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Approved Minutes of the Meeting of the Impact Assessment Committee 
(IACOM)  

of Heritage Western Cape (HWC) held on the 1st Floor in the Boardroom, 
Protea Assurance Building, Greenmarket Square, Cape Town,  

at 09H00 on Thursday, 15 August 2019 
 

 
1.  Opening and Welcome  

 
 The Chairperson, Mr Chris Snelling (CSn), opened the meeting at 09H03 and 

welcomed everyone present. 
  
2. Attendance 
 
 Members     Staff 
 Mr Chris Snelling (CSn)   Ms Penelope Meyer (PM)  

Dr Lita Webley (LW)    Ms Waseefa Dhansay (WD)   
Mr Mokena Makeka (MM) left at 15:30 Mr Olwethu Dlova (OD) 

 Mr Guy Thomas (GT)    Mr Andrew September (AS) 
Mr Frik Vermeulen (FV)   Mr Lwazi Bhengu (LB) 
Ms Cecilene Muller (CM)    
Mr Dave Saunders (DS)   

 Mr Mike Scurr (MS)     
  
 Observers 
 Mr Zwelibanzi Shiceka   Ms Zenobia Ayford 
 
 Visitors 
 Ms Melanie Attwell  
 Ms Jenna Lavin     Ms Cindy Postlethwayt 
 Mr Henry Aikman     Ms Ilze Wolff 
 Mr Burgert van Dyk     Mr Pierre Storey 
 Mr Tasyam Govender    Mr Christian Corti 
 Mr Giancarlo Fareni     Mr Andries Samuel 
 Ms Katie Smuts     Mr Richard Summers 
 Dr Nicolas Baumann    Ms Sarah Winter 
 Mr Piero Granelli      Mr Johan Cornelius  
 Mr Marcello Tito     Ms Mari-Louise Macintyre  
 Mr Terence Elliott    Mr Stefan de Kock 
  Ms Laura Milandri    Mr Charles Louw 
 Mr Jonathan Stoller    Mr David Cohen 
 Mr Mpho Diniso    Ms Karen Hendricks 
 Ms Robyn Park-Ross     Ms Deena Bosch 
 Ms Claire Abrahamse    Mr Waheed Parker  
 Ms Mariet Munday    Mr Roger Lange 
 Mr Jandre Peters     Mr Kent Morkel 
 Mr Denver Arendse     Ms Maurietta Stewart  
 
3.  Apologies  
 Mr Siphiwo Mavumengwana (SM) 
 Dr Mxolisi Dlamuka (MD) 
 Ms Colette Scheermeyer (CSc) 

Ms Stephanie Barnardt (SB) 
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3.1. Absent 
 
 None 
 
4.  Approval of the Agenda  
 
4.1 The Committee resolved to approve the agenda dated 15 August 2019 with additional 

items and one minor correction. 
 
5.  Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting 
 
5.1 None. 
 
6. Disclosure of Interest 

• MS: item 13.3  

• LW: item 13.5 
 

7. Confidential Matters 
  
7.1  None 
 
8. Appointments 
 
8.1 The Committee noted the appointments for item 24.2 set for 11:30.  
  
9  Administrative Matters 
 
9.1  Outcome of the Appeals Committee, Tribunal and Court Cases 
 
 The following matters under appeal were noted: 

• Proposed Total Demolition of 6 Nursery Road, Rondebosch, Erf 45531 (S34 
Total Demolition) 

• Proposed Total Demolition at Erf 19, 29 Queens Road, Sea Point: 
Section 49 (Section 34 Total Demolition) 

• Cannon Brewery:  
It is understood that the tribunal has referred the matter back to IACom 
for its comment. The Committee will await submissions in this regard. 

 
9.2 Proposed Juno Wind Energy Facility on the Remainder of Farm De 

Boom 273, Vredendal 
 
 See item 25.2. 
 
           AS 
 
10. Standing Items 
 
10.1  Site Inspections 

 
The following site inspections were conducted by Committee members: 

• Proposed Residential Development on Erf 97, Kerk Street, Kylemore, Stellenbosch 
District 
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10.2  Report back from Council and other Committees 
 
The Committee noted that HWC Council agreed to delegate to IACom the power in 
terms of Section 34 of the National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA), 1999, to take a 
decision on the application in respect of Erven 11120 and 11121, 76 Albert Road, 
Woodstock.  
 
It was noted that this application was included with the information pack pertaining to 
Item 13.3. But is not on the agenda for consideration. 
 

10.3  Discussion of the agenda 
 
Noted. 

 
10.4  Potential Site Inspections 

• Proposed Mixed Use Development, Remainder of Farm 123, Portion 4 of Farm 
123, Remainder of Portion 2 of Farm 123, Portion 1 of Farm 123, Farm 1446, 
Portion 9 of Farm 724, Bella Riva Estate, Durbanville 

• Development of a Site to include 65 Residential Units, Picardie Street, off Main 
Road, Paarl 

• Proposed Residential Development on the Remainder of Farm Cumberland 915, 
Simondium,  Paarl 

 
Two Rivers Urban Park (TRUP) Site Inspection: 
The Committee agreed that it would be necessary for IACom members who had not 
conducted a site visit previously, to do an independent site inspection in order to more 
fully understand the context and the issues at hand.. (GT, MM, MS, DS and LW).  

 
10.5 HWC and DEA&DP Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 

 
Nothing to report. 

 
10.6 Appeals to DEA&DP 

• Mount Prospect and R44 
 

10.7 Appeals to DEA. 
 

            No further feedback at this stage. See also item 25.2. 
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MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED 
 
11 SECTION 38(2) RESPONSES TO NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP 

 
11.1 Paarl Farm Portions: 4 of De Hoop 805; Remainder Portion 1 of Bordje 408; 10 
 (a Portion of Portion 7) of Bordje 408; 2, 4, 19 and Remainder of Portion 13 of 
 Bordje Outspan 174; Paarl: NM 
 HM/ CAPE WINELANDS/ DRAKENSTEIN/ PAARL/ PAARL FARM PORTIONS: 4 
 OF DE HOOP 805; REMAINDER PORTION 1 OF BORDJE 408; 10 (A PORTION 
 OF PORTION 7) OF BORDJE 408; 2, 4, 19 AND REMAINDER OF PORTION 13 OF 
 BORDJE 
 
 Case No: 19062716WD0709E 
 
 NID application documents were tabled. 
 
 Ms Waseefa Dhansay introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Melanie Attwell, Mr Zwelibanzi Shiceka, Ms Zenobia Ayford, Mr Burgert van Dyk, 

Mr Pierre Storey and Mr Tasyam Govender were present and took part in the 
discussion. 
 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• The Committee noted that Ms Attwell had originally recommended that a Heritage 
Impact Assessment (HIA) be compiled, but following discussion with HOMs, (who 
did not believe an HIA is required), as well as having given further consideration 
to the matter, subsequently agreed that an HIA would not be required, and revised 
her recommendation. 

• The Committee noted that the recent drought, coupled with the real aspects of 
climate change, has meant that ‘current farming practices’ are having to evolve to 
accommodate this, and that ‘tunnels’ are an inevitable part of this change with 
considerable economic benefits in that agricultural land will also be able to be used 
more intensively. 

• It is understood that the primary heritage resource to consider is the wider 
agricultural cultural landscape, but as the proposed development is entirely 
consistent with the lands agricultural use and zoning, it is questioned as to whether 
the proposed development constitutes a change in character to a ‘site’. It is a 
necessary agricultural component within an agricultural landscape. 

• The Committee notes that a detailed planning application is being submitted to the 
Municipality, which addresses many of the issues which would have ordinarily 
been catered for in an HIA any event, and in this respect the Committee notes that 
heritage resources will not be impacted on. 

 
RESPONSES TO NID: 
The Committee resolved that since there is no reason to believe that heritage 
resources will be affected, in terms of the provisions of s38(2) of the NHRA, the 
developer is to be notified that this section of the Act does not apply. 
 

           WD 
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12 SECTION 38(4), INTERIM COMMENT 
 
12.1 Proposed Total Demolition & Development, Erven 3189, 3200, 3201, 3202 & 3203, 

Cnr 192 - 198 Loop and 11 Buiten Streets, Cape Town City Centre (CBD): MA 
 HM/ CAPE TOWN METROPOLITAN/ ERVEN 3189 & 3200-3203 
 
 Case No: 17111314KR1115M 
 
 NID application and appendices were tabled. 
 
 Mr Lwazi Bhengu introduced the case. 
 
 Mr Henry Aikman, Mr Christian Corti, Mr Giancarlo Fareni and Mr Andries Samuel 

were present and took part in the discussion. 
 

 DISCUSSION: 
Discussion included, but was not limited to the following: 

• Mr Aikman informed the Committee that the team is still in the process of 
developing and incorporating additional material into the HIA, and that at present 
the purpose of the item being tabled is to show the Committee the scheme’s 
development and discuss responses to previous comments made by the 
Committee. 

• The applicants informed the Committee that they had taken a number of 
comments on board and had looked carefully at the issue of facadism, and that a 
balance between heritage and development, and financial viability is important. 
However, a change of use and need, will result in changes to internal 
requirements, and it is questioned how much internal fabric can be meaningfully 
retained. It is suggested that a commemoration of the Social History of the site be 
incorporated into the development. 

• As far as alternatives are concerned, the Committee considered the alternative 
with above-ground parking levels to be inappropriate and detrimental to the 
townscape.  

• The retention of the stoep and facades is welcomed, however the Committee was 
concerned about a wholesale removal of historic fabric, as there is a lot which 
currently remains. It was however acknowledged that in order to provide the 
parking below ground, the internal walls would have to be demolished. 

• After further discussion, consensus was that the Committee would be willing to 
reach a compromise and indicated that it could accept removal of the surviving 
internal historic fabric, but only if the new building is further set back from the Loop 
Street façade to at least a room’s depth, and that the new structure must respect 
the massing and scale of the surviving structure. 

• The architectural drawings refer to Dr Townsend’s paper “A Question of Height” 
and a 31m line, but the relevance of this is not explained. Given that the proposal 
exceeds the height of the adjacent buildings and would be setting precedent within 
this particular heritage townscape, the report must address and motivate for the 
height of the building. 

• The ground plane of the structure must be more active, and the first floor glazed 
‘gasket’ structure should be more generous in height and contribute to the 
streetscape. 

• The current setback of 1,5 - 2m on Loop Street was considered inadequate, as it 
created a ‘film set’ façade, with the historic houses absorbed into the greater 
building without adequately expressing the historic streetscape.  
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• The Committee agreed with the applicant’s heritage indicator that the design of 
the building should be “restrained” and that it should be a “background building”. 
Visual clutter should be avoided.  

• Noting that the heritage practitioner had indicated that additional information is still 
being incorporated into the HIA, the Committee noted that the HIA needs to pull 
everything together and address the CIFA comment of 29-05-2019, specifically in 
respect of set-back and reduction in height. 

 
INTERIM COMMENT: 
The Committee awaits the submission of the final HIA, and updated drawings. 
 
           LB 

 
13 SECTION 38(4) RECORD OF DECISION 
 
13.1 Proposed Residential Development on Erf 97, Kerk Street, Kylemore, 

Stellenbosch District: MA 
 HM/STELLENOSCH/KYLEMORE/ERF 97 
 
 Case No: 18102913AS1207M 
 
  MS reported back on the site inspection undertaken on 26 July 2019. Site visit report 

prepared by MS, dated 14 August 2019, and is attached (Annexure SI1). 
 
 Ms Cindy Postlethwayt and Mr Marcello Tito were present and took part in the 

discussion. 
 
 DISCUSSION: 
Discussion was held with the applicant, and opportunity taken for the Committee to 
raise a number of concerns it had in respect of the proposed development model. As 
consensus was reached at the end of the discussion, points raised are summarized, 
and include: 

• Whilst the Committee is supportive of infill on the site, general concerns were 
raised in regard to the nature of the development. 

• As it was accepted that the townscape of Kylemore is in itself a heritage resource, 
it was strongly felt that development of the site, should be one that binds the 
townscape together, and contributes to it, rather than impose itself on the 
townscape and isolates itself.  

• There is no indication that the sense of place has been followed through, and there 
will be a loss of intangible links between town and river and to church. 

• In this context, the gated community model, in particular its proposed formal 
layout, the ‘sameness’ of style and introverted nature of the built form, which cuts 
itself off from the townscape, is the primary concern. 

• The Committee would welcome a more informal development model which retains 
the sense of place. 

 
The applicant noted that the development model dates back some 20 years and agreed 
that it is not appropriate for the context.  
It was agreed that the proposal would be re-worked to address the concerns raised. 
 

 INTERIM COMMENT: 
The Committee awaits the submission of a revised proposal which addresses the 
concerns raised.  

           AS 
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13.2 Proposed Consolidation of Erven 3370, 3381 & 3382, 16, 18 & 20 Main Road, 
Paarl: MA 

 HM/CAPE WINELANDS/DRAKENSTEIN/PAARL/ERVEN 3370, 3381 & 3382 
 
 Case No: 16110809KR1116E 
 
 Revised submission of Architectural proposal based on IACom recommendations was 

tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Mari-Louise Macintyre and Mr Terence Elliott were present and took part in the 

discussion. 
 
 DISCUSSION: 
 Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• Ms Macintyre and Mr Elliot requested clarification from the Committee in respect 
of its previous comment with regard to the application, as the heritage consultant 
is no longer working on the case. 

• The Committee informed that whilst it had approved the form, envelope, planning 
and layout of the development submitted, this was conditional to the final 
architectural treatment being endorsed by the committee prior to building plan 
approval, in order to address the concern, it had expressed previously in this 
regard. 

• The architectural treatment to the development, particularly along its main road 
edge, must be one that reflects the architecture of the Paarl Main Road Context. 
However, this treatment should be clearly contemporary in nature without being 
pastiche, and that it is items such as the proportion and nature of openings, as 
well as use of materials be addressed. 

 
INTERIM COMMENT: 
The Committee awaits the submission of revised drawings. 
   
           SB 

 
13.3 Proposed Mixed-Use Development on Rem of Erven 11122-1128, Albert Road, 

Woodstock: MA 
 HM/WOODSTOCK/ERVEN 11122-11127 
 
 Case No: 19052102AS0522M 
 
 MS recused himself and observed. 
 
 Additional Public engagement documents for WEX2, as well as an updated  

HIA were tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Laura Milandri, Mr Johan Cornelius, Mr Charles Louw, Mr Jonathan Stoller, Mr 

David Cohen, Mr Kent Morkel, Mr Mpho Diniso, Ms Karen Hendricks, Ms Robyn Park-
Ross and Ms Deena Bosch were present and took part in the discussion. 
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 DISCUSSION: 
Both Interested and Affected Parties (I&AP’s) and applicants addressed the 
Committee. Discussion included, but was not limited to the following summary.  
 
I&APs: 

• Do not agree that there had been enhanced engagement, and that there has been 
no substantial change to the proposal. 

• The impact of the development and gentrification on living heritage has not been 
mitigated. 

• It is agreed that job opportunities are important, but this will be of short-term benefit 
only. There is no long-term benefit to the community. 

• The notion of interpretation is supported, but this must be driven by the community. 

• Ndifuna Ukwazi requested that a condition be imposed that at least 10 inclusionary 
housing units being made available to households earning between R3 500 and 
R18 000 per month for rental. 

 
Applicant: 

• No-one has been evicted or will be evicted to enable the proposed development. 

• Signatura has offered professional assistance, in the form of intellectual property 
and expertise to the I&APs to assist them in initiatives with the CoCT. 

• Short, and long-term employment opportunities for the community will be linked to 
the development. 

• The developers have undertaken to upgrade the play park, provide an increase in 
security and will provide additional or an upgrade of street lighting to the area. 

• The developers have revisited certain aspects of the development, and have 
provided a more active and mitigated street front 

• Built and Urban Planning issues have been taken into account, and the 
development has been further set-back to the south. 

• The developer informed that Policy certainty is required, however this must be 
undertaken at City, Province, or National levels. It cannot be the task of the 
developer to do this. 

• Even if it were financially viable, the provision of a few isolated inclusionary units 
within the development would be too insignificant to create an integrated 
community and would not benefit heritage.  

 
The Committee again thanked, and commended all parties for their considered input, 
and noted that the HIA and public engagement had been exemplary, and had gone 
over and above the provisions as required by s38(3) of the NHRA, or indeed PAJA.  
 
In respect to the built form, the Committee noted the changes that had been made to 
the scheme, and welcomed the more interactive streetscape provided for. However, it 
was considered that the changes were relatively minor, and as noted in the HIA: “the 
proposal’s overall height, form and typology remains unchanged from that submitted 
with the HIA on 22 May”, which the Committee had commented on previously. 
 
In this regard, comments provided in its minute of 12th June 2019, are still largely 
considered valid. In particular, the proposed height of the building over and above 
existing rights, as well as the lack of a meaningful transition to the more fine-grained 
residential fabric to the south-west. 
 
Noting that the proposed rezoning was also to achieve more bulk, which is reflected in 
the proposed height, the Committee again expressed that the height was excessive on 
this side of Albert Road. Whilst there are exceptions, the l scale of the built fabric on 
the south side of Albert Road is one which generally grades down to residential, is 
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different from that of the North Side of Albert Road which is of a more maritime and 
larger scale industrial character and could better absorb higher buildings. 
 
The Committee noted the 3D imagery provided in the HIA, which suggested a potential 
future development scenario should ungraded and buildings less than 60 years old be 
developed in accordance with a zoning envelope, but it queried how realistic this is, 
whereas an Urban Design study of the Albert Road Corridor which contains 
development informants on a wider scale would perhaps have been more informative.  
 
The more intangible heritage aspects of the development were again discussed, and 
in this regard specific clarity was sought from all parties present at the meeting. It was 
agreed by all present that: 

• The Woodstock Community is a “living heritage” resource in terms of the 
provisions of the NHRA. 

• The development, which is part of an ongoing gentrification of the corridor, may 
have a negative impact, and in the long-term, damage the community. 

 
Given the above, it was noted that the provisions of s38(4)(d) of the NHRA make 
provision for compensatory action where heritage resources are damaged as a result 
of a development and that HWC could decide as to whether or not this is required in 
this case.  
 
Theoretically this could include the provision of affordable housing as is being 
motivated for by the I&APs. However the Committee noted that the provisions of the 
NHRA do not give HWC either the mandate to consider, or competence to take 
decisions, in respect of housing, and that secondly, as has been noted by all parties; 
the issue of inclusionary housing is one that must be addressed at a broader level, and 
through policy or law, at either a City, and/or Provincial or National Level. It is certainly 
not possible to address it through a single site, and must be looked at holistically. 
 
Given that the Signatura had made the offer of professional assistance to the 
community, it was suggested that perhaps an opportunity exists for Signatura, (who is 
understood to have identified 11 demarcated sites for future development), and the 
Community to come together in this regard, and develop urban design and 
development principles for the Albert Road Corridor, which addresses the needs of the 
broader community, and which could help inform the future development of the area, 
and decision  making. For various reasons however, and notwithstanding the good 
intent, this was deemed as being impractical, and that furthermore Signatura believes 
that whilst policy certainty is required, by which it would abide, this must be driven by 
the City, and not it. 
 
On behalf of Signatura, Mr Cohen requested that the Committee take a decision in 
respect of the application, rather than to issue an interim comment. 
 
The Committee thanked all parties present, and thereafter debated the matter in 
camera. 
 
The Committee noted that it could not support the development in its current form for 
the following reasons: 
 
Other than a very small reduction in height, a slight setting back from the southern 
boundary, some mitigation to the street edge, and the removal of the contrived graffiti 
motif from the building design, the proposal has changed very little from the previous 
one in respect of which the Committee had previously expressed concerns. These 
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concerns, certain of which are reiterated in the report, have not been adequately 
addressed, and remain valid.  
 
It is also noted that a rezoning is required in order to increase the bulk, (and height) 
allowances, of the proposed building in order to make it viable to the developer. Whilst 
the increase in bulk, and departures requested along Albert Road do result in a built 
form, (up to its existing height allowances), that is appropriate for the Albert Road 
context, (a declared HPOZ), there has been no reciprocal shift in bulk or building away 
from the identified and more sensitive residential heritage fabric, and community, which 
comprises its immediate neighbour to the south-west. In its current form, the 
development has a very abrupt and insensitive interface with the neighbourhood to the 
south-west.  
 
Furthermore, the updated HIA itself notes on page 27 of the report, that; “The revised 
proposal has not yet resolved or addressed all issues of negative impact to Urban 
Heritage and social living heritage raised by I&AP’s”. 

 
The Committee notes that the developer has engaged with, and offered professional 
assistance to the community, and that furthermore the proposed development may 
result in short term job prospects in the construction stage, and perhaps longer-term 
employment prospects within the development for a limited number of people within 
community.  
 
However, it is queried how sustainable these will be, and how the development would 
be of benefit to the wider community in the long term.  
S38(3)(d) of the NHRA requires that an evaluation of the impact of the development 
on heritage resources relative to the sustainable social and economic benefits to be 
derived from the development, must be undertaken, and considered by the Committee.  
 
There is no evidence of any long-term benefit of the development to the community 
itself, and the Committee notes whilst the development as submitted is the one that is 
viable from the developer’s point of view, it is not one that is of a sustainable social and 
economic benefit to the community itself. 
 
All parties concede that the development will impact negatively on identified heritage 
resources, and there is nothing provided to adequately mitigate this impact at present. 
The development will be of little to no long term sustainable social and economic 
benefit to the community, and this does not outweigh the detrimental impacts on 
heritage resources. 
 
Whereas the Committee would have encouraged further interaction between the 
developer and community, which looks at the Albert Road Corridor holistically, the 
Committee was requested by the applicants to take a decision in respect of the 
proposal, as submitted. The Committee has no alternative other than to refuse the 
proposed development in its current form. 
 
The Committee does however endorse the HIA report as having met the requirements 
of s38(3) of the NHRA. 

 
RECORD OF DECISION: 
For the reasons discussed above, the Committee does not approve the development 
proposal in its current form. 
 
           AS 
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13.4 Proposed Redevelopment of Erven 27617 and Re 27377, Co Main Road and 
 Dickens Street, Salt River: MA 
 HM/CAPE TOWN METROPOLITAN/SALT RIVER/ERVEN 27617 AND RE 27377 
 
 Case No: 18081303HB0903E 
 
 Revised report prepared by C Abrahamse July 2019 was tabled. 
 
 Ms Waseefa Dhansay introduced the case. 
 

Ms Claire Abrahamse, Mr Waheed Parker and Ms Mariet Munday were present and 
took part in the discussion. 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• The Committee noted that the development design has adequately responded to 
all the concerns previously raised by the Committee. The building steps down 
towards House of Monatic, the façade reads as three separate volumes along 
Victoria Road, and the skyline is no longer continuous, but is meaningfully 
fragmented. 

• It was also noted that the omission of the remnant Victorian building on Erf 27617 
from the scheme has resulted in a proposal that is far more appropriate to the 
townscape. 

• The Committee endorsed the HIA as having met the requirements of s38(3) of the 
NHRA, and resolved to support the development. 

 
RECORD OF DECISION: 
The Committee resolved to approve the application, which includes the demolition of 
all the buildings on the property. 
 
           WD 

 
13.5 Proposed Development of Erf 157 (Pacaltsdorp), George District and 
 Municipality:  NM 
 HM/PACALTSDORP/ERF157 
 
 Case No: 18082018SB0831E 
 
 Dr Lita Webley recused herself and joined the applicant. 
 
 HIA and AIA prepared by Perception planning (Stefan De Kock and Lita Webley) 
 were tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 Mr Stefan De Kock was present and took part in the discussion. 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• The comments of the Archaeology Palaeontology and Meteorites (APM) 
Committee were tabled, and it was noted that the APM endorses the 
Archaeological Impact Assessment (AIA) and the recommended conditions 
contained therein. The Committee noted that there are potential intangible links to 
the surrounding graveyards and graves. 
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• The Committee indicated that it was broadly supportive of the proposed infill 
development, but was of the view that at present it does not appear to be reflective 
of the entire sense of place, and that this needs to be further explored and 
illustrated. 

• The Committee noted that a Landscape Plan, which reflects an understanding of 
the landscape in its broader context must be provided, in order to enable the 
Committee to take an informed decision in respect of the application. 

• The Landscape Plan should also indicate a meaningful treatment to the path. 
 
INTERIM COMMENT: 
The Committee awaits the submission of a Landscape Plan in order to enable the 
Committee to take an informed decision. 
           SB 

 
14 SECTION 38(8) NEMA RESPONSES TO NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP 
 
14.1 None 
 
15 SECTION 38(8) NEMA INTERIM COMMENTS 
 
15.1 Proposed Mixed Use Development, Remainder of Farm 123, Portion 4 of Farm 

123, Remainder of Portion 2 of Farm 123, Portion 1 of Farm 123, Farm 1446, 
Portion 9 of Farm 724, Bella Riva Estate, Durbanville: NM 

 HM/ CAPE TOWN METROPOLOLITAN/ DURBANVILLE/ REMAINDER OF FARM 
123, PORTION 4 OF FARM 123, REMAINDER OF PORTION 2 OF FARM 123, 
PORTION 1 OF FARM 123, FARM 1446, PORTION 9 OF FARM 724 

 
 Case No: 19032619LB0404E 
 
 Section 38 application, Site Development Plan and other documents were tabled. 
 
 FURTHER REQUIREMENTS: 

The Committee resolved to undertake a site inspection. (Csn, FV, SM, MS, DS, CM). 
 
           LB 

 
15.2 Development of a Site to include 65 Residential Units, Picardie Street, off Main 

Road, Paarl: NM 
 HM/ CAPE WINELANDS/ DRAKENSTINE/ PAARL/ RE ERF 3396 
 

 Case No: 17112101ZK1205E 
 

 Draft Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment was tabled. 
 

 FURTHER REQUIREMENTS: 
The Committee resolved to undertake a site inspection. (Csn, FV, SM, MS, DS, CM) 

 

           WD 
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15.3 Proposed Filling Station and Truck Stop: MA 
 HM / LANGEBAAN / RE / PTN 7 OF FARM 185 
 
 Case No: 18120520SB1207E 
 
 HIA, AIA and PIA prepared by CTS Heritage and Graham Avery dated March 2019 

were tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Jenna Lavin and Mr Roger Lange were present and took part in the discussion. 
 

 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• The location and nature of the proposed Truckstop was discussed. The Committee 
noted that the AIA was discussed at the APM meeting of the 31 July 2019. 

• It was noted that the proposed development will not impact on any visible heritage 
resources, however it is located in an area known for its rich fossil deposits. 

 
FINAL COMMENT: 
The Committee endorsed the Heritage Impact Assessment as having met the 
requirements of s38(3) of the NHRA. 
The Committee supports the proposed development and recommends that the 
following conditions are imposed by the consenting authority: 
That the recommendations from pages 26 to 28 of the HIA report by CTS Heritage 
dated July 2019, are supported and endorsed. 
1. No mitigation is required prior to construction commencing.   
2. The HWC Chance Fossil Finds Procedure must be implemented during the 

construction phase of development, and included in the EMPr.   
3. Palaeontological monitoring of the excavations for the proposed development is 

required by a suitably qualified palaeontologist. Should any significant fossils be 
identified during excavation activities, a workplan application must be submitted to 
HWC for the appropriate removal and curation of this fossil material. Daily 
monitoring is required by someone with extensive experience in West Coast 
palaeontology during the excavation phase. This must be budgeted for inclusion 
in the construction phase. The nature of the palaeontological monitoring must be 
agreed to beforehand with the developer to the satisfaction of HWC and the 
WCFP.  

4. The look and feel of the proposed development indicated in Figure 8 is endorsed. 
5. The visual impact of the proposed development must be mitigated through 

appropriate landscape design and planting such that the development conforms 
with the pattern of isolated farm werfs screened by large clusters of trees.  

6. If any unmarked human remains are uncovered or exposed during mining 
operations these must immediately be reported to Heritage Western Cape (Att: Mr 
Andrew September 021 483 9543). Burials must not be removed until inspected 
by a professional archaeologist.  

 
That a work plan must be submitted to Heritage Western Cape for endorsement prior 
to any work starting on site. 
 
           SB 
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15.4 Proposed Abalone Farm on Erf 385, Pearly Beach Western Cape: NM 
 HM/ BREDASDORP /FARM 385 
 
 Case No: 18090507SB1002E 
 
 HIA and AIA prepared by Katie Smuts were tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Katie Smuts was present and took part in the discussion. 
 

 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• The Committee noted that the proposal reflects a two-component development, 
with the Abalone factory comprising one, and a Solar Farm to power the factory 
comprising the other. 

• Clarification was sought in respect of the scope of the development, as the 
documentation submitted indicates a development area of some approximate 24 
Ha. It was confirmed that this figure is a typo. 

• The scale of the development is nonetheless large, and the Committee discussed 
the nature of its impact, as it noted that it falls within an area identified as having 
a very high landscape significance. 

• The Committee agreed that in this instance, the development is one which visibly 
expresses its use, and would be an insertion into, or new layer on the landscape. 
It would be visible, rather than intrusive. 

• The Committee noted that the primary impact on heritage resources would be the 
potential archaeological impact, and it noted the comment provided by the APM, 
which had expressed concern that there are no survey tracks in the area of the 
proposed solar facility. 

• The Committee noted that whilst it is broadly supportive of the development, 
concerns raised by the APM must be addressed and incorporated into the final 
HIA. 

 
INTERIM COMMENT: 
The Committee will await the submission of the Final HIA which addresses concerns 
raised by the APM. 
 
           SB 
 

15.5 Proposed Bitou Housing Project, Portion 3, 20, 42 and 44 of farm 437 Plettenberg 
Bay, Enlargement of the Hillview Township: NM 

 HM/PLETTENBERG BAY /PTN 3, 20, 42 &44 OF FARM 437 
 
 Case No: 17081415KR0915E 
 

 Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by Aikman Associates was tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• The location and nature of the proposed development was discussed. 

• Whilst the Committee noted the proposed planning model which it feels outdated, 
it recognizes that there is no impact on any visible heritage resources. 
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• It was noted however that it was not possible to conduct a full archaeological 
survey due to the dense vegetation, and that a walkthrough would be required 
once the site is cleared. 

 
FINAL COMMENT: 
The Committee endorses the HIA as having met the requirements of s38(3) of the NHR 
Act, and has no objection to the development proceeding. 
 
The Committee recommends that the following conditions are imposed by the 
consenting authority: 
That an archaeological walkthrough of the site is conducted immediately after 
vegetation clearing by an experienced Archaeologist with stone age expertise.  
 
           SB 
 

15.6 Proposed Residential Development on the Remainder of Farm Cumberland 915, 
Simondium, Stellenbosch: NM 

 HM/SIMONDIUM/FARM CUMBERLAND 915 
 
 Case No: 17021409AS0217E 
 
 Phase 1 Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by Cindy Postlethwayt and associated 

appendices were tabled. 
 
 FURTHER REQUIREMENTS: 

The Committee resolved to undertake a site inspection. (CSn. SM, MS, DS, CM, FV). 
 

           AS 
 
16 SECTION 38(8) NEMA FINAL COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

ASSESSMENT   

 
16.1 None 
 
17 SECTION 38(8) MPA ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN RESPONSES TO 

NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP 
 
17.1 None 
 
18 SECTION 38(8) MPA ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN INTERIM 

COMMENT 
 
18.1 None 
 
19 SECTION 38(8) MPA ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN FINAL COMMENT 

 

19.1 None 

 

20 SECTION 38(8) OTHER LEGISLATION NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP 

 

20.1  None 
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21 SECTION 38(8) OTHER LEGISLATION INTERIM COMMENT 

 
21.1 None 
 
22 SECTION 38(8) OTHER LEGISLATION FINAL COMMENT 

 

22.1 None 
 
23. SECTION 27 PROVINCIAL HERITAGE SITES 
 
23.1 None 
 
24 SECTION 42 HERITAGE AGREEMENT 

 

24.1 None 
 
25. OTHER/ ADVICE  
 
25.1 Wupperthal - Rebuilding of Residential Homes: NM 
 HM/ WEST COAST/ CEDERBERG/ WUPPERTHAL/ FARM 168 
 
 Case No: N/A 
 
 Concept submission prepared by Cape Institute for Architecture (CIFA) was tabled. 
 
 Ms Waseefa Dhansay introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Laura Milandri and Ms Ilze Wolff were present and took part in the discussion. 
 

 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• Ms Wolff outlined the work that the CIFA had engaged in thus far, and discussed 
a sample work sheet for one of the fire damaged cottages, which outlined the 
extent of the fire damage, the occupants needs and wishes, as well as a proposed 
plan of the renovated structure. 

• It was noted that in general, all the older core structures with clay brick and stone 
walls were generally still sound, and that it was only newer extensions built of 
cinder, concrete, or clay brick with cement mortar, that had structurally failed and 
would require demolition. 

• It is intended to restore the structures in accordance with the envelope as existed 
prior to the fire. Certain internal alterations to accommodate the needs of the home 
owner will be considered. 

• The Committee is in full support of the direction taken by the CIFA team 

• The Committee considered as to whether all drawing work should be tied to a 
wider Site Development Plan, but felt that in this instance this would not be 
necessary, and that HWC would be able to consider any submissions on a case 
by case basis. It further noted that it was satisfied that there is adequate expertise 
within the CIFA team to make appropriate decisions and recommendations, and 
that in this regard it did not believe that future submissions need to be submitted 
to the IACom, unless there are contentious issues, and that these submissions 
could be dealt with by the HOMs. 

• It was however noted that the current drawing proposals prepared by the students, 
whilst useful, are not to the standard that one would normally require for work of 
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this nature and they lacked vital information. It was recommended that these are 
redrawn / edited to an acceptable standard prior to submission. 

• The Committee commended Ms Wolff and other members of the CIFA who had 
voluntarily undertaken the surveying and architectural work for their outstanding 
efforts thus far. 

 
ADVICE: 
Future submissions to be processed by HOMS. 
            

           WD 
 
25.2 Proposed Juno Wind Energy Facility on the Remainder of Farm De Boom 273, 
 Vredendal: MA 
 HM/VREENDAL/REM OF DE BOOM 273 
 
 Case No: 18030613AS0308E 
 
 Supplementary report and response to HWC interim comments prepared by Richard 
 Summers Inc. was tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 
 Mr Richard Summers, Dr Nicolas Baumann, Ms Sarah Winter and Mr Piero Granelli 

were present and took part in the discussion. 
 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

• Mr Summers informed the Committee that the applicants were unable to comment 
on the statutory aspects of the appeal process which is still to follow.  

• The additional documentation submitted is, as noted by Ms Winter, in recognition 
that the “concerns of the Committee with regard to missing information in the 
original HIA were valid”, and that this supplementary documentation seeks to cure 
the provisions of s38(3), not having been previously met. 

• It was noted that the additional information had not resulted in a change to the 
layout of the proposed WEF. 

 
RESPONSE: 
The Committee acknowledges the additional information provided and notes its 
content, however, as HWC is an appellant in this matter which is still pending, HWC 
cannot issue further comment. 
 
           AS 

 
26 Adoption of decisions and resolutions 
 
26.1 The Committee agreed to adopt the decisions and resolutions. 
 
27. CLOSURE: 16:45 
 
28. DATE OF NEXT MEETING:   22 August 2019 
 
CHAIRPERSON____________________  DATE_____________ 
 
SECRETARY______________________  DATE_____________ 



Draft 

 

Approved IACom Minutes_ 15 August 2019  18 

 

Annexure SI1 
 
Committee Site Inspection Report for: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT   
Submitted by MIKE SCURR on 14 AUGUST 2019  
Erf/Farm No.:  ERF 97, KYLEMORE 
Street Address: KERK STREET, KYLEMORE 
Registered Owner:  MARLEX PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT (PTY) LTD 
Grading:  SITE NOT GRADED, SURROUNDING STRUCTURES GRADED AS PER HIA 
Nature of Application:  SECTION 38(3) 
Date of Site Visit: 26 JULY 2019 
HWC Representatives: OLWETHU DLOVA (STAFF), CHRIS SNELLING, SIPHIWO 
MAVUMENGWANA, MIKE SCURR - IACOM)  
Reasons for Site Inspection: IACOM RESOLUTION TO ASSESS THE SITE AND 
CONTEXT  
Area Inspected: The overall site was inspected, together with the surrounding graveyard, 
river edge, church and general context of Kylemore. 
 
Findings:   
The site inspection was conducted on Friday 26 July 2019 by Chris Snelling, Siphiwo 
Mavumengwana and Mike Scurr.  The members undertook an independent inspection. 

The members present viewed the overall site to better understand the spatial context of the 
development proposal, focusing on the relationship of the site to Kylemore, the church fabric 
and river system linked to the adjacent remainder erf. 

The cottage ruins were noted. 

The cottage (proposed to be demolished) was inspected externally only at this stage as no 
prior arrangement had been made to view the interior.  Notwithstanding the condition of the 
building, its position at the entry point to Kerk St and evidence of some ongoing public role 
played by the structure, as well as the tree and mountain backdrop, were noted as significant. 

Although the site and context is very well illustrated in the HIA, it was agreed on site that the 
underlying spatial and social significances of the context needed to be experienced in situ. 

Recommended Action:  
Members to report the findings of the inspection at the next IACom Committee meeting. 
 
Which committee should this report be submitted to:  
IACom 
 
Photographs: 
A selection of key images taken on site are included in this report.   
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Panorama image from Kerkstraat onto site 

 

 
Dutch Reformed Church and adjacent houses (not part of site).  Site to rear and adjacent 

 

 
Old Apostolic Church viewed from Banghoek River edge 
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Banghoek River edge to the rear of Remainder erf behind erf 97 

 
Dutch Reformed Church and adjacent houses (not part of site).  Ruins to right of image. 

 
Kerk Street frontage, DR Mission Church 
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Treed area on western edge of site looking from Kerk Straat 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corner cottage – proposed to be demolished 
 
 


