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1. Site Name:  Newlands Estate 
 
2. Location:   Raithby is a small, rural village in the Moddergat region, north-west of Somerset 

West and north of Firgrove. It is relatively inaccessible, being located off Winery road which 
runs through the farmlands and links Old Main Road, Firgrove, with the R44 between 
Somerset West and Stellenbosch. The property concerned, Erven 252 and 298 Raithby, is 
located off off Watson Way in the western portion of the village.  

 
3. Locality Plan:  

 

 
Figure 1: Site in the context of Raithby (CFM) 

          
4. Description of Proposed Development The property is currently zoned for agricultural 

purposes. The preferred alternative is a residential estate of 116 mixed typology residential 
opportunities:   

 32 conventional detached dwellings in a group housing format with residential erven 
ranging from approximately 400m² to 1080m² in extent.  

 30 semi-detached / row houses in a group housing format. These plots are 
approximately 170m² in extent.  
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 54 apartments, spread over 5 detached, double storey buildings (ground and first 
floor). 

 A clubhouse, located in a central position within the development, fronting onto the 
centrally located open space forming the ‘village green’.  
 

5. Heritage Resources Identified.  
The site: proposed Grade IIIC. The site has no intrinsic significance nor historical 
associations and has not formed part of the Raithby historical settlement. It has limited 
visual value. However by virtue of its rural character and its elevation, and with a ridgeline 
crossing the site, it forms both a contextual backdrop to Raithby and separates it from the 
rural area behind and to the north of the village. 
Raithby historic area: proposed Grade IIIA – the village retains distinct and legible elements 
of its mission town layout, especially in its garden plots and linear development. However, 
more importantly it has significant social/historical associations with slavery. 
The surrounding landscape: proposed Grade IIIB. It is a largely unspoilt, relatively isolated 
rural area, although not, it is argued, especially vivid or significant in visual or cultural 
landscape aspects. 
 

6. Anticipated Impacts on Heritage Resources:   
The site is located within the Urban Edge: Erf 252 is already developed with three modern 
residential dwellings and forms part of the existing cadastral fabric of Raithby and Erf 298 is 
specifically demarcated as “Mixed Use Community and Residential Infill”. Erf 298 has not 
been farmed in decades. The Land Capability Study notes that the size of the property, 
together with the fact that no irrigation water is allocated to the property means that Erf 
298 cannot be seen as a sustainable and economically viable agricultural unit.  
 
It is therefore the position of this author that there is a reasonable expectation that 
residential development could be considered on the property as a whole.  This support is 
given on the understanding that the new development is executed in a controlled manner 
sensitive to the historic character of the town. 
 
With mitigation, the development is found to be generally acceptable with moderate-low 
impacts. There may be sustainable, long term positive benefits for the local economy, which 
outweigh any negative impacts upon heritage resources. 

 
7. Recommendations:  

On the basis of this assessment, it is recommended that, in terms of section 38(8) of the 
NHRA, HWC support the proposed development and allow the development to proceed to 
the next phase, provided: 
  The development is substantially in accordance with the layout described in this 

report as the Preferred Alternative; the associated Landscape Concept Plan; and 
Newlands Estate Design Guidelines, as appended to this Report in Annexure D; 

 The mitigation measures described in this Report are implemented in full in all 
important respects. 

The Interim Comments of HWC’s IACom are requested in this regard. 
 

8. Author/s and Date: This HIA (May 2020) has been prepared by Cindy Postlethwayt. The 
Project Team additionally comprises, inter alia: 
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 Environmental practitioners: Doug Jeffrey Environmental Consultants 
 Visual Impact Assessment: Karen Hansen 
 Town Planning: Planning Partners 
 Landscaping: Planning Partners 
 Architecture: Boogertman & Partners 
 Land Capability Study: Agrimotion 
 

9. Procedures followed: The proposed development triggers the requirements of the 
National Environmental Management Act. A Basic Assessment Report is required.  
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1. Property details 

Raithby is a small, rural village in the Moddergat region, north-west of 
Somerset West and north of Firgrove. It is relatively inaccessible, being 
located off Winery road which runs through the farmlands and links Old 
Main Road, Firgrove, with the R44 between Somerset West and 
Stellenbosch. The property concerned, erven 252 and 298 Raithby, is 
situated off both Watson Way and Wagner Street in the western portion 
of the village. It is intended to develop the site for residential purposes. 
 

 
Figure 1: Regional locality (Cape Farm Mapper CFM)  

 

 
 
The total landholding is 5.261ha in extent. It is undeveloped. 

 

 
Figure 2: Site in the context of Raithby (CFM) 
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Figure 3: Site (CFM) 

 

2. Legal requirements  

2.1 NHRA legal requirements 

A Notification of Intent to Develop (NID) for this proposal was submitted 
to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) in terms of sections 38(1)(a), (c)(i)  
and (d) of the National Heritage Resources Act No. 25 of 1999 (NHRA).   

On 20 November 2017, HWC issued a response to the NID (Annexure A), 
requiring a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) which is to address the 
requirements of section 38(3) of the NHRA with specific reference to the 
following: 
 A visual impact study; 
 A landscaping plan; 
 Suggested alternatives. 
Comments of the relevant Conservation Bodies and Municipality must 
be requested. 

Since a Basic Assessment (BA) is required in terms of the NEMA 
regulations, this HIA is prepared and submitted in terms of s38(8) of the 
NHRA. The project will run under the 2014 EIA Regulations Process 
Flow. 

2.2 Rezoning requirements 

The site is zoned for agricultural purposes. A rezoning to enable a 
variety of residential land uses (single residential, townhouses and 
apartments) is required to facilitate the proposed development.  
 

 
Figure 4: Raithby and site zoning. Note the single residential erven 
adjoining the site are also zoned for agricultural purposes. 
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3.   Methodology  

Ultimately this HIA will be structured to fulfil the requirements of 
Section 38(3) of the NHRA and to respond to the requirements of HWC. 
However, a phased approach to the BA will be followed, with a pre-
application and application phase. At this stage, the report is in the pre-
application phase.  
 
This report is therefore to be submitted for Pre-application Interim 
Comment. 
 
In terms of the DEA&DP Guidelines for Involving Visual and Aesthetic 
Specialists in EIA processes,  a Level 3 Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) 
is required. A Level 3 assessment assumes, on the basis of a matrix of 
specified conditions, that a moderate visual impact could be expected 
and does not require complete 3D modelling and simulations, with and 
without mitigation. 
 
In addition to the I&APs registered as part of the NEMA process, the 
following I&APs have been included with a specific interest in heritage 
matters: the Stellenbosch Interest Group and the Stellenbosch Heritage 
Foundation as the registered Conservation Bodies in the area; and the 
Stellenbosch Municipality. The comments will be considered for 
incorporation into the findings and recommendations of the HIA. 
 
Information was gathered during site inspections and documentary 
research of literary and official sources on the site and surrounding area. 
Documentary research was undertaken of records of the Municipality, 
the Deeds Office, the Surveyor General and the Chief Directorate: 
Surveys and Mapping.  
 
The project team includes, inter alia:  
 HIA Practitioner: Cindy Postlethwayt 
 Environmental practitioners: Doug Jeffrey Environmental 

Consultants 

 Visual Impact Assessment: Karen Hansen 
 Town Planning: Planning Partners 
 Landscaping: Planning Partners 
 Architecture: Boogertman & Partners 
 Land Capability Study: Agrimotion 

4. Assumptions and Limitations  

The information and assessments supplied by others are assumed to be 
accurate and a fair representation of the proposed development. It is 
assumed all relevant information has been disclosed. 
 
The information and deductions in this report are based on information 
received from the client’s representatives, as well as research and 
fieldwork by the specialists. 

5.    Policy 

5.1 Heritage 

In terms of the approved Stellenbosch Heritage Inventory Management 
Plan (SHI), Raithby is situated in a broader landscape of proposed Grade 
IIIB significance. Raithby is an historic mission settlement, with a 
distinctive townscape character. It is the settlement within the 
Stellenbosch Municipality that most strongly retains its 
characteristic ‘Mission Town’ structure and pattern. The historical 
townscape is proposed as a Conservation Area, Grade IIIA. The R44 is 
identified as a Rural Scenic Route Overlay Zone in terms of the proposed 
Stellenbosch Municipality Zoning Scheme Bylaw. Winery Road is 
proposed as a Scenic Route. 
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Figure 5: Composite Diagram - the patterns of high heritage significance. 
Raithby is not within this landscape area (Extract - SHI) 

 
Figure 6: Stellenbosch Municipal Heritage Inventory map (Extract - SHI). 
Raithby is situated in a landscape of proposed IIIB significance. 
 

 
Figure 7: Heritage Resources & proposed Conservation Area (SHI), site 
identified 

Raithby 
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5.2 Planning  

The Stellenbosch Municipal Spatial Development Framework (SMSDF) 
was approved by the Stellenbosch Council on 11 November 2019. The 
‘Guiding Concept’ (October 2018) underpinning the SMSDF notes inter 
alia the following:  
 Poverty has deepened and key sectors, which traditionally 

accommodated unskilled workers, show slow growth;  
 Infrastructure backlogs exist;  
 The need for housing and shelter, both for the lower income 

groups and those with employment, has not been adequately met;  
 The Municipality does not have the resources to fundamentally 

reverse backlogs or negative trends in shelter or infrastructure 
needs; 

 Although Stellenbosch has grown, it has been unsuccessful in 
addressing current and future housing needs. The demand for 
housing is increasing faster than housing provision.  

 
The Stellenbosch municipal area has a current housing need of more 
than 25 000 housing units [SMSDF status quo (2018)]. This need 
includes all socio-economic groups. To put this into perspective, the 
current housing stock in the municipal area would need to be doubled 
to meet this demand. Raithby has a modest, but valuable role to play in 
addressing this need.  
 
In relation to Raithby, the SMSDF states that areas for residential 
densification and infill should focus on undeveloped land within the 
urban edge. The site represents such an opportunity.  The spatial plan 
for Raithby indicates inter alia the following:  
 Erven 252 and 298 are both located within the urban edge of 

Raithby;  
 Erf 252 is indicated as forming part of the existing cadastral fabric 

of Raithby and Erf 298 is specifically demarcated as “Mixed Use 
Community and Residential Infill”;  

 Watson Way is indicated as a “Main / Secondary Road”;  

 A “New Road Linkage” to Erf 298 is indicated at its south-eastern 
boundary; 

  Erven 252 and 298 are not part of the “Urban Agricultural Areas 
Retained”, the “Critical Biodiversity Areas” or “Green Areas 
Retained”; 

 Erven 252 and 298 are located outside of the “Existing and 
Proposed Urban Character Areas”.  

 
The development proposal for the site of a mixed residential 
development, with its ancillary communal facilities, is consistent with 
the directives of the SMSDF.  
 

 
Figure 8: SMSDF (November 2019) – Raithby Plan (Planning Partners). 
 



 

8 HIA Erven 252 & 298 Raithby 

 

6.    Historical Background 

6.1 Raithby Mission  

The following is an extract from the Draft Stellenbosch Rural Area Plan:  
“It can be argued that the Cape rural landscape such as described in 
tourism brochures or the Cape Winelands World Heritage Site 
Nomination is a physical manifestation, in many ways, of the historical 
aspirations of land owners to material status and consumption.... 
 
Agriculture in this region (and SA as a whole) has historically relied on 
two constant factors: (largely) white ownership of land and creating and 
maintaining supplies of cheap labour. However, in the early colonial 
period the pioneer farmers were not wealthy. From the beginning, the 
population of the newly formed Stellenbosch district comprised local 
farmers, slaves and free blacks. Initially ‘slaves’ was a loose description 
of indentured labour and when these ‘slaves’ had served the Dutch East 
India Company in the Cape for the allotted time, they were given grants 
of land on which to settle (‘free blacks’). Farming was small scale, mixed 
commercial by both white and free black ownership of land. Although it 
is assumed the latter were substantially less in numbers, there are a 
number of historic farms recorded as having been owned by free blacks 
who were active and respected members of the pioneer community 
(many of whom owned slaves themselves) … 
  
The farms were always heavily dependent upon slave labour: 
“throughout the eighteenth century over 90% of arable producers 
owned at least one slave, a remarkably high proportion. But the slaves 
were not the only labourers on the farms. As the eighteenth century 
progressed, the indigenous Khoisan of the Cape were increasingly 
robbed of any independent access to grazing lands and hunting 
territories. As a result, they were forced to become labourers on the 

                                                                 
1 Ross: 1993: 2 

farms. By 1806, even in the largely arable Stellenbosch and Drakenstein 
districts, over 30 percent of the labour force was Khoikhoi.”1 … 

 
1838 saw the emancipation of slaves, although at the Cape slaves had to 
be apprenticed to their former owners, generally for 4 years. Little was 
changed under these circumstances. Many owners brought their 
apprentice labourers before the courts, usually for disobedience or 
desertion and punishments were harsh…. 
 
In this context, a number of Mission Stations began to be established in 
the Cape to provide for emancipated slaves and the severely impacted 
Khoisan population. In the Stellenbosch area, the mission stations of 
Pniel in 1843 and Raithby in c1844 were established. A common feature 
of these settlements was that the residents would generally still work on 
the surrounding farms and use their spare time to cultivate their own 
plots provided in the settlements along the water courses….. 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 9: Raithby 
layout still 
illustrating the 
long garden 
plots linked to 
each of the 
original erven, a 
common pattern 
in Mission 
Towns 



 

9 HIA Erven 252 & 298 Raithby 

 

Although subject to strict discipline imposed by the Mission Stations, 
they provided a significant element of freedom for its ex-slave 
inhabitants who could experience family life, live in their own homes, 
keep livestock and grow crops in their own gardens. However, they were 
unable to provide sufficient opportunity for independent farming or 
other sources of work and these areas tended to function as labour 
reservoirs for the farmers since seasonal employment was the only way 
to make a living….  
 
The differentiation of labour between those who remained on the farms 
and those who resided on the Mission stations and other labour-based 
settlements gradually began to impact upon relative socio-economic 
conditions. Whilst poverty was endemic in all these groups, those who 
were not tied to the farms began to have access to education and training 
which allowed at least the descendants of the original inhabitants to 
work their way out of their status as agricultural labourers. Those who 
remained on the farms had little opportunity to escape grinding poverty 
and alcoholism that characterised much of the rural areas of the Cape. 
 
The association of class and colour that became entrenched in South 
African is particularly evident in rural areas and Stellenbosch is no 
exception. The process by which people of colour were dispossessed and 
marginalised was entrenched though Apartheid policies and the Group 
Areas reinforced this by declaring the Mission towns Rural Coloured 
Areas in 1968. Despite political, social and economic changes in SA since 
1994, poverty, inequality and social conditions in the rural areas remain 
unacceptable: this then is the heritage of the disenfranchised.” 
 
The establishment of Raithby occurred in a formative period of the 
Methodist church in South Africa. The Reverend Barnabas Shaw (1788 
– 1857) was an English born Wesleyan Methodist missionary, regarded 
as the founder of Methodism and of its first mission 

                                                                 
2 Heather MacAlister e-mail correspondence 2015 
 

stations in South Africa, beginning at Leliefontein. Following his work in 
Leliefontein, he returned to Cape Town from 1826 – 1837. “This was a 
formative period in the church's development, when S(haw) followed 
what has proved to be a master plan. Between Simon’s Town, where a 
church was built, and Cape Town, where S(haw) erected his second 
church, in Burg street (1831), there was a series of preaching places 
such as Kalk Bay, Diep River, Wynberg and Rondebosch. The Klipfontein 
chapel on the Cape flats was opened and the work was extended to 
Hottentot's Holland, Stellenbosch and Caledon. Worship was also 
conducted in prisons (including Robben Island), road camps, ships in 
harbour and private houses. Open-air preaching, though initially 
opposed by the police, became recognized as a right. Though ably 
assisted, S(haw) was the dominant figure until ill-health necessitated 
rest. 
 
After six years in England (1837-43), preaching, addressing missionary 
gatherings and publishing his partly autobiographical Memorials, 
S(haw) returned to lighter duties in the Stellenbosch circuit. Repeating 
a successful project at Hottentot's Holland, he bought ground near 
Stellenbosch which he named Raithby, as a settlement for the 
rehabilitation of homeless freed slaves. Despite early difficulties his 
aims were attained and Raithby became, and is, a progressive village. 
 
… He retired in 1854 and died three years later.”2 
 
Raithby was established on Erf 114 (SG361/1851), previously portions 
of Freehold land (Old Stellenbosch Freeholds 1- 131) granted in 1699. 
Various references  indicate that the land purchased by Rev. Shaw was 
renamed ‘Raithby’ after a benefactor, a Mrs Brackenbury of Raithby Hall 
in Yorkshire, England donated £100 to buy three morgen of ground and 
a house for the mission station. “The land was subsequently rented to 
about 800 freed slaves so that they could work on the surrounding farms 
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and use their spare time to cultivate their own plots. Many of the 600 
descendants of the freed slaves still occupy the Raithby cottages in the 
town”3. 
 

 
Figure 10: SG 27/1699, portion of which was the precursor of Raithby 

                                                                 
3 https://www.iol.co.za/travel/south-africa/western-cape/secret-visit-to-
slave-of-the-vines-1736750 

 
Figure 11: Land purchased by Rev. Shaw for the purpose of establishing 
the Mission Station which become known as Raithby (SG 361/1851) 
 
The land ownership of Raithby has not been tracked, but it would appear 
that the church may have retained ownership of much of the land until 
1983, when some of the land was formally subdivided, presumably for 
the purpose of transfer to the descendants of the mission station. 
 

 
Figure 12: SG9931/1983 preparation for subdivision 
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Figure 13: General Plan 10689 SG 9932/1983 

6.2 Site 

Erf 298, the larger portion of property concerned, never formed part of 
the Mission Station but was privately held land immediately adjoining 
the Mission Station landholdings.  
 
It is a 2006 consolidation of Erf 296 and 297. Erf 297 was subdivided in 
2006 from Erf 110 (SG1885/1884), itself part of a Stellenbosch Quitrent 
17- 4 of 1885, granted to Delport.  
 

 
 

Figure 14: SG1885/1884 – Erf 297 
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Erf 296 was in turn a portion of portion 5 of the Farm 616 
(SG6329/1937), itself a portion of the Stellenbosch Quitrent 21/17 
granted to J Berman in 1901 and sold to JJ Delport in 1918. Successive 
generations of the Delport family have owned this and much of the 
surrounding land since at least 1885, and sold the property concerned 
to the current owner in 2013 (Deeds Office records). It is understood 
that the Delport family continue to be significant landowners of the 
immediately surrounding properties. 
 

 
Figure 15: SG 6329/1937 – Erf 296 

 
Figure 16: 2006 consolidation of Erven 296 and 297 to form Erf 298 
(SG5496/2006) 
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Erf 252 was equally never part of the core Raithby Mission landholdings 
and also formed part of the early Delport landholdings. Originally it 
formed part of Erf 120 (Stel Q 17.23; SG1886/1884), which was 
subdivided further in 1959 (Erf 122) and sold under separate title in 
1996 (SG2623/1959 and 1375/1996)  
 

 
Figure 17: SG2623/1959. It is noted that there were no structures on the 
property at this time. A number of historical structures on other 
properties may have been demolished with the road widening.  

 
Figure 18: The property concerned outlined in red, the core Raithby 
Mission Station landholding outlined in yellow. 

7.   Settlement character 

Raithby remains a small, functionally isolated rural hamlet, located at 
some distance from the main road and rail routes. It is accessible via an 
access road (Watson Way) leading off Winery Road, the latter a rural 
access road through the Moddergat region north of Firgrove. It is a 
mixed income settlement. Besides a school, church and small shop, it is 
an entirely dormitory settlement – no doubt in part a legacy of its 
mission station origins. 



 

14 HIA Erven 252 & 298 Raithby 

 

The 2011 SA Census counts a total village population at 908 in 217 
households. The average household size is 4. Formal dwellings 
constitute 91.3% of the total, of which 61.4% are either owned or being 
paid off. Servicing levels are relatively good. 31.9% of the population 
older than 20 have matric, and 14.1% have higher education. The 
population profile is largely designated ‘coloured’, in keeping with its 
mission station and Group Areas designation legacy. Income levels are 
generally modest although mixed. 

 

Figure19: Racial profile 2011 Census 

 
Figure 20: Income levels 2011 Census 

 

There is no easily available information regarding sources of 
employment. Clearly most residents must be employed outside the 
village, and it is not clear to what extent the mission plots are still 
utilised for subsistence purposes –many plots appear to no longer be 
tilled. It is also not clear to what extent employment in agriculture still 
plays a significant role, although the SDF notes that the area “serves a 
number of farms in the vicinity”. 
 
The village stretches for just over a kilometre along Watson Way, with 
gently horizontal and vertical curves and is largely linear in layout, with 
very few side streets. The rectangular Methodist church dates from 
c1900 (Hansen 2004). In the west part of the village some 19th-century 
flat roofed cottages survived until recently, and there are some 
corrugated iron cottages (Fransen 2004). However, very little now 
remains of the vernacular mission station architecture and most 
properties have been substantially altered with no reference to 
historical origins. The cross-section of Watson Way is wide, and, 
together with low density development, creates a distinct lack of 
intimacy and coherence in the streetscape. However, the village is well 
treed and   properties are generally single storied. 
 

 
Figure 21: Raithby Settlement structure (SHIMP) 
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Figure 22: Raithby ‘s distinct mission station settlement structure (CFM) 

The long narrow strips of mission allocated garden land (water erwe) 
are located along the fertile soils at the valley bottom of the river 
running parallel to Watson Way and Winery road and the original 
dwellings were located hard up on the upper side along Watson Way and 
Hendriks Street. “Because of the conservatism that is perhaps inherent 
in ecclesiastical institutions, and of the resultant absence of commercial 
intrusions, most of the Cape’s mission settlements were long amongst 
the best-preserved towns or villages. Their mission werwe are still 
unique environments. But in a changing society, the initial agricultural 

                                                                 
4 H Fransen (2006) p123 

setup that made so much sense initially is also affected; their 
communities disintegrate, the settlements become dormitory towns for 
people with jobs elsewhere.”4 
 
With increased demand for reasonably priced residential 
accommodation in the Stellenbosch winelands, Raithby is now coming 
under pressure for middle income housing. A few gated middle – high 
income residential estates have been developed in recent years, 
generally unsympathetic to the character of this small rural hamlet, and 
not visually integrated into the existing settlement form. Nevertheless, 
the mission spatial structure is still clearly discernible and intact – 
“therefore this spatial ensemble is deserving of the highest level of 
heritage protection. It is rare to find a 19th century Cape Mission 
Settlement with such a clear, intact and discernible spatial structure, and 
therefore this spatial ensemble is deserving of the highest level of 
heritage protection. Already, gated housing developments are 
encroaching on the town to the north-east – it is critical that they do not 
erode the clear structure, pattern and context of the settlement. 
 
The special and rare character of Raithby as a townscape unit is created 
by the juxtaposition of the riverine corridor, the “water erf” plots, the 
cottages lining Raithby Road and Hendricks Street, the commonage and 
the school and church precinct. Importantly, it is also the visually clear 
rise of the hills above the school and church, and the cultivated slopes 
on the other side of the river, which provide visual containment and an 
agricultural context to the settlement as a whole.”5 
 
 
 

 

 

5 Appendix 4 SHI Townscape Character Units p19 

Methodist 
Church 
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Figures 23 – 25 left and above: The very few remaining historical 
vernacular cottages along Watson Way, the water werwe to the rear 
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Figures 26 – 28 above: More typical modern buildings in Raithby 

 
 

 
Figures 29 - 30: Watson Way west and east bound respectively  
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Figure 31: Methodist church along Watson Way 

 

 
 

 
(www.nweng.co.za) 

Figures 32 – 33 above: Raithby Vines at the eastern entrance to Raithby 

 
 

 
Figures 34 – 35 above: Western entrance to Raithby 
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Figure 36: First garden plots visible from western entrance to Raithby 

8.  Landscape character 

8.1 Site 

Erf 298, rectangular and just under 5ha in extent, is located away from 
Watson Road, accessible via Wagner Street. It has no distinctive features, 
and whilst historical aerials indicate it must have been under 
agricultural production in the past, it is now fallow. However, it is 
situated on a ridgeline that forms a backdrop element to Raithby in a 
generally gently undulating landscape and as a result, is visible at a 
distance. The south-eastern property boundary abuts residential and 
office development and vacant land. The northeast, northwest and 
southwest property boundaries adjoin agricultural land. The agriculture 
land uses are mainly vines, with some grazing and fallow land. 

 

Figure 37: The site as backdrop. Western Raithby from Winery Road, the 
site identified in front of the vineyards and the buildings on erf 252 
visible directly in front of the open land. 

 

 
Figure 38: Erf 298 from its eastern boundary, west facing 
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Figure 39: Rural backdrop northwards from Erf 298 eastern boundary 

 

 
Figure 40: Across Erf 298 looking south towards the properties on 
Watson Way, including erf 252. 

 
 

 
Figures 41 & 42 above: Wagner street is currently largely undeveloped 
and enclosed by vineyards to the north and east and Erf 298 to the west 
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Erf 252 takes it’s access from the main road through the settlement, 
Watson Way, and clearly forms part of the urban landscape. It is 
developed with three single storey residential buildings, the earliest 
constructed after 1999; and two more recent structures built in 2010.  
 

 
Figure 43: Erf 252, identifiable by the distinctive boundary wall, from 
Watson Way westbound 
 

 
Figure 44: Erf 252, main residence (Google earth image 2010), Erf 298 
along the ridgeline to the rear 

 
Figure 45: Erf 252 (Google earth image 2019). Portion of Erf 298 to the 
rear is indicated in dash line 
 
A Land Capability Study for Erf 298 (Agrimotion 2017) finds as follows:  
“Medium low to low potential soils are prevalent across Erf 298 in 
Raithby, Stellenbosch. A dense clay-rich saprolite layer which occurs at 
depths of 40 – 60cm from the soil surface will restrict root penetration 
and water infiltration and thereby limit the effective usable soil depth. 
In addition, excessive signs of soil wetness occurs throughout the area 
eluding to the occurrence of waterlogged soil conditions during wetter 
periods of the year. Acidic soil conditions were also detected from the 
chemical soil analysis. 
 
Although the initial investigation indicates that the soils are marginally 
suited to the cultivation of perennial crops, appropriate soil preparation 
and amelioration techniques (e.g. deep soil tillage, ridging, draining, 
liming) can serve to significantly approve the soils ability to sustain 
perennial crop production. In the area adjacent to Erf 298, vines are 
being actively cultivated as evidence thereof, climate cannot be seen as 
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a direct constraint to crop production in this area. What is however 
important that significantly reduces the sustainability of the site as a 
productive agricultural unit, is the fact that no additional water is 
allocated to the property … the fact that no water can be stored or 
actively pumped to the property means that no irrigated agriculture can 
take place. An irrigation system is necessary to supplement the vine 
water requirement and increase the productivity of a vineyard. 
 
In conclusion, the soil and climatic features recorded at Erf 298 in 
Raithby is suited to support perennial crop production. However, the 
size of the property, together with the fact that no additional irrigation 
water is allocated to the property implies that Erf 298 cannot be seen as 
a sustainable and economically viable agricultural unit.”6 
 
It should be noted that Erf 298 (and its associated parent portions) was 
subdivided into this non-economic unit by 2006. The previous land 
owner has advised that no agriculture activities have taken place on the 
property within the past 25 years. 
 
The site is gently sloping with a southwest - northeast stretching 
watershed located more or less across the centre of the property. The 
site slopes down in a south-eastern direction from approximately the 
78m contour height to the 73m contour and conversely in a north-
western direction from approximately the 78m contour height to the 
76m contour. 
 
A number of alien vegetation bush clumps and trees have been 
identified, which alien vegetation has subsequently been cleared on 
instruction by the Stellenbosch Municipality. 

                                                                 
6 Agrimotion (2017): p11 

 
Figure 46: Site survey 
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The VIA (included as Annexure B) notes as follows: 
 
“This is a transformed site, having been used for agriculture in the 
past; the trees are felled, and it is open and visually exposed.   There 
is little to signal its location in the wider landscape, but from the 
centre of the site which is highest, there are long views north and 
south, lateral views are rather more constrained… 
 
Due to the open nature of the site, it is visually exposed to some 
directly adjacent development and terrain; exposure reduces with 
distance.   The site has an identifiable sense of place derived from 
proximity to houses, by being in the less built-up end of the village, 
and with views of fields and mountains.” (p7) 
 
“This site is deemed to possess limited visual value, which is derived 
from its rural character…. The landscape character of the 
development site is rural/peripheral residential in character, with 
little visual clutter.  The landscape character of the immediate locality 
and beyond the village is open, arable land mainly under grapes.”  
(p13)  
 

 
Figure 47: the view from the east side of the river, looking over the 
river corridor, across Erf 252 Watson Way, and onto Erf 298, partly 
beyond the trees and offices. (Source Hansen) 

8.2 Context 

 

 
Figure 48: Early settlement of the region: 01-13 Cape-Malmesbury 
Southern Districts 1880-1900 (Trig Survey) 
 
Raithby is situated amongst the rolling hills of the Eerste River basin and 
is a “special node within this landscape” (SHI). It formed part of what 
was, in 1850, the Moddergat ward (wyk). Some of the earliest farms in 
the vicinity (although at some distance) include: 

 Scholzenhof/Zandberg now Ken Forrester, Winery Road/R44 
 Happy Vale (Verdruk-my-Niet), off the R44, a significant 

landmark 
 Vredenberg off Winery Road 
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Figure 49: Happy Vale (Andre Pretorius Collection) 

 

 
Figure 50: Vredenberg (Andre Pretorius Collection) 

 
Figure 51: Historical farms in the vicinity of Raithby 

 

 
Figure 52: 1938 aerial (126_089_12522) (Trigonometrical Survey) 
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Figure 53: 1944 1:50 000 Topocadastral map 3418BB (Trig Survey) 
 

 
Figure 54: 1953 aerial (335_008_06101) (Trigonometrical Survey) 

Historical aerials illustrate that the landscape around Raithby (and 
indeed Raithby itself) has remained largely unchanged since 1938. It is 
a modest agricultural landscape across a gently rolling rural landscape, 
with none of the visual drama of the agricultural landscapes at the 
foothills of the Helderberg and Stellenbosch Mountain ranges. Vineyards 
comprise the majority of farming activity. 
 

 
Figure 55: 2013 Crop census (CFM) indicating that vineyards 
predominate in this agricultural area, and vegetable gardening takes 
place on the Raithby water werwe. The site is identified with a red star. 
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Figure 56: Raithby in its agricultural context, from Winery Road. The 
village is well integrated into its context through dense tree planting and 
its restricted linear footprint below the ridgeline at its ‘back’. 
 

 
Figure 57: Contours and slope (CFM) (site bordered red, Raithby 
bordered yellow) 
 

 
Figure 58: Landscape immediately north of Raithby, taken from Erf 298
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9.   Heritage Resources & significance 

The grading of heritage significance is based on the criteria for 
significance used in the NHRA  (Annexure C). 
 
The site: The site straddles an area not deemed conservation worthy, 
and is included in the Urban Edge. The site has no intrinsic significance 
nor historical associations and has not formed part of the Raithby 
historical settlement. It has limited visual value.  

The development site is located close to the western edge of the village, 
but there is no sense of a ‘gateway’ where ‘arrival’ could be experienced.  
 

However by virtue of its rural character and its elevation, and with a 
ridgeline crossing the site, it forms both a contextual backdrop to 
Raithby and separates it from the rural area behind and to the north of 
the village. Grade IIIC is suggested. 
 
Raithby historic area: proposed Grade IIIA – the village retains distinct 
and legible elements of its mission town layout, especially in its garden 
plots and linear development. However, more importantly it has 
significant social/historical associations with slavery. 
 
The surrounding landscape: SHI proposed Grade IIIB. It is a largely 
unspoilt, relatively isolated rural area, although not, it is argued by this 
author, especially vivid or significant in visual or cultural landscape 
aspects. The visual significance of much of the local area is somewhat 
constrained by folds in the landscape and the trees.  

 
 

 
Figure 59: Site in the context of identified heritage resources. The purple 
area identifies the proposed Heritage Area. 
 

10.  Development Indicators 

The site is situated  wholly within the Urban Edge and is indicated in the 
SDF as ‘Mixed Use Community and Residential Infill”. Residential 
development in some form and to some extent is therefore to be 
expected and can be considered. 
 
Heritage indicators which should guide development of the site are as 
follows: 
1. Inclusivity: Mission towns in SA are of great historical social 

significance, providing shelter and viable land for subsistence 
agriculture at a time when land was almost entirely alienated for 
white usufruct. Residence on mission land was not however 
without complication. It is important that development in Raithby 
does not compound historical inequalities, respects the local 
community and does not exclude. 

2. Protection of existing mission settlement morphology: The clear 
structure, pattern and context of the historical settlement should 
not be eroded. In particular, the garden plots and links to 
residences, and the core civic area must be retained as an essential 
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feature of the settlement and as indicative of its historical origins 
as a mission settlement. 

3. Limiting intrusion in the agricultural landscape: Development of 
the site must be understood in terms of its relationship to the 
broader context, wherein the dominance of the surrounding rural 
landscape is a key consideration. The visually clear rise of the hills 
and cultivated slopes north and south of the village provide visual 
containment and an agricultural context to Raithby. 

 
Given the elevation of the site, development of the site could 
intrude upon the scenic qualities of near and far views towards 
Raithby and these should not be compromised. Mitigation 
measures should make the development as visually unobtrusive 
as possible (through planting, restriction of height, and building 
massing and layout). 

4. Retention of rural village qualities: Although the site is situated 
within the Urban Edge, the setting is rural village rather than 
urban and the proposed development needs to recognise this 
rural sense of place in the design, density and layout of the 
proposed use. 
 
A compact development footprint, with well-defined edges must 
be retained to avoid visually cluttering and eroding the 
agricultural landscape. Particular attention must be paid to 
sensitive edge treatment where the property borders agricultural 
land. Hard boundary treatment, over-scaled and architecturally 
inappropriate entrances, road engineering interventions that 
undermine the rural/village qualities of the route and visual 
clutter caused by a proliferation of signage must be avoided. 
 
Development patterns, density, scale and building typologies 
should respond to the rural settlement patterns of Raithby and 
avoid urban and suburban development patterns. 
 

Traditional planting patterns should be maintained, reinforced or, 
if necessary, replaced, with linear tree planting at the property 
boundaries and clumps of mature trees within the site. 
 

 
Figure 60: Raithby historical core: Special streets, places and buildings 
(SHI) 

11.  Development Proposal 

Development alternatives to be assessed include: 
 
No Go alternative 
This is where the development does not proceed, and the land remains 
in its present condition or, at best, is put to agricultural use or single 
rural residential use in terms of its current land use rights. 
 
Alternative discarded 
This is an early version of the design development and initially only 
included Erf 298. The layout offered one residential typology in a 
residential estate:  
 Residential Zone I: 62 freehold erven, evenly distributed across 

the site.  There would be off-street parking and private space 
around each property. 
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 Private Open Space: entirely in the centre of the site, overlooked 
by many of the erven, and which may also include a club house.  

 External Works treatment: to include tree planting in groups 
within the private open space and along the short internal access 
road.   

 Access: from adjacent erf 290 on Wagner Road, into a simplified 
circular internal network parallel with the site boundaries.   

 
Design development subsequently precluded this option and it is not 
to be assessed. 
 

 
Figure 61:  Alternative discarded (Planning Partners May 2016) 

Alternative 1:  
The initial development concept was amended with the input of the 
various specialists, including the visual and heritage assessors, to 
constitute the following:  
A total of 107 residential units, comprising:  
 30 conventional detached dwellings (properties ± 400m² - 500m² 

in extent);  
 27 town housing erven/units, semi-detached / row houses 

(properties ± 170m² in extent); 
  50 apartment units, spread over 5 detached, double storey 

buildings (ground + first floor);  
 A clubhouse located in a central position;  
 Centrally located open space forming a ‘village green’, connected 

to other open space areas;  
This development concept differs from the initial concept as follows:  
 The types of residential erven and units offered were diversified. 

This assisted in diversifying the market segments that the 
proposed development will be able to serve;  

 The total number of residential units could be increased, thereby 
promoting densification and more efficient use of resources and 
land as promoted by the PSDF and SMSDF;  

 More space for tree planting along the ridgeline / watershed could 
be created to break up the scale of the built form;  

 The inclusion of dedicated planting along the perimeter of the site 
to mitigate visual impact and manage the interface with the 
surrounding environment;  

 
At this stage, Erf 252 did not form part of the site. 
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Figure 62:  Alternative 1 (Planning Partners May 2018) 

 
Preferred alternative (Newlands Estate): 
The preferred layout (Annexure D) now includes erf 252, is a 
residential estate with primary access off Watson Way through Erf 
252, and a secondary access from Wagner Road, with a mixed 
typology of residential opportunities:  

 Detached Dwellings (Group Housing)  
A total of 32 conventional detached dwellings in a group housing format 
with residential erven ranging from approximately 400m² to 1080m² in 
extent. Due consideration has been given to taking advantage of views 
and optimum orientation, with all erven fronting or backing onto open 
space or rural areas. The detached dwellings, representing the lowest 
residential density type, purposefully forms the interface with rural and 
agricultural properties located towards the northwest, north and 
northeast. Further, four detached dwelling erven form the interface with 
Watson Way to reflect the conventional residential topology along 
Watson Way further to the east. Two existing dwellings are to be 
retained and accommodated on Erf 252.  
 
Semi-Detached / Row Houses (Group Housing)  
A total of 30 semi-detached / row houses in a group housing format. 
These plots are approximately 170m² in extent. They are positioned 
towards the south of the watershed, which portion of the property forms 
an interface with the existing urban development of Raithby. The final 
design and layout of these units will be managed by a detailed Site 
Development Plan(s) to be submitted to the Stellenbosch Municipality 
for approval as a subsequent stage of the application process.  The 
design of these residential units will be evaluated separately by a design 
review committee (DRC) as specified in the architectural design 
guidelines and shall conform to the overall intent of the guidelines in 
respect of general elements, forms and finishes to the extent that the 
DRC consider necessary to ensure continuity of the overall visual intent.  
 
Apartments / Flats  
A total of 54 apartments, spread over 5 detached, double storey 
buildings (ground and first floor). The proposed apartments are 
positioned in the southern portion of the site, i.e. south of the watershed 
and closest to existing properties and Watson Way. In the context of 
providing an apartment component that constitutes appropriate 
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densification in terms of character and scale, the layout and design are 
directed at:  
 Minimising potential massing of buildings – this is achieved by 

breaking the 54 apartments up into 5 detached buildings, 
interspersed with open space;  

 Minimising potential height of the buildings – this is achieved by 
only providing double storey buildings, i.e. ground and first floor;  

 Minimising the potential visual impact of buildings – this is 
achieved by minimizing the massing of buildings, minimizing their 
height, setting the buildings back from existing erven to the south, 
implementing appropriate architectural treatment (e.g. colour 
schemes, etc.) and providing screen planting; 

  Integrating the buildings with its surrounds – this is achieved by 
minimizing the massing of buildings, minimizing their height, 
setting the buildings back from existing erven to the south, 
implementing appropriate architectural treatment (e.g. colour 
schemes, etc.) and providing appropriate landscaping and 
planting.  

 
The final design of the apartments will be managed by a detailed Site 
Development Plan(s) to be submitted to the Stellenbosch Municipality 
for approval as a subsequent stage of the application process. As with 
the semi-detached / row houses, the design of the apartments will be 
evaluated separately by a design review committee (DRC) as specified 
in the architectural design guidelines and shall conform with the overall 
intent of the guidelines in respect of general elements, forms and 
finishes to the extent that the DRC consider necessary to ensure 
continuity of the overall visual intent.  
 
Clubhouse  
The proposed clubhouse is located in a central position within the 
development, fronting onto the centrally located open space forming the 
‘village green’. The clubhouse will contain communal facilities for 

utilisation by residents of the development. The clubhouse purposefully 
forms a focal point at the end of the main internal access road.  
 
Open Space  
A large open space (‘village green’) is provided in the centre of the site. 
This open space is surrounded by conventional detached dwellings, 
semi-detached / row houses and the proposed clubhouse, contributing 
to the creation of a sense of community, safety and an attractive living 
environment. Linkages to other open space areas are also provided. 
These linkages will facilitate an integrated footpath system. Two 
stormwater detention ponds are provided and form an integral design 
component within the open space system.  
 
Architectural Design Indicators and Responses 
Rural village identity and relationship to the agricultural context  
The development proposal increases density through creating a self-
contained arrangement of scaled housing opportunities linked to one 
another and sharing defined and contained open spaces to facilitate the 
creation of a community and identity. The proposal opens up visually to 
the surrounding agricultural environment and responds as a village, 
containing a variety of scales within the landscape, embracing the vistas 
and adjacent uses rather than as a walled encroachment of suburbia into 
the surrounding agricultural landscape. The proposed design 
guidelines, through control of the perimeter, walling heights and 
planting, reinforces this connection and creates an environment which, 
while controlled and self-contained, recognises and connects with the 
surrounding agricultural context.  
 
Architectural character  
The proposal takes its cues from its location and the traditional colours, 
forms and arrangements of the winelands. These key elements are:  
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Form – The repetition and arrangement of simple pitched forms with 
gabled ends creating a distinct and homogenous roofscape and an 
articulation of the surfaces with long sides and short ends.  
 
Roofscape – The roofscape is intended as a series of simple barn like 
pitched roofs with a narrow colour and texture range creating variety 
within a defined range. This scale homogeny of form and colour assists 
in the potential for the built form to recede into the receiving 
environment.  
 
Surface articulation – Common to the winelands model of more wall 
than window, the walls are to be largely solid with any penetrations 
having a vertical proportion. To reinforce the impression of solidity, 
large openings or glass areas are shaded or recessed to not be read as a 
part of the external envelope. 
 
Colour – The proposal stipulates the use of a narrow range of off-white 
colour to reduce glare while still recognising the development’s location 
within the wider context of the winelands. Relief of any monotony is 
created through the use of surface texture and shading devices.  
 
Boundary definition and walls – A critical feature of the traditional 
landscape is the definition of space by low walls rather than the 
suburban 2m+ perimeter boundary treatment. By allowing the creation 
of an external security perimeter the proposal allows the owners to 
retain low werf type walls to define properties where required and 
creates a more visually permeable environment. This has the benefit of 
increasing the dominance of greenspace and creating a less 
claustrophobic streetscape. 
 
The proposal controls key elements to create identity through visual 
continuity, while allowing sufficient latitude to encourage individual 
expression and variety to prevent the visual stasis of repetition.  
 

Place making  
On a fine grained scale the proposal creates an environment with a 
distinct architectural language. The intent is that each building should, 
while meeting the broad principles, be a unique expression and 
response to the specific site context, as well as the varying requirements 
of the people within the community that will occupy the spaces.  
 
Within the larger scale, the proposal is developed to have a respectful 
character, referencing the historic context through forms, colour and 
arrangement and seeking to mitigate the extent of building through an 
arrangement of green spaces and the encouragement of planting as both 
a visual foreground and a shading device over time. 
 
Architectural Design Guidelines  
Architectural design will be controlled in the general interest of the 
aesthetics of the development and the visual impact of the project as a 
whole. Building materials, finishes and colour schemes, the street and 
environmental interfaces, as well as the size and composition of 
buildings will inter alia be controlled. This will ensure a distinctive 
architectural form within the context of a residential/rural setting. 
 
Design Guidelines accompany the layout plan (Newlands Estate, Design 
Guidelines March 2020 - Rev C), appended to this report in Annexure D. 
 
The landscaping philosophy refers to the rural context and agricultural 
planting patterns that characterise the farms, werfs and garden settings 
of the Cape Winelands. The landscaping approach therefore 
incorporates elements of avenues, windbreaks and orchard planting as 
screening mechanisms, with understory planting mimicking meadows 
and open spaces incorporating elements of formalised gardens within 
increasing formalisation focused on the central meeting place 
represented by the clubhouse 
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Figure 63: an illustration of the preferred development concept 
presented as a 3D image, viewed with Watson Way in the foreground. 
(Boogertman and Partners, Architects) 
 
The Design Guidelines include stipulations, inter alia, as follows: 

 In respect of all buildings, maximum height to roof apex to be 
8.5m from natural ground level.  

 Roofs to be 30⁰ to 45⁰ pitch. Roof articulation to be simple forms 
with gabled ends and overhanging eaves or bargeboards 

 Windows and doors to be vertically proportioned.   
 Pergolas to be permitted. 
 Lighting would be designed to be low level, or under the 

verandas. 
 Roofing materials to be steel or slate, dark grey or silver blue. 

 
Figure 64:  Preferred Alternative  (Planning Partners March 2020) 
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 Walls to be smooth or fair-face, in white and off-white; windows 
and doors would be white or any shade of grey.   

 Driveways to be in-situ exposed brown aggregate edging and 
patterns in clay pavers. 

 Clearview fencing along the perimeter where the development 
adjoins the rural landscape: and solid walling where it adjoins 
existing residential erven. 

Proposed erven boundaries would be contiguous with the site 
boundaries except where they lie adjacent to existing residential erven. 
The proposed erven would generally be at a density greater than 
adjacent properties and would vary in extent. 

 
Figure 65: Conceptual aesthetics: Single Residential (Boogertman) 

 

 
Figure 66: Landscape Plan (Planning Partners)  

12.  Heritage Impact Assessment 

As has been indicated, in principle, residential development of the site 
can be considered. It is located within the Urban Edge. 
 
The property has not been farmed in decades. The Land Capability Study 
does indicate that soil and climate conditions make it suitable for 
perennial crop production. However, it also notes that the size of the 
property, together with the fact that no irrigation water is allocated to 
the property means that Erf 298 cannot be seen as a sustainable and 
economically viable agricultural unit.  
 
Since Erf 298 was subdivided into this non-economic unit in 2006, the 
pre-conditions limiting agricultural use are long standing and the only 
reason it remained undeveloped is because it remained part of a larger 
landholding. As soon as the cadastral unit was sold in 2013, it inevitably 
precipitated a proposed change of use. 
 
Although the land is zoned for Agriculture, all other surrounding single 
residential and commercial properties in the urban area are also zoned 
Agriculture (see Figure 4). Moreover, in a letter to the Stellenbosch 
Municipality dated 2008-12-11, the PGWC Department of Agriculture 
supported the then proposed rezoning and subdivision of Erf 298 for 
residential purposes on the basis of the statement that the property was 
within the urban edge; within the boundaries of the Old Local Area; and 
had been vacant for the past 15 years (Annexure E). 
 
It is therefore the position of this author that there is a reasonable 
expectation that residential development could be considered on the 
property as a whole.  This support is given on the understanding that the 
new development is executed in a controlled manner sensitive to the 
historic character of the town. 
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No Go Alternative: 
Refusal of this application is unlikely to revert the land to agricultural 
use and it will remain fallow. This cannot be desirable in the long term 
and thus whilst the immediate impact of this option against all heritage 
indicators, including the intensity of visual impact upon the local 
landscape will be low, the longer term impacts are likely to be negative. 
 
Development Alternatives 
Assessment of the proposed development alternatives against the 
heritage indicators follows 
 
Indicator 1: Inclusivity  
Alternative 1 & Preferred Alternative 
The proposed development is residential in character but differs from 
other new estate development in the area in that it offers a variety of 
cost and lifestyle opportunities, from apartments to town houses to 
small single residential opportunities. It is assumed this will facilitate a 
mixed income profile more in keeping with the existing community 
rather than attracting only high income residents from outside the 
community. 
 
Further to this indicator, it is noted in the SDF that the current 
population in Raithby does not provide the thresholds to support higher 
levels of business uses. It is also functionally isolated. Hence the 
continued dormitory town profile. Increasing the number of residents in 
the settlement will support local businesses and may generate 
opportunities for new businesses and services. The likelihood of 
negative impacts are therefore assessed as low. 
 
 
 
 

                                                                 
7 Direct extracts but re-ordered to address heritage indicators more directly 

Indicator 2: Protection of existing mission settlement morphology 
Alternative 1 & Preferred Alternative 
The site has never formed part of the historic core of Raithby, 
although it has been owned by a local family for generations, who 
continue to live in the village. It is peripheral in character. “The site 
can be seen from parts of the village; visual signposts to signal its 
exact location are few, but local trees assist with placing the site in the 
landscape. Its significance can be measured by its spatial relationship 
with the village and its degree of visual exposure. The significance of 
much of the local area is somewhat constrained by folds in the 
landscape and the trees. 
 
The development site is located close to the western edge of the 
village, but there is no sense of a ‘gateway’ where ‘arrival’ could be 
experienced.” (VIA) 
 
There is no direct impact upon existing historic settlement structure. 
Impacts are therefore assessed as low. 
 
Indicator 3: Limiting intrusion in the agricultural landscape: 
Alternative 1 & Preferred Alternative 
The VIA7 indicates as follows: 
 
The landscape character of the development site is rural/peripheral 
residential in character, with little visual clutter.  The landscape 
character of the immediate locality and beyond the village is open, 
arable land mainly under grapes. 
 
The site can be seen from parts of the village; visual signposts to signal 
its exact location are few, but local trees assist with placing the site in 
the landscape. Its significance can be measured by its spatial 
relationship with the village and its degree of visual exposure.  
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Significant Issues affecting visibility: 
 The nature of the site location: visually exposed to farmland 

and to parts of the village 
 The proposed uses, the scale, density, and the finishes of the 

proposed built form 
 
Significant potential receptors are likely to be: 
 Residential and other receptors in the village 
 Receptors living and working in local agricultural areas 
 Users of Watson Way 
 Receptors in the wider landscape such as Winery Road and the 

R44  
 

Depending on the terrain and the number of shielding objects, the site 
of the proposed development could be visible to properties on 
agricultural land around the north-west, north, and north-east up to 
1km.  Within the village, up to 250m.  And to the south-east, south, and 
south-west, up to 1.2km.  From the site, the area of the R44 around 
Bredell Road can be seen, but road users would not be able to pick out 
the site at that 3km distance.  
 
With reference to Figure 67: 
 The areas located within the broken lines would be expected to 

experience a relatively clear line of sight to the proposed 
development; not all locations would have an unimpeded view, 
but the development could be visible. 

 There would be a view from the high ground to the west, from 
Faure Water treatment works, receptors would be the road users 
and people working there. 

 There would be a view from homesteads to the north and west, 
though some buildings have shielding trees on their properties. 

 The views from the village would be constrained by built form and 
trees. 

 

The view extends south west to include a portion of Winery Road 
 

 
Figure 67: the visual envelope determining the visibility of the site and 
the proposed development on the site (Hansen) 

 
Erf 298, by virtue of being undeveloped, the site has no visual clutter and 
the proposed development of either alternative would inevitably 
provide visual clutter. The local site character of erf 252 would not 
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change as this erf is already built up. The proposed land use is 
considered to have low sensitivity as there are few properties within the 
village and also few in outlying areas which would be impacted locally. 
 
Receptors living and working in local agriculture areas, within 1 000m:  
Homesteads to the west and north and lying in an open landscape, have 
been assessed in terms of their distance from the closest part of the site, 
for their elevation and their degree of clear line of sight without 
shielding objects.  Based on these criteria, there would be about 20 
affected homesteads, of which 7 would be considered to experience a 
probable impact rated low due to distance and shielding. 
 

 
Figure 68: The view from homesteads to the west of the preferred layout 
(3D rendered images of the preferred layout - Boogertman)  
 

 
Figure 69: The view from homesteads to the north west of Alternative 1 
(Boogertman)  

 
Figure 70: The view from homesteads to the north west of the preferred 
layout (Boogertman)  
 
To the south, a farmstead or group of agriculture related buildings on 
several erven, located between Wynmakkerdraai Road and Watson 
Way, about 280m away and whose view would be intermittent due to 
trees. 
 
Farmsteads on the east side of the river, some market gardening. They 
would have relatively clear line of sight, one group 250m away and one, 
600m away.  
 
The visual impact on all of these properties of  both Alternative 1 and 
the preferred development would be moderate for those directly 
adjacent and low for those at a greater distance. It is anticipated that 
the development would be broken up by tree planting, as described in 
the landscape plan, and also by local existing trees, and the terrain.  
 

 
Figure 71: from the centre of the site, a group of homesteads in the 
landscape to the north west and within 700m is inter-visible; there are 
other homesteads, somewhat further away (Hansen) 
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Figure 72: the view for receptors on the east side of the river, looking 
over the river corridor, through the vacant erf on Watson Way, and into 
the site, partly beyond the trees and offices (Hansen) 
 

 
Figure 73: Preferred alternative. This rendered image (Boogertman) is 
from the farmsteads on the east side of the river with a relatively clear 
line of sight, one group 250m away and one, 600m away. There would 
be a view through the vacant erf between the site and Watson Way to 
the 2 storey apartments, with single residential beyond, and the 
proposed tree planting 
 
Receptors in the wider landscape such as Winery Road and the R44 
Winery Road, close to ‘Helderberg Wijnmakerij’, 1.2km away: the users 
of the building would have a foreshortened view; road users would have 
to be looking sideways.  

Winery Road, south of the site and between 1km and 1.4km distant: 
there would be a partial view for road users and other receptors, 
through trees. 
 
R44, at the corner with Bredell Road/Klein Helderberg Road; users of 
the small centre, including a bike shop, could have a distant view about 
3km away, which is considered too far to register an impact. There are 
scenic corridors along the R44, with views over rural farmland, 
however road users would not be visually aware due to distance. 
 
Receptors accessing Faure Water Scheme on a road not considered 
publicly accessible would have a limited, foreshortened view, 2km 
away.  The village is difficult to pick out in the landscape, but the 
development itself could be more visible. 
 

The zone of visual influence for both layouts is assessed as low. 
 
Summary 
Reference to the Visual Envelope shows that the extent of the potential 
visual influence of the proposed works over the village and outlying 
properties on farmland is moderate to low due to shielding by local 
trees and terrain. 
 
The visual nature of the landscape would be altered within the zone of 
visual influence of the proposed development to a degree rated as 
medium. 
 
However, the VIA concludes that overall the proposed land use is 
considered to have low sensitivity as there are few properties within 
the village and also few in outlying areas which would be impacted 
locally. 
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Indicator 4: Retention of rural village qualities:  
Alternative 1 & Preferred Alternative 
In general, the layout and development of 107 (Alternative 1) or 116 
(Preferred alternative) residential opportunities on a single site 
simultaneously will inevitably  result in a heterogeneous development 
quite distinct from a village which has developed in a more organic 
manner over time. This will differentiate it from the traditional patterns 
of development, compounded by the provision of a single perimeter 
treatment and access point. The number of units could increase the 
number of residents in the village by possibly a third again. In this 
context, an estate development in whatever form (including both 
alternatives) will look somewhat out of place and must therefore have 
an impact, considered medium-high. However infill development tends 
not to be organic and security and lifestyle considerations are real issues 
for many. There are other factors which mitigate this impact, including 
visibility. 
 
The property sizes in either Alternative 1 or the Preferred Alternative 
are smaller than the freehold properties in the village, although a 
concept figure ground does illustrate that the built form in either 
instance is unlikely to be substantially out of keeping with that existing. 
Lower densities would result in a more suburban form which is not 
desirable in a small village. 
 
In both Alternative 1 and the Preferred layout, due to the density of the 
development, it could provide the focus of the view, (high), within 
250m.  Within 1km, the exposure would be moderate. The site 
character of Erf 298 will change from rural to residential. 
 

 
Figure 74: Alternative 1: concept figure ground plan (Planning 
Partners).  

 
Figure 75: Preferred Alternative concept figure ground plan (Planning 
Partners). The historical linearity of built form has already pushed 
north and east following a fragmented layout with short roads, cul de 
sacs, and reduced access and legibility. 
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The village is fairly densely built up, and mainly residential, with other 
institutions.  In either alternative, affected residents would be (in total 
up to 20 erven): 
 Those living and/or working between the site and Watson Way; 

3 residential erven; and 3 residential erven to the immediate 
south-west 

 Those living and/or working on Wagner Road on 2 of the erven 
 Those living and/or working along Watson Way, to the 

immediate north-east, within a distance of about 170m, up to 10 
erven 

 
The impact on these properties of the alternative 1 layout: an 
immediate view of larger one and two storey dwellings on erven 
smaller than those locally.  No shielding trees are proposed.  
 
The impact on these properties of the preferred layout: an immediate 
view of smaller two storey apartment units with shielding from 
proposed trees. 

 
These local receptors would experience a change in local landscape 
and townscape character, from rural to suburban. 
 
The zone of visual influence all the proposed development typologies 
in both alternatives is assessed as moderate due to proximity. 
However, there will be a lower impact on Watson Way with 
Alternative 1 since the status quo is retained. With the exception of 
the gateway into the development however, this difference is 
marginal. 
 

 
Figure 76: a view from Watson Way into the site from the immediate 
west; the site is partly shielded by buildings (Hansen)  

 

 
Figure 77: Alternative 1. This rendered image (Boogertman) is from a 
similar location to above - the vacant erf allows an open view of the 
proposed development , although this may eventually be developed. 
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Figure 78: Preferred Alternative. This rendered image (Boogertman) is 
from a similar location to that above - the vacant erf allows an open view 
of the proposed development, although this may eventually be 
developed. 

 

 
Figure 79: Preferred Alternative. This rendered image (Boogertman) 
shows the vacant erf and access to the site from Watson Way. 
 
 

 
Figure 80:  a view from Watson Way towards the site from the 
immediate east; the site is partly shielded by buildings and planting 
(Hansen) 
 

 

Figure 81: Preferred Alternative . This rendered image (Boogertman ) 
is from a point on Watson Way that includes the existing house at the 
corner of Watson and Wagner and mainly shows the single 
residential, and the proposed tree planting. 
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In either alternative, and in respect of travel through the village along 
Watson Way, users travelling south to north would only become 
visually aware of the site and its development at the point of arrival.  
This would be due to surrounding buildings, terrain, and trees. 
 
Users travelling north to south would be visually aware for a distance 
of about 170m as the road turns direction and the junction with 
Wagner Road would be evident. 
 
Amandelpad that provides access for many of the homesteads, does 
not provide a view of the site. 
 
The zone of visual influence for all the proposed development 
typologies is assessed as low 
 

 

Figure 82: traveling northwards towards the site, 250m away; the site 
is shielded by buildings and trees.  At this location, the first buildings of 
Raithby are seen, yet there is no sense of a gateway, or point of arrival 
(Hansen) 

 

 

Figure 83: Preferred alternative. This rendering (Boogertman) reveals 
the layout in its local context, approaching the site, but  the view would 
not be as open as this, there are trees and buildings between the site and 
the viewer. 
 

 

Figure 84: travelling northwards towards the site, 450m away; the site 
is largely shielded by trees and terrain, but the development would be 
visible (Hansen) 
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In summary, reference to the Visual Envelope shows that the extent of 
the potential visual influence of the proposed works over the village is 
moderate to low due to shielding by local trees and terrain.  
  
Ultimately, both alternatives are for residential development within a 
mainly residential village, and, given the limited visual impacts, could 
blend in with care and be moderately appropriate provided the 
interfaces with adjacent land uses are addressed with care. With 
mitigation, the development could be viewed as Moderate-Low 
 
The development could be visually experienced as additive. There may 
be cumulative impacts as a result of precedent set and this will pose a 
risk to the adjacent agricultural land and the existing village footprint. 
However, this may be a low risk given the particular circumstances of 
this property, whereby the urban edge appears to run through it rather 
than alongside its boundaries. 
 

13. Mitigation 

Many of the suggested mitigation measures raised during design 
development have been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative 
layout, the Design Guidelines and the Landscape Plan and approval of 
the development should be linked to these proposals. They include: 
 Design Guidelines that are not too prescriptive and therefore 

allow for a degree of variation in the built form which will improve 
the integration with the existing village; 

 External massing of the built form is encouraged to  be a series of 
simple elevations under simple pitched roofs with gable ends to 
better reflect the semi-rural setting of this development; 

 Shielding planting at the perimeter, dense internal tree planting 
and a maximum of two storied buildings ensure that receptors in 
the village and beyond to the east and south would be shielded 
and the development would appear to be integrated into the 
village.  

 Several homesteads to the north and west would have a clear 
view of the proposed development, but it would be a 
foreshortened view.  The rooflines of the proposed development 
would be eventually broken up as trees in the open space beyond, 
became established.  The width of the planted buffer and 
perimeter track along the perimeter will also break up the visual 
impact of the built form.   

 Internal walls are in the ‘werf’ character. 
 Any levels changes, or ‘cut and fill’ along the site boundaries 

should be avoided if possible.  
 Boundary treatments should be solid walling at urban 

interfaces along the south-eastern, southern, and south-
western boundaries. Along Watson Way, a 50% permeable 
treatment of solid wall and palisade fencing. Along rural 
interfaces, the more permeable masonry pillars and vertical 
steel railings.   

 Residential driveway materials are to be clay brick pavers 
(colour – open), exposed aggregate surface beds with a brown 
aggregate or a combination of these two materials in patterns. 

 Exposed granite interlocking pavers are to be used for the 
internal road finish, providing a more rural finish. 

 
The appearance of the development from Watson Way would be of a 
controlled security entrance, with refuse store and single residential 
erven. 

Levels changes, or ‘cut and fill’ along the site boundaries should 
expressly be avoided if possible.   
 
With mitigation, the extent of the visual impact would not reduce or 
expand, but the absorption capacity and the compatibility ratings would 
increase. The local visual landscape quality would not be negatively 
impacted upon. 
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Summary Impact Assessment Tables in accordance with DEA&DP 
requirements are included in Appendix F. 
 
14. Impacts relative to sustainable socio-economic development 

A socio-economic survey has not specifically been commissioned for this 
project. A brief description of the socio-economic character as can be 
established from easily available information has been included in 
Section 7 since it is inherently related to the mission settlement history 
and structure. 
 
Of relevance, it is re-iterated that the current population in Raithby does 
not provide the thresholds to support higher levels of business uses. The 
village is also functionally isolated. Increasing the number of residents 
in the settlement will support local businesses and may generate 
opportunities for new businesses and services. Moreover, retention of 
the status quo on this site is likely to be undesirable in the longer term. 

15.  Public Comment 

This report is to be advertised as a component of the pre-application 
Draft Basic Assessment Report to registered I&APs, including the 
Stellenbosch Municipality and registered conservation bodies - the 
Stellenbosch Interest Group and the Stellenbosch Heritage Foundation. 
All comments pertaining to heritage matters are to be included in full in 
Annexure G and responded hereto: 
 
(to be included once PPP concluded) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

16.  Recommendations 

It is the finding of this assessment that, with mitigation, the overall  
impact of the preferred alternative upon heritage resources will be 
visually acceptable and Moderate-Low. This may reduce to Low when 
the trees are established. 
 
On the basis of this assessment, it is recommended that, in terms of 
section 38(8) of the NHRA, HWC support the proposed development and 
allow the development to proceed to the next phase, provided: 

 the development is substantially in accordance with the layout 
described in this report as the Preferred Alternative; associated 
Landscape Concept Plan; and Newlands Estate Design Guidelines, 
as appended to this Report in Annexure D; 

 The mitigation measures described in this Report are 
implemented in full in all important respects. 

The Interim Comments of HWC’s IACom for the pre-application NEMA 
process are requested in this regard. 
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ANNEXURE A: HWC Response to NID  
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ANNEXURE B:  Visual Impact Assessment 

 

(included separately as an e-file) 
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ANNEXURE C:  Criteria heritage significance 

Cultural significance is defined as: aesthetic, architectural, historical, 
scientific, social, spiritual, linguistic or technological value or 
significance. The national estate includes, inter alia, places, buildings, 
and structures of cultural significance; historical settlements and 
townscapes; and landscapes and natural features of cultural 
significance (NHRA) 
 
Section 3(3) of the NHRA identifies criteria for assessing the 
significance of a place. In respect of those values relevant to this 
property, a place has heritage significance, inter alia, because of: 
a) Historical value 

 It is important in the community or pattern of history 
(including in the evolution of cultural landscapes and 
settlement patterns; association with events, 
developments or cultural phases) or illustrates an 
historical period 

 It has a strong or special association with the life or work of 
a person, group or organisation of importance in history 

 its strong or special association with a particular 
community or cultural group for social, cultural or 
spiritual reasons; 

 It has significance relating to the history of slavery 
b)    Architectural value 

i. It is significant to architectural or design history or is the 
work of a major architect or builder 

ii. It is an important example of a building type, style or 
period 

iii. It possesses special features, fine details or 
workmanship 

c)   Aesthetic value 
It is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic 
characteristics valued by a community or cultural group 

(including its contribution to the aesthetic values of the 
setting demonstrated by a landmark quality or having an 
impact on important vistas or otherwise contributing to the 
identified aesthetic qualities of the cultural environs or the 
natural landscape within which it is located) 

d)   Social value 
i. It is associated with economic, social or religious activity 

ii. It is significant to public memory 
iii. It is associated with living heritage (cultural traditions, 

public culture, oral history, performance or ritual)  
e)  Spiritual value 

i. It is associated with religious activity and/or 
phenomena 

ii. It is significant to a particular group relating to spiritual 
events and/or activities 

f)  Linguistic value 
i. It is associated with the custodianship and/or 

sustainability of a particular language or events 
associated with that language 

ii. It is significant to a particular group relating to the 
evolution and/or dissemination of a particular language 

g)   Technical/Scientific value 
i. Its  possession of uncommon, rare or endangered 

aspects of South Africa's natural or cultural heritage 
ii. Its potential to yield information that will contribute to 

an understanding of South Africa's natural or cultural 
heritage; 

iii. Its importance in demonstrating a high degree of 
creative or technical achievement at a particular period; 

iv. It is important to archaeology, palaeontology, geology or 
biology 
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ANNEXURE D:  Newlands Estate Preferred Alternative 

 
(included separately as an e-file) 
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ANNEXURE E: Letter from PGWC Dept Agriculture 
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ANNEXURE F: Summary Impact Assessment Tables 

 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE: BOTH ALTERNATIVE 1 AND PREFERRED  
 

Potential impact and risk:  On heritage resources identified 

Nature of impact:  None 

Extent and duration of impact: n/a 

Consequence of impact or risk: 
Negative impact on heritage resources and 
landscape 

Probability of occurrence: Unlikely 

Degree to which the impact may 
cause irreplaceable loss of resources: 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low 

Indirect impacts: 
None, construction activity in and of itself 
will have no direct or indirect impacts 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

None 

Significance rating of impact prior to 
mitigation  

None 

Degree to which the impact can be 
avoided: 

n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

n/a No impacts to be managed 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

n/a 

Proposed mitigation: n/a 

Residual impacts: Change of local landscape character 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: None 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  

None 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
OPERATIONAL PHASE: BOTH ALTERNATIVE 1 AND PREFERRED 
 

Potential impact and risk:  Social and economic 

Nature of impact:  
Indirect exclusion of local residents by virtue 
of pricing (intangible) 

Extent and duration of impact: Local; short to medium term 

Consequence of impact or risk: Lack of integration 

Probability of occurrence: Moderate to Low 

Degree to which the impact may 
cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources: 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low 

Indirect impacts: Loss of social cohesion in ex-mission town 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

Low 

Significance rating of impact prior 
to mitigation  

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
avoided: 

Moderate. Differentiated target market 
already included in layout. 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

Moderate. Differentiated target market 
already included in layout. 

Proposed mitigation: none 

Residual impacts: As per indirect impacts 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: Low 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  

Low 
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Potential impact and risk:  
Protection of existing mission settlement 
morphology: 

Nature of impact:  Impact upon core historical area 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, medium to long term 

Consequence of impact or risk: Undermining integrity of historic core 

Probability of occurrence: None 

Degree to which the impact may 
cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources: 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

n/a 

Indirect impacts: 
None, the site is situated outside the historic 
core 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

n/a 

Significance rating of impact prior 
to mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
avoided: 

n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

n/a 

Proposed mitigation: n/a 

Residual impacts: None 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: n/a 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

n/a 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Potential impact and risk:  
Limiting intrusion in the agricultural 
landscape 

Nature of impact:  
Loss of rural landscape, intrusion of rural 
backdrop defining the village 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, medium to long term 

Consequence of impact or risk: 
Undermining rural landscape, negative 
impact on local residents of change to scenic 
resources 

Probability of occurrence: Highly Probable 

Degree to which the impact may 
cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources: 

Moderate, visual and scenic resources would 
be negatively affected 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low 

Indirect impacts: 
Precedent for extension of urban edge and 
loss of immediate rural landscape 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

Precedent for extension of urban edge and 
loss of immediate rural landscape. 
Development can be seen as additive 

Significance rating of impact prior 
to mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Medium 

Degree to which the impact can be 
avoided: 

Low. Requires development to be restricted 
south-east of the watershed on site. 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

Moderate 

Proposed mitigation: Boundary treatment, density, landscaping 

Residual impacts: 
The rural landscape will be permanently 
altered 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: 

If this proposal is seen to establish a 
precedent, pressure for development in 
other areas. Development can be seen as 
additive 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Moderate-low 
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Potential impact and risk:  
Retention of rural village qualities: 
 

Nature of impact:  
Relatively large scale suburban/urban 
development in very small village will 
disrupt rural qualities 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, medium to long term 

Consequence of impact or risk: Loss of rural village character 

Probability of occurrence: Moderate 

Degree to which the impact may 
cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources: 

Moderate 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low 

Indirect impacts: 
Precedent set for altering the quality of 
living in the village 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

Precedent set for altering the quality of 
living in the village 

Significance rating of impact prior 
to mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Medium-high 

Degree to which the impact can be 
avoided: 

Moderate. Development should reflect 
existing village qualities i.t.o scale, density, 
etc. 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

Moderate 

Proposed mitigation: Boundary treatment, density, landscaping 

Residual impacts: None 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: None 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Moderate-Low 
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ANNEXURE G: I&AP comments 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Visual Impact Assessment concerns a proposed residential development on adjacent erven 
298 and 252 in the village of Raithby, Stellenbosch.  Raithby is accessed off Winery Road which 
connects directly with the R44 between Stellenbosch and Somerset West.  
 
The site is located on the north-western part of the village; erf 298 was farmland and erf 252 is 
built up.  The erven lie within the urban edge.   
 
The application to develop is made in terms of the National Environmental Management Act 
(Act 107 of 1998) and the National Heritage Resources Act 1999. 
 
The Environmental Impact Assessment is being undertaken by Doug Jeffery Environmental 
Consultants, (DJEC), Klapmuts, W Cape.  The client has appointed Karen Hansen, Landscape 
Architect and an independent Visual Impact Assessment practitioner, to provide this study for 
this development; K Hansen’s detailed CV and Experience is set out in Addendum 4.  
 

 
The Site and the Proposed Land Uses 
 
Raithby is a Mission village and is mainly, but not exclusively, single storey residential with some 
new residential and some commercial and institutional uses.  The local landscape setting is 
agricultural and quite well treed.  The development site is gently sloping and visible to some 
receptors living in the village, as well as local farmhouses and transport corridors.  No protected 
landscapes are inter-visible with the site.  
 
The proponent proposes to develop the site for a mix of two storey residential typologies and 
open space and presented a preferred and an alternative layout for assessment.  
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Visual Sensitivity  
 
Local residents in the village and on farms, and the village townscape, are considered sensitive 
receptors. The local site character of erf 298 would change from agriculture to a residential 
development; it would also change from an open, uncluttered and calm setting for adjacent 
users, to a cluttered, busy peri-urban setting.  The character of erf 252 would not change. 
 
The character of the local landscape and townscape is deemed to be able to accommodate this 
change which is the extension of residential built form. 
 
 

Visual Statement 
 
The preferred and the alternative 1 layouts scored similarly in their degree of impact as the 
salient features, (mainly the range of residential typologies), of the proposed layouts are 
similar.  However, the use of erf 252 to increase the area originally proposed, which was only 
erf 298, has not only provided for some more dwelling units, but has also enabled an extended 
site to provide more space for retention ponds and tree planting.  The preferred layout is 
assessed as integrating well into a village character due to the shared boundary with Watson 
Way, while the alternative layout would utilise only Wagner Road. 
 
The visual envelope is limited within the village due to the clutter of built form but opens out 
in agricultural areas; tree groups play a significant role in channelling the vistas from some 
locations. 
 
 

Visual Impact Rating 
 

The visual impact has been initially rated as moderate eventually reducing to low when 
mitigation measures would be established; this is due to the location and the nature of the 
proposed development. The impact would be expected to reduce further when the trees 
establish.   
 

 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed development would not in visual terms, detract from the visual qualities of the 
local landscape and townscape character, either quantitatively or qualitatively. 

 
Note is taken of the visual implications of the proposed rezoning to Sub-divisional area to 
facilitate the proposed development.   
 
 

Authorisation, Opinion and Recommendation 
 
It is the finding of this assessment that the preferred layout, which is a combination of units not 
exceeding two stories in height, along with open spaces, tree planting, and a physical and 
spatial connection to Watson Way, would be visually acceptable and could proceed, if 
mitigation measures would be undertaken. These measures are desirable as they improve the 
acceptability of the development, and they should be included as conditions of authorisation. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

 
 
1.1 General 
 
This Visual Impact Assessment concerns a proposed residential development on adjacent erven 298 
and 252 in the village of Raithby, Stellenbosch.  
 
The site is located on the north-western part of the village. The current zoning is Agriculture; a rezoning 
to sub-divisional would be required to enable a range of residential land uses to be established.  The 
site appears to be unused at present.  The location of the urban edge on the site and within the 
immediate locality has been confirmed; the development site lies within the urban edge   
 

1.2 Brief  
 
To undertake a level III visual impact assessment of a development site for residential use within the 
village of Raithby. 
 
The DEA+DP ‘Guideline for involving Visual and Aesthetic Specialists in EIA Processes’ notes that 
‘medium density residential development’ would be considered a category 3 development where a 
moderate visual impact could be expected depending upon the degree of scenic, cultural or historical 
significance in the area.  A Level 2 input is required, necessitating the following: 

Potentially some effect on protected landscapes or scenic resources 
Some change in the visual character of the area 
Introduces new development or adds to existing development in the area 

Source: Table 1 and Boxes 3 and 4, p11, p12, Visual and Aesthetic Specialist Guideline, DEA+DP 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1.1 location of Raithby, (red circle), in relation to Cape Town, 50km away, the N1 and N2. Source: 
Google maps/Hansen 
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1.3 Legislation 
 
The framework legislation, the National Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 1998 - NEMA), 
places the environment in public trust for the people and stipulates that, inter alia: 

• the beneficial use of resources must serve the public interest, the environment must be 
protected as the people’s common heritage, 

• the impact of development on renewable resources and ecosystems must not exceed the level 
beyond which their integrity is jeopardised 

 
The National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999 - NHRA) introduced an integrated system for the 
identification, protection and management of heritage resources nationally, provincially and at 
municipal level.  

 
1.3 Personnel 
 
The Environmental Impact Assessment is being undertaken by Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants, 
(DJEC), Klapmuts, W Cape.  The specialist is Karen Hansen, Landscape Architect and an independent 
Visual Impact Assessment practitioner; K Hansen’s detailed CV, Experience is set out in Addendum 4.  
 
The VIA will become a part of the Heritage Impact Assessment undertaken by Cindy Postlethwayt, 
Heritage Specialist, Cape Town. 
 
 

1.4 Declaration of Interest 
 
K Hansen has expertise in conducting the specialist report including knowledge of regulations and any 
guidelines that have relevance to the proposed activity. 
 
K Hansen acts as the independent specialist and will perform the work in an objective manner, even if 
this results in views and findings that are not favourable to the client. 
 
K Hansen will comply with the Act, regulations and all other applicable legislation and undertakes to 
disclose to the client and the competent authority all material information in her possession that 
reasonably has or may have the potential of influencing any decision to be taken with respect to the 
property by the competent authority; and the objectivity of any report, plan or document to be 
prepared by her for submission to the competent authority. 

 
……………………………………………………………….. 
 
Date: 27 March 2020 
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Figure 1.2 location of Raithby in relation to its hinterland, The Cape Winelands.  It is located just off the R44 
between Stellenbosch and Somerset West in a predominately rural area. Source: Google maps/Hansen 

 
 

 
 
Figure 1.3, the location of Erven 252, 298 in relation to Raithby; located in the western portion of this 
linear village; access is obtained from Wagner Road to its immediate east.  North upward Source: DJEC 

Access from 
Wagner Rd 

Access from 
Watson Way 

252 
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Figure 1.4, yellow line: the apparent built-up area in relation to the development site; magenta line: 
the site. Notable is the historic erven pattern between the road through the village, and the river, as 
well as recent developments, (‘New Build’), to the east. The village footprint has widened out from 
the original linear form. Source Cape Farm Mapper/Hansen 
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Figure 1.5 the concept figure ground plan, which can be read with Figure 1.4, and illustrates the location 
of existing built form in Raithby, including the proposed development currently being assessed. The 
original linearity of the village can be seen, as well as the later additions on the east side of the village. 
Source: Planning Partners 
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2.0 STUDY TERMS OF REFERENCE AND METHODOLOGY 
 

 
 
2.1 Specialist Report Content and Terms of Reference for this VIA  
 
The specialist will consider baseline data and identify and assess impacts according to predefined rating 
scales. The specialist will also suggest optional or essential ways in which to mitigate negative impacts, 
enhance positive impacts and consider cumulative effects.  

 

• Provide details of 
o the specialist who prepared the report; and 
o the expertise of that specialist to compile a specialist report including a curriculum 

vita 

• A declaration that the specialist is independent 

• An indication of the scope of, and the purpose for which, the report was prepared 

• The date and season of the site investigation and the relevance of the season to the outcome 
of the assessment 

• A reasoned opinion: 
o as to whether the proposed activity or portions thereof should be authorised 
o if the opinion is that the proposed activity or portions thereof should be authorised, 

any avoidance, management and mitigation measures and where applicable, the 
closure plan 

• A description of any consultation process that was undertaken during the course of preparing 
the specialist report 

• Identify issues raised relating to visual, aesthetic and scenic resources through any existing 
reports, and site visits. The study takes into account the expected community response. 

• Describe the receiving environment and the proposed project in terms of landscape and 
townscape types, and character and also land use patterns. 

• Describe the sense of place and contributing factors (spatial and non-spatial). 

• Establish the view catchment area, view corridors, viewpoints and receptors. 

• Determine the relative visibility or visual intrusion of the proposed project. 

• Determine the relative compatibility or conflict of the project with the surrounding landscape 
and land uses in terms of visibility. 

• Determine significant/sensitive receptors. 

• Indicate potential visual impacts using established criteria and including: 
o Potential lighting impacts at night 
o Consideration of impacts at the construction phase 
o Consideration of cumulative impacts potentially arising from other possible 

development projects locally 

• Describe alternatives, including the no-go, mitigation measures and monitoring programs; 
provide expert opinion on any issue in their field of expertise that they deem necessary in 
order to avoid potential detrimental impacts. 

• Highlight the constraints and opportunities of the project in terms of its potential visual 
impacts, in so doing accounting also for constraints and opportunities of the development 
alternative and the ‘no development’ alternative; and prepare a constraints plan associated 
with each option.  

• Reference all sources of information and literature consulted. 

• Use mapping and photos as appropriate. 

• Include an executive summary to the report. 
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2.2 Methodology 
 
2.2.1 The sequence of work employed in this Study 
A desktop survey using 1:50,000 topographical survey maps to assess the site setting, to identify 
landform, landscape, townscape and habitation patterns and assess the possible viewshed.  Aerial 
photography, Google Earth, and Google Mapping were used to assist in this part of the study. Global 
Mapper, a GIS data processing application and spatial management tool, was used to start the visual 
envelope definition process.   
 
Following the desktop information gathering process, site visits were undertaken to test the 
conclusions of the terrain analysis, to identify sensitive receptors, to appraise the local landscape and 
townscape.  
 
2.2.2 Written and Drawn Material was made available: 

• Erven 298 and 252, Raithby, Stellenbosch, Preferred Development concept, Alt 1, Dec 2019, 
prepared by Planning Partners 

• Erven 298 and 252, Raithby, Stellenbosch, Preferred Development concept, Alt 2, Jan 2020, 
prepared by Planning Partners 

• Site Survey, Erf 298, Friedlaender, Burger, Volkmann February 2018 

• Erven 252 and 298 Cadastral Map, February 2020, prepared by Planning Partners 

• Figure ground survey, prepared by Planning Partners  

• Erven 252 and 258 Raithby Planning Background Need and Desirability Report March 2020, 
prepared by Planning Partners 

• Figure 6 Preferred Development Concept March 2020 A3 pdf, prepared by Planning Partners 
And information received in emails. 

 
2.2.3 Receiving Site 
The receiving site was assessed, and also areas of the locality from where the site appeared to be likely 
to be visible, notably built-up areas, local roads, adjacent lands and undeveloped areas.  
 
The initial study was conducted between September 2017 and January 2018. This March 2020 study 
based on a new layout and information was undertaken between January and March 2020. The 
weather on the day of the site visit, (12 March) was open. An effective VIA is not limited to any 
particular season but must be undertaken in open weather with open visibility.  
 
A photographic survey of the site and parts of the surrounding areas was carried out; this determined 
the extent of the visibility of the proposed development. 

• The visual impacts were evaluated using standard criteria such as geographic view-sheds and 
viewing distances as well as qualitative criteria such as compatibility with the existing 
landscape and townscape character and settlement pattern; referring to ‘Guideline for 
Involving Visual and Aesthetic Specialists in EIA Processes, Provincial Government of the 
Western Cape, DEADP, June 2005’. 

• Potentially sensitive areas were assessed. Mitigation measures were evaluated. 
 
2.2.4 Determination of the Theoretical Viewshed 
The theoretical viewshed has been determined in two ways for this study.  The locality has been 
thoroughly explored in publicly accessible areas and photographed from places where the view 
appeared to be significant.   
 
Global Mapper software was used to generate view-sheds by inputting building height; (a view-shed is 
the potential area visually impacted upon by an object in the landscape and is determined by inputting 
data such as heights of viewer and object, distance apart, and the terrain).  This terrain analysis 
software provides detailed information on the terrain, transportation routes and centres of habitation, 
but not on lesser elements in the landscape that can delineate a view, such as houses, trees and 
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buildings.  The resulting analysis was useful, especially for topographical analysis, but has been ground 
truthed. 
 
 

2.3 Key Issues 
 
Some of the issues relating to visual concerns arising from the assessment of the site and the proposed 
development will be: 

• The potential visibility of the development  

• The ability of the landscape and townscape to absorb the development 

• The local landscape and townscape character 

• The potential negative visual impact during the construction phase 

• The potential visual impacts during the life of the project 

• The consideration of alternatives 

• Cumulative Impacts and Possible Mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
 
 

2.4 Rating Criteria 
 
Assessment Methodologies which will be followed in this study are those stated in the DEA+DP 
Guidelines and set out in Addendum 2, and those in use by the specialist in Addendum 3.  
 
 

2.5 Assumptions and Limitations 
 
The information and deductions in this report are based on information received from the clients’ 
representatives, as well as research and fieldwork by the specialist. 
 
 

2.6 Alternatives 
 
There are two activity alternatives, residential development, and the No-Go Alternative. 
 
There are two site layout alternatives: Preferred Development Concept and Alternative 1 Development 
Concept offering a mix of residential typologies, and access provision.  Other alternatives may emerge 
at the conclusion of the assessment.  
 
There is no site location alternative, apart from the study site. 
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3.0 DEVELOPMENT SITE 
 

 
 
3.1 Raithby  
 
Raithby is a small but developing village in an agricultural area. It was a Mission settlement.  It has 
established on both sides of Raithby Road/Watson Road, both ends of which connect with Winery 
Road, which is accessed off the R44, Stellenbosch-Somerset West.  It is a traditionally linear settlement; 
side roads off the main road are short. 
 
Raithby is about 7.5km south of Stellenbosch, and 4.5km from Somerset West. 

 
 

 
Figure 3.1, site survey, erf 298 and erf 252 with contours, the watershed line, and main vegetation groups. 
Source Friedlaender, Burger and Volkmann/Planning Partners 
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3.2 The Site 
 
Erf 298 is 4.8027ha in extent, rectangular in shape, aligned north-west/south-east, and the proposed 
land use would be for residential purposes.  It lies at the west end of the village.  The site is an 
undeveloped area, previously used for agriculture, and now vacant.  It is disconnected from the main 
road through the village by residential, and undeveloped erven. 
 
North-east, north-west, and south-west boundaries adjoin agricultural land; the south-east boundary 
adjoins office development, residential, and undeveloped land. 
 
Erf 252 is approximately 0.46ha in extent, rectangular in shape aligned north-west/south-east, and the 
proposed land use would be for access and residential purposes.  It is directly adjacent to erf 298.  The 
site is occupied by residential buildings, which will be cleared. Its south-east boundary is with Watson 
Way, the main road through the Village 
 
 

3.3 Access 
 
The proposed main access would be taken directly off Watson Way, through erf 252.  A secondary 
access road would utilise an adjacent, undeveloped, erf 290, from Wagner Road, a small residential 
road linking directly on to Watson Way. 
 
 

3.4 The Visual Qualities of the Site 
 
Erf 298 is a transformed site, having been used for agriculture in the past; the trees are felled, and it is 
open and visually exposed.   There is little to signal its location in the wider landscape, but from the 
centre of the site, there are long views north and south, lateral views are rather more constrained.  Erf 
252 is built up with residential buildings; it is fenced and surfaced and would be cleared. 
 
 

3.5 Sense of Place 
 
Due to the open nature of the erven 298 and 252, they are visually exposed to adjacent village 
development and terrain; exposure reduces with distance.   Erf 298 has an identifiable sense of place 
derived from its agriculture setting, its peripheral location in the village, and its views of fields, areas of 
the village, the valley landscape and mountains beyond. Erf 252 shares a boundary with Watson Way, 
and is already part of the urban fabric of the village.  
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4.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

 
 
4.1 Preferred Development Concept  
 

 
 
Figure 4.1 Preferred Development Concept. Source: Planning Partners 

SINGLE  
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Preferred Development Concept, provides for:  

• Residential Zone I with 32 single residential freehold erven, 400-500m2 in extent with 
off-street parking; 28 of which would be located in the north portion of the site, 
forming an interface with adjacent rural properties. The remaining 4 would be located 
in erf 252. Height to roof apex to be 8.5m from natural ground level. Roofs to be 30⁰ 
to 45⁰ pitch. Windows and doors to be vertically proportioned.  Pergolas to be 
permitted. 

 

• Residential Zone III: 30 semi-detached town housing units in the centre and edges of 
the site, (in a deep yellow graphic), with off street parking and smaller plots.  

 

• Residential Zone IV: 54 sectional title, in five walk up units, (ground and first floor 
apartments), (orange blocks in the graphic) in the southern portion of the site, closest 
to existing properties and Watson Way, and with ground level garage parking.  

 

• Private Open Space: in the centre of the site, overlooked by Zone I and Zone III 
properties and which includes a club house. Also, there would be several additional 
open space pockets. 

• External Works treatment: there would be a stormwater retention pond within the 
entrance area, there would be tree planting along internal roads, along the south site 
boundary and within the open space pockets; and three storm water retention ponds 

• Access: main access to be off Watson Way, and including security cabin and booms, a 
refuse room and parking.  A secondary access from adjacent erf 290 on Wagner Road, 
the internal road network to be parallel with the site boundaries.  Footpaths are 
proposed through the open spaces 

• Lighting would be designed to be low level, or under the verandahs 

• Roofing materials to be steel or slate, dark grey or silver blue  

• Walls to be smooth or fair-face, in white and off-white; windows and doors would be 
white or any shade of grey   

• Driveways to be in-situ exposed brown aggregate edging and patterns in clay pavers 
 
 
The proposed erven would generally be at a density greater than adjacent properties and would vary in 
extent. 
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4.2 Alternative 1 Layout  
 

 
 
Figure 4.2 Alternative 1. (Developing only erf 298). Source: Planning Partners 
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Alternative 1 provides for:  

• Residential Zone I with 30 single residential freehold erven, 400-500m2 in extent with 
off-street parking. Height to roof apex to be 8.5m from natural ground level. Roofs to 
be 30⁰ to 45⁰ pitch. Windows and doors to be vertically proportioned.  Pergolas to be 
permitted. 

 

• Residential Zone III: 27 semi-detached town housing units in the centre of the site, (in 
a deep yellow graphic), with off street parking and smaller plots  

 

• Residential Zone IV: 50 sectional title, in five walk up units, (ground and first floor 
apartments), (orange blocks in the graphic) in the southern portion of the site, closest 
to existing properties and Watson Way, and with ground level garage parking  

 

• Private Open Space: in the centre of the site, overlooked by Zone I and Zone III 
properties and which includes a club house. Also, there would be several additional 
open space pockets 

• External Works treatment: the storm water retention ponds would not be visible from 
Watson Way; there would be tree planting along internal roads, along the south site 
boundary and within the open space pockets; and three storm water retention ponds 

• Access: main access to be off Watson Way, and including security cabin and booms, a 
refuse room and parking.  A secondary access from adjacent erf 290 on Wagner Road, 
the internal network parallel with the site boundaries.  Footpaths are proposed 
through the open spaces 

• Lighting would be designed to be low level, or under the verandahs 

• Roofing materials to be steel or slate, dark grey or silver blue  

• Walls to be smooth or fair-face, in white and off-white; windows and doors would be 
white or any shade of grey.   

• Driveways to be in-situ exposed brown aggregate edging and patterns in clay pavers. 
 
 

4.3 Summary 
 
Both the Preferred Alternative Development Concept and Alternative 1 offer a range of residential 
typologies and an open space network for which the planning layout offers a potentially attractive living 
environment.  The proposed erven would generally be at a density greater than adjacent properties 
and would vary in extent. 
 

Alternative 1 would occupy erf 298 only with a sole vehicle entry point off Wagner Road. 
 
Therefore, the addition of a second erf, 252, has resulted in layouts with more housing units, in all 
zones, and an additional vehicle access off Watson Way.  
 
 
 

 

Figure 4.4, an example of a 
single residential unit, prepared 
by Boogertman and Partners, 
Architects 
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Figure 4.3 an illustration of the preferred development concept presented as a 3D image, viewed with 
Watson Way in the foreground. Source: Boogertman and Partners Architects 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4.5 Erf 290 to provide a secondary access to the proposed development from Wagner Road, looking 
towards the site.  Source Hansen 

 

       
 
Figure 4.6 the junction of Wagner Road with Watson Way, from the west, and the east. Note the wall 
around erf 252. Source Hansen 

Wagner Rd 
Wagner Rd 
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Figure 4.7 the view of Wagner Road from Watson Way, as above, taken in 2020. Source Hansen 

 
4.4 No Go Alternative 
 
This is where the development does not proceed, and Erven 298 and 252 remain in their present 
condition where existing land uses would continue. The ground might be developed, in all or in part, in 
the future.  The level of risk attached to the no-go alternative is defined as:  

• Erf 298: the sub-economic use of unused land may continue in the short to medium term, but 
it may not attract the same level of investment as presently 

• Erf 298: the land might be subject to access by vehicles and people in an uncontrolled manner 

• Erf 252: the land is presently occupied and would remain so in its present condition, in regard 
to the buildings, surfacing and fencing, etc.  
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5.0  NATURE OF THE RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT 
 

 
 

5.1 General 
 
Landscape and Townscape Character is the distinct and recognisable pattern of elements that occur 
consistently in landscape and townscape types, and how this pattern is perceived.  It reflects discrete 
combinations of geology, landform, soils, vegetation, river systems, land use and the story of human 
settlement.  It defines the identifiable ‘sense of place’. 
 
This section defines the character of the environment that would receive the development. 
 
 

5.2 The Setting 
 
Raithby is mainly residential, with institutions such as a school, a church and offices adjacent, or close, 
to the site; the erven vary in size from small holdings to single residential, most houses are one storey 
without steeply pitched roofs.  Some have traditional architecture features, and some have been 
modernised.  The local landscape is variable in terrain, and well treed. 
 
The village is about 1km long on a road with gentle horizontal and vertical curves (Raithby Road/Watson 
Road), the eastern section has broadened out where there is a new housing development under 
construction, ‘Raithby Vines’.  The proposed development is in the western end of the village and on 
the north side of the road.  Originally the village had a linear layout, along the road, with erven 
extending, narrowly, down to the watercourse. 
 
Erf 298 was previously used for agriculture and is now vacant; there are one storey residential buildings 
on erf 252.   
 
Beyond the village, to the north and west, are small holdings, some of which are residential, and some 
tourism related. 
 
The setting is rural/peripheral residential in character, (see para.5.9) 
 
 

5.3 Transport network 
 
The site could be accessed directly from Watson Road as illustrated in the preferred layout which also 
indicates a secondary access from Wagner Road.  Access for the alternative layout would only be from 
Wagner Road.  The Wagner Road access point would be through an undeveloped adjacent erf, which 
connects erf 298 to Wagner Road, (an adjacent short, residential road), connecting with Watson Way, 
thereafter to Winery Road and the R44.  
 
 

5.4 Topography and Watercourses  
 
The site lies between 76m and 82m asl., with a barely perceptible ridge across the centre. Watson Way 
is higher towards the east and lower towards the west.  There is higher ground almost right around the 
village in a gently undulating landscape; the terrain opens out towards the south-west. The site slopes 
on an incline from its south-east edge, (at the main road) up to its centre and from where it slopes 
imperceptibly down towards its north-west boundary.  
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The local water course is a non-perennial stream that flows from east to west in the shallow valley to 
the immediate south of the village, beyond which is an open and undulating agriculture landscape with 
a backdrop of the Jonkershoek mountains. 
 

 
5.5 Protected Landscapes 
 
The site is within the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve, but there are no other protected landscapes, 
CBAs or ESAs, close to the site, or that would be directly affected by any development.  (Source 
information from Cape Farm Mapper). 
 
 

5.6 Vegetation 
 
The site is located in the critically endangered Swartland Granite Renosterveld, but although the site is 
not utilised at present, it is transformed, like most of the land around it.  There are some Eucalyptus 
trees locally. some site trees have been felled, the ground flora is both indigenous and non-indigenous. 
Within 1km there are groups of trees established around homesteads. along field boundaries and 
within the village. 
 
 

5.7 Local Land Uses 
 
The agriculture land uses are mainly wine grapes, with some grazing, vegetable growing and some 
under-utilised land.  Power lines cross the landscape. 
 
There are residential, commercial, institutional and agricultural uses in the village within 1km.   
 
 

5.8 Landscape Value 
 
A landscape may be valued for many reasons, which may include landscape quality, scenic quality, 
tranquillity, wilderness value, consensus about its importance either nationally or locally, and other 
conservation interests and cultural associations. 
 
The site lies in the Cape Winelands, acknowledged widely as an example of a significant cultural 
landscape, deriving from the impacts of human settlements and viticulture, and from the unique 
landscape character of mountains and riverine plains. 
 
The village of Raithby is a good example of a mission village, its slave heritage and the specific 
vernacular architecture, deriving from those influences. It is notable that several of the earliest farm 
grants were given out in this locality. The development erven are not part of the mission station. 
 
This site itself is deemed to possess limited visual value, but its setting has significant cultural 
associations derived from the history of the village.   
 
 

5.9 Landscape Character  
 
The landscape character of the development site is rural/peripheral residential in character, 
with little visual clutter.  The landscape character of the immediate locality and beyond the village is 
open, undulating arable land, well treed, with homesteads, and mainly under grapes. 
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5.10 Visual Significance of the site, and the area 
 
Erf 298 can be seen from parts of the village; visual signposts to signal its exact location are few, but 
local trees assist with placing the site in the landscape. Its significance can be measured by its spatial 
relationship with the village and its degree of visual exposure. Erf 252 fronts on to Watson Way and is 
visible to road users, to adjacent properties and those to the south. Views in the local area are 
somewhat constrained by folds in the landscape and the trees. 
 
The development site is located close to the western edge of the village, but there is no sense of a 
‘gateway’ where ‘arrival’ could be experienced. 
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6.0 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

 
 
6.1. Viewshed Envelope definition  
 

This refers to the theoretical outer-most extent of the area from which an object, (in this case 
the whole development site), may be seen. Visibility can be obscured in part or in whole by 
objects within the viewshed such as existing buildings, trees, or landform.   

 
Objects can also appear to be obscured by distance, where an object can seem to blend into its 
background by virtue of the distance between it and the viewer.  

 
6.1.1 Significant Issues affecting visibility: 

• The nature of the site location: visually exposed to farmland and to parts of the village 

• The proposed uses, the scale, density, and the finishes of the proposed built form 
 

 
6.2 Significant Receptors likely to be affected  
 
Significant potential receptors are likely to be: 

• Residential and other receptors in the village 

• Receptors living and working in local agricultural areas 

• Users of Watson Way 

• Receptors in the wider landscape such as Winery Road and the R44 
All potential receptor locations were tested on site. 
 
 

6.3 View Catchment Areas 
 
6.3.1 Defining a correct viewing distance 
In order to arrive at a correct distance from which the proposed development would be visible given local 
conditions, the visibility of the site was assessed from adjacent habitations and potentially sensitive 
receptors. Assumptions on proposed land use were made. 
 
Assumptions: a residential development on this site would take the form of an estate, would have a 
boundary treatment, communal space, and would be up to two storeys in height. 
 
Depending on the terrain and the number of shielding objects, the site of the proposed development 
could be visible to properties on agricultural land around the north-west, north, and north-east up to 1km.  
Within the village, up to 250m.  And to the south-east, south, and south-west, up to 1.2km.  From the site, 
the area of the R44 around Bredell Road can be seen, but road users would not be able to pick out the 
site at that 3km distance.    
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6.3.2 The visual envelope 
 

 
 
Figure 6.1 the visual envelope determining the visibility of the site and the proposed development on the 
site. Source Cape Farm Mapper base/Hansen 
 

• The areas located within the broken lines would be expected to experience a 
relatively clear line of sight to the proposed development; not all locations would 
have an unimpeded view, but the development could be visible. 

 

• There would be a view from the high ground to the west, from Faure Water 
treatment works, receptors would be the road users and people working there. 

 

• There would be a view from homesteads to the north and west, though some 
buildings have shielding trees on their properties. 

 

• The views from the village would be constrained by built form and trees. 
 

• The view extends south west to include a portion of Winery Road 

Faure Water 
Treatment 
Works 

Access road 

Homesteads 

Homesteads 

Homesteads 

Village 

Winery Rd 

View 
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6.4 Visibility of the Proposed Development 
 
6.4.1 Factors affecting Visibility 
The visibility of the proposed development would be constrained by some tree cover, built form, and 
would be partly shielded by variations in local topography.  The degree to which the development would 
be visible is determined by its extent, height, disposition on the site, and the finishes of the buildings, and 
is moderated by: 

• distances over which this development would be seen. 

• weather and season conditions 

• surrounding land uses and land cover in the local landscape 
 

Other key issues are:   
Visual effects: Erf 298 has virtually no visual clutter; the proposed development would provide 
visual clutter. 
 
Visual order: The proposed development could offer visual order from beyond the site as it would 
be disposed as a response to urban planning principles and will in part create a visible pattern. 
 
Visual composition: The proposed development has the potential to offer some composition 
opportunities in creating linkages with adjacent uses. 
 

6.4.2 Localities from which the development would be seen: 

• Residential receptors in the village and in agricultural areas 

• Road users 
 
6.4.3 No-Go Alternative 
As the visual envelope is defined by the edge of the development site, the visibility of the Preferred and 
the No-Go Alternative, are deemed to be similar. 
 
6.4.4 Lighting 
Visible lighting within the development and from security lighting at night could be expected to influence 
visibility. 
 
6.4.5 Construction Period 
The construction access would be the same as that for the operational period, and which would therefore 
be within the defined visual envelope.  The Construction period could also be expected to affect Raithby 
Road and beyond, with increased traffic delivering materials etc., to the site and which could be beyond 
the defined visual envelope.  There may also be lay-down area(s) within the development site, visible 
within 200m. 
 
 

6.5 Visual Exposure   
 
Visual Exposure is based on the distance from the project to selected viewpoints. Exposure or Visual Impact 
tends to diminish exponentially with distance 

- high exposure: dominant or clearly noticeable, the focus of the view 

- moderate exposure: recognisable to the viewer 

- low exposure: not particularly noticeable to the viewer 
 
Preferred layout: due to the density of the development, it could be recognisable to the viewer, within 
250m.  Within 1km, the exposure would be moderate. 
 
Alternative 1 layout: although more remote from Watson Way, due to the density of the development, it 
could be recognisable to the viewer, within 250m.  Within 1km, the exposure would be moderate. 
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6.6 Extent of the Visual Impact    
 
Rates the impact in terms of the geographical area that will be influenced by the visual impact: 

- no impact: no visual impact 

- site specific: visual impact is small, generally confined to the site 

- local: the site and the immediate surrounding area, (2km) 

- regional: affects more than 2km radius 
 

6.6.1 Extent of Impact of Preferred and Alternative Layouts 
The extent of the impact for both layouts would be local, reducing during periods of poor light, dusk, 
dawn; (see note above on security lighting).  This has been assessed theoretically with terrain analysis 
software and ground truthed. 
 
6.6.2 Extent of Impact of the Construction Period 
The extent of the impact upon roads around the site would be local. 
 
6.6.3 Extent of Impact of the No-Go Alternative 
The extent of the impact would be local.   
 
 

6.7 Zones of Visual Influence 
 
Describes the areas visually influenced by the proposed development, and assesses the amount of 
influence 

- non-existent: the site cannot be seen from surrounding areas 

- low: the development is largely shielded from view by topography, planting, distance or 
buildings 

- moderate: the development is partially shielded 

- high: the development influences the view strongly and acts as a visual focus 
 
6.7.1 Residential and other receptors within the village, within about 250m 
The village is fairly densely built up, and mainly residential, with other institutions.  Affected residents 
would be (In total up to 20 erven): 

• Those living and/or working adjacent to the site and Watson Way 

• Those living and/or working on Wagner Road, (a short cul de sac) 

• Those living and/or working along Watson Way, to the immediate north-east, within a distance 
of about 100m to 250m, and in the valley to the south 

 
The impact on these properties of the Preferred layout: an immediate view of smaller two storey 
apartment units with shielding from proposed trees; a security vehicle entrance, refuse store, and 4 
new residential erven. 
The impact on these properties of the Alternative 1 layout: an immediate view of the existing erf 252, 
with the proposed development and tree planting beyond; Wagner Road could be expected to be 
busy, possibly with queuing traffic. 
 
These local receptors would experience a change in local landscape and townscape character, from 
rural to suburban. 

 
The zone of visual influence all the proposed development typologies is assessed as moderate due to 
proximity. 
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3527 

Figure 6.2 a view from Watson Way into the site from the immediate west; the site is partly shielded by 
buildings.  Source Hansen  

 

 
 

Figure 6.3 is one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman and 
Partners, Architects, Cape Town. 

 
This rendered image is from a similar location to the Figure 6.2 image; the vacant erf allows an open view 
of the proposed development 

 

SITE 
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Figure 6.4 is one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman and 
Partners, Architects, Cape Town. 

 
This rendered image shows the vacant erf and the proposed entrance off Watson Way. 

 

 
 
Figure 6.5 a view from Watson Way towards the site from the immediate east; the site is partly shielded 
by buildings and planting.  Source Hansen 
 

SITE 
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Figure 6.6 from Watson Way towards Erf 252, looking northeast. Source Hansen 
 
 

 
 
Figure 6.7 is the one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman 
and Partners, Architects, Cape Town. 

 
This rendered image is from a point on Watson Way that includes the existing house at the corner of 
Watson and Wagner and mainly shows the single residential, and the proposed tree planting. 
 
6.7.2 Receptors living and working in local agriculture areas, within 1000m 
Homesteads to the west and north and lying in an open landscape, have been assessed in terms of their 
distance from the closest part of the site, for their elevation and their degree of clear line of sight without 
shielding objects.  Based on these criteria, there would be about 20 affected homesteads, of which 7 
would be considered to experience an impact rated low due to distance and shielding. 
 



 

 
K Hansen Landscape Architect, Somerset West    27 VIA Erven 252, 298 Raithby: March 2020 
Revision nr 03   
 

 
 
Figure 6.8 is one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman and 
Partners, Architects, Cape Town  

 
The view from homesteads to the west of the preferred layout. 

 

 
 
Figure 6.9 is one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman and 
Partners, Architects, Cape Town  

 
The view from homesteads to the north west of the preferred layout. 

 
 
To the south-west, a farmstead or group of agriculture related buildings on several erven, located 
between Wynmakkerdraai Road and Watson Way, about 280m away and whose view of Erven 252 and 
298 would be intermittent due to trees. The visual impact from these properties would be rated low due 
to distance and shielding. 
 
Farmsteads on the east side of the river, some market gardening. Would have relatively clear line of sight, 
one group 250m away and one, 600m away. The visual impact from these properties would also be rated 
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low due to distance and shielding by proposed planting on the development site; the new development 
would be seen adjacent to existing similar development. 
 
The visual impact on all of these properties of the proposed development would be moderate for those 
directly adjacent and low for those at a greater distance.  It is anticipated that the development would be 
broken up by tree planting, as described in the landscape plan, and also by local existing trees, and the 
terrain. 
 
The Preferred layout would be visible, at some distance, for properties and other receptors to the north 
and west, and those across the valley to the south.  
Alternative 1 layout would be less visible from the properties across the valley to the south, but the impact 
would be very similar from the north and west. 
These local receptors would experience a change in local landscape and townscape character, from rural 
to suburban. 
 
The zone of visual influence is assessed as low due to the visual impact of the change of land use from 
agriculture to residential, (erf 298) and remaining urban, (erf 252). 

 
 

 
 

Figure 6.10 from the centre of the site, a group of homesteads in the landscape to the north west and 
within 700m is inter-visible; there are other homesteads, somewhat further away. Source Hansen 

 

 
 
Figure 6.11 the view for receptors on the east side of the river, looking over the river corridor, through 
the vacant erf on Watson Way, and into the site, partly beyond the trees and offices. Source Hansen 

SITE 
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Figure 6.12 is one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman and 
Partners, Architects, Cape Town. 

 
This rendered image is from the farmsteads on the east side of the river with a relatively clear line of sight, 
one group 250m away and one, 600m away. There would be a view through the vacant erf between the 
site and Watson Way to the 2 storey apartments, with single residential beyond, and the proposed tree 
planting 
 
6.7.3 Users of Raithby Road, Watson Way 

• Users travelling south to north would only become visually aware of the site and its development 
at the point of arrival.  This would be due to surrounding buildings, terrain, and trees. 

• Users travelling north to south would be visually aware for a distance of about 170m as the road 
turns direction and the junction with Wagner Road would be evident. 

• Amandelpad that provides access for many of the homesteads, does not provide a view of the 
site. 

 
The zone of visual influence for all the proposed development typologies is assessed as low 

 

 
 

Figure 6.13 traveling northwards towards the site, 250m away; the site is shielded by buildings and trees.  
At this location, the first buildings of Raithby are seen, yet there is no sense of a gateway, or point of 
arrival.   Source Hansen 
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Figure 6.14 is one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman and 
Partners, Architects, Cape Town  

 
This rendering reveals the layout in its local context, but the view would not be as open as this, there 
would be trees and buildings between the site and the viewer, 

 

 
 

 

 
 
Figure 6.16 is the one of a number of 3D rendered images of the preferred layout created by Boogertman 
and Partners, Architects, Cape Town  

Figure 6.15 travelling 
northwards towards the 
site, 450m away; the site is 
largely shielded by trees and 
terrain, but the 
development would be 
visible.  Source Hansen 
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The view from Helderberg Wijnmakerij, on Winery Road, without the local context of trees. 

 
The zone of visual influence for the Preferred layout is assessed as low and that for the Alternative 1 layout 
as very low. 

 
6.7.4 Receptors in the wider landscape such as Winery Road and the R44 

• Winery Road, close to ‘Helderberg Wijnmakerij’, 1.2km away: the users of the building would 
have a foreshortened view; road users would have to be looking sideways.  

• Winery Road, south of the site and between 1km and 1.4km distant; there would be a partial 
view for road users and other receptors, through trees. 

• R44, at the corner with Bredell Road/Klein Helderberg Road; users of the small centre, including 
a bike shop, could have a distant view about 3km away, which is considered too far to register 
an impact. There are scenic corridors along the R44, with views over rural farmland, however 
road users would not be visually aware due to distance. 

• Receptors accessing Faure Water Scheme on a road not considered publicly accessible would 
have a limited, foreshortened view, 2km away.  The village is difficult to pick out in the landscape, 
but the development itself could be more visible. 

 
The zone of visual influence for both layouts is assessed as very low 
 
6.7.5 Summary 
Reference to the Visual Envelope shows that the extent of the potential visual influence of the proposed 
works over the village and outlying properties on farmland is moderate to low due to shielding by local 
trees and terrain.   
 
 
6.8 Visual Absorption Capacity    
 
This refers to the ability of the surrounding area to visually absorb the development.  In this assessment, 
high is a positive and low is a negative. 

- low: the area cannot visually absorb the development 

- medium: the area can absorb the development to a degree, but it will look somewhat out 
of place 

- high: the area can easily visually absorb the development 
 

 
6.8.1 Residential Development 
Preferred layout: a residential development offering a range of dwelling types and integrated open spaces 
within a mainly residential village and which extends down to Watson Way; the proposed development 
can be easily visually absorbed, (rating high).  
 
Alternative 1 layout: a residential development offering a range of dwelling types and integrated open 
spaces within, but somewhat remote from, a mainly residential village; the proposed development can 
be easily visually absorbed, (rating high).  
 
6.8.2 No-Go Alternative 
The visual absorption capacity is rated high, because there would be no change in the local landscape.  

 
 

6.9 Compatibility with Surrounding Landscape   
 
This refers to the extent to which the proposed development and land usage is in line with the surrounding 
development and land usage. 

- appropriate: the development will fit in well with the surrounding landscape 
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- moderately appropriate: the development can blend in, but to a lesser degree and only 
with care 

- inappropriate: the development introduces new elements into the landscape that do not 
fit in. 

 
6.9.1 Residential Development 
Preferred layout: a residential development offering a range of dwelling types and integrated open spaces 
within a mainly residential village and extending down to Watson Way is rated as appropriate.   
 
Alternative 1 layout: a residential development offering a range of dwelling types and integrated open 
spaces within a mainly residential village, rather remote from Watson Way, is rated as appropriate.   
 
Developing a residential estate within and directly adjacent to a residential village should fit in well if the 
interfaces with adjacent land uses are addressed with care and visual and physical links between the 
surrounds and the new development are achieved  
 
6.9.2 No-Go Alternative 
The land usage would continue to be appropriate, within the context of other rural land in the locality. 
 
 

6.10 Intensity/Magnitude of the Visual Impact    
 
This refers to the degree to which the visual nature of the landscape will be altered, whether the potential 
impact would be destructive or benign. 

low: natural or social functions are negligibly altered, or unaltered 
medium: natural or social functions are slightly altered  
high: natural or social functions are severely or notably altered, and to the extent that the impact 
intrudes noticeably into the landscape  
 

6.10.1 Site Landscape; Residential Development 
The site landscape is already transformed and the degree of potential impact on the visual nature of the 
landscape would therefore be moderated.  Natural and social functions would be slightly altered, and the 
intensity is rated as medium. 
 
6.10.2 Beyond the Site 
The visual nature of the landscape would be altered within the zone of visual influence of the proposed 
development to a degree rated as low. 
 
6.10.3 No-Go Alternative 
The intensity of visual impact on the site and local landscape would be low. 
 
6.10.4 Construction Period 
The intensity would be medium due to the visual disturbance caused by construction vehicles, 
construction platforms and materials storage.  However, this would take place over a defined time period 
(i.e. the impact would be temporary).    
 
6.10.5 Conclusion  
The Intensity is summarised from the foregoing as medium as natural functions would be slightly altered. 
 
 
6.11 Duration of the Visual Impact   
 
The duration of the impact upon its surroundings 

- short term: 18 months or less 

- medium term: up to 3 years 



 

 
K Hansen Landscape Architect, Somerset West    33 VIA Erven 252, 298 Raithby: March 2020 
Revision nr 03   
 

- permanent: where the impact, either by natural processes or by human intervention will 
be permanent 

 
The duration of the development is intended to be as long term as any similar development and to extend 
beyond 20 years; it will not be transient.  The duration is judged to be permanent. 
 
 
6.12 Probability  
 
The degree of possibility of the visual impact occurring: 

- improbable, where the possibility of the impact occurring is very low 

- probable, where there is a distinct possibility that the impact will occur 

- highly probable, where it is most likely that the impact will occur; or 

- definite, where the impact will occur regardless of any prevention measures. 
 
These ratings will be assigned to each impact in the tables in section 7 

 

 
 
Figure 6.17 a view of the village from an elevated part of the site in its centre and looking south east, the 
visible houses are those between the site and Watson Way; existing trees offer screening. Source Hansen 

 
 
6.13 Significance of the Visual Impact of the proposed development as a whole 
 
Examining the impacts of extent, intensity, and duration allows an assessment of the significance to be 
made. Ratings range from Very Low, Low, Medium, High, to Very high (see Addendum 2). 
 
The consequence of the Construction period visual impact is assessed as a combination of: 

- the extent of the impact (paragraph. 6.6, (local) 

- the intensity/magnitude of the impact, (paragraph. 6.10, (medium).  

- The duration of the impact (paragraph 6.11, (short term) 
 
The overall significance of the proposed development during the Construction period is assessed as very 
low as there would be short-term change in the local landscape and this change would be of medium 
intensity.   
 
The consequence of the Operational period visual impact is assessed as a combination of: 

- the extent of the impact (paragraph. 6.6, (local) 

- the intensity/magnitude of the impact, (paragraph. 6.10, (medium).  

- The duration of the impact (paragraph 6.11, (long term) 
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The overall significance of the proposed development during the Operational Period is assessed as 
medium as there would be long-term change in the local landscape and this change would be of medium 
intensity.   

 
6.14 Impact on Irreplaceable Resources 
 
The resources which can be considered irreplaceable due to their visual qualities are: 

• The loss of ‘green space’ currently experienced by local residents, people in local employment, 
people using local transport corridors 

• The impact on the local flora and fauna 
 
Responses to these issues are within Section 7 of this report, ‘Mitigation’. 
 
 

6.15 Potential Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Visual Impacts.   
 
Direct Impacts: primary impacts 
Indirect Impacts: occur later in time or at a different place 
Cumulative impacts (incremental impacts of the activity and other past, present and future activities on a 
common resource) 

- Negligible: (impact insignificant/no impact) 

- Low: there is still significant capacity of the environmental resources within the geographic 
area to respond to change and withstand further stress 

- Medium: the capacity of the environmental resources within the geographic area to 
respond to change and withstand further stress is reduced 

- High: the capacity of the environmental resources within the geographic area to respond to 
change and withstand further stress has been or is close to being exceeded 

 
6.15.1 Direct impacts during the Construction period  

• Visible construction activity over a defined time period  

• Additional construction activity lighting 

• Disturbance during the construction period 
 

6.15.2 Indirect impacts during the Construction period  

• None noted  
 
6.15.3 Cumulative impacts during the Construction period  

• None noted 
 

6.15.4 Conclusion 
This site is rated low: the capacity of the environmental resources within the local geographic area to 
respond to change and withstand further stress remains significant. 
 
6.15.5 Direct impacts during the Operational period 

• Additional development within the village 

• Change in views of vacant agricultural land to increased residential development 

• Additional residential lighting and traffic movements 
 

6.15.6 Indirect impacts during the Operational period 

• The alternative layout would generate more traffic on Wagner Road, which is a narrow cul-de-
sac. 

 
6.15.7 Cumulative impacts during the Operational period  

The development could be visually experienced as additive. 
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6.15.8 Conclusion 
This site is rated low: there would still be sufficient capacity of the environmental resources within the 
local geographic area to respond to change and withstand further stress. 

 
 
6.16 Visual Sensitivity Assessment 
 
6.16.1 General 
Landscape and townscape character sensitivity, is defined as: “the sensitivity of the landscape as a whole, 
in terms of its overall character, its quality and condition, the aesthetic aspects of its character, and the 
sensitivity of individual elements contributing to the landscape’’.  
Source: GLVIA, LI, UK, 2013. 
 
Assessment of the overall sensitivity of the local townscape and landscape character to this development 
is based on the relative ability of the locality to respond to and, where appropriate, accommodate, change 
of a particular type; in this case, a residential development. 
 
6.16.2 Areas and Users of high sensitivity 
The locally sensitive sites in need of protection are  

• Sensitive receptors, locally 

• There are no protected landscapes locally 
 
6.16.3 Conclusion 
The local site character of erf 298 would change to a residential land use with increased ‘visual clutter’; 
the local site character of erf 252 would not change as this erf is already built up. The proposed land use 
is considered to have low sensitivity as there are few properties within the village and also few in outlying 
areas which would be impacted locally. 
 
The existing residential ‘neighbours’ are sensitive receptors and these concerns will be addressed in 
Section 7, ‘Mitigation’.  Local visual sensitivity is assessed as low.   
 
Mountain views for local receptors would not be negatively affected by a residential development with 
units no higher than two stories. 
 

 
6.17 Viewpoints and Images. 
 
The images were created on site and within the surrounding landscape during the morning and afternoon 
in November and December 2017, and March 2020, and from locations where the development site 
would be deemed to be visible.  The weather was clear and open, and deemed to be typical. The camera 
was set at a focal length deemed to be as close to natural eye experience as possible.   No filters were 
used.  Panoramic images have been overlapped and stitched. 
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Figure 6.18 the locations from which the report images were taken. Source: cape farm mapper/Hansen 
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7.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

 
7.1 Environmental Management Plan  
 
An environmental management plan should be drawn up to set out principles for the implementation of 
the visual mitigation measures.  The proponent is required to demonstrate that these measures are 
included in the design and construction phase. The responsibilities of an Environmental Control Officer 
on this site are noted in para. 7.6.2. 
 

 
7.2 Project elements to be addressed in the Design period 
 
7.2.1 Built form 
Integrating new built form into the village, as illustrated in the Preferred layout, requires that the 
landscape/townscape character of the immediate setting is respected.   
 
Following discussion with all design team members, Planning Partners has developed an appropriate 
layout, refer to the Preferred Development Concept, and the Landscape Concept Plan for all the external 
works which illustrates proposals considered very appropriate to mitigate the visual impact. Similarly, 
Boogertman and Partners, Architects, has provided a built form design that is considered visually 
appropriate in the context of this village in its winelands setting. 
 
Shielding planting and a maximum of two storied buildings would ensure that receptors in the village and 
beyond to the east and south would be shielded and the development would appear to be integrated into 
the village. External massing of the built form is proposed to be of a series of simple elevations to better 
reflect the semi-rural setting of this development.  
 
Several homesteads to the north and west would have a clear view of the proposed development, but it 
would be a foreshortened view.  The rooflines of the proposed development would be eventually broken 
up as trees in the open space beyond, became established.  Means have been offered to shield the 
proposed erven facing onto the north and west by providing an edge treatment comprising a 2m 
perimeter track and a 1.5m wide strip of planting along the boundaries adjacent agricultural land uses to 
break up the visual impact of the built form.   
 
The use of building finishes in a narrow range of off-white colours under simple pitched roofs with gable 
ends is considered visually appropriate.  Walls between houses would be in the ‘werf’ character. The use 
of pergolas on north and west facing elevations would reduce sunlight bounce off windows.  Any levels 
changes, or ‘cut and fill’ along the site boundaries should be avoided if possible.  Boundary treatments 
should be solid walling at urban interfaces along the south-eastern, southern, and south-western 
boundaries. Along Watson Way, a 50% permeable treatment of solid wall and palisade fencing. Along 
rural interfaces, the more permeable masonry pillars and vertical steel railings.   
 
Materials for internal vehicle and pedestrian circulation would be more rural in character, such as can be 
achieved by neutral coloured interlocking concrete block with exposed aggregate finishes and/or clay 
pavers. 
 
A storm water retention pond served by swales is also considered an advantage of the layout design, as 
retention of any run-off water onsite could aid the establishment of vegetation. 

 
The potential visual impact would therefore be managed by site specific mitigation measures, such as 
finishing colours and materials and shielding measures for receptors to the north and west. 
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The appearance of the development from Watson Way would be of a controlled security entrance, with 
refuse store and single residential erven. 
 
7.2.2 Planting 
The proposals illustrated in Addendum 1 show how the proposed planting can provide a significant 
interface between the new build and the agriculture areas, particularly because there are local trees with 
which spatial links to new planting could be developed. Locally indigenous species should be used within 
the open space areas.   
 
Design guidelines for residents are recommended, to ensure the use of indigenous planting and an 
acceptable planting palette within gardens. 
 
7.2.3 Vehicle Access 
The potential visual impact accruing from vehicle access during construction and operational periods has 
been assessed and would be off Watson Way; there would be a secondary entrance off Wagner Road.  No 
mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
7.2.4 Lighting 
Security lighting should be designed to respond only to public and private safety, and to reduce light 
pollution.  Illuminating the driveways should be avoided. These measures are to reduce the visual impact 
of lighting at night.  
 
 

7.3 Construction Period 
 
7.3.1 Duration 
The construction period should be kept to a minimum, and with due care to local residents and road users. 
There should be no out-of-normal-hours working due to the proximity of houses.  The site vehicle 
entrance should have adequate traffic control measures, signage, and dust control measures. These 
measures are to reduce visual impact.  
 
7.3.2 Site Control 
Controls on the location of materials storage, etc, should be enforced to ensure that they are contained 
within the actual development area boundaries. In addition, no fires to be allowed, no litter and no 
contaminants to be allowed to enter the environment.  Excess materials and all waste to be removed 
from the construction areas. These measures are to reduce visual impact. 
 
7.3.3 Programme 
No information is to hand at the time of writing about the anticipated programme from commencement 
to completion.  Finite dates should be imposed to ensure that the timeframe is not so open-ended that 
the visual impact of construction extends unreasonably. 
 
 

7.4 Operational Period 
 
The visual impact of the completed development during the operational period should be mitigated by 
the maintenance of the built form, boundary treatments, and planting. Relevant to these issues is 
reference to the Newlands Estate Design Guidelines, March 2020 Revision C, and all subsequent revisions, 
prepared by Boogertman and Partners, Architects, with which all aspects of the external works should be 
in full compliance. 
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7.5 Conclusion  
 
If all identified mitigation measures listed above are implemented the residual impact would be of a 
residential development set into an existing landscape with effective visual, physical and spatial links to 
the surrounding land uses.  The proposed development would have carefully resolved edge treatments 
which would create a successful interface between the proposed and existing uses.   The extent of the 
visual impact would not reduce or expand, but the absorption capacity and the compatibility ratings would 
increase.  The local visual landscape quality would not be negatively impacted upon. 
 
 

7.6 Management and monitoring programmes 
 
7.6.1 Measures for the Environmental Management Programme  
Project component/s: List of project components affecting the objective: 

• Extent of the project and access to it. 

• Quantity, and specification of the built form. 

• Proximity and nature of sensitive receptors. 
 
Potential Impact: potential environmental impact if objective is not met: 

• Detrimental change of local landscape character.  

• Negative impacts from proximity of the development to adjacent houses and other residential 
users 

• Cumulative impacts. 
 
Activities: which could impact on achieving the objective of a visually acceptable installation: 

• Implementation of an Environmental Management Plan. 

• Site management to Construction Industry Guidelines.  

• Road access with adequate sightlines and traffic control measures as required. 

• Use of quality design in the built form and external works. 

• Undertaking of the mitigation measures which could be included as conditions of authorisation 
as they have been designed to improve the acceptability of the development. 

 
Mitigation: Target/Objective 

• Incorporation of recommendations in the Mitigation measures. 

• Careful management of interfaces with surrounding landscape 
 
 
7.6.2 Performance Indicators and Monitoring 
Performance Indicator: The key indicators would be the qualities of the receiving environment and the 
definition of the impacts predicted. Reference to the VIA indicates the nature of the anticipated impacts 
and the ability of the landscape to absorb the development. 
 
Monitoring 

• Baseline Monitoring: all plans to be reviewed timeously by bodies responsible for aesthetics 

• Construction Phase Monitoring: Environmental Control Officer to monitor the specified visual 
management actions 

• Operational Phase Monitoring: continued assessment of the aesthetic aspects, such as building 
colours/cladding, lighting, screening of clutter, project expansion 

 
The monitoring program included in the EMP should ensure monitoring compliance with the visual 
mitigation measures to address operational phase visual impacts. 
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7.7 Visual Impact Assessment Tables 
 
Table 7.1 CONSTRUCTION PHASE: BOTH PREFERRED AND ALTERNATIVE LAYOUTS 
 

Potential impact and risk:   

Nature of impact:  
Visual intrusion of construction vehicles and activities on 
site, locally including lighting; disturbance to adjacent 
residential areas 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, short term 

Consequence of impact or risk: 
Negative impact on local residents of the proposed 
changes to the local visual and scenic resources 

Probability of occurrence: Definite 

Degree to which the impact may cause 
irreplaceable loss of resources: 

Low, in the short term, visual and scenic resources would 
be negatively affected 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low 

Indirect impacts: 
None, apart from the short- term increase in vehicle 
movements servicing the construction site 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: Low, none 

Significance rating of impact prior to 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

Low 

Degree to which the impact can be avoided: Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

Moderate 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

Moderate 

Proposed mitigation: 

Establish screening structures to shield construction 
works from sensitive receptors; good traffic and site 
management. Keeping construction period as short as 
reasonable 

Residual impacts: 
Change of local landscape character; some limited but 
permanent ground contamination could occur. 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: None 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

Very Low 
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TABLE 7.2 OPERATIONAL PHASE: PREFERRED LAYOUT 
 

Potential impact and risk:   

Nature of impact:  
Impact on local receptors of the change in site character 
from rural to residential 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, long term 

Consequence of impact or risk: 
Negative impact on local residents of the proposed 
changes to the local visual and scenic resources 

Probability of occurrence: Highly probable 

Degree to which the impact may cause 
irreplaceable loss of resources: 

Moderate in the long term, visual and scenic resources 
would be negatively affected 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low, the development could be de-commissioned, and 
the site cleared but there could be ground contamination 

Indirect impacts: none 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: 
The development could be visually experienced as 
additive 

Significance rating of impact prior to 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

Medium 

Degree to which the impact can be avoided: Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

Moderate 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

Moderate 

Proposed mitigation: 
Architectural detailing and external works design to be as 
agreed, lighting, tree and shrub planting.    

Residual impacts: 
Change of site and local landscape character; impacts on 
flora 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: Unaffected by mitigation measures 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

Moderate low 
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TABLE 7.3 OPERATIONAL PHASE: ALTERNATIVE LAYOUT 
 

Potential impact and risk:   

Nature of impact:  
Impact on local receptors of the change in site character 
from rural to residential 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, long term 

Consequence of impact or risk: 
Negative impact on local residents of the proposed 
changes to the local visual and scenic resources 

Probability of occurrence: Highly probable 

Degree to which the impact may cause 
irreplaceable loss of resources: 

Moderate in the long term, visual and scenic resources 
would be negatively affected 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

Low, the development could be de-commissioned, and 
the site cleared but there could be ground 
contamination 

Indirect impacts: none 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: 
The development could be visually experienced as 
additive 

Significance rating of impact prior to 
mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

Medium 

Degree to which the impact can be avoided: Low 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

Moderate 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

Moderate 

Proposed mitigation: 
Architectural detailing and external works design to be 
as agreed, lighting, tree and shrub planting.    

Residual impacts: 
Change of site and local landscape character; impacts on 
flora 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: Unaffected by mitigation measures 

Significance rating of impact after mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

Moderate low 
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
 
8.1 Visual Statement 
 
The project would provide for a new residential development on a transformed site over two erven, (one 
of which was farmland and one is already built up) in the village of Raithby.  The site lies at the west of 
the town, at the interface of urban/suburban land uses with farmland; the site lies within the designated 
urban edge.  It is a moderately visually exposed and open site, and close to residential areas. 
 
The proponent proposes to develop the site for a mix of two storey residential typologies and open space 
and presented a Preferred and an Alternative 1 layout for assessment.  
 
Certain areas in Raithby village would be impacted upon, and also homesteads in the wider agricultural 
areas.  These impacts would be moderated by shielding elements such as built form, trees and terrain. 
 
The visual impact has been rated initially as medium and the recommended mitigation measures would 
have a significant effect on moderating the degree of visual impact and should be undertaken.  The site is 
relatively exposed but linked by its access and residential erven to Watson Way.  
 
With mitigation measures, the extent of the visual impact would reduce, and the absorption capacity and 
the compatibility ratings would increase.  The local visual landscape quality would not be negatively 
impacted upon. 

 
 
8.2 Visual Sensitivity  
 
The local site character of erf 298 would change from agriculture to a residential development; it would 
also change from an open, uncluttered and calm setting for adjacent users, to a cluttered, busy peri-urban 
setting.  The character of erf 252 would not change. 
 
The character of the local landscape, peripheral residential, is deemed to be able to accommodate this 
change in principle.  The local sensitive receptors are adjacent residential areas and homesteads. 
 

 
8.3 Alternatives 
 
The Preferred layout illustrated a mix of dwelling types, mainly only two storey, integrated by open space 
provision and tree planting to the adjacent built up areas and the farmland.  The Alternative 1 layout is 
similar but more remote from Watson Way and with an access route that uses a narrow cul-de-sac where 
the potential for queuing traffic could provide an additional visual impact.   
 
The Preferred layout links successfully with Watson Way, and would integrate into a village character due 
to the mix of house types and use of open spaces.  Its layout would be in accord with ‘local idiom’ as 
identified in the locality. 
 

 
8.4 Visual Impact Rating 
 
The visual impact has been rated as moderate eventually reducing to low with mitigation; this would be 
due to the location and the nature of the proposed development. The impact would be expected to reduce 
further when the trees establish.   
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8.5 Mitigation 
 
Mitigation measures were proposed in order to reduce the impact for village receptors and for 
homesteads in the north and west with opportunities to resolve edge treatments to ensure the 
assimilation of the proposal into the built fabric of the village and to allow the development to settle 
effectively into the local landscape.   
 

 
8.6 Conclusion 
 
While the establishment of this residential development in this location would result in an initial visual 
impact rating of moderate, this would reduce to low when the mitigation measures are undertaken and, 
with habituation, the significance of the visual impact for sensitive receptors could eventually reduce 
further.     
 
Note is taken of the visual implications of the rezoning to Sub-divisional area to facilitate the proposed 
development.   
 

 
8.7 Authorisation, Opinion, Recommendation 
 
It is the finding of this assessment that the Preferred layout and design would be visually acceptable and 
could proceed, if mitigation measures would be undertaken. These measures are desirable as they 
improve the acceptability of the development and they should be included as conditions of authorisation. 
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Addendum 1: Landscape Concept Plan March 2020 prepared by Planning Partners  

 
 



 

 
K Hansen Landscape Architect, Somerset West    46 VIA Erven 252, 298 Raithby: March 2020 
Revision nr 03   
 

Addendum 2: DEA+P Assessment Ratings and Definitions  
 

 
 
Criteria Required by: 
The Guidelines, Provincial Government of the Western Cape, DEADP, June 2005: 
 
Visual Impact Assessments: Definitions and Ratings 
Referred to are criteria specific to visual impact assessments referred to in the DEA&DP guideline 
document and which are as follows: 
 
Viewshed 
The viewshed refers to the theoretical outer-most extent of the area from which an object may be seen.  
Visibility can be obscured in part or in whole by objects within the viewshed such as existing buildings, 
trees, or landform. 
 
Rating – not rated, a description given 
 
Visibility of the Site 
A description of the actual places within the view shed from which the site can be seen; significant views 
are discussed 
 
Rating: not rated, a description given 
 
The Extent of the Visual Impact 
Rates the impact in terms of the geographical area that will be influenced by the visual impact 
 
Ratings:  

- no impact: no visual impact 

- limited: visual impact is small, generally confined to the site 

- local: the site and the immediate surrounding area, (1-5km) 

- sub-regional: a greater area is influenced, (5-10km) 

- regional: the influence extends to an entire region 

- national: the influence has national importance and extends beyond boundaries 
 
Visual exposure 
Visual exposure refers to the visibility of the project site in terms of the capacity of the surrounding 
landscape to offer screening.  This is determined by the topography, tree cover, buildings, etc. 
 
Ratings: 

- no exposure: the site is hidden by topography, planting, etc 

- low: the site is largely hidden 

- medium: the site is partially hidden 

- high: there is little in the surrounding landscape that can shield the development from 
view 

 
Zones of visual influence 
Describes the areas visually influenced by the proposed development, and assesses the amount of 
influence 
Ratings: 

- non-existent: the site cannot be seen from surrounding areas 

- low: the development is largely shielded from view by topography, planting, etc 

- moderate: the development is partially shielded 

- high: the development strongly influences the view and acts as a visual focus 
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Visual Absorption Capacity 
This refers to the ability of the surrounding area to visually absorb the development.  In this assessment, 
high is a positive and low is a negative 
 
Ratings: 

- low: the area cannot visually absorb the development 

- medium: the area can absorb the development to a degree but it will look somewhat out of place 

- high: the area can easily visually absorb the development 
 
Compatibility with Surrounding Landscape 
This refers to the extent to which the proposed development and land usage is in line with the surrounding 
development and land usage. 
 
Ratings: 

- appropriate: the development will fit in well with the surrounding landscape 

- moderately appropriate: the development can blend in, but to a lesser degree and only with care 

- inappropriate: the development introduces new elements into the landscape that do not fit in. 
 
Intensity or Magnitude, of Visual Impact 
This refers to the degree to which the visual nature of the landscape will be altered. 
 
Ratings: 

- low: the impact is noticeable but does not act as a strong focus in the landscape 

- moderate: the landscapes visual nature is altered in a way that is noticeable 

- high: the visual impact of the development intrudes into the landscape in a noticeable way 
 

Duration of visual Impact 
The duration of the impact upon its surroundings 
 
Ratings: 

- temporary: one year or less 

- short term: one to five years 

- medium term: five to fifteen years 

- long term: more than fifteen years 
 
Significance of the Visual Impact 
This rating combines the other ratings and looks at the overall impact 
 
Ratings: 

- very low: the visual impacts will be limited to the site itself 

- low: the impacts will be local, and/or in the short term 

- moderate: the impacts will be experienced locally and may lead to permanent change in the local 
landscape 

- high: these impacts will be experienced over a wide area, or sub regionally and will be irreversible 
 
Potential Cumulative Visual Impacts 
Looks at the accretion of similar developments over time 
 
Ratings: not rated, a description given 

 
 

  



 

 
K Hansen Landscape Architect, Somerset West    48 VIA Erven 252, 298 Raithby: March 2020 
Revision nr 03   
 

Addendum 3: KHLA Assessment Ratings and Definitions  
 
 

Criteria Rating Scales 

Cumulative impacts (incremental 
impacts of the activity and other 
past, present and future activities 
on a common resource) 
 

• Negligible: (impact insignificant/no impact) 

• Low: there is still significant capacity of the environmental 
resources within the geographic area to respond to change 
and withstand further stress 

• Medium: the capacity of the environmental resources 
within the geographic area to respond to change and 
withstand further stress is reduced 

• High: the capacity of the environmental resources within 
the geographic area to respond to change and withstand 
further stress has been or is close to being exceeded 

 

Nature • Positive 

• Negative 

• Neutral 
 

Extent (the spatial limit of the 
impact) 
 

• Local: extending only as far as the site and its immediate 
surroundings, within 5km 

• Regional: Western Cape 

• National: South Africa 

• International 
 

Intensity (the severity of the 
impact) 
 

• Low: where the impact affects the environment in such a 
way that natural, cultural and social functions and 
processes are not affected 

• Medium: where the affected environment is altered but 
natural, cultural and social functions and processes 
continue albeit in a modified way 

• High: where natural, cultural or social functions and 
processes are altered to the extent that the impact 
intrudes noticeably into the landscape  

 

Duration (the predicted lifetime of 
the impact) 
 

• Short-term: (0 to 5 years) 

• Medium term: (5 to 15 years) 

• Long term: (16 to 30 years) where the impact will cease 
after the operational life of the activity either because of 
natural processes or by human intervention. 

• Permanent: where the mitigation either by natural 
processes or by human intervention will not occur in such 
a way or in such a time span that the impact can be 
considered transient. 

 

Probability (the likelihood of the 
impact occurring) 
 

• Improbable: where the possibility of the impact occurring 
is very low 

• Probable: where there is a good possibility (<50 % chance) 
that the impact will occur 

• Highly probable: where it is most likely (50-90 % chance) 
that the impact will occur 

• Definite: where the impact will occur regardless of any 
prevention measures (>90 % chance of occurring) 
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Non-Reversibility (ability of the 
impacted environment to return to 
its pre-impacted state once the 
cause of the impact has been 
removed) 
 
 

• Low: (impacted natural, cultural or social functions and 
processes will return to their pre-impacted state within the 
short-term) 

• Medium: (impacted natural, cultural or social functions 
and processes will return to their pre-impacted state 
within the medium to long term) 

• High: (impacted natural, cultural or social functions and 
processes will never return to their pre-impacted state) 

 

Impact on irreplaceable resources 
(is an irreplaceable resource 
impacted upon?) 
 

▪ Yes 
▪ No 
 

Confidence level (the specialist’s 
degree of confidence in the 
predictions and/or the information 
on which it is based) 
 

▪ High: greater than 70% sure of impact prediction 
▪ Medium: between 35 and 70% sure of impact prediction 
▪ Low: less than 35% sure of impact prediction 
 

 
 

Table 2: Significance rating 
 

Rating Intensity, Extent and Duration Rating 
 

VERY HIGH of high intensity at a regional level and endure in the long term; 
of high intensity at a national level in the medium term; 
of medium intensity at a national level in the long term. 

HIGH 
 

of high intensity at a regional level and endure in the medium term; 
of high intensity at a national level in the short term; 
of medium intensity at a national level in the medium term; 
of low intensity at a national level in the long term; 
of high intensity at a local level in the long term; 
of medium intensity at a regional level in the long term. 

MEDIUM 
 

of high intensity at a local level and endure in the medium term; 
of medium intensity at a regional level in the medium term; 
of high intensity at a regional level in the short term; 
of medium intensity at a national level in the short term; 
of medium intensity at a local level in the long term; 
of low intensity at a national level in the medium term; 
of low intensity at a regional level in the long term. 

LOW 
 

of low intensity at a regional level and endure in the medium term; 
of low intensity at a national level in the short term; 
of high intensity at a local level and endure in the short term; 
of medium intensity at a regional level in the short term; 
of low intensity at a local level in the long term; 
of medium intensity at a local level and endure in the medium term. 

VERY LOW of low intensity at a local level and endure in the medium term; 
of low intensity at a regional level and endure in the short term; 
of low to medium intensity at a local level and endure in the short term. 

NOT APPLICABLE zero intensity with any combination of extent and duration 

UNKNOWN in certain cases it may not be possible to determine the significance of an 
impact. 
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Addendum 4: CV: K Hansen 
 

 
 

Karen Hansen, CMLI Independent Consultant Landscape Architect 
 
Qualifications 
Chartered Membership of the Landscape Institute, UK, in 1982, registered nr. 11994.  
Strathclyde University, Scotland, 1995, course in Environmental Impact Assessment covering the 
legislative background to, and practice of, Environmental Impact Assessment, with particular 
reference to Visual Impact Studies. 
 

Experience in South Africa 
2010 onward: Consultant Landscape Architect to Viridian Consulting (Pty) Ltd. and Independent 
Consultant Landscape Architect specialising in, inter alia, Visual Assessments 
2006 to 2010: Senior Landscape Architect with Viridian Consulting, (Pty) Ltd., Somerset West, 
undertaking a number of landscape design projects as well as environmental studies.   
 

Experience in UK/Africa 
2000 to 2006: Landscape Architect and Team Leader with Glasgow City Council.  Master planning, 
design, implementation of the Heritage Lottery funded urban parks and urban dual carriageways. 
1992 to 2000: Partner with Kirklee Landscape Architects, Glasgow, Scotland, undertaking a number of 
landscape design projects as well as environmental studies.   
 
1985 to 1992: Director of Landscape Architect practice based in Harare, Zimbabwe, undertaking 
strategic projects for the Ministry of Defence and Infrastructure projects for the Ministry of Public 
Housing and National Construction. 
 

 

Environmental Studies: Visual Impact Assessments 
 

Transport corridors 

• The VIA was undertaken prior to the design and Implementation of landscape works for major 
new road, ‘Western Distributor Road’, Glenrothes, Fife, Scotland. (1996). 

• East End Regeneration Route: visual impact assessment leading to strategy decisions for the 
optimum routing of this new dual carriageway whose construction would act as a driver for 
change in the East End of Glasgow. (2004). 

• Vredenburg, Witteklip, a portion of the proposed Southern Bypass, with Ecoimpact 
Consulting. (2018) 

 
Forestry/Greenbelt 

• Study of landscape aspects of felling and restocking of several areas of existing coniferous 
woodlands and change to native woodland species in catchment area for West of Scotland Water 
at Loch Katrine, Strathclyde, Scotland. (1996). 

• Environmental Study for Central Scotland Countryside Trust as part of the process to determine 
future access and tree planting policy in the Greenbelt surrounding Falkirk, Scotland. (1997). 

 
Residential 

• Study for a proposed coastal Links Golf Residential Estate, close to the airport at Prestwick, 
Scotland. (1998). 

• A small residential development at L’ Avenir Winery, on an exposed and elevated site, 
Stellenbosch, W Cape. (2007). 
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• A proposed residential development with open space over 3,460ha at St Helena Bay, W Cape, a 
core project of the St Helena SDI, with Denis Moss Partnership and D J Environmental 
Consultants. (2008). 

• Phase 2 of De Zalze Residential Golf Estate, for Spier, Stellenbosch with Denis Moss Partnership 
and D J Environmental Consultants. (2009). 

• A proposed security estate in a long-established residential suburb, Somerset West, W Cape 
with Viridian Consulting. (2013). 

• Second phase of middle-income housing at Haasendal II, Kuilsriver, W Cape with Braaf 
Environmental Practitioners. (2013). 

• Weltevreden Hills Residential Development, Stellenbosch, with Dennis Moss Partnership, 
Stellenbosch. (2014). 

• Farm 85, Patrys Valley, Stellenbosch, a proposed residential development close to Welgevonden 
and to a building of heritage significance with Denis Moss Partnership, Stellenbosch. (2014). 

• Srandfontein, W Cape, proposed residential development with Macroplan, Upington. 

• Johannesdal, Pniel, W Cape, Residential Development, Braaf Environmental Practitioners. 
(2016). 

• Paternoster, W Cape, Housing and Contract Nature Reserve, Paternostergroep, Kana 
Environmental (2016) 

• Visual Streetscape study for two dwellings and change to Guesthouse in Franschhoek. (2016) 

• Visual Streetscape Study for four proposed dwellings in Franschhoek (2016) 

• Visual Constraints Study, Noordhoek, Planning Partners, Amdec Group. (2016) 

• Visual Constraints Study and Impact Assessment, Raithby, with Doug Jeffery 
Environmental Consultants. (2017) 

• Residential Apartments, Broadlands, Somerset West, Braaf Environmental. (2017) 

• Residential Development, Penzance, Hout Bay, Cameron Consulting, Hout Bay. (2017) 

• Eikezicht Development, Apartment Blocks, Brackenfell, with Braaf Environmental. (2018) 

• D’Olyfboom development in Paarl, with Aikman Associates Heritage Management. 
(2018) 

• St James, Cape Town, new dwellings on steep, exposed site, with SLR Consulting. (2018) 
 

Mixed uses/Retail 

• Mixed Use Development at Mandalay, Khayelitsha, Cape Town. Predominately housing, with 
some commercial and institutional uses, opposite the railway station; with Braaf Environmental 
Practitioners. (2009). 

• Mixed Use Development, Crammix Brickworks, Cape Town. Change of use to predominately 
housing, with some commercial and institutional uses, and integrated open space with Denis 
Moss Partnership and D J Environmental Consultants. (2009). 

• A new Retail Mall with car parking, Philippi, Cape Town on a green-field site and close to a major 
traffic intersection with Power Construction and D J Environmental Consultants. (2011). 

• Suider-Paarl Business Park, Paarl, W Cape. Located on the R101 just south of Paarl, and focussing 
on motor car showrooms with Praktiplan, Paarl. (2013). 

• Commercial Development on Farm Welgemoed, Atlantis, W Cape. At the junction of the R304 
and Bloembosch Road, outside of the urban edge with Enviro Dinamik. (2013). 

• Major new Retail Park, Office Development and Residential Estate in Paarl with Lazercor 
Developments (Pty) Ltd and Meadowbridge (Pty) Ltd. (2016) 

• Paarl Junction, Suider Paarl, with Jan Hanekom Partnership, CP Developments, Gauteng. (2018) 

• Bredasdorp, housing, institutional, with Braaf Environmental. (2018) 
 

Transmission Lines 

• Eskom 400kV Transmission lines, servitude and screening issues, for De Wijnlanden Residential 
Estate, Stellenbosch, W Cape with the Residents Association and Eskom. (2009). 

• 132kV Transmission Lines to evacuate power generated from a WEF to the south-west of De Aar 
at Maanhaarberg, direct to Eskom Hydra substation with Aurecon Group. (2011). 

• 132kV Transmission Lines to evacuate power generated from a WEF north-east of De Aar at the 
Eastern Plateau, direct to Bushbuck substation with Aurecon Group. (2011). 
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• 132kV Transmission Lines to evacuate power generated from a WEF to the north-east of De Aar 
at the Eastern Plateau, direct to Eskom Hydra substation with Aurecon Group. (2013). 

 
Industry 

• Scrap Metal Yard at Blackheath, Cape Town; yard extension and screening concerns with Braaf 
Environmental Practitioners. (2009). 

• Meerlust Wine Estate, Proposed Bottling Plant with Ron Martin Heritage. (2009). 

• A proposed industrial estate off the R101 between Paarl and Klapmuts for Agri-Industrial uses 
with Braaf Environmental Practitioners. (2009). 

• Proposed large scale signage on warehouse units for Value Logistics at Kraaifontein with FJC 
Consulting, Cape Town, (2014). 

• Geodetic Observatory, Matjiesfontein, with Ecosense, Stellenbosch (2015) 

• Canola Processing Plant outside Klapmuts, W Cape, with Ecosense cc, Stellenbosch. (2017) 

• Greenhouses for Fruit and Vegetable growing, Aquaculture Facilities, West Coast, with 
EnviroLogic, Tygervalley, W Cape. (2017) 

• Ernita Farm, Wellington, Blueberry Production, Structures, Pumphouse, Aikman Associates. 
(2017) 

 
Education 

• University of Cape Town Middle Campus, Rondebosch, for Urbanscapes, MLH Architects and 
UCT; to assess impacts derived from change of use of multi-level piazza to new lecture theatre 
and administration buildings. (2009). 

 
Tourism 

• Visual baseline study for tourism development at Kogel Bay Tourist Resort, Western Cape as 
part of the Development Framework Policy document, for the City of Cape Town. (2009). 

• New Airport Hotel, Edinburgh Airport, Scotland, assessment of relationship with other built form 
on the land-side. (1997). 

• Berg River Mouth Development; Vacation Apartments, Laaiplek Harbour, W Cape, with Dudley 
Janeke Environmental Consultants, Somerset West. (2014) 

• Morgenster Wine and Olive Estate, Guest Accommodation, Spa, with Aikman 
Associates. (2017) 

• Lake de la Vie, Port Elizabeth, Guest Accommodation, Habitatlink Consulting. (2017) 

• Tourism Centre, Hout Bay, with Khula Environmental Consultants. (2018) 
 
Heritage 

• Groote Schuur Estate, Rondebosch, Cape Town, Visual and Heritage Study for the Department 
of Public Works (2009). 

• Worcester Transport Interchange, W Cape, a proposed transport hub in the old centre with 
Jakupa Architects and Urban Designers, and Cape Winelands Municipality. (2013). 

• Bakkerskloof, House, 1792, Somerset West, W Cape, assessment of development works 
adjacent to historic building with Herman Heunis Family Trust and Heritage Architects. (2013). 

 
Alternative Energy 

• Scoping Study for Wind Turbines and Wind Measuring Masts in a number of sites around the N 
and W Cape with D J Environmental Consultants. (2010). 

• Wind Measuring Masts in Vredendal, Worcester, and De Aar with D J Envl Consultants. (2010). 

• Wind Farms, Photovoltaic installations and Concentrating Solar Power Installations in six centres 
in Western and the Northern Cape, (De Aar, Vredendal, Worcester, Bitterfontein/Namaqualand, 
Springbok, Copperton/Prieska) with D J Environmental Consultants. (2010). 

• Photovoltaic Installation in Vredendal, W Cape with D J Environmental Consultants. (2010). 

• Wind Farm near Koekenaap, W Cape with Aurecon Group. (2011). 

• Wind Farm at Copperton, N Cape with Aurecon Group. (2011). 

• Matzikamma Solar Park, Vredendal, W Cape with D J Environmental Consultants. (2011). 
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• Visual Scoping Study, Photovoltaic Installation, Aggeneys, N Cape with D J Environmental 
Consultants. (2011). 

• Two Wind Farms, Eastern Plateau, De Aar, N Cape with Aurecon Group. (2012). 

• Three Photovoltaic Installations, at Paarde Valley, Badenhorst Dam Farm, Annex du Plessis 
Farm, at De Aar, N Cape with Aurecon Group. (2011). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Hoekplaas Farm, Copperton, N Cape with Aurecon Group. (2012). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Klipgats Pan Farm, Copperton, N Cape with Aurecon Group. (2012). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Struisbult Farm, Copperton, N Cape with Aurecon Group. (2012). 

• Wind Farm at Gouda, W Cape with Aurecon Group. (2011). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Stella, NW Province with Savannah Environmental (Pty) Ltd. (2013). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Wolmaransstad, NW Province with Savannah Environmental. (2013). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Boshof, Free State, with Savannah Environmental (Pty) Ltd. (2013). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Hibernia, NW Province, with Savannah Environmental. (2013). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Boundary, Kimberley, Free State, Savannah Environmental. (2013). 

• Photo-voltaic installation, Blackwood, Kimberley, Free State, Savannah Environmental. (2013). 

• Wind Farm at Springbok, N Cape with Holland Environmental. (2015/17). 

• Vredefort, Solar Farm, Touws River, SESCC. (2015). 
 

Mining 

• Palmiet Quarry Extension, Grabouw, W Cape with Site Plan Consulting, Strand, W Cape. (2011). 

• Abandoned open cast coal mines for British Coal Opencast, at Knockshinnoch Nature Reserve, 
Ayrshire, Scotland, and other locations, for recreational uses. (1998) 

• Elandsfontein Minerals, Mining, Hopefield W Cape, Braaf Environmental Practitioners. (2013-
14). 

• Velvet Mountain, Malmesbury, mining right for granite aggregate, Femcotech. (2016). 
 

Landscape Planning 

• Assessment of Durbanville Inner Valley, comprising six wine estates, and their tourism related 
developments, residential sites and varying agricultural sectors, analysing potential visual impact 
from proposed development with Alwyn Laubscher and Associates, Cape Town. (2016) 

 

 
Karen Hansen has no business, financial, personal or other interest other than fair remuneration for 
work performed in connection with these studies and there are no circumstances that may 
compromise her objectivity in pursuing and serving the interests of the public. 

 
 
Contact Details 
Karen Hansen CMLI 
Physical Address: 28 Beaulieu Crescent, Heritage Park, Somerset West, 7130. Postal Address: Postnet 
Suite 15, P Bag 15, Somerset West 7129. Phone: 021 851 6716. Cell 0728 408 900 E: 
karen.fynbos@gmail.com;  w: www.visual-la.co.za 
 
Other Information 
BEE Certification: Certified by Empowerdex, Level 4, Exempt Micro Enterprise. PAIA Manual available 
Software: Global Mapper Terrain Analysis; Adobe Photoshop, CAD, all Microsoft programs 
VAT nr:  4100261926 
 
Banking: Capitec Bank, savings a/c; bank code: 470010; bank a/c: 1305323260, a/c name: KHLA.      
 
February 2020 

 

http://www.visual-la.co.za/
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 This set of design guidelines controls the architectural and environmental identity of Newlands estate. It  has 
 been prepared by the developers and their professional team. The developers, Owners' Association (OA)  and 
 Controlling Architects will ensure that the guidelines are complied with during the design and construction phases 
 and thereafter. 

 

 The guidelines have been carefully developed so as to establish a timeless and collective architectural identity 
 throughout the Estate without inhibiting the individual owner’s creativity and style. Key to the success will be a 
 level of collective identity, which the guidelines prescribe, which reference the historical fabric and forms of the 
 area but allow scope for individual expression in their assembly and arrangement. The elements that form the 
 essence of the identity and the control of these elements are explained in this document. 

 

 The control elements are, amongst other things; the covering, pitch and colour of the roofs; exterior paint colours; 
 the street and environmental interfaces; the appearances of the plinths, the appearances of the windows and 
 relationship between buildings. By controlling these elements, the full potential of the Estate will be realised as 
 the individual houses are added, and will in turn, grow the investment that homeowners have made in their 
 property. The erf owner is free to choose his/her own architect subject to the condition that these written and 
 visual guidelines form the basis of the house design and that the  rules contained within the document are fully 
 met. 
 
2. SUBMISSION PROCESS: 

 2.1 Meetings of the design review committee (hereinafter referred to as "the DRC") will be convened by the 
  Controlling  Architect, and will generally occur once every fortnight (builder’s holidays excluded). 

 2.2 Hard copies of the submissions are to be delivered to the Controlling Architects, complete with all  
  required architectural and landscape drawings, completed checklists and proof of payment of the  
  applicable submission fees, by 12h00, at least three working days before the date of the scheduled 
  meeting. 

 2.3 A set of PDF copies of the plans are to be forwarded by the applicant to the Controlling Architect at the 
  same time, to permit circulation to the DRC members before the meeting. 

 2.4 The Controlling Architect will check each submission prior to the meeting and present each submission 
  for discussion, together with his recommendations, to the committee. 

 2.5 The DRC's decision will be communicated to the architect responsible for the design by email within 
  three working days of the date of the meeting. 

 2.6 The revision date of the guideline used in preparing the submission shall to be noted on the submission 
  form. 
 

Controlling Architects: Controlling Landscape Architects: 
BOOGERTMAN + PARTNERS ARCHITECTS PLANNING PARTNERS  
Landline: (021) 930 9210 Landline: (021) 418 0510 
Contact Person: Stephen Whitehead Contact Person: Jacques Dohse  
Email: stephen@boogertmanct.co.za Email : jacques@planpart.co.za 
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3. GENERAL PRINCIPLES 
 3.1 This "design control document" is defined by a body of text (the written guidelines).  It contains rules  

  (which are enforceable) and guidelines (which are suggestions and not enforceable) further   
  explained and amplified, where applicable. Where there is any difference in interpretation of the rules  
  the opinion of the Controlling Architect shall be final. (rule) 

 3.2 The constitution requires that homeowners must comply with the architectural, landscaping and  

  environmental controls when houses are designed and built and thereafter. 

 3.3 The approval does not exempt the applicant from any other legislation, bylaws or regulations that  
  may be applicable by any statutory body with control over the estate. (rule) 

 3.4 Any submissions which deviate from these guidelines shall be accompanied by a fully motivated  

  waiver application. Where the Controlling Architect and the duly appointed DRC feel that the waiver  
  will promote good architecture and the interest of the overall built environment, they may approve  
  such waiver. No waiver granted in this process will create a precedent for approval of future waiver  
  applications. (rule) 

 3.5 In order to optimize the manner in which the buildings on the estate use their individual locations it is  
  a requirement that the architect employed by the homeowner visit the site, familiarize themselves with  
  the site constraints and opportunities vis a vis (among others but not limited to) access, existing  
  infrastructure, topography, prevailing weather conditions, summer and winter sun angles, distant  

  views and adjacent views and view corridors. It is also a requirement that a sketch illustrating the  
  analysis of the site and the predominant building responses to the specific site conditions accompany  
  the final building plan submission to illustrate this process. This sketch may be rough but should   
  provide sufficient information to clearly illustrate how the building submission responds to the specific  

  site and may be accompanied by photographs, charts or any other relevant information which   
  informed the design. (rule) 

 3.6 The homeowner is to obtain a survey from a registered land surveyor which shall include any natural  
  features, contours at reasonable intervals, services points, street furniture, trees or services on the  

  sidewalk and extend to any adjoining water bodies or significant natural features material to the  
  design of the home. (rule) 

 3.7 It is a requirement that the property owner engages the services of a registered professional architect  
  (SACAP- PrArch) to carry out the design of any work on the property and that any submission will  
  appear on this registered PrArch’s title block and include both the registered persons' registration  

  number and signature. 

 3.8 These design guidelines apply specifically to the conventional detached dwelling erven. Any attached  
  dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, row houses, future development areas, apartment sites or other uses 
   may have their own design guidelines (although the landscaping component applies). Note that the  

  Architectural guidelines as set out in this document does not apply to the common areas. 

 3.9 Given the rural nature of the environment homeowners are encouraged to, as far as possible, limit or omit 
  external lighting and preventing “light spill” from patios and homes onto adjoining areas. 

 3.10 Approval of any plans by the DRC shall be valid for a period of 12 months from the date of endorsement.  

  Should construction work not commence within 12 months of the approval, this approval shall be deemed to 
  have lapsed and a new application for approval will be required. 

 3.11       It is noted that the attached dwellings and/or semi-detached dwellings and/or row houses and apartments / 
  flats shall be evaluated separately by the DRC and shall conform with the overall intent of the guidelines in 

  respect of general elements, forms and finishes to the extent that the DRC consider necessary to ensure 
  continuity of the overall visual intent and that the DRC may grant such waivers as they may deem  
  necessary to facilitate this approval.  

 3.12       Where any existing building is incorporated into the scheme it is to be painted to conform to the scheme at 

  registration and any further work, repairs, renovations or extensions shall be required to be compliant with 
  the guideline to the satisfaction of the DRC.  
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4. PLANNING CONTROLS 

4.1 DENSITY, HEIGHT AND COVERAGE OF BUILDINGS 

 4.1.1 Density: 

  Only one dwelling house per conventional detached dwelling erf is permitted. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 4.1.2 Height: 

  4.1.2.1 The buildings (excluding chimneys) are limited to a  

   maximum height of 8.5 m measured vertically from  

   natural ground level to the apex or top of any roof. 
     

   This is to be determined using the contour plan  

   provided with the submission. (rule) 

 

  4.1.2.2 Each plan submission to include the existing and proposed contour levels of the site, as well 
   as a datum level and heights of all concrete surface beds / slabs related back to the contour 
   levels. (rule) 

  4.1.2.3 Natural ground level (NGL) is defined as being the existing ground level of each site at  
   handover as reflected in the contour plan prepared for the owner by a registered surveyor and 
   any reference to the natural ground level in this document will bear this meaning. 

 

 4.1.3 Coverage: 

  4.1.3.1 All hard-roofed patios, verandas, and similar areas are to be included in all coverage  
   calculations. (rule) 

 

  4.1.3.2 The coverage may not exceed 50% of the erf size. (rule) 
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  4.1.3.3 First floor area may not exceed 65% of the ground floor area. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  4.1.3.4 It is required that the architects make use of different heights and elements on the street  
   facade to articulate the street facade (rule). 

 

4.2 BUILDING LINES 

 4.2.1 Street Boundary 

  4.2.1.1 4 m from the erf boundary for dwelling or any covered area. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  4.2.1.2 2m from erf boundary for pergolas and non-enclosed elements. (rule) 

  4.2.1.3 Where an erf has frontage onto more than one street the street building setback will apply only 
   along the street from which the homeowner takes vehicular access. Any other boundaries will 
   be subject to setbacks as for side boundaries. (rule) 

 

 4.2.2 Garages and Covered Parking 

  4.2.2.1 Garages are to be set back a minimum of 5m from the street boundary or  

   they can be rotated through 90 degrees and set in front of the house.  

   This excludes pergolas and parking areas that are not covered. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 4.2.3 Side Space 

  4.2.3.1 Single storey 2.0m (minimum). (rule) 
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  4.2.3.2 Double storey 3.5m (minimum) in estate generally. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  4.2.3.3 Only in unique circumstances will a relaxation of building lines be considered by the  
   DRC and the Controlling Architects. Any such relaxation will still be subject   
   to Local Authority approval. 

  4.2.3.4 Where property has been consolidated, the total sum of any applicable side spaces along 
   the original side boundaries which separated the consolidated properties shall be   
   provided on the side boundaries of the new property. No side space on the consolidated  
   property may be less than the approved minimum required by the guideline and in  
   addition the total of the side space setbacks provided, when added together, shall total  
   the sum of the original side spaces of the erven which have been consolidated. (rule) 

 

4.3 DRIVEWAYS 

 4.3.1 The driveway access to the road may not exceed 6m in width where it  
  crosses the sidewalk. Note that the 6m may be split into narrower widths  
  provided that the total sum of the widths does not exceed 6m (rule) 

 

 

 4.3.2 Appearance 

  3.3.2.1 Driveway materials are to be grey concrete cobbles, exposed aggregate surface beds  
   with a brown aggregate or a combination of these two materials in patterns. (rule) 

 4.3.3 Sleeves 

  4.3.3.1 Each homeowner shall provide two 100mm PVC sleeves in the sidewalk, 500mm below  
   their drive way complete with draw wires. The sleeves are to be situated alongside one  
   another at 2000mm from the kerb edge and are to extend a minimum of 600mm beyond  
   the edge of the driveway surface. Where the sleeves need to be situated in a different  
   position for any reason the Owners' Association are to be advised and the alternate  
   position agreed in writing by the Owners' Association. (rule) 

 

4.4 BOUNDARY WALLS 

 4.4.1 Street Facade, boundaries facing onto the Estate perimeter and boundaries facing onto internal  
  green or public open spaces. 

  4.4.1.1 Low walls with a simple defined base and coping and a  
   maximum  height not exceeding 900mm will be permitted along 
   the front and side boundaries. These may be topped with a 
   decorative steel panel in an approved design consisting only of 
   horizontal and vertical elements to match handrails and  
   balustrades (see Clause 4.5). The combined height of the wall 
   and panel shall not exceed 1500mm above the natural ground 
   level. (rule) Full details of the proposed panels must be  
   submitted with the plans for approval. 

  4.4.1.2 No wall exceeding 900mm in height or combination of wall and fence exceeding   
   1500mm in height will be permitted ahead of a line extending from the plane of the front  
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   façade of the house to the side boundaries except where the DRC considers these to be  
   integral to the design of the house. (rule) 

  4.4.1.3 No gates shall be higher than the adjoining wall and full detail of any gate is required  
   with the submission. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

  4.4.1.4 Columns are required to boundary walls and  

   are to be repetitive (min 330mm thick) with a 

   decorative coping or capital in a vertical  

   rhythm at maximum 3m centres specifically  

   where steel panels are being used. (rule) 

 

 

 

  4.4.1.5 Any walls facing onto green or public open space shall have a plinth of De Hoop red face  
   brick not less than 200mm above finished ground level to the outside (rule) 

 

 4.4.2 Side and Rear Boundaries 

  4.4.2.1 Wall types permitted under 4.4.1 will be permitted to the side and rear boundaries. (rule) 

  4.4.2.2 Solid walls between the erven shall not exceed 2100mm in 

   height and any portion of a boundary wall extending beyond the  
   front façade of the house to the roadway is to comply with the  

   requirements of Clause 4.4.1.1. Walls enclosing the drying yard  

   must be 2100mm high solid walls. (rule) 

 

 

 

  4.4.2.3 Where the slope of the natural ground requires it the boundary walls shall be stepped to  
   ensure compliance with the height restrictions relative to the original natural ground level. 
   (rule) 

  4.4.2.4 The total length of boundary walls exceeding 900mm in height may not exceed 20% of the 
   erfs total boundary length. (rule) 

 

 4.4.3 Screen Walls 

  In certain cases, screen walls between the building line and boundary may be allowed to screen pools 
  and other private areas. The positioning, height and extent of these walls has to be approved by the 
  Owners' Association, with the proviso that no screen wall may be closer than 1m to the side, rear or 
  front boundaries. 

 

 4.4.4 The full elevations of all boundary walling indicating existing and finished ground levels as well as all 
  applicable wall heights and details of the walls, are required with submission. (rule) 
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4.5 RETAINING WALLS/STRUCTURES 

 4.5.1 Retaining structures may be used. Banked earth at 30 degrees 

  may also be used. No banked earth will be higher than 1.0 m  

  in a single slope (staggering is encouraged). Plastered and  

  painted walls to match the house are the only materials  

  permitted for retaining walls with special approval by the DRC.  

  Where these are used they are to be stepped in levels  

  not exceeding 0.5m in height with sufficient horizontal width between steps to allow planting – min 600mm 
  planting space (rule) 

 

 4.5.2 No retaining higher than 300mm above NGL will be permitted against any boundary wall (rule) 

 

5. ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS AND MATERIALS 

5.1 ROOFS 

 5.1.1 Only the following finishes will be permitted: 

  5.1.1.1 Pre-coloured galvanised ultra matt secret fixed sheet. Colour: Charcoal Grey (rule) 

  5.1.1.2 Natural Slate - Silver Blue. 

 

 5.1.2 All rainwater goods which are exposed to be painted to match walls. (rule) 

 

 5.1.3 Permitted roof pitches: 

  5.1.3.1 Primary roofs- 30° or 45°. (rule)  

  5.1.3.2 Flat roofs may be either sheet (max 5  

   degrees) to match primary roof or concrete slabs, Flat roofs to be fully  

   enclosed by a wall or a parapet wall. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 5.1.4 Roof articulation to be simple forms with gabled ends with overhanging eaves or bargeboards  
  (rule). 

 

 5.1.5 Vent pipes may not be visible from roadways. (rule) 

 

 5.1.6 Eave overhangs to be not less than 200mm and not  

  more than 500mm, measured from wall to fascia for  

  pitched roofs. (rule) 
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 5.1.7 Flat roofs will be permitted as linking elements between simple 

  pitched roof forms or to cover verandahs. Flat roofs are not  

  intended as a roofing solution for dwellings and are limited to a  

  total area of 20% of the total area of the roof plan. (rule) 

 

 

 

 5.1.8 Any PV panel or solar collector panels are to be mounted in the same plane as the roof and  
  frames and brackets are to be coloured to match the roof finish. Installation and extent must be  
  depicted on the submission drawings (rule) 

 

5.2 WALLS 

 5.2.1 The following wall finishes are permitted: 

  5.2.1.1 Smooth plaster and paint.  (colour to be Arniston white or alternative approved off-white  
   colour). (rule) 

  5.2.1.2 Painted fair face brickwork will be permitted where used with plastered detail at the  
   discretion of the DRC. (rule) 

  5.2.1.3 Face brick (De Hoop red) plinths will be permitted to max 500mm above finished ground level. 
   (rule) 

  5.2.1.4 Integral coloured rendered wall coatings such as Marmoran, Gama Zenith and Earthcote  
   within the approved palette are permitted. (guideline) 

  

 5.2.2 Plumbing pipes are to be suitably concealed within walls or ducts and may not be exposed to or  
  visible from any roadway or public space. (rule) 

 

5.3 WINDOWS, SHUTTERS AND DOORS 

 5.3.1 Only aluminium-powder / epoxy coated or uPVC to approval are permitted. Colours to be white,  
  light grey or dark grey. (rule) 

 

 5.3.2 Window, shopfront and external door openings proportions shall be either 

  square or such that height exceeds width when measured from plaster face to  

  plaster face. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 5.3.3 In the event that burglar bars are fitted these must be internal and should be aligned with the  
  windows, mullions and transoms. (rule) 

 

 5.3.4 Large doors and windows (i.e. wider than high) which are divided by 
  frames  into panels of approximately 900mm in width in an accepted 
  vertical format will be permitted where screened or recessed a  
  minimum of 1500mm behind the outer line of a roof overhang, pergola 
  or verandah. (rule) 
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 5.3.5 Front doors should match balance of external frames. (guideline) Any solid  

  panels to front doors shall be fielded timber to suit the doorframe and  
  finished to match the window frames. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 5.3.6 Garage doors shall be single (2440mm wide) doors and be of sectional overhead or tilt up type with 
  horizontal slats or panels. (rule) Additional detail in the form of glazing (glass fanlights) and panels is 

  encouraged but full detail must be submitted for approval where this is envisaged. (rule) 

 

 5.3.7 Shutters are to be provided to street or public open space facing windows. 

  Shutters shall be side hung, framed and with angled louvres. These shutters  

  must be operational. (rule) 

 

 

 

 

 5.3.8 Shutter colours are to match wall or be specifically submitted to the DRC for approval. (rule) 

 5.3.9 Glazing shall be clear. No heavily coloured or mirrored glass will be permitted. (rule) 

 5.3.10 Frameless glazing will be permitted only where screened or recessed as for Clause 4.3.4 (rule). 

 

5.4 AWNINGS 

 Awnings will be considered, but must be concealed from the road. 
 Fixed or fitted fabric awnings may only be fitted within the 
 building envelope or behind concrete or masonry fascia beams below 
 pergolas. They may not project beyond this extent. These awnings 
 may only be of a single neutral colour and the awning material must be 
 of a uniformly matt finish with the appearance of canvas. (rule) No 
 windows, cut outs, ventilation slots, tassels, scalloped edges or similar 
 functional or decorative modifications will be allowed to the awning. Any awning must be submitted for 
 approval. (rule) 

 

5.5 HANDRAILS AND BALUSTRADES 

 5.5.1 The following materials will be permitted: 

  5.5.1.1 Aluminium, steel or timber trellis work in decorative horizontal and vertical arrangement where 
   the proportions match those of a typical timber construction. (rule) 

  5.5.1.2 Masonry with plastered copings to ground floor only. (rule) 

 

 5.5.2 Full design drawings of adequate scale required with submission (min 1:50) (rule) 

 

5.6 COLUMNS AND PILLARS 

 5.6.1 Masonry columns are to be square and a minimum of 330mm thick. Timber posts and supports  
  will not be permitted (rule) 

 

 5.6.2 The following materials are allowed: 

  5.6.2.1 Plaster and paint. (colour as per approved palette - see clause 4.2). (rule) 
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  5.6.2.2 Fair facing in conjunction with smooth plaster. (rule) 

  5.6.2.3 Face brick in conjunction with plaster and paint with plastered painted coping. (rule) 

 

5.7 PLASTER MOULDINGS 

 5.7.1 The colour palette and the style of the estate encourage the use of plaster  
  moulding  to create relief on the facades. The use of corbelling and banding below 
  eaves and along the line of window head and sill height is required. Simple  
  mouldings around windows/doors, lintels or a level of detail in the window sill is 
  specifically required. (rule) 

 

 

 

 5.7.2 The use of figurative mouldings or curvilinear moulding elements is expressly excluded. (rule) 

 

5.8 PERGOLAS 

 5.8.1 A pergola element is mandatory in front of the garage or an equal extent of pergola provided  
  elsewhere on the street facing façade. (rule) 

 

 5.8.2 The following materials are allowed: 

  5.8.2.1 Natural timber (dark stained – mahogany or painted to match wall  

   colour). (rule) 

  5.8.2.2 Aluminium with ends closed and finished to match (to match wall  

   colour). (rule) 

 5.8.3 All pergola members to have detailed cuts or shaped ends where not fixed to a wall. (rule) 

 

5.9 CHIMNEYS AND FIRE PLACES 

 5.9.1 Primary chimneys should be bold of a thick, square or rectangular type  

  (minimum of 1,0m in width in one direction. Plaster or cement copings, and  

  banding details are required. (rule) 

 

 5.9.2 Primary chimneys to protrude at a minimum of 1m and a maximum of 2,5m  

  above the roof apex. (rule) 

 

 5.9.3 Steel chimney flues will be permitted as secondary elements where they exit through the roof, are 
  coloured to match the roof and are not higher than the adjoining ridge. No flues may exit through  
  walls. (rule) 

 
5.10 EXTERNAL LIGHTING 
 5.10.1 All external lights, visible from the roadway, and not below a roof overhang, shall be brick lights at 300mm 
  AFFL. Full specification and illustration to be included on submission and fully illustrated on elevations. 
  Floodlights and similar decorative external or garden lighting is not permitted. (rule) 

 

 5.10.2 The outside light criteria should be "to see the pool of the light but not the source of the light", i.e. 
  lights below roof overhangs should not be bright and shining towards the streets, neighbours or  
  upwards. (guideline) 
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 5.10.3 The omission of unnecessary external light fittings, use of proximity switching, use of lower output 
  lamps, shielding of light sources from neighbours and all efforts to reduce light spill and light pollution 
  are strongly encouraged. These measures are both as an energy saving strategy and in an effort to 
  maintain the essentially rural character of the estate. (guideline) 

 

5.11 SUNDRY ITEMS 

 5.11.1 No air-conditioner or component of an air conditioning system may be visible from the roadways and 
  public areas and all proposed installations or alternatively positions for future fixing are to be clearly 
  marked and approved on the submission drawings. (rule) 

 

 5.11.2 Gas installations shall be planned from the outset and in addition to any statutory or by-law  
  requirements these shall be screened or located such that they are not visible from any roadway or  
  public area. All proposed installations are to be clearly marked and approved on the submission  
  drawings. (rule) 

 

 5.11.3 Water tanks will be permitted to be installed in the following manner, (full detail including water  
  collection to be included on drawings for approval): 

  5.11.3.1  Below ground where fully covered. (rule) 

  5.11.3.2  Where fully contained within the approved building envelope. (rule) 

 

 5.11.4 No staff accommodation should be nearer to the street than the main building and must be contained 
  under the same roof or integrated into the overall design. 

 

 5.11.5 No garden sheds, wendy houses, dog kennels and covered facilities for caravans, boats or trailers are 
  permitted except where specifically approved by the DRC. 

 

 5.11.6 Solar heating or photovoltaic panels, if used, must be incorporated into the building and form part of 
  the basic structure and should be clearly shown on the approval drawings. The panels should lie in 
  the plane of the roof and all framing and fixing is to be coloured to match the roof. 

 

 5.11.7 TV aerials, satellite dishes and other exterior items must form part of, and be placed, wherever  
  possible within, the basic structure and are to be clearly shown on the approval drawings. 

 

 5.11.8 No deviations from the approved drawings will be permitted unless the deviation is re-submitted and 
  approved in writing prior to construction. 

 

 5.11.9 Mechanical equipment, ducts, pool pumps, etc. must be designed into the buildings and / or  
  adequately enclosed or screened off from view and must be shown on the building plan. 

 

As the building within the residential estate will be constructed over a lengthy time period, the following guidelines 
have been formulated for the benefit of residents: 

 

6.  CONDUCT RULES FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

6.1  CONTRACTORS LABOUR 

 6.1.1  Labour must be an employee of the contractor and only under limited circumstances will casual labour 
  be allowed on site. This shall be at the sole discretion of the OA.  

 

 6.1.2  All labourers or sub-contractors on site must be registered with the contractor who will keep a full  
  record of all staff on site together with copies of their ID documents and contact details. 
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6.2  DISCIPLINE 

 6.2.1  The contractor is responsible for the discipline of his labour, sub-contract labour and delivery  
  personnel on site. 

 6.2.2 Labourers are not permitted to walk between the construction site and the entrance / exit gates.  
  Labourers will remain on the site where they are employed, and will not be allowed to move between 
  construction sites on the Estate. 

 6.2.3  The employer of any employee found walking across the green areas, between sites will be spot  
  fined, and the employee liable to instant removal from site. 

 6.2.4 No vehicles will be allowed to cross any part of the green areas, or parkland, or to deviate from roads 
  or recognized road routes. Any vehicle contravening this rule will attract a spot fine, be liable for  
  instant removal from the site and liable for damages sustained. 

 6.2.5 Vehicles with mechanical legs on trailers must use protection for possible road surface damage. 

 6.2.6 Any dispute between the contractor and his employees must be settled outside the boundaries of  the 
  Estate. 

 6.2.7 If any employee is found disturbing or endangering the animal, fish or bird life, or is found pilfering, 
  stealing or removing material or goods off site without permission or is involved with any form of  
  violence, the company who employs that person will be removed from the site and both   
  employee and company may be denied the opportunity to undertake any further work on the Estate. 

 6.2.8 The contractor is responsible for all his sub-contractors as well as the deliveries, and any  damages 
  caused by his own employees, sub-contractors employed by him or delivery vehicles delivering  
  materials to his site, and he is liable to pay for any damages that may occur on the site. These  
  damages also include damage to kerbs, roads, plants, irrigation and or damage to private property. 

 6.2.9 The OA will have the sole discretion as to the nature, extent and value of these damages, and the 
  identification of respective vehicles and persons. A "Building Performance Deposit" of R 20 000 will be 
  lodged with the OA for this purpose before any construction is to take place. 

 

 6.3 HOUSEKEEPING AND TIDINESS 

  6.3.1 The site is to be kept as clean as possible of building rubble and general cleaning and good  
   housekeeping practice must be evident during building operations. 

  6.3.2 No building materials, concrete, dagga, cement or such may be temporally stored, or mixed or  
   prepared on any of the roadways, kerbs and pavements. 

  6.3.3 Materials that are off loaded by a supplier or contractor may not encroach onto the adjacent site, the 
   pavement or roadway. Where suppliers fail to adhere to this, the responsible contractor shall move the 
   materials accordingly. The contractor is also responsible for the removal of any sand or rubble that 
   may have washed or moved into the road. 

  6.3.4 The contractor is to ensure that the roads and the vicinity of the house site is always kept neat and 
   tidy, including materials or mud or spoil being driven or dropped onto the road or sidewalk. 

  6.3.5 The contractor shall provide adequate facilities for rubbish disposal and ensure that the workers use 
   the provided facilities and that the rubbish is removed every Friday. No rubbish may be burnt or buried 
   on site. No form of paper, cement bags, tile off cuts, ceiling boards, roof tiles, rubble, or the like is to 
   be left lying around, nor be allowed to blow off the site. 

  6.3.6 Accumulation of hardcore for fill shall be neatly piled. With the OA consent on-site disposal dump or 
   spoil zones may be arranged. 

  6.3.7 With the watercourses on the Development, pollution and contamination of groundwater and run-off
   water is particularly sensitive. Contractors shall ensure special care in their handling, disposal and 
   cleaning up operations with particular note to paint, tile grout, tile adhesive, cement and rhinolite,  
   chemicals, oil and fuel, etc. 

  6.3.8 Fires for cooking or other purposes will not be permitted, and contractors shall ensure approved  
   alternative meal arrangements are made. Contractors must ensure that their employees make no fires 
   for heating purposes. 



15  

  6.3.9 The contractor shall provide approved portable chemical toilet facilities for the workers. Adjacent  
   construction sites may share toilets as approved by the OA. Toilets and changing facilities shall be 
   suitably positioned and screened with forest fence and kept hygienic. 

  6.3.10 One approved building board shall be erected per site, and such board is to be erected neatly in the 
   corner of each site. Boards are to be maintained in a plumb and level position throughout the contract, 
   and must be removed immediately after completion of each house construction. Board layout  
   drawings will be available from the OA and need to be erected before any construction is to take  
   place. 

  6.3.11 No Contractors, sub-contractors or suppliers boards of any kind will be allowed to be placed or  
   displayed on site. 

  6.3.12 Construction materials may only be delivered to the house site on an as-needs daily basis for  
   installation by latest the Friday of the week, and surplus materials must not be allowed to visibly  
   accumulate on the house site. 

  6.3.13 The certificate of completion by the OA requires the building and landscaping to be completed in  
   accordance with the approved drawings and the site to be entirely cleared of all rubble, surplus  
   materials, and be impeccably clean, and the verge re-instate; all to the satisfaction of the OA. 

  6.3.14 Contractor vehicles shall not be parked or left in the roadway, and a screened designated parking 
   area shall be arranged with the OA. 

 

6.4  CONTRACTORS YARDS, STORAGE AND OFFICES 

 6.4.1 Allocated areas, as authorized by the OA, may be granted to accredited Contractors for their  
  operational use. 

 6.4.2 A designated bulk storage area could be allocated to the Contractor for his materials, for distribution to 
  house sites. Approved storage sheds and containers, or yards could be allowed on the house site, if 
  no alternative can be found. 

 6.4.3 Access to the site, only through the driveway, and with the landscaping zone fenced off. Parking is 
  only allowed on site. 

 6.4.4 The appearance, management, servicing and qualification for these facilities will be reviewed by the 
  OA and negotiated on an as-need basis. 

 

6.5  GENERAL 

 6.5.1 The speed limit is 40 km/h and speeding and reckless driving will not be tolerated. Due care must also 
  be taken by all vehicles not to block the thoroughfare of roads. 

 6.5.2 Noise and dust reduction is essential, and Contractors shall endeavor, whenever possible, to limit 
   unnecessary noise, especially employees talking loudly, shouting or whistling, radios, sirens or  
  hooters, motor revving etc. 

 6.5.3 Contractors are expected to conduct their operation in a reasonable and co-operative manner. Should 
  the OA have any concern with the conduct of the contractor, his sub-contractor or his suppliers and 
  any of their employees, the OA may rectify as deemed necessary and/or reserve the right to suspend 
  building activity, either indefinitely, or until such undesirable conduct is rectified, which it may do so at 
  any time and without notice and without recourse from the owner and/or Contractor and/or sub- 
  contractor, and/or supplier.   

 

7.  BUILDING COMMENCEMENT AND INSPECTION 

 The following must be adhered to before building operations may commence: 

 

7.1  PLAN APPROVAL PROCEDURES AND FEES 

 7.1.1 On approval of the building plans by the Local Authority the Owner must approach the estate manager 
  or OA agent for payment of the builder’s performance deposit of R 20 000 which will be deposited and 
  held in trust (free of interest) by the OA. The deposit amount will be used in event there is a breach or 
  non performance to remove rubble or make good any damage caused by the  Contractor or his 
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  sub-contractors or suppliers, including kerbing, landscaping, community services, roads, irrigation etc, 
  and to settle any outstanding spot fines. Following signature of the builders contract between the  
  individual owner and his building contractor, and payment of the deposit by Owner or his Contractor, 
  written permission will be issued to the Owner or his Contractor by the OA to enable the Contractor to 
  access the site. 

 7.1.2  All Local Authority application, connection, deposits and sundry fees are for the Owners account. 

  

 7.1.3  The Controlling Architect or any OA agent may carry out site inspections during the following stages of 
  construction and the Contractor is required in any event to provide photographic record to the OA at 
  each stage before work progresses further:  

 Surface bed level  

 Completion of roof structure  

 Practical completion  

  The Controlling Architect or any OA agent may at any stage during construction request any  
  reasonable alterations and/or additions to ensure that the general design guidelines as intended for 
  the development are implemented. 

 

7.2 OCCUPATION 

 7.2.1 Occupation of the premises will only be allowed after the home owner has obtained clearance from 
  the Controlling Architect or OA agent and obtained an occupation certificate from the Local Authority.  

 

Remember that the Local Authority should not process the application for the occupation certificate unless it 
is accompanied by the clearance certificate which is issued by the Controlling Architect on behalf of the OA. 
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