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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 Wednesday, 10 July 2019 

 

 
1.  Opening and Welcome  

 
 The Chairperson, Mr Chris Snelling (CSn), opened the meeting at 09H08 and 

welcomed everyone present. 
  
2. Attendance 
 
 Members     Staff  

Mr Chris Snelling (CSn)   Ms Penelope Meyer (PM) 
Mr Siphiwo Mavumengwana (SM)  Ms Waseefa Dhansay (WD) 
Mr Mokena Makeka (MM) left at 15:30 Mr Olwethu Dlova (OD) 

 Mr Guy Thomas (GT)    Ms Heidi Boise (HB) 
Mr Frik Vermeulen (FV)   Ms Stephanie Barnardt (SB) 
Ms Cecilene Muller (CM)   Mr Lwazi Bhengu (LB) 
Mr Dave Saunders (DS) left at 15:30  Mr Andrew September (AS) 

 Mr Mike Scurr (MS)     
     

 Observers  
 Cllr Paddy Chapple (CoCT) 
 Mr Philip Smith (CoCT) 
 
 Visitors 
 Ms Cindy Postlethwayt   Mr Henry Aikman  
 Mr Divan Opperman     Mr Mehdi Haider 
 Mr Hannes Bouwer    Ms Claire Abrahamse  
 Ms Mariet Mundey    Mr Johan Cornelius 
 Ms Katie Smuts    Ms Larissa Heyns 
 Ms Carmille Kitching     Mr Matthew Audinwood 
 Ms Bridget O'Donoghue   Ms Sian Sweaney 
 Mr Chris Forsdyke    Ms Jane Forsdyke 
 Mr David Pike     Mr Tim Hart 
 Mr Richard Glass    Ms Marielle Penwarden 
 Rev Cedric van Diemen   Mr Geoff Underwood 
 Mr Neil Schwartz    Ms Shabira Isshak 
  
3.  Apologies  
 Dr Lita Webley (LW) 
 Dr Mxolisi Dlamuka (MD) 
 Ms Colette Scheermeyer (CSc) 
  
3.1. Absent 
 None 
 
4.  Approval of the Agenda  
 
4.1 The Committee resolved to approve the agenda dated 10 July 2019 with additional 

items and one minor correction. 
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5.  Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting 
5.1 The Committee resolved to approve the minutes dated 12 June 2019 with a minor 

amendment. 
 
6. Disclosure of Interest 

 MS: item 9.2, 13.4  

 FV: item 13.1 

 CSn: Item 13.6 
 
7. Confidential Matters 
  
7.1  None 
 
8. Appointments 
 
8.1 The Committee noted the appointment for item 23.1 set for 10:00.  
  
9  Administrative Matters 
 
9.1  Outcome of the Appeals Committee, Tribunal and Court Cases 
 
 The following matters under appeal were noted: 

 Proposed Addition and Alteration, Erf 4140, Ou Hoof Gebou, Stellenbosch 
University, Stellenbosch: Section 49 (Section 27 – Addition and Alteration) 

 Proposed Total Demolition of Erf 25889, 321 Main Road, Observatory: Section 
49 (Section 34 – Total Demolition) 

 Proposed Total Demolition of 3 Buildings & Consolidation for the Development of 
A Four Storey (Lower Ground Parking, 2 Floors & A Floor In The Roof) Erven 
31751; Erven 31752; Erven 150019 (Section 34 – Total Demolition) 

 Proposed Total Demolition, Erf 1556, 21 Bree Street, Cape Town CBD: Section 
49 (Section 34 Total Demolition) 

 Proposed Total Demolition and Replacement Development on Erf 2425, Corner 
Banghoek and De Beers Streets, Stellenbosch: Section 49 (Section 34 Total 
Demolition) 

 Proposed Development of a Multi-Storey Student Apartment Accommodation, 
Erven143, 144, 145, 166, 167, 168, 169, and 170, Dennesig and Paul Kruger 
Roads, Stellenbosch: (Section 38) 

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

  Proposed De Punt new residential units and additional unauthorised 
residential units on Portion 55 of Farm Paapekuilsfontein 281, Cape Agulhas: 
Section 49 (S38 (2)) 

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

 
9.2 BELCom secondment 24 June 2019: Proposed Alteration and 
 Additions at Erven 11120 and 11121, 76 Albert Road, Woodstock 
 
 MS recused himself. 
 
 The Committee nominated Mr Dave Saunders and Mr Mokena Makeka to represent 

IACom at the BELCom site inspection to be conducted on the 18th July 2019 at 13:00 
and its meeting of the 24th July 2019. 
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9.3 Public Participation and NID’s 
 

  The Chair informed the Committee of discussions at the previous HWC Council 
 meeting in respect of public participation and s38(1) of the NHRA. 

 
 It is understood that complaints have been received from Interested and Affected 
 Parties (I&AP’s), as well as members of the Council in respect of certain Notification 
 of Intent to Develop (NIDs) submitted that have not fully disclosed the presence of 
 heritage resources. 
 
 It is understood that there was consideration given to including public participation as 
 a component of the NID submission process, in order to comply with the provisions of 
 PAJA, as well as the Constitution. 
 
 The Committee noted the concerns raised, and agreed that there is inevitably going 
 to be instances where the input of the public in the s38(1) process would be ideal. 
 However, there were certain observations made. 
 
 It was queried whether HWC has conducted an audit of the number of NIDs received 
 and those where there has not been full disclosure and whether the percentage 
 warrants such drastic action? 
 
 How will HWC manage this, and in terms of what regulations?  
 
 It was noted for example that the provisions of s 38(1) are specific: An applicant has 
 to notify HWC of a development in its earliest stages, and furnish it with details 
 regarding the location, nature and extent of the proposed development, only.  
 
 As currently read, s38(2)of the Act is also implies that it is the onus of HWC to 
 identify heritage resources, and take an administrative decision in respect of 
 s38(2)(a) and (b), as to whether heritage resources will be affected by a 
 development, and not the applicant. 
 

Whilst it is accepted that the issue of non-disclosure in a NID could theoretically be 
taken up by HWC post facto, great care should be taken in whether the non-
disclosure of heritage resources by an applicant is something that would hold water, 
given that this is not a requirement of s38(1)or(2) of the Act in the first place.  
 
The NID form, as currently used, whilst being a very useful administrative tool, and 
screening device, is not a legal requirement as it is not regulated. As such it would be 
difficult to enforce any “transgressions”.  
 
Furthermore, there is, strictly speaking, no legal requirement for the applicant to 
employ a heritage specialist in the submission of NIDs. 
 
it was queried how HWC will take into account the provisions of s38(8) of the Act, 
which specifically excludes an applicant having to comply with s38(1). 
 
Comment made by the IACom at its previous meeting, with regard to South African 
Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA’s)interpretation of s38(8), is of reference in this 
regard. 
 
What has come to the fore in certain NID submissions was not necessarily the lack of 
identification of heritage resources, but the lack of information on the nature and 
scale of the development. 
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The Committee strongly recommends therefore that HWC should urgently investigate 
formally regulating the s38(1) and (2) NID submission process, and how to manage it 
appropriately.  
 
This would address all issues and concerns which have been identified by various 
parties in the NID process, close various loopholes noted, and importantly enable 
HWC to appropriately manage and enforce the process. 
 
As an interim measure, it is recommended that all NIDs are accompanied by sketch 
drawings of proposals where applicable, not only a written description, as is often 
submitted. 
 
The Committee requests that it be informed of any developments in this regard, and 
that it provides input into, and comments on this process. 

 
9.4 HWC Issuing Press releases before consultation with Committees. 
 

This request came from the Chair, who noted that HWC had already issued a press 
release on the decision taken by the Committee, in respect of the Albert Road matter 
at the June 2019 meeting, prior to the Chair having arrived home the same day and 
before even, having begun the process of editing the minutes. Of particular concern 
was the fact that the decision as being reported, was certainly not the decision which 
was made by the Committee. 
 
Whilst it was noted that the press had not accurately reflected the press release, it 
was nonetheless very difficult at the time, composing the discussion portion of the 
minutes de facto. 
 
The Committee fully appreciates that there are matters tabled before it that are of 
considerable public interest, and that as such, it is appropriate for HWC to be on the 
front foot in these instances. It is only recommended however, that the Committee, or 
Chair is appraised of what is to be released by HWC, prior to HWC doing so. 

 
9.5 Resignation of Ms Heidi Boise 
 

The Committee noted the resignation of Ms Boise. On behalf of the Committee, the 
Chair formally thanked Ms Boise for her service and contribution to HWC in the 
preceding four years, and wished her all success for the future. 

 
9.6. Juno Wind Energy Facility. 
 

 Item to remain as a standing item on Administrative Matters. It is understood Ms 
Sarah Winter is attending to the heritage related concerns raised by the IACom. 
IACom will provide comment once these are received. 

 
10. Standing Items 
 
10.1  Site Inspections 

 
The following site inspections were conducted by Committee members: 

 Proposed Mixed-Use Development on Portion of Farm Schoonspruit 3171, 
Malmesbury 

 Proposed Development and Consolidation of Erven 28900-28902,1, 3 and 5 
Strubens Road, Mowbray 
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 Proposed Demolition of Farm/Restaurant Buildings, tree Removal and 
development of new Homestead, stables, indoor horse-riding and Winery on 
Erven 9795 & 3025, Constantia Uitsig 

 Proposed Residential redevelopment on Erf 148055, between Oxford and 
Tennant Street, Kenilworth 

 
10.2  Report back from Council and other Committees 

 
Mr Mavumengwana provided feedback to the Committee from the Council meeting 
held in George, and expanded on the issues raised in respect of public participation 
and the NID process. 
 

10.3  Discussion of the agenda 
 
Noted. 

 
10.4  Potential Site Inspections 

 Puntjie Conservation Management Plan. 
 
The Committee recommended that HWC sets up a site inspection which includes 
relevant members of the APM. 
 

 Proposed Residential Development on Erf 97, Kerk Street, Kylemore, 
Stellenbosch District 

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

 
Nothing to report. 

 
MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED 
 
11 SECTION 38(2) RESPONSES TO NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DEVELOP 

 
11.1 None 
 
12 SECTION 38(4), INTERIM COMMENT 
 
12.1 Proposed Residential Development on Erf 39381, Enslin Street, Paarl: NM 
 HM/PAARL/ERF 39381 
 
 Case No: 19050302SB 
 
 NID application and appendices were tabled. 
 
 Ms Stephanie Barnardt introduced the case. 
 

Mr Henry Aikman was present and took part in the discussion 
 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 The Committee noted the comprehensive and detailed documentation which had 
accompanied the NID application. It was noted that in this instance, the primary 
heritage resource which could be affected by the proposed development was the 
Paarl Mountain. 
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 It is understood that the site was part of the old proposed by-pass scheme that 
had never been constructed. 

 Given the specific location of the site within the urban periphery and given the 
visual absorption capacity of the existing development, the Committee was of the 
opinion that heritage resources would not be impacted. 

 Based on the information to hand, the Committee has no reason to believe that 
heritage resources will be impacted. 

 
 RESPONSE: 
 As there is no reason to believe that heritage resources will be impacted by the 

proposed development, the developer should be informed that in terms of the 
provisions of s38(2)(b) of the NHRA, s38 does not apply. 

 
Recommendation: The Committee recommends that HWC management also informs 
registered I&AP’s of this NID decision, once it has been formally issued. 
 

           SB 
 
13 SECTION 38(4) RECORD OF DECISION 
 
13.1 Proposed Demolition of Farm/Restaurant Buildings, Tree Removal and 

Development of New Homestead, Stables, Indoor Horse-Riding and Winery on 
Erven 9795 & 3025, Constantia Uitsig: MA 

 HM\CAPE TOWN METROPOLITAN\CONSTANTIA\CONSTANTIA UITSIG/ERVEN 
9795 & 3025 

 
 Case No: 14102165AS1029M 
 
 FV recused himself and left the room. 
 
 MS reported back on the site inspection undertaken on 28 June 2019. Site visit report 

prepared by MS, dated 9 July 2019, is attached (Annexure SI1). 
 

Mr Henry Aikman and Mr Hannes Bouwer were present and took part in the 
discussion 

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

 Mr Aikman and Mr Bouwer addressed the Committee, and informed that: 
- The werf or farmstead was accepted as of being little significance in itself. 
- There has been extensive consultation with the Constantia Ratepayers and 

other I&AP’s 
- The stables, originally 9m high, have been moved further away from the 

homestead. The structure, along with its base level is now lower. 
- The main avenue of Marri Gums off Nova Constantia Road and the wider 

cultural landscape, were important determinants in considering the revisions. 
- Certain of the guest cottages have been removed. 
- A formal landscape plan is still being developed, and all these elements will 

be combined into one landscape plan. 

 The Committee noted that it would not be able to provide a final decision in 
respect of the revised Site Development Plan (SDP), until the Final Landscape 
SDP has been completed. The following comment is however offered in the 
interim. 



Draft 

 

Approved IACom Minutes_10 July 2019  7 

 

 The primary concern of the Committee is not so much around the proposed work 
to the werf itself, which it agrees is of lesser significance. There are certain 
concerns noted, in particular by one Committee member regarding the form, 
alignment and scale of the buildings in the revised SD.  However, there is the 
very real physical separation of the private and public realm and resultant loss of 
the connection of the rural landscape from the public realm that is not acceptable. 

 This loss is primarily due to the cumulative nature of the treatment of the strip of 
land adjacent to Spaanschemat River Road. 

 The treatment to the cottages with solid high walling in-between, along with the 
shade cloth to the boundary fence, the unauthorized berm, as well as the linear 
row of planted trees are all elements that have contributed, or will contribute, to 
the physical separation of the public realm from a cultural landscape that is 
recognized as being of National Significance. 

 It was also considered that the treatment of the strip along Spaanschemat River 
Road is one which would set a very negative precedent, as other properties along 
the road would invariably follow this pattern. 

 Mr Bouwer confirmed that the applicant had undertaken to remove the berm 
structure, and that this will be addressed in the final landscape plan. 

 The Committee did voice concerns about the placement of the stables building 
and indoor arena, however it was pointed out that visually, these structures would 
not read differently from barn structures, which are a feature of agricultural 
landscapes. This was accepted in principle by the Committee. 

 It was suggested that the applicants reconsider certain of the placement of 
elements of the main homestead, as these run contrary to the applicant’s intent to 
create a meaningful werf space. The crowding of the existing structure with wings 
of the proposed homestead runs contrary to the intent of creating a meaningful 
werf. 

 It was finally recommended that an audit is made of all the unauthorized work 
which has been undertaken thus far, and the Committee will be in a better 
position to comment further once this is received. 

 
 INTERIM COMMENT: 
 The Committee awaits the submission of an audit of the unauthorized work as well as 

a landscape master plan. 
 
           AS 
 
13.2 Proposed Redevelopment of Erven 27617 and RE 27377, Corner Main Road and 

Dickens Street, Salt River: MA 
 HM/CAPE TOWN METROPOLITAN/SALT RIVER/Erven 27617 and RE 27377 
 
 Case No: 18081303HB0903E 
 
 Updated drawings by Jacobs Parker Architects and comment by Claire Abrahamse 

were tabled. 
 

Ms Claire Abrahamse and Ms Mariet Mundey were present and took part in the 
discussion 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 The engineer’s report in respect of the method of retaining the Victorian building 
was accepted into the documentation on record. 
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 Ms. Abrahamse provided the Committee with a list of items that had been 
responded to following the previous comment that was made by the Committee. 
The Committee noted that these included: 
- The bridge and cantilevered portion of the building was removed from the 

area adjacent to House of Monatic. 
- Greater setbacks had been provided to the upper levels of the building, and 

the setback line is at the 5-storey level. 
- Changes of colour had been provided in an attempt to further articulate the 

building. 
- The indicators and response had been expanded to provide for a 3-5 storey 

edging along the Main Road, and the building has been designed to read as 3 
separate structures. 

- A scaled brick section has been introduced to match the height of the 
Victorian structure being retained. 

- Permeable glass shop fronting has been provided at street level. 

 Whilst appreciating certain of the revisions, the Committee was still of the opinion 
that the proposal is problematic in respect of the overall scale and massing of the 
building, which was considered huge.  

 This is particularly evident with the upper floors which read as one uninterrupted 
mass, with a continuous sky-line, which is counter to the attempts at getting the 
building to read as separate units. Instead of current attempts at downplaying the 
mass of the building, e.g. cantilevered sections, light boxes and colour variations, 
the building should be meaningfully broken up into a number of vertical elements 
that read as separate buildings, even though being internally linked. 

 It was noted previously, and confirmed, that the heritage significance of the 
streetscape is the “sequence of events”. The “events” being the notable 
examples of modernist architecture that stretch between the Rex Trueform 
Building and Browning Road. 

 The proposal, should ideally read as being infill to this sequence of events, but is 
instead one which dominates the streetscape. 

 Furthermore, the proposed 11-storey building still overwhelmed the 5-storey 
House of Monatic, despite the increased setback. 

 It is the opinion of the Committee, that part of the problem is that the proposed 
building appears to be driven by an architectural programme and bulk 
calculations which are derived from a proposed rezoning from MU2 to MU3, and 
the development is responding to this, rather than the heritage informants being 
the determinant of an acceptable bulk and built form, that responds to the 
streetscape. The Committee expressed some doubt as to whether all of the 
currently proposed bulk could realistically be accommodated on the site without a 
detrimental impact on heritage resources. 

 The Committee was also of the opinion that the double storey Victorian building is 
an anomaly; being an isolated, and somewhat incongruent remnant of a 
streetscape that no longer exists, and queried whether it was of sufficient 
heritage significance in its own right to be regarded conservation-worthy. Indeed, 
if anything, the attempts to retain this structure are noted as being to the 
detriment of the proposed scheme, and the streetscape as it exists as a whole. 
The building was not considered a noteworthy example of its type and was not 
intact. The Committee was unanimous in resolving that it could support 
demolition of this structure, if it were to assist in arriving at a more resolved 
proposal that contributes to the noted “sequence of events” pattern of the 
streetscape. 

 The Committee noted that the applicant wishes to demolish the other structures 
on the site which are older than 60 years, in order to begin the process of 
removing asbestos sheeting, etc. The Committee had previously agreed that 
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these structures were not conservation-worthy, and whilst it has indicated it would 
have no objection to their demolition in principle, it is not empowered to make a 
decision in this regard until the s38 process has been completed. It is 
recommended that the applicant submits a separate s34 application to HWC if 
they wish to expedite demolition.  

 The Committee concluded by noting that it cannot support the proposed 
development in its current form, and that the overall scale, massing, and bulk, of 
the building must be addressed in order for it to be more compatible with the 
identified significance of the streetscape and the identified heritage resources.  

 The applicant’s representatives indicated they would take the Committee’s 
comments into consideration, and report back to the applicant 

 
 INTERIM COMMENT: 
 The Committee does not support the proposed development in its current form, for 

the reasons provided in the discussion above. 
The Committee will await the applicant’s response.  

 
           HB 
 
13.3 Proposed Development and Consolidation of Erven 28900-28902, 1, 3 and 5 

Strubens Road, Mowbray: NM 
 HM/ MOWBRAY / ERVEN 28900, 28901 & 28902 
 
 Case No: 18061903ZK0620E 
 
 GT reported back on the site inspection undertaken on 28 June 2019. Site visit report 

prepared by GT, dated 28 June 2019, is attached (Annexure SI2). 
 
Mr Johan Cornelius was present and took part in the discussion 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 The Committee were of agreement that none of the structures located on the site 
could be regarded as heritage resources. 

 The Committee noted that the site does not fall within either a proposed or 
declared Heritage Protection Overlay Zone, and whilst the site borders on a 
proposed HPOZ, it was noted that the context in which the site is located, is 
dominated on its western edge by the Mowbray Taxi Rank, and blocks of flats.  

 Its eastern edge is typified by single story 1930’s residential fabric, that whilst 
having a generally coherent townscape quality, is of insufficient cultural value to 
be protected as a heritage resource. 

 The declared Mowbray HPOZ is located some distance away, and begins at the 
boundary of the Grade IIIB C1890’s Parker Villa, located at the junction of 
Strubens and Inniskillen Roads. The proposed development will not impact 
negatively on character of the HPOZ. 

 It was noted that a multi-story building would be the first in the block, and would 
set a precedent for that block. However, the Committee is of the opinion that the 
competent authority for consideration of this issue must be the City of Cape 
Town, rather than Heritage Western Cape 

 
 RECORD OF DECISION: 

1. The report fulfils the requirements of s38(3) of the NHRA.  
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2. As no heritage resources will be impacted on by the proposed development, the 
Committee resolved that the development, which includes the demolition of the 
three structures on site, may proceed. 

  
           SB 
 
13.4 Erf 113, 72 Roeland Street, Western Cape Government Archives, Cape Town: 

NM 
 HM/ CAPE TOWN METROPOLITAN/ CAPE TOWN CBD/ ERF 113 
 
 Case No: 19011407WD0114E 
 
 MS recused himself. 
 
 Application documents were tabled. 
 
 Ms Waseefa Dhansay introduced the case. 
 
 Ms Katie Smuts, Ms Larissa Heyns, Ms Carmille Kitching and Mr Matthew 

Audinwood were present and took part in the discussion. 
 

 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 The Committee noted the comments provided by the City of Cape Town’s 
Heritage Resources Section and CIBRA. 

 The Committee noted that the Archives building as it exists is a (controversial), 
1985 construct, located on a site which does not fall within either a declared or 
proposed HPOZ. 

 It was further noted that, other than the historic stone boundary wall which is a 
Provincial Heritage Site (PHS), and the evident, socio historic significance of the 
site and its association with the Roeland Street Goal, as well as the Harold 
Cressy School, located opposite, there is little in the way of heritage significance 
that could be attributed to the built environment. 

 The Committee accepted that this is a building which is by necessity driven by 
the very specific requirements of a structure that needs to house the archives. It 
was further noted that the structure is part of the original 1985 Masterplan for the 
site. 

 Some discussion held, centred around the nature, scale and proposed 
architectural resolution of the building, as clearly this is a large, introverted 
building that would have an impact on both the site, and surrounds, however it 
was debatable as to whether this impact would negatively impact on heritage 
resources. 

 Indeed, as was noted by a member of the Committee, the primary heritage 
resource in this instance is the archive collection itself, and that it is the secure 
housing of the archives which must be the Committee’s primary consideration. 

 The Committee noted that whilst there may well be questions in respect of the 
size, scale and architectural resolution of the building and whilst some 
fragmentation or articulation of the built form would contribute to the complex and 
its townscape, these are issues which should be ventilated outside of the 
provisions of the NHRA.  

 The Committee is of the opinion that identified heritage resources will not be 
impacted by the proposed development. 
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 RECORD OF DECISION: 
 The Committee endorsed the HIA as having fulfilled the requirements of s38(3) of the 

NHRA. 
 
The development, including the demolition of the existing library wing, may proceed. 
 

           WD 
 
13.5 Proposed Residential Development on Erf 97, Kerk Street, Kylemore, 

Stellenbosch District: NM 
 HM/STELLENOSCH/KYLEMORE/ERF 97 
 
 Case No: 18102913AS1207M 
 
  Heritage Impact Assessment prepared by Cindy Postlethwayt and associated 

appendices were tabled. 
 

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

 The Committee noted that certain of the objections received had identified issues 
that could only be confirmed by conducting an on-site inspection. 

 
 FURTHER REQUIREMENTS: 
 The Committee resolved to undertake a site inspection (MS, SM, CM and GT (CSn)) 

on 26 July 2019 at 10:00. 
 
           AS 
 
13.6 Proposed Residential Redevelopment on Erf 148055, between Oxford and 

Tennant Street, Kenilworth: MA 
 HM/WYNBERG/ERF 148055 
 
 Case No: 15120915AS1214M 
 
 CSn recused himself and left the room. The Committee nominated FV to chair this 

item. 
 
 DS reported back on the site inspection undertaken on 28 June 2019. Site Inspection 

report prepared by DS, dated 8 July 2019, is attached (Annexure SI3). 
 

Ms Bridget O'Donoghue, Ms Sian Sweaney, Mr Chris Forsdyke, Ms Jane Forsdyke 
and Mr David Pike were present and took part in the discussion. 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 The immediate neighbourhood, and streetscape(s), were not considered to be of 
heritage significance. 

 From a heritage perspective, the Committee was generally supportive of the built 
form and building heights proposed 

 The view from Oxford Street and tree-lined forecourt setting of the Palm House 
homestead were however considered to be integral to the significance of the 
building, which is the primary heritage resource. The proposal in its current form, 
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with a wing intruding on this forecourt setting, was not supported. This wing 
should be shortened to not exceed the line held by the existing guest cottage. 

 The extent of excavation and the level of the semi-basement parking garage, 
relative to natural ground level and street level was not entirely clear on the 
architectural drawings and this should be clarified graphically. 

 
 INTERIM COMMENT: 
 The infill proposal is supported in principle, but the design in its current form is not 

supported. The Committee awaits a revised proposal, addressing the concerns 
raised above. 

 
           AS 
 
14 SECTION 38(8) NEMA RESPONSES TO NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO 

DEVELOP 
 
14.1 None 
 
15 SECTION 38(8) NEMA INTERIM COMMENTS 
 
15.1 Re-development of the site for residential, education, public open space, Erven 

212 and 242, Kirstenbosch Drive and Winchester Avenue, Bishopscourt: MA 
HM/ CAPE TOWN METROPOLITAN/ BISHOPS COURT/ ERVEN 212 AND 242 

 
 Case No: 17120718WD1208M 
 
 Revised application documents were tabled. 
 
 Ms Waseefa Dhansay introduced the case. 
 

 Mr Tim Hart, Mr Richard Glass, Ms Marielle Penwarden, Rev Cedric van Diemen and 
Mr Geoff Underwood were present and took part in the discussion. 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 Mr Underwood gave a PowerPoint presentation which outlined the iterative 
internal planning process which the applicants had followed to this point. 

 Mr Hart addressed the Committee and provided an overview of the previous 
comments and concerns raised by the Committee which had been considered by 
the applicants. He informed the Committee that some concerns had been 
addressed, but that certain of the Committee’s comments had been challenged. 
Amongst other things it was submitted that: 
- There has been considered effort to keep trees on Erf 242. However, it will be 

up to the owners of the property if they wish to keep the trees, or plant more 
as the case may be. 

- It is the wishes of the returning community, who have a particular sensitivity 
toward it, that there is no direct access to the Spring from Kirstenbosch Drive. 
The spring will still be open to the public, but would be accessed via the north-
south riverine open space system, which is being retained. 

- It was reiterated that the client, and the ‘primary heritage resource’, is the 
returning community, and it was intimated that all other considerations should 
be secondary to this.  
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 It was further argued by Mr Hart that it is his contention, “should the returning 
community wish to build a five-storey hotel on the site, they should be allowed to 
do so”. However, it was pointed out to Mr Hart that the returning community is 
bound by the provisions of the NHRA, as indeed is the State itself, and any other 
property owner. HWC is an objective body that has to consider every application 
submitted to it impartially and on its own merits. As such the Committee is 
obliged to consider the impact of the development on all identified heritage 
resources, no matter how compelling the argument may be in respect of the 
returning community. 

 The Committee stated that it fully supports the restitution of the land to the 
community. Indeed, had any entity, other than this returning community been the 
applicant in this instance, the Committee would have had no reservations 
whatsoever in proposing that HWC provisionally protect the property in terms of 
the provisions of s29 of the NHRA, given that the proposed development model is 
so evidently inappropriate and reminiscent of an exclusive segregated model of 
spatial planning, let alone to the irreversible detriment of heritage resources. 

 The Committee noted with regret, that other than the retention of some more 
trees within the overall layout, the development plan as previously seen by the 
Committee had not changed, and in this regard, given none of its concerns 
previously expressed had been addressed, it reiterated that its concerns 
expressed previously in regard to the proposed development model itself, are still 
regarded as valid. Furthermore, given that the Committee had been informed 
earlier that it would be the owners of the properties prerogative to keep or plant 
new trees, it is queried as to whether the retention of more trees as indicated on 
the SDP, is anything more than a token gesture. 

 The Committee re-stated its opinion previously expressed, in respect of the 
planning model proposed; it is the type of inwardly focussed development which 
is the antithesis of an integrated and inclusionary planning framework which 
should be addressing the ills of apartheid spatial planning and suburban 
development, and not entrenching it, particularly with more gated communities as 
is proposed for portions of the site to the south of Kirstenbosch Drive. 

 Over and above the very tangible loss of the link between Erf 242 and the Spring 
that would be the result of the proposed development model along the edge of 
the development to the south, it is queried  why the returning community would 
request no direct access to the spring from  Kirstenbosch Drive be allowed, as it 
would be the upmarket development, which is funding the project, who would 
benefit from this, rather than the  claimant community who would be returning to 
Erf 242, located to the north of  Kirstenbosch Drive. 

 It is evident that there is a very strong disconnect between what the Committee 
means by an inappropriate planning model, and the applicant’s understanding of 
what the Committee means.  

 The Committee regrets that a very real opportunity for providing a meaningful and 
spatially integrated development response has been missed: The solution as 
proposed perpetuates divisive planning and market approaches, which are 
incongruous with the best virtues of place making, and fails to set the tone for 
progressive, inclusive spatial design that expresses the best values of our 
constitution and the moral and qualitative imperatives of spatial redress. The 
paramount necessity to redress social and spatial inclusion has been 
misinterpreted and has inadvertently replicated an out-dated and spatially 
exclusive planning model, based primarily on narrow market concerns, under the 
guise of social justice. This is a planning model that has been imposed on the 
landscape and not one which is informed by it. 

 The Committee does however agree that the primary consideration, on all levels, 
including heritage, must be the return of the community to the land they were 
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evicted from in the 1960’s, and in this regard if the proposed planning model of 
cross-subsidisation is indeed the only one that would provide the financial means 
of enabling this, then the Committee resolved as follows: 
- There are no objections to the development as proposed to the South 

Western portion of the site, (to the south of the stream). 
- The Committee accepts that the community wish to return to Erf 242, and not 

withstanding its reservations in respect of the inwardly focussed suburban 
development model as tabled, it is also accepted that had the community not 
been subjected to the provisions of the Native Land Act of 1913, the Urban 
Land Act of 1924, and the Group Areas Act of 1951, which precluded them 
from having title to their land in the first instance, and furthermore had they 
not been evicted from the land in the 1960’s, Erf 242 may well have been 
developed already, in accordance with surrounding patterns and as market 
forces dictate. Whilst this is conjecture, it is recognition that both colonial, and 
apartheid laws had precluded the community from having tenure of the land 
and any say in its future, and that development of this portion of land, in 
accordance with the community’s desire, is an appropriate means of 
restitution, (albeit the Committee remains deeply concerned in respect of the 
inwardly focussed, exclusionary planning model). 

- One area of this development that must be addressed however, and which 
the Committee has strong reservations about, is that the inwardly focused 
development turns its back on the stone cottages, which have historic, 
intangible and tangible connections with Erf 242, and as such it severs ties 
with the cottages that served as one of the more meaningful tangible 
reminders of the severed community through the 1960’s to the present. A 
backdrop of a backyard, boundary walls etc, to the stone cottages would be to 
the detriment of their setting and significance. 

- The Committee is, albeit with reluctance, prepared to accept the development 
in the western half of the property, directly to the south of Kirstenbosch Drive. 

- It does however not accept the severing of the link to the Spring, and likewise 
does not accept the extent of, or nature of the townhouse development on the 
eastern half of this portion, for all the reasons as provided in this meeting and 
previously. Whilst development of the other portions of the wider property, will 
certainly lead to the loss of tangible heritage resources, (which could be 
mitigated to a small degree), the townhouse development as currently 
proposed for this portion would result in a cumulative and irreversible negative 
impact, and indeed would impact on consideration of the Spring as a 
proposed Provincial Heritage Site, given its almost total severing from the 
land and community. It was noted that the Feasibility Study by NM & 
Associates (2004) indicated the eastern parcel as a ‘memory node’ and as a 
‘no-go’ area. The current layout was a drastic departure from this. 

- As it stands, the Committee rejects the statement that should the 
development proceed as tabled, that the developed portions of the property 
should be regarded as Grade IIIA heritage resources. 

- In response to a statement by Rev van Diemen, who noted that it feels as if 
the rug has continually been pulled from under the claimant community’s feet 
since 1995, the Committee noted that heritage considerations of the site have 
remained unchanged from those as identified in the NM & Associates report 
of 2004, and it is only the proposed planning model which is objected to by 
the Committee for all the reasons as provided. The Committee requested that 
the community consider that the pursuance of the short-term benefits of the 
development would result in a complete and detrimental loss to tangible, as 
well as intangible heritage resources to future generations. This is wholly 
against the intent of the NHRA. 
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- Furthermore, the Committee reminded the applicants that Heritage Western 
Cape is only a commenting body in respect of this application, and that the 
consenting authority is the DEA&DP. It recognizes that the comment provided 
at this stage is still an interim comment, and that final comment will be 
provided once the final Basic Assessment Report (BAR) is submitted. The 
final comment will be reflective of the comment provided at this meeting, 
should the development proposal remain the same. 

 
INTERIM COMMENT 
The Committee retains its strong reservations in respect of the outdated and spatially 
exclusive planning model proposed, which is one that is imposed on the landscape 
and will have an irreversible impact on identified heritage resources.  
 
The Committee does however accept that the return of the claimant community must 
be the primary consideration, and in this respect if, and only if the outdated and 
spatially exclusive planning model as proposed is the only one which would facilitate 
this return, then the Committee notes as follows: 
 
There is no objection to development of the South Western portion of the property to 
the south of the stream, (regardless of the planning model). 
 
The Committee accepts the development of Erf 242 (the claimant village), however 
the inwardly focussed model must address its relationship to the stone cottages to 
the west of its boundary, and provide a meaningful tangible connection between the 
two. 
 
The Committee furthermore would reluctantly accept development to the western half 
of the portion of land to the south of Kirstenbosch drive, with stringent conditions to 
be determined in due course. 
 
It does not however accept the severance of the Public Open Space system and 
spring from Kirstenbosch Drive, nor does it accept the extent, and nature of the 
development to the eastern half of the portion of land to the south of Kirstenbosch 
Drive, which is visually intrusive and partially fills in the easternmost pond. This 
development should be reduced in extent.  
 
Finally, should it be unavoidable to have two security developments to the south of 
Kirstenbosch Drive, the interface / gap between these two should at least allow for a 
direct, and meaningful, pedestrian route from the claimant village to the Spring. 

 
WD 
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15.2 Proposed Mixed-Use Development on Portion of Farm Schoonspruit 3171, 
Malmesbury: MA 

 HM/MALMESBURY/FARM SCHOONSPRUIT 3171 
 
 Case No: 18050909AS0510M 
 
 DS reported back on the site inspection undertaken on 29 June 2019. Site visit report 

prepared by DS, dated 30 June 2019, is attached (Annexure SI4). 
 

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

 The Committee noted that the original heritage response as reflected on the 
previously approved SDP with respect to the view corridor provided from the 
north of the site toward the IIIA Villa was no longer applicable, as the new road-
works to the N7 which is now a heavily engineered four lane highway with 
attendant reserve, and civil works, which include steep embankments, crash 
barriers etc, had effectively rendered the original purpose for retaining the 
corridor redundant. 

 Other than a very brief glimpse when leaving Malmesbury along the N7, (which 
would be hidden once the wider site is developed in accordance with the 
approved SDP in any event), the Villa is no longer visible when driving along the 
road, irrespective of the current view corridor. 

 It was noted that in this regard, the proposed development on the previously 
approved view corridor would, by enclosing the site by development in this 
context, ironically serve to better protect the building, as invariably structures 
located at the edges of industrial areas fall into disuse, and eventual disrepair 
and degradation, as indeed appears to be the case at present. Being surrounded 
by development would provide greater security for the Villa and grounds, and 
offer the opportunity for the Villa, with an appropriate use, to be a centre piece 
within a new environment. 

 The Committee observed that the HIA report was exceedingly difficult to read and 
understand, and it is trusted that the heritage practitioner will address this in the 
final HIA, and will provide a clear and concise assessment, recommendations 
and conditions. 

 
 INTERIM COMMENT: 
 The Committee supports the amendment to the previously approved SDP in 

principle, and awaits the submission of the final HIA, which must provide an 
assessment of the impact of the development on the Villa, and clear 
recommendations in respect of ensuring its future well-being.  

 
           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 
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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 

 

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 Maintenance and Upgrades - Bains Kloof Pass, Wellington: NM 
 HM/ CAPE WINELANDS/ DRAKENSTINE/ WELLINGTON/ BAINS KLOOF PASS 
 
 Case No: 19050303SB0619E 
 
 Application documents were tabled. 
 
 Ms Stephanie Barnardt introduced the case. 
 

 Mr Henry Aikman, Mr Divan Opperman and Mr Mehdi Haider were present and took 
part in the discussion. 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 Mr Aikman informed the Committee that the proposed maintenance is to the 28 
km of the Pass. 

 Whilst at this stage the Conservation Management Plan (CMP), is still in a 
concept stage, and details of the proposed remedial work will follow in due 
course, the matter is submitted to HWC at this early stage to elicit support in 
principle. 

 Mr Aikman informed the Committee that it is his belief that the Pass was of such 
significance that it should be a National Heritage Site, (NHS). 

 The Committee noted the submissions made, and endorsed the need for a CMP 
for the pass, and supported the intent in principle. Some additional information it 
believed the CMP should or must address, include, but are not limited to the 
following: 
- An archaeological component must be included. 
- A rationalization of the proposed replacement of certain of the concrete 

bollards etc, which, whilst being noted as inappropriate in the documentation 
submitted, do provide an understanding of the historic layers to the pass. 
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- Motivation as to why it is recommended that the pass should be an NHS. It is 
recommended that the applicant obtain considered comment from the IGIC in 
this regard in the interim. 

 It was queried whether the proposals are for urgent maintenance work that may 
be required in the interim, however it was noted that if the need arises, 
application can be made for a permit in terms of s27 of the NHRA in any event. 

 
 INTERIM COMMENT. 
 The Committee supports the remedial work in principle and welcomes that a CMP is 

being prepared for the pass, and will await the submission of the CMP in due course. 
 
It was noted that no work can proceed until a s27 permit has been obtained from 
HWC. 
 

           SB 
 
24 SECTION 42 HERITAGE AGREEMENT 

 

24.1 None 
 
25. OTHER/ ADVICE  
 
25.1 Conservation Management Plan for Amsterdam Battery on Erven 149294 & 

9588, V&A Waterfront: MA 
 HM/WATERFRONT/ERVEN 149294 AND 9588 
 
 Case No: 15110515GT1110E 
 
 Motivation for the lifting of the stop works order for the whole site, prepared by 

Baumann and Associates was tabled. 
 
 Mr Andrew September introduced the case. 
 

Mr Tim Hart, Mr Neil Schwartz and Ms Shabira Isshak were present and took part in 
the discussion. 

 
 DISCUSSION: 
Amongst other things, the following was discussed: 

 The comment provided by the APM was noted. 

 The Committee noted that the applicants had adhered to the previous 
requirements of the Committee in respect of the lifting of the cease works order. 

 It was noted that the documentation submitted to and considered by the 
Committee will serve as a large part of the CMP and that furthermore the 
documentation is regarded as being pro-active and a positive move forward. 

 The final Archaeological Report by ACO Associates was commended by the 
Committee. 

 The Committee is in full agreement with and endorses all the conditions and 
mitigation recommendations as contained in the document. It was however noted 
that these have not yet been reflected on the landscape plan included in the 
submission. The landscape plan must reflect the recommendations of the 
consultants before it can be approved. 

 The interpretation plan, which will include all forms of interpretation, not just 
panels, must form a part of the overall CMP. The Committee expressed general 
support for the panels that it has seen to date. 
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RESOLUTION: 
The Committee resolved to endorse the report and annexures submitted, and 
recommended that the cease works order can be lifted, on condition that: 
1. The landscape plan is updated to reflect the mitigation measures recommended 

by Dr Baumann and is submitted to HWC for endorsement by HOMS. 
2. The V&A Waterfront Company enters into a heritage agreement with HWC that 

specifies a time frame for the completion of the CMP.  
 

 PM to provide the V&A Waterfront Company with an example of a heritage 
agreement. 

 
The cease works order is to remain in place until the above two conditions have been 
met.  
 
          AS 

 
26 Adoption of decisions and resolutions 
 
26.1 The Committee agreed to adopt the decisions and resolutions. 
 
27. CLOSURE: 16:15 
 
28. DATE OF NEXT MEETING:   7 August 2019 
 
 
 
 
CHAIRPERSON____________________    DATE_____________ 
 
 
 
 
 
SECRETARY______________________  DATE_____________ 
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Annexure S1 
 
Committee Site Inspection Report for: PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF FARM BUILDINGS, TREE 
REMOVAL AND DEVELOPMENT OF NEW HOMESTEAD, STABLES ETC.  
Submitted by MIKE SCURR on 09 JULY 2019  
Erf/Farm No.:  ERVEN 9795 & 3025 
Street Address: SPAANSCHEMAT RIVER ROAD, CONSTANTIA 
Registered Owner:  MEERENHOF PROPERTIES (PTY) LTD 
Grading:  GRADE I CULTURAL LANDSCAPE SIGNIFICANCE WITH COMPONENT BUILDINGS GRADED 
AS PER HIA 
Nature of Application:  SECTION 38(4) 
Date of Site Visit: 28 JUNE 2019 
HWC Representatives: OLWETHU DLOVA (STAFF)  
CHRIS SNELLING, DAVE SAUNDERS, SIPHIWO MAVUMENGWANA, MIKE SCURR, GUY THOMAS 
(IACOM) Reasons for Site Inspection: IACOM RESOLUTION TO ASSESS THE SITE AND REVISED 
PROPOSALS GIVEN THAT VARIOUS CURRENT MEMBERS OF IACOM WERE NOT ON THE 
COMMITTEE WHEN EARLIER DECISIONS WERE TAKEN.  
 
Area Inspected: The extended farm area from the converted worker’s cottages to the new dam 
abutting Buitenverwachting on the West. 
 
Findings:   
The site inspection was conducted on Friday 28 June 2019 by Chris Snelling, Siphiwo 
Mavumengwana, Dave Saunders, Guy Thomas and Mike Scurr.  The members undertook an 
independent inspection but were accompanied by the architect, Hannes Bouwer.  The merits of the 
application were not discussed on site. 
 
The members present viewed the following areas in order to better understand the spatial context 
of the revised proposals as well as the completed work: 

 The converted workers cottages with the added linking screen walls on the Spaanschemat River 

Road side 

 The berm dividing the private and public precinct 

 The werf area and the proposal repositioning of buildings in the private precinct 

 Position of the indoor horse training arena and stables 

 The dam area abutting Buitenverwachting 

 

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 
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Photographs: 
A selection of key images taken on site are included in this report.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Converted cottages with linking walls 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

View from fence along cottages/ restaurant area across proposed garden area with berm in 
background 

 

 
View of berm from parking area 
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View of farmstead looking NE 
 

 
View of twin gables of farmstead looking towards dam area 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dam looking towards Buitenverwachting 
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Annexure S12 
 
Site Inspection Report for: Proposed development and consolidation of erven 28900-28902,1, 3 and 
5 Strubens Road, Mowbray 
Case No: 
Submitted by: Guy Thomas 
Erf/Farm No.:  28900, 28901, 28902 Mowbray 
Street Address:  1, 3, 5 Strubens Road, Mowbray 
Registered Owner:  
Grading:  erf 28900 has potential IIIc significance according to the COCT grading Audit, however the 
other two properties are not conservation worthy. 
Nature of Application:  Section 38(3) HIA for redevelopment 
Date of Site Visit: 28 June 2019 
HWC Representatives: Olwethu Dlova (Staff), Dave Saunders, Chris Snelling, Siphiwo 
Mavumengwana, Mike Scurr, Guy Thomas 
 
Reason for Site Inspection:  
At the June 2019 Meeting, the IACOM committee resolved to undertake a site description. 

Heritage Impact Assessment by Johan Cornelius consisting of and sketch plans were tabled. 
Given the location of the proposed development, as well as the nature of objections received, 
the Committee resolved to undertake a site inspection, in order to assess the significance of 
the structures earmarked for demolition, and the context. 
FUTHER REQUIREMENTS 
The Committee resolved to undertake a site inspection (DS, SM, MS, CM, MM and GT). 
 

Area Inspected: The three properties in Strubens Road were inspected, as well as the surrounding 
street context of Strubens and Malleson road. 
Findings: The three properties are standard mid 20th century middle class houses. The row of houses 
is single storey, although it seems that the houses are constructed on a levelled platform, as the 
properties are situated on a slope.   The architecture is non-descript. All three of the buildings have 
had significant alterations over the years.   
Strubens Road is bound on the western side by the Mowbray Taxi Rank. This area is of a transitional 
nature, with good quality heritage buildings found further to the north in Strubens Road. The 
properties are surrounded by similar scaled single residential buildings, with a block of flats 
diagonally opposite the road, as well as several examples of new flat developments. 
The City of Cape Town has not included this area within a HPOZ, nor is it included in the proposed 
HPOZ. The buildings are all graded on the COCT heritage Audit, however they are of little to no 
significance and are graded Not Conservation Worthy. 
 
Recommended Action:  
Members to report the findings of the inspection at the next Committee meeting. 
 
Which committee should this report be submitted to: 
IACom 
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Photos: 
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Annexure SI3 
 
 
Committee Site Inspection Report for: “PALM HOUSE”, KENILWORTH.  
Case No. 15120915AS1214M 
Submitted by DAVE SAUNDERS ON 8TH JULY 2019 
Erf/Farm No.: ERF 148055 
Street Address: BETWEEN OXFORD AND TENNANT ROADS, KENILWORTH 
Registered Owner:  
Grading:  BUILDING ON SITE IDENTIFIED IN THE REPORT AS GRADE IIIA HERITAGE RESOURCE. 
Nature of Application:  RESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE 
Date of Site Visit: 28TH JUNE 2019 
HWC Representatives: SIPHIWO MAVUMENGWANA, DAVE SAUNDERS, MIKE SCURR,  GUY 
THOMAS, FRIK VERMEULEN (IACOM) OLWETHU DLOVA ( HWC) 
Reasons for Site Inspection: IACOM RESOLUTION TO ASSESS THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL  
Areas Inspected:  TENNANT ROAD AND OXFORD ROAD RERSPECTIVE AND INTERFACE, THE 
PROPERTY AND THE MANOR HOUSE 
 
Findings:  
  
The site is located between Tennant and Oxford Roads in Kenilworth. 
 
The property was viewed from Tennant Road and Oxford Road. The garden and the manor house 
were also inspected. Existing views from within the property and views in to the property were 
noted. Consideration was also given to the scale and positioning of the proposed development and 
to the orientation of the manor house and its garden forecourt. 
 
The following was noted: 

 The positioning of the new development when viewed from Tennant Road. 

 The orientation of ‘Palm House’ towards Oxford Road. 

 The tree lined approach from Oxford Road to the manor house. 

 The nature of the high retaining wall along the Oxford Road edge of the property. 

 The ground level changes between the inside of the property and Oxford Road. 

 The nature of the street interface along Oxford Road. 

 The existing vista of ‘Palm House’ from Oxford Road. 

 The nature of the limited public view of ‘Palm House’. 

 The proposed layout of the development. 

 The heritage significance of ‘Palm House’, its garden, and the greater context. 
 
Recommended Action:  
 
Members to report the findings of the inspection at the next Committee meeting. 
 
Which committee should this report be submitted to:  
 
IACom 
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Aerial photo indicating the property positioned between Oxford and Tennant Roads in Kenilworth. 

 

 
The Tennant Road perspective. 
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Oxford Road perspective with 3.8m high part retaining part boundary wall. 
 

 
Oxford Road entrance and approach to the manor house. 
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Entrance driveway and manor house. 

 

 
View down the approach towards Oxford Road. 
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The entry hall of the manor house. 

 

 
Wynberg Boys Junior School on the opposite side of Oxford Road. 
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The existing view corridor of the manor house from Oxford Road. 
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Annexure SI4 
 
Committee Site Inspection Report for: “THE BEACON”, MALMESBURY.  
Case No. 181002306 
Submitted by DAVE SAUNDERS ON 30TH JUNE 2019 
Erf/Farm No.:  PORTION ERF 317, ERF 365, PORTION ERF 7455, MLAMESBURY. 
Street Address: BETWEEN N7 AND THE OLD CAPE ROAD. 
Cape Road. 
Registered Owner:  
Grading:  BUILDING ON SITE IDENTIFIED IN THE REPORT AS GRADE IIIA HERITAGE RESOURCE. 
Nature of Application:  REDEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE 
Date of Site Visit: 29TH JUNE 2019 
HWC Representatives: DAVE SAUNDERS (IACOM)  
Reasons for Site Inspection: IACOM RESOLUTION TO ASSESS THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED 
REMOVAL OF THE 50m VIEWING CORRIDOR TO THE N7 
 
Area Inspected: VARIOUS POINTS ON THE NEWLY COMPLETED N7 
 
Findings:  
The site is located between the recently upgraded N7 and the old Cape Road to the east. 
 
The 50 metre wide view corridor was inspected from points on the N7. 
 
The N7 is in the process of receiving in substantial upgrading. The upgrading of the portion of the N7 
approaching and leaving Malmesbury has been completed very recently. A two-way road has been 
replaced with a 4 lane freeway with a median between the double incoming and outgoing lanes. The 
freeway has been engineered at an extremely high level with extensive cutting and chambering. 
While this has improved the driving experience driving into and out of Malmesbury,  it has changed 
the visual experience from the N7 quite significantly. 
 
Prior to the road being reengineered ‘the Beacon’ was a landmark building entering and exiting 
Malmesbury. Set in a rural landscape and surrounded by mature trees the villa’s turret drew the 
interest of passers-by. 
 
Recent development has changed this as follows: 
1. Due to the engineering of the N7 the villa is no longer visible when entering Malmesbury from 

Cape Town. 
2. When leaving Malmesbury, the chambering of the N7 and the erection of safety barriers on the 

freeway means that only a fleeting view of the villa remains from a passing motor vehicle. This 
fleeting view only appears when one is almost past the villa – there is no approach view.  

3. This will only be exacerbated when approved building construction is completed in the industrial 
park which lies between the villa and the N7. Roads and street lighting have already been 
completed and even these elements have altered the view in a negative manner. 

4. Stopping or walking along the N7 is not permitted so a 50-meter view corridor would only serve 
people travelling in vehicles. 

 
Furthermore, it is noted that the orientation of the villa is east towards the river, railway and old 
Cape Road. This aspect of the overall development will remain as previously approved 
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Recommended Action: 
 
Member to report the findings of the inspection at the next Committee meeting. 
 
Which committee should this report be submitted to: 
 
IACom 

 
Aerial photo indicating the four-lane freeway, the newly laid out industrial park, and the Villa. 

 
View of the Villa from the old two lane N7. Villa set in rural landscape. 
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Direct view from a stationary position on the N7. Emerging industrial park in the 

foreground. This view is experienced for seconds from a passing vehicle travelling 
at a moderate speed 

 

 
Note crash barrier which obscures the view from a vehicle. 
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Continual crash barrier along the N7 leaving Malmesbury. 

 

 
Crash barrier pics up on the turn to the right leaving Malmesbury. Note  the chamber 

of the 4 lane freeway. 
 


