASE  

• THE PROPOSED BUILDING SITE DOES NOT HAVE ACCESS TO THE RIVER AND THIS 
WILL LEAD TO PEPOPLE WALKING THROUGH OUR PROPERTY TO GAIN ACCESS 
TO THE RIVER, PUTTING OUR PROPERTY AND PRIVACY AT RISK.  

• SHOULD THE PROPOSED HOUSES BE USED AS GEUST HOUSES? THEN WE WILL 
HAVE A MORE SERIOUS PROBLEM WITH NOISE AND TRESSPASING ON OUR 
PROPERTY, AS THESE GEUSTS WILL WANT TO GET TO THE RIVER AND WILL NOT 
RESPECT OUR PROPERTY OR PRIVACY AS THEY DO NOT LIVE THERE. ONCE 
BUILDING PERMISSION HAS BEEN GRANTED AND THE DWELLINGS BUILT, THERE 
WILL VIRTUALY BE NO CONTROL TO STOP THEM BEING USED AS GEUST HOUSES 
OR SELF CATERING COTTAGES.  

• SHOULD THE OWNERS OF PORTION 9/499 STILL WISH TO BUILD A DWELLING ON 
THEIR PROPERTY MAY I SUGESST THAT THEY BUILD IT AT THE TOP OF THE 



KLOOF KEEPING WITH THE ATMOSPHERE OF THE AREA AND NOT AS THE 
ENCLOSED PHOTOS SHOW, ON TOP OF US.  

• THE PHOTO OF THE HOUSE IS FROM THE PROPOSED BUILDING SITE AND THE 
PHOTO OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING SITE (ESCOM POLE) IS FROM THE HOUSE. 
PLEASE BEAR IN MIND THAT OUNCE THE BUSHES ASR REMOVED FOR BUILDING 
AND GARDENS, THESE BUILDINGS WILL HAVE A VERY CLEAR LINE OF SIGHT TO 
EACH OTHER.  

WE TRUST YOU WILL CONSIDER ALL OUR OBJECTIONS IN YOUR DISSION AND HELP US 
PRESERVE THIS AREA THE WAY IT SHOULD BE.  

KINDLY NOTIFY THE WRITER OF THE RESULT OF THIS APPLICATION BY E-MAIL OR 
REGISTERED LETTER. PLEASE DO NOT HESITATE TO CONTACT THE WRITER SHOULD 
YOU WISH TO ASK ANY QUESTIONS OR DISCUSS ANY ASPECT OF THIS APPLICATION / 
OBJECTION.  

THANK YOU  

PIERRE BURGER RIVERBEND PROPERTIES  

E-MAIL : pab@mweb.co.za CELL : 082 8081231 POST : P O BOX 1602  

DURBANVILLE 7551  

 

Figure 1View onto my house 

 

 



In response to my concerns I received the following feedback from Mr Gersh and via his 
attorney and response from his architect. See below:  

From: Jonathan Gersh <jonathan.gersh@delecta.co.za> Date: Monday 03 May 2010 at 1:10 
PM 
To: Pierre Burger <pab@mweb.co.za> 
Subject: <no subject>  

To : Pierre Burger  

Dear Mr. Burger,  

I am a co-owner of a 220 ha property in the Vermaaklikheid – Oshoek area and the applicant 
of a proposed dwelling bordering Riverbend Properties. I received a copy of your objection to 
the application. I have responded to the objection in a comprehensive manner with the 
Hessequa Municipality. In addition, I wanted to provide some clarity (my opinion) to the 
issues you raised.  

I expect the Municipality to clarify the matter on the number of dwellings. My understanding 
is that the municipality will entertain applications of a maximum of 3 additional dwellings 
applicable to this farm. I have gained permission from the other owners to make an 
application for two.  I sought the advice of the municipality in terms of site location before 
making this application.  

I intend to erect a modest building that can be described as a single / two bedroom cottage. 
My architect specifically designed the building to ensure a high degree of privacy. I seriously 
doubt this building will be visible from your property. I do not intend to remove the bulk of the 
non indigenous vegetation until indigenous plantings provide equivalent protection. The 
purpose of clearing a small portion of non indigenous bush was to gain some perspective of 
the river (direction West). I am confident that this will be an inconspicuous dwelling - one of 
the smallest in the area.  

I intend to use the Oshoek property for personal use.  The second application involves a 
similar size cottage (close to the village) erected for the benefit of my family.  There are no 
commercial interests i.e. guest house / tourism initiatives behind these applications at all.  I 
am involved in agriculture (as a career); have friendships with various landowners in 
Blombos – Vermaaklikheid area:  I want to reassure you that I have every intention in 
respecting the ethics and values of this part of the world. 

The “public road” runs through a large portion of my property. If people walk down this road 
from time to time I can’t see how you / or me can object. In theory, the whole village of 
Vermaaklikheid may utilise this route. My property, as you have correctly stated, does not 
border on the river; a river structure is prohibited.  I intend to respect the boundaries of my 
neighbours.  I do understand your concerns, but think they are unfounded. 

The other objections emanate from the Nieuwenhuyse. The national deeds office has no 
record of their claim to having purchased this land. This matter was resolved in court in 
September 2009. The Nieuwenhuyse did not attempt to pursue the “land claim” during the 
court case; instead, they changed their focus to achieving an interdict against Alfred 
Nothnagel. They effectively lost the court case on multiple levels i.e. none of their objectives 
were achieved. The Nieuwenhuyse have clearly decided to ignore the outcome of the courts 
and continue pretending that this land belongs to them. I understand that they have lived 
and farmed in the area for many years. I have no intention to antagonise them and I have 



been aware of this matter for quite some time. I intend to handle the problem in a systematic, 
professional manner.  

I understand that the news of a potential dwelling on a neighbouring farm can’t be seen as 
positive from your perspective nevertheless I hope to eliminate your concerns and add value 
to the area over time. As a respected land owner in the region I am sure the Municipality will 
give your objection the attention it deserves.  

Yours Faithfully Jonathan Gersh  

Jonathan Gersh  

Below the letter from his architect received via his attorney (Webber Wentzel) which 
also states (highlighted in yellow) that Mr Gersh is developing the property as a holiday 
house for him and his family. 

 



 



 

 
 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 
 
 



To summarise: Mr Gersh communicated the following to myself: 

1. He sought advice of the municipality in terms of site location before making this 
application. 

2. He has no intention to run a guest house or tourism initiatives and that the sole 
intention of the development is for his personal use. It was under this pretence 
that the building plans was approved by the municipality.  

3. Mr Gersh acknowledged that his property does not border the river and that a 
river structure like a jetty is prohibited. 

The following was communicated through his architect: 

4. The owner is developing the property as a holiday house for himself and his 
family.  

5. The owner intends to use the public river access point adjacent to puntjie. 

All of the above concerns unfortunately became reality and my rights as a neigbour was 
not respected and not considered.   

1. If Mr Gersh sought advice from the municipality why did he apply for building line 
departures from the municipality in 2023?  Surely the municipality would have 
given him the correct advice in terms of building line restrictions.  The 
municipality would also advise him to choose a different development site since 
the property is 220ha. 

2. If Mr Gersh had no intention of running a guest house or tourism initiatives why 
would he apply for consent use for tourist accommodation in  a recent 
application to the Hessequa municipality? 

3. If Mr Gersh knew that his property doesn’t border the river, why would he pour 
illegal concrete to gain river access on my property?   When Mr Gersh and his 
guests  couldn’t access the river via my property he constructed a jetty, walkway 
and floating structure in a wetland area on the farm of the Borain family. He 
clearly had the intention to develop as close to the river as he can and to have 
access to the river. 

4. If Mr Gersh developed the property as a holiday house for himself and his family, 
why did the municipality allow him to run a guest house illegally for several 
years.  

5. If the owner Mr Gersh intended to access the river from the public access point 
adjacent to Puntjie, why did he access the river through my property and 
currently via the Borain families farm?  Mr Gersh did not honour his word and did 
not respect farm boundaries. 

I unfortunately had a stroke which set me back for a while in 2014. During my rehab I 
was not able to visit my farm since I had to learn to walk and speak again and was not 
aware of activities on my neighbours farm. It was during this time that my situation was 
taking advantage of by Mr Gersh running a guest house and allowing his guests to 
access the river via my property knowing that I raised these concerns with him and the 
municipality.  He did not respect my situation neither my concerns. 



 
As proof the concrete slipway and concrete poles constructed on my property by Mr 
Gersh, to gain access to the river. I removed these structures (Slipway and posts) from 
my property, rehabilitated the area and fenced my property to prevent further illegal 
access through my property.  My concern that if the development is approved by the 
municipality, guests will access my property to gain access to the river, this became a 
reality. Below the images of these structures which I removed. 
 

 
Mr Gersh stated that he intends to respect the boundaries of his neighbours and that he 
knows that structures in the river is prohibited. According to his communication via his 
architect he will utilise the public river access point adjacent to Puntjie.  It is clear that 
Mr Gersh did not honour his word.  Coincidently a portion of his pumphouse is on my 
property.  His boatshed was built in my property. 
 
After removal of the above- mentioned structures on my property Mr Gersh constructed 
another structure on the property of the Borain family to allow his guests river access. 
These structures were erected within a wetland area. I was informed by Mr Gersh that 
he will employ the services of Cape Nature to assist and approve the construction of a 
jetty.  Why then is the jetty included in the S24G application.  Mr Gersh placed a blank 
poster onto the jetty structure.  Was this to give the impression that an o]icial 
application was underway.   
 
See images below: 
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for a while.  During my rehab I was not able to visit my farm and was not aware of activities 
in the area.  It was during this time that my situation was taking advantage of by Mr Gersh by 
allowing his guests to access the river via my property.  A concrete slipway and concrete 
poles were erected on my property by Mr Gersh.  As part of the S24G process the 
environmental management plan stated that I must rehabilitate affected areas on my property.  
During this process I removed concrete structures (Slipway and posts) on my property 
erected by Mr Gersh.  Once again, my concern that if the development is approved guests 
will utilise my property to gain access to the river became reality.  Below the images of these 
structures which I removed. 
 

 
 
 

   
Mr Gersh stated that he intends to respect the boundaries of his neighbours and that he knows 
that structures in the river is prohibited.  According to his communication via his architect he 

8 
 

for a while.  During my rehab I was not able to visit my farm and was not aware of activities 
in the area.  It was during this time that my situation was taking advantage of by Mr Gersh by 
allowing his guests to access the river via my property.  A concrete slipway and concrete 
poles were erected on my property by Mr Gersh.  As part of the S24G process the 
environmental management plan stated that I must rehabilitate affected areas on my property.  
During this process I removed concrete structures (Slipway and posts) on my property 
erected by Mr Gersh.  Once again, my concern that if the development is approved guests 
will utilise my property to gain access to the river became reality.  Below the images of these 
structures which I removed. 
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that structures in the river is prohibited.  According to his communication via his architect he 



 
 

 
 
On his website he advertise private access to the river from the recently installed jetty. 
See below  



 
 
Apart from guests in very close proximity to my house I have to entertain drones flying 
over my property on numerous occasions, looking into my rooms and on occasion 
nearly been hit by them.  On another occasion a drone was hovering meters away in 
front of my stoep disrespecting my privacy.  I understand that the coastal area from 
Bredasdorp to Port Noloth drones are banned because of the helicopter squadron.  
Drones are also prohibited to fly over conservation areas being the Duivenhoks river.  Mr 
Gersh has been asked on occasion to supply documents permitting him or his clients to 
fly drones over my property.   
 
He advertises his accommodation as dog friendly, leaving myself to listen to dogs 
barking and howling throughout the night. Currently we have serious noise pollution 
from guests and dogs due to the close proximity of the development. This is really 
annoying and not in line with him stating that he intents respecting the ethics and 
values of the area.  
 
I understand that no jet skis are allowed on any estuary within the Hessequa 
municipality. I was visiting my farm on the 22nd of November 2022 and noticed a Jetski 
at Mr Gersh’s illegal access point to the river. Guests staying at Feather and Thorn took 
part in unlawful activities. Hessequa law enforcement was notified but no further 
feedback or response was received. The Jet skis were removed on Friday the 25th of 
November2022 when his guests left. It is very clear that Mr Gersh don’t have the ability 
to control or monitor  guests to abide to rules and regulations.  Below, some of the 
photos of his guests taking part in illegal activities on the Duivenhoks river. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Below a letter received from Mr Gersh on the 27th of January 2020 
 

 



 
From the above letter Mr Gersh acknowledges: 

• He purchased the property in 2010.  (This indicates that the property was not in 
his family for decades) 

• The original objective was to create a vacation home for him and his family.   
• He did not seek my input. 
• He was desperate to gain access to the river 
• His intend to demonstrate that he is a person that backs up his words in deeds. 

 
 
To conclude, I have no problem with Mr Gersh, as my neighbour, having a holiday 
residence for him and his family, as per his commitment by himself and his architect.    
 
I do have a problem with the guest house, a stone throw from my house, and within 
earshot of Mr Gersh and his guests.  Not something one would expect living on a farm.  
Mr Gersh had the opportunity to build a guest house on the remainder of the 220ha 
property with fantastic views of the river and surrounding areas.  Mr Gersh decided to 
develop at the closest point to the river.  90% of the development is over the building 
line restrictions and 90% of the development is within 100m from the highwater mark.   
 
I am of the opinion that he premeditated the establishment of a guest house and to 
place the guesthouse close to the river to gain access to the river for his guests.  His 
decision caused the development to be very close to my house and I am currently 
confronted with noise from guests, dogs and drones.   My privacy being jeopardised and 
once again not what you would expect living on a farm. 
 
I would like emphasise that if Mr Gersh had decided to build guest accommodation or a 
resort further away from my house I wouldn’t  have had any objection, we are after all 
both living on a farm with the right to enjoy the peace and tranquillity that the area 
offers. 
 
I am hopeful that the department would have the understanding not to approve the 
current development to operate as a guest house or resort and that Mr Gersh will be 
held to his original intention as per his letters. 
 
Kind regards 
Pierre Burger 
 


