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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The development of the property concerned triggers section 38(1)(a), (e)(i) and (d) of the NHRA.
However, the development also triggers the requirements of the NEMA for a Basic Assessment (BA). The
comment of HWC is sought for submission to DEA&DP in terms of Section 38(8) ofthe NHRA.
The Basic Assessment has been underway since 2006. As part of this process, an Archaeological Heritage
Scoping Survey was submitted, together with a Notification of Intent to Develop, to HWC. On 5 June
2007, the HWC APM Committee issued an RoD noting that the surrounding area is currently subject to
residential development and the application is in keeping with the activities of the area . It resolved that:
1. "Things above the ground should be cut off with mechanical saws, not big machinery
2. Monitoring should be undertaken by a professional archaeologist who should submit a
monitoring report"
On submission of the final BA Report, DEA&DP noted that HWC Belcom had not issued a comment. The
BA Report was accordingly submitted and in a letter dated 21-07-2009, Belcom noted its requirement
for the submission of an HIA. This HIA is now submitted to HWC and intended to enable Belcom to
decide whether the development may proceed in terms of section 38(4) of the NHRA.
The site is located in the town of Herold's Bay, 12kms south west of George on the Southern Cape coast.
It comprises two properties - Portion 4 of Farm no 330 and Remainder of Portion 1 of Farm no 330 with
a total combined area of 5.4215ha. In terms of the Herold's Bay Spatial Development Framework, the
properties concerned are indicated as Special Zone II. This zone allows for "eco-orientated
development" with a prescribed density of 1.5 residential units per hectare.
The applicant proposes to develop approximately one third of the total property with 8 houses, each on
individual erven. Development would be focussed on the plateau section of the property, with the
remainder conserved (and rezoned) as open space. No development takes place below the below 60m
contour, or on slopes over 1:4. The houses would be single story and the plots would range in sizes of
between approximately 1750sqm to 3500sqm. The establishment and testing of alternative
development scenarios occurred as part of the Basic Assessment process. This incorporated an
Archaeological Scoping and Visual Impact assessment but was prior to the initiation of this Heritage
Impact Assessment. Nevertheless, in the opinion of this assessor, no fatal flaws can be identified and
there is no requirement to review the development options given.
A heritage assessment of the property reveals that although it has links to an historic land grant,
Buffelsfontein, and indeed is still in the hands of descendents of the original owner, the farm
Buffelsfontein is of local historical interest, which significance has been eroded through continuous subdivision and development along the coast. The association of the property with "an historic person,
group or event" is not considered significant. There are no structures older than 60 years. However, the
probability of locating archaeological heritage remains during implementation of the project is likely and
the site must be considered archaeologically sensitive . At this time it is not possible to speculate as to
the nature and significance of such materials.
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The cultural landscape within which the property is contextualised is assessed as being:
• Of high intrinsic significance in terms of it identified archaeological and palaeontological resources,
including Herolds Bay cave and the resources located along the coastal edge of Oubaai;
• Of local to regional significance in terms of its scenic value. The coherence, intactness and integrity
of the landscape in the vicinity has however been compromised by urban development and the
proliferation of "eco-estates".
• Of regional botanical significance in terms of the presence of the endangered Garden Route Granite
Fynbos. The exposed granite cliffs and slopes, and the adjoining band of Dense Ericoid Fynbos
(extending to approximately the 60m contour) represent the scenic and natural landscape of highest
integrity along the length of the coastline. These are also areas of highest visibility.
Heritage indicators were identified and included the following:
1. Conformity with land use policies cognisant of the heritage sensitivities of the broader landscape
2. Recognition of the potential archaeological/paleontological sensitivity of the site
3. Respect for the integrity and intactness of the relic landscape setting of moderate to high
significance.
4. Maintenance ofthe scenic value ofthe local landscape.
Impacts assessment is summarised as follows:
• Conformity with land use policies: with mitigation, conforms to land use policies
• Potential archaeological/paleontological sensitivity of the site: with mitigation, low
• Integrity and intactness of the relic landscape: low
• Scenic value of the local landscape: with mitigation, medium to low
Comments submitted by I&APs through the BA process were considered. Additionally as part ofthis HIA,
comments were sought from: George Municipality; George Cultural History Museum; Simon van der Stel
Foundation (Southern Cape branch); George Heritage Trust; and Outeniqua Heritage Society. No
objections were received.
In general, it is concluded that with mitigation, the proposed development will not impact negatively on
any identified heritage resources either in the local context or wider landscape. It is therefore
recommended:
1. that this report be accepted by HWC as meeting the requirements of sections 38(4) of the
NHRA (Act 25 of 1999): and
2. that on the basis of this, HWC approve in principle the proposed development and allow the
development to proceed to the next phase, subject to the following conditions:
•
the HWC APM Committee Record of Decision dated 8 June 2007
•
A maximum of 8 sub-divided erven
•
No development below the 60m contour
•
No development on slopes steeper than 1:4
•
The imposition of the Architectural and landscape Design Guidelines, as described herein
and as amended by the recommendations of the Visual Impact Assessment conducted for
this development proposal.
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1.

Submission

The development of the property concerned triggers section 38(1)(0), (c)(i) and (d)' of the National
Heritage Resources Act No. 25 of 1999 (NHRA). However, the development also triggers the
requirements of the National Environmental Management Act for a Basic Assessment. The comment of
Heritage Western Cape (HWC) is sought for submission with the Basic Assessment to the Department of
Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP) in terms of Section 38(8) of the NHRA.
The Basic Assessment has been underway since 2006. As part of this process, an Archaeological Heritage
Scoping Survey was conducted by the Centre for Archaeological Resource Management (CARM) and
submitted, together with a Notification of Intent to Develop, to HWC. On 5 June 2007, the HWC APM
Committee considered the submission and, in terms of section 38(2)(0) issued a Record of Decision
(Annexure A) dated 8 June noting:
1. The archaeological visibility was extremely poor due to impenetrable vegetation
2. The scoping report is not detailed enough to ascertain the level of impacts on potential heritage
resources
3. The surrounding area is currently subject to residential development and the application is in
keeping with the activities of the area
The Committee resolved :
3. Things above the ground should be cut off with mechanical saws, not big machinery
4. Monitoring should be undertaken by a professional archaeologist who should submit a
monitoring report
On submission of the final Basic Assessment (BA) Report, DEA&DP noted that HWC Belcom had not
issued a comment. The BA Report was accordingly submitted and in a letter dated 21-07-2009, Belcom
noted its requirement for the submission of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) focussing on the
cultural landscape. I&APs were required to be consulted (Annexure A).
This HIA is submitted to HWC and intended to enable Belcom to decide whether the development may
proceed in terms of section 38(4) of the NHRA

Z.

M.ethodology

In terms of generally accepted HIA practice, heritage input should occur at the earliest possible stage in
the project cycle in order to guide and add value to the proposed project and to identify major heritage
issues or potential fatal flaws. Although an Archaeological Scoping Survey was conducted, more
generalist heritage input in this project has occurred only at a very late stage in the project cycle,
following environmental assessment and the review of the development proposal through mitigation.
This has limited the HIA to a reactive, rather than proactive approach to assessment and predetermined
alternatives. The methodology employed therefore focussed on an impact assessment of the preferred
alternative (as mitigated), on the understanding that should the determination of heritage significance
establish a fatal flaw, or in the assessment of the preferred alternative heritage impacts would be
considered unacceptable, assessment of additional alternatives (including proposals for new
alternatives) would be made.

(a) the construction of a road ... exceeding 300m in length; (e) any development ... which will change the character of a site2
(i) exceeding 5 OOOm in extent; (d) the rezoning of a site exceeding 10 DOOm:! in extent.

1

J~mM~f!.: Imr~mt/~~.Qf~E.F.mE.mt ~rffl , 3f!f'q,
J~,,-r,q IJlJsJ r;m;JpAllj.l)

(~J!ii@W frroif'J !r;l!iiWf,,1t
mIlJinir.F,:l?limril,;~~"

----------------------------------------------------------------- P a

e L6

Within the framework requirements established by HWC's Beicom, this HIA has entailed the assessment
of the site, not only in terms of its overall location and visual/spatial context, but also in terms of
available historical reference material and statutory planning context. More specifically, this has
involved the following:
- Research : site specific and contextual
- Identification of potential historical archaeological constraints
- Analysis of overall site location
- Identification of contextual spatial informants
- Establishment of cultural significance based on established criteria
- Identification of heritage related issues and design informants based on the above
- Assessment of development impacts and recommendation of mitigation measures
- Identification of Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs); invitation to raise preliminary heritage
concerns for assessment; and comment on draft Heritage Impact Assessment
The Project Team comprised:
• Environmental Impact Assessment practitioners: EnviroAfrica
• Botanical Assessment: Dr David J_McDonald
• Archaeological Heritage Scoping Survey: Dr. Peter Nilssen (Centre for Archaeological Resource
Management cc)
• Heritage Impact Assessment: Cindy Postlethwayt
• Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) : Megan Anderson Landscape Architects (MALA)
• Town Planning: CK Rumboll &Vennote
• Services Report: MVD consulting engineers
•
Electro technical report: BDE Consulting Engineers
• Architectural and Landscape Design Manual: FC Holme Architect cc
Cior:lI;~r.nei:l

The site is located in the town of Herold's Bay, 12kms south west of George on the Southern Cape coast.
The site is situated on the eastern headland, south east of the centre of Herold's Bay. The proposed site
comprises two properties - Portion 4 of Farm no 330 (1.9966ha) and Remainder of Portion 1 of Farm no
330 (3.4249ha) - that occupy a total combined area of 5.4215ha. Figure 1 illustrates the site in the subregional context.

4.1

Land Use

Herold's Bay village is located at the mouth of a river, nestled on the coastline . The bay is protected by
headlands, the eastern headland being partially developed with the residential developments of
Herold's Bay Heights (a conventional township layout on the landward side of the headland) and
Monate Eco Estate, the latter comprising 50 erven, although many erven within this development have
yet to be developed. Monate is a more recent development where roads and houses have been carved
out of the natural coastal vegetation such that the buildings are surrounded by the taller, 1 - 4m high
natural vegetation and are not as visually exposed as those of Herold's Bay Heights. The we stern
headland is undeveloped except for a gravel road to a viewpoint situated on top of and at the southern
edge of the promontory.
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To the east of Monate lies the extensive Oubaai golf estate (322 erven and high density flats), the
Brink Eco Estate (55 erven) and Breakwater Bay Eco Estate (78 erven). To the west of the site lies an
undeveloped erf, Erf 217 - Brakkefontein Coast.
The property concerned is situated on the seaward side of Herold's Bay Heights, is undeveloped and
covered in dense vegetation (Figures 2, 3 & 4)

4.2.

Development Proposal in brief

The applicant proposes to consolidate Portion 4 of Farm 330 with the Remainder of Portion 1 of Farm
330 and to rezone, from Agriculture Zone 1 to Residential Zone 1 and Open Space Zone III and as well as
subdivide it to enable the erection of 8 houses, each on individual plots. The plots would range in sizes
of between approximately 1750sqm to 3500sqm. The erven will be serviced by a 6m wide road, which
will run in a 15m servitude along the eastern boundary of the site, with two east - west running side
roads (Figure 5).
Only approximately 1.8ha (one third) of the total 5.4ha property would be utilized and on the flatter
(north-eastern) plateau section of the property, with the remainder (3.6ha) conserved as open space in
its current natural state. Due to the topography of the area, as well as previous conditions of approval,
development parameters would include that no development takes place below the below 60m
contour, as well as no development on slopes over 1:4.

4.3

Zoning & Land Use Policy

The properties concerned are currently zoned Agriculture 1. The following land use policies are relevant:
Draft Spatial Development Framework (SDF) for George and Herolds Bay:
The Herolds Bay SDF forms part of the greater George SDF. Both these frameworks are currently still
in concept format. In terms of the George SDF, the historic core village of Herold's Bay lies outside
the urban edge, but the later extensions to Herolds Bay on the eastern headland, and all surrounding
residential estates fall within the urban edge. The properties concerned border but lie outside the
Urban Edge. However, in terms of the more specific Herold's Bay SDF, the properties concerned are
indicated as Special Zone II. This zone allows for eco-orientated development with a prescribed
density of 1.5 residential units per hectare. This anomaly and the proposed development have been
brought to the attention of the authors of the draft SDF, with the proposal that it be included within
the Herold's Bay Urban Edge (Figures 6 & 7).
The Draft SDF notes that Herold is culturally and historically significant and has the potential to develop
into a picturesque little touri sm village. Any additions or expansion to the existing village should
enhance the vision of a tourism village. Policies for land uses are intended to preserve the sense of place
and limits of the coastal settlement. The George economy is vitally dependant on the visual appeal and
high aesthetic value of the landscape. The quality of the rural and urban environment for local and
tourist economies needs to be retained ensuring a healthy economic growth rate without a
corresponding decrease in visual aesthetic.
Outeniqua to Humansdorp Sub Regional Structure Plan:
The Sub Regional Plan was developed for the whole region and provides the following development
guidelines:
•

No mass accommodation in the immediate vicinity of Herold's Bay.
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•
•
•
•

Small-scale development -less pressure on the beach.
Development should visually form a unit.
Effort should be made to not disturb the visual line of sight.
Rehabilitation programmes should be put in place for vegetation

Figure 1: Sub-Regional locality

Figure 2: Herolds Bay
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Figure 3: Property concerned
(Source: Botan ica l report)

-----Figure 5: Proposed development area
(Source: Botanical report)
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Figure 4: Aerial indicating tota l extent of the site
(Source : Botanical report)
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Figure 6: Extract from George SDF Urban Edge
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Figure 7: Herolds Bay SDF

5.

Statement of Heritage Significance

5.1
Criteria for assessment of heritage resources
Cultural significance is defined as: aesthetic, architectural, historical, scientific, sociol, spirituol, linguistic
or technological value or significance. The notional estate includes, inter alia, places, buildings, and
structures of cultural significonce; historicol 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. A place has heritage
significance because of:
a) Historical value
i. 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)
ii. It has a strong or special association with the life or work of a person, group or
organisation of importance in history
III. It has significance relating to the history of slavery
b) Aesthetic va lue
i. 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)
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c)

Scientific value
i. It has the potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of SA's
natural or cultural heritage
ii. It is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a
particular period
d) Social Value
i. It has a strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group for
social, cultural or spiritual reasons of importance in the history of SA

To expand on the assessment of the heritage significance of a cultural landscape, the UNESCO
Operational Guidelines for the World heritage Convention (1995) identified three main types of cultural
landscapes derived from the following characteristics:
(i) The clearly defined landscape designed and created intentionally. This embraces garden and
parkland landscapes constructed for aesthetic rea sons which are often (but not always) associated with
religious or other monumental buildings and ensembles.
(ii) The organically evolved landscape. This results from an initial social, economic, administrative,
and/or religious imperative and has developed its present form by association with and in response to
its natural environment. Such landscapes reflect that process of evolution in their form and component
features. They fall into two sub-categories:
• a relict (or fossil) landscape is one in which an evolutionary process came to an end at some
time in the past, either abruptly or over a period. Its significant distinguishing features are,
however, still visible in material form .
• a continuing landscape is one w hich retains an active social role in contemporary society closely
associated with the traditional way of life, and in which the evolutionary process is still in
progress. At the same time it exhibits significant material evidence of its evolution over time.
(iii) The associative cultural landscape included by virtue of the powerful religious, artistic or cultural
associations of the natural element rather than material cultural evidence which may be inSignificant or
even absent'
A checklist for evaluating the significance of cultural landscapes' includes
Landscapes as a resource
• The landscape should be a resources of national or regional importance in terms of rarity and
representivity
Design quality
• The landscape should represent a particular artistic or creative achievement or repre sent a
particular approach to landscape design
Scenic quality
• The landscape should be of high scenic quality, with pleasing, dramatic or vivid patterns and
combinations of landscape features, and important aesthetic or intangible qualities (vividness,
intactness, unity)
Unspoilt choracter/authenticity/integrity
• The landscape should be unspoilt, without visually intrusive urban, agricultural or industrial
development or infrastructure. It should thus reveal a degree of integrity and intactness

2

Extract from paragraph 39 of the Landscape Operational GUidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention

N. Baumann, S Winter, H Aikman (200S): "The horns of a dilemma; housing and heritage" in YASSA Proceedings from a
Workshop Studies and debates in Vernacular Architecture in the Western Cape"

3
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Sense of ploce
•

The landscape should have a distinctive and representative character, including topographic and
visual unity and harmony

Harmony with nature
•

The landscape should demonstrate a good example of the harmonious interaction between
people and nature, based on sustainable land use practices

Cultural tradition
•

The landscape should bear testimony to a cultural tradition which might have disappeared or
which illustrates a significant stage in history or which is a good example of traditional human
settlement or land use which is representative of a culture/s

Living traditions
•

The landscape should be directly and tangibly associated with events or living traditions with
ideas or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of high significance

Clearly different communities will attach different values to these criteria.
The grading of heritage significance is based on the three tier grading system used in the NHRA.

S.2

Heritage Studies

No heritage surveys or conservation studies have yet been commissioned for the region.

5.3

Heritage Resources

This section provides the historical analytical framework for the identification, mapping and assessment
of heritage resources.
A study of the documentary and physical evidence relating to the key events and processes that have
influenced the cultural landscape of this region highlight the following:
5.3.1 Relic landscape
Archaeological studies in the area reveal that the coastal zone is archaeologically sensitive, bearing
materials of Early, Middle and Later Stone Age origin as well as the pottery/herder period'. Relatively
large numbers of ESA and Middle Stone Age (MSA) tools have been documented at Oubaai (Kaplan
2002) and The Brink (Kaplan 2004) near Herolds Bay. Shell middens have also been recorded on the high
coastal cliffs at Oubaai (Kaplan 2002). There is also evidence suggesting a cooler palaeo-environment
which was more distant from the ocean: "Our understanding of the early Last Glacial environments in
the southern and eastern Cape is almost entirely limited to the evidence from Klasies River and Herold's
Bay Cave. At these sites, animal remains and traces of past human activity comprise the bulk of
paleobiological evidence."s
In the vicinity of the property concerned, the most significant heritage resources include the Herold's
Bay Cave, and the archaeological and heritage resources located along the Oubaai Heritage Trail.

Archaeological Seoping Survey property concerned Peter Nilssen centre for Archaeological resource Management 29 January
2007 "(personal communication with David Halkett, Tim Hart, Royden Yates, Jonathan Kaplan and Belinda Mutti and own
experience)"
5 J5 Carrion, JS Brink, l Scott & JNF Binneman (August 2000) SA Journal of SCience 96: Palynology and palaeo-environment of
Pleistocene hyaena coprolites from an open air site at Oyster Bay, Eastern Cape Coast SA
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Herold's Bay Cave has been declared a Provincial Heritage Site (1979), and serves as a record of the
Middle Stone Age . Situated below the eastern headland at Herold's Bay, the property in which the cave
is situated has been subdivided and is now included a beachfront property, owned by Ernie Els, on which
a large single residence has been built.
In respect of Oubaai, during the environmental impact assessment for the resort, sensitive
archaeological and heritage remains were identified on site. These included remnants from a small
harbour in the bay, large numbers of stone-age tools and a well preserved ancient shell midden . The
management of the heritage and archeological resources on site take place as per the requirements of a
management plan developed by the Agency for Cultural Resource Management. The walking trail on the
resort was specifically designed and implemented around this cultural resource and is open to members,
re sidents and tourists alike, promoting heritage- and eco-tourism.'

... r..

HERlrAGE TRAIL
.."'H"'(OlOGICAl SIn:

Photograph 1: Oubaai Heritage Trail
The Archaeological Heritage Scoping Survey of the property concerned found no traces of colonial
archaeological resources. No rock shelters or caves were seen, though these may be obscured by dense
vegetation on the steep slopes and cliffs to the south and west of the study area. It is unlikely that rock
shelters or caves occur in the gentle slopes of the study area .
However, due to mostly impenetrable vegetation cover, the full extent of the study area was near
impossible to access, limiting archaeological visibility. To the south of the study area a hiking trail and
other pedestrian tracks were encountered and their un-vegetated surfaces were inspected for
archaeological traces. Inspected ground surfaces provided enough information for comment concerning
the potential archaeological sensitivity of the study area . Low density scatters of stone artifacts were
recorded . Though densities of these stone artifacts vary a bit across space, there was a nearly continual
low to very low density scatter of Stone Age artifacts in the areas surveyed . The archaeological
materials consist mostly of stone artifacts of Later Stone Age origin though a few pieces may be of
Middle Stone Age origin. Variously shaped flakes in quartzite dominate the scatters while those in milky
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quartz and silcrete are few and rare respectively. No formal stone tools were seen. Materials occur on
eroded surfaces associated with pedestrian paths, but small stretches of sedimentary profiles were
inspected on the edge of paths. These showed that stone tools are dispersed very sparsely in the humic
sands. This indicates that the observed scatters are in secondary context and thus lag deposits. If as yet
unexposed, subsurface stone artifacts occur in the study area, then they are likely in primary context,
which would make the study area archaeologically sensitive. It is likely that vegetation-clearing and/or
earth moving activities associated with development will reveal the presence of currently invisible
and/or subsurface archaeological materials. At this time it is not possible to speculate as to the nature
and significance of such materials.'
5.3.2

Continuing Landscape

Until the twentieth century the southern Cape was a fairly sparsely populated region . European colonial
exploration only really penetrated this far east of the cape in the latter 17'h Century. In 1668 the first
European explorer, Hieronymous Cruse, penetrated Outeniqualand with its dense indigenous forest. The
name Outeniqua is derived from the Khoi word meaning " people carrying bags of honey". The slopes of
the emerald-green mountains were covered with heather and swarming with bees, according to the
reports left by early travellers. " Nature has made an enchanting abode of this beautiful place", wrote
the 18th century traveller Le Vaillant, when he entered the foothills of the Outeniqua range in the
Southern Cape. Much of the dramatic natural beauty remains and the range is a significant defining
element in the present day landscape. Colonial expansion ousted the indigenous people in the early 18'h
Century and replaced their nomadic pastoral land use patterns with one of 'loan farms' - scattered
homesteads as the base for pastoralist and subsistence farm ing. Within a few decades, officialdom in
the form of VOC outposts had followed the early settlers'
The town of George' was established as a result of the growing demand for timber and the wood used
in building, transport and furniture. In 1776 the Dutch East India Company established an outpost for
the provision of timber. After 1795 and the British occupation of the Cape, a caretaker of the forests in
the area was appointed, thus formalising forestry in the Outeniqualand area. After the second British
occupation in 1806, it was decided that the Swellendam magistracy was too large and that of George
Town was carved out of it. In 1811 Van Kervel was appointed as Landrost (Magistrate) and the town was
proclaimed by the Earl of Caledon, governor of the Cape Colony and named after the reigning British
monarch, George III. In early days the lives and livelihood of the people revolved around the timber
industry and the rich forests in the vicinity. It was the dramatic improvement of communications - the
roads, rail and air links eclipsing the ox wagons and coastal steamers of the last century that exposed the
natural resources of the region and resulted in unprecedented growth for the town .
A Deeds office search into the history ofthe property concerns reveals its links to one of these early loan
farms - Buffelsfontein. The farm Buffelsfontein (Farm 204), comprising 1 531 morgen, 456 SR was
granted to Gerrit van Biljoen in terms of George deed 2-62 on 10.11.1818. The next transfer occurs in
1838 (a one third share), followed by further shares transferred in 1873 and 1877. Through what
appears to be an on-going process of subdivision through inheritance, the farm seems to have been
divided into at least 44 subsequent portions. This process is also likely to relate to the sustainability of
the farming operations - Buffelsfontein "was very clearly an ordinary farm in an almost marginal
farming area, where its inhabitants eked out an existence for much of the history of the farm .... This was
P Nilssen 2007
K Dumbrell (undated) : Heritage study compiled for Oubaai EIA (2003?)
9 Extracts from "History of George in a nutshe ll" ; friendsofgeorge.co.za
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not an area of great wealth but, rather, required careful use of its often limited resources in order for
occupants to make their living there."!O Whilst a formal genealogical study has not been done, evidence
of the transfer records and the discussions with the owners ofthe property concerned indicates that the
current owners are descendents of the original family. They also owned Dutton's Cove, on which the
Oubaai golf resort is situated. Dutton's Cove offers an interesting history within the broader maritime
and commercial history of the Southern Cape in the 1850s, when the then owner GW Dutton (a
prominent figure in the then fledgling town of George) attempted to establish a harbour at Dutton's
Cove as a relatively safe anchorage on a dangerous stretch of coastline between Mossel Bay and
Plettenberg Bay. Unfortunately his premature death and the loss of the vessel intended to open up
trade caused the collapse of the enterprise. The remains of this harbour form part of the Oubaai
heritage trail. "Afterwards, Dutton's Cove became just another inlet on the coastline with the nearest
similar coves being developed into holiday resorts,,11, including Herold's Bay.
Herold's Bay has traditionally (and remains) been a holiday resort. It was also developed on portion of
the original early 19'h century grant Buffelsfontein, and appears to have been established in the early
20'h century. Named after the first minister of one of the early George congregations, originally probably
family holiday cottages, nestled at the foot of the cliffs enclosing the beach, the village has now
expanded onto the escarpment and eastern headland. These later extensions to the coastal village were
established through various subdivisions of farm 204 in the 1970s and 1980s.
Portions 1 and 2 of the farm 330 were established through the subdivision of portion of farms 204 and
207 in 1995 (Farm 207 being a further Crown Grant made in 1928 to Benjamin Gericke (also a family
decendent of the current owners)). Portion 1 was re-subdivided in the same year into three portions,
including Portion 4 and Remainder Portion 1 offarm 330 (the property concerned).

Figure 8: Topographic survey 1958
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K Dumbrell (undated): Heritage study compiled for Oubaai EIA (20037)
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5.3.3 Scenic resources
The Outeniqua mountain range and coastal region are the regions dominant natural resources. The
historic Montagu Pass across the Outeniquas between George and Oudtshoorn was declared a National
Monument in 1972. However, these resources are situated at a significant distance from the property
concerned and the integrity of such resources will not be affected by the proposal.
More significant then is the coastal plain between Groot Brak and Knysna, which consists of a dome-like
granitic geology, resulting in a landscape of cultivated, rounded rolling hills. At the coast, the landscape
is typified by rounded convex slopes which fall steeply, approximately 40m, to the sea and a narrow,
rocky coastline. Rivers cut into the granite rock and at the coast result in incised valleys and bays.
Herold's Bay is located at the mouth of such a river, nestled on the coastline. The scenic resources of the
area combine a natural landscape with much topographic interest in terms of the incised river valley
winding its way to an intimate coastal bay, headlands of steep, rocky and naturally vegetated cliffs and a
shoreline with both sandy and rocky beaches. Herold's Bay is picturesque settlement, although the more
recently spill over onto the eastern headland is more conventionally suburban in character.
A Botanical Assessment of the site was conducted by Dr. D.J. McDonald. He divides the the vegetation
at the study site into three communities - the Open Xeric Community of the Exposed Granite Slopes and
Cliff; dense Ericoid Fynbos; and Coastal Scrub, although it is in essence all Garden Route Granite Fynbos,
an endangered vegetation type because of the lithology where it occurs. There is limited exposure of the
granite on the Southern Cape Coast, particularly close to the sea .
The value of the scenic resources of the area is considered high, and in recognition of the visual
sensitivity of this landscape, Megan Anderson Landscape Architects was commissioned to prepare a
Visual Impact Assessment (Annexure C) for the proposed development. Whether however this scenic
value should be considered of heritage significance, must relate to its va lue to, and the integrity and
value of the cultural landscape. In exploring this relationship, an historical review of the changing
landscape is pertinent. The 1939 aerial of the region shows Herold's Bay as comprising a few holiday
cottages on the beach, accessed via Buffelsfontein. The eastern headland on which the property
concerned and Herolds Bay Heights is now situated shows evidence of cultivation (Photograph 2). By
1968, farming activity appears to have retreated north of the headland, and the village of Herold's Bay
expanded, although still primarily contained by the beach and coastal cliffs (Photograph 3) . By 1991, the
village has expanded considerably onto the escarpment, although the coastal zone is still thickly
vegetated and surrounded to the north by agricultural activity (Photograph 4). Currently, the coastal
landscape in this vicinity and to the east of Herold's Bay has been substantially transformed by the
development of resorts, golf estates and 'eco-estates' . The western headland is however undeveloped
except for the town's sewage works and a gravel road to a viewpoint situated on top of and at the
southern edge ofthe promontory (Photograph 5). However, a primary coastal buffer zone is maintained
and retains an environmental and scenic quality of the highest order.
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Photograph 2: 1939 aerial

Photograph 3: 1968 aerial

Photograph 4 : 1991 aerial

Photograph 5: Aerial across Herold's Bay, looking east (Source : Google)
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----- -------The detailed visual assessment of the landscape is summarised as follows:

View Catchment
•

The geographical area from which the project will be visible, or view catchment area, is
illustrated on Figure g

Zone of Visual Influence
•
•

Due to the topography of the landscape, i.e. the rolling hills, the visibility is further reduced to
an area within 2kms of the site.
Within this area, buildings and vegetation, windbreaks, orchards and other trees further redu ce
the Zone of Visual Influence (ZVI).

Visual exposure
•

Within the view catchment, but beyond the ZVI, the proposed development is exposed to
selected view points along the western access road. The visual impact will tend to diminish with
distance.

Visual sensitivity of the site
The inherent visibility of the sites' landscape is determined by topography, landform, vegetation cover,
settlement pattern and special features (Photograph 6) .
•

Topography
The southern portion of the site consists of steep cliffs which rise from the high water mark up
to approximately 40m amsl with gradients steeper than 1:4. The north we stern portion of the
site also has slopes steeper than 1:4. These are slopes with a high visual risk for development,
have a high visual sensitivity, being highly visible areas in the landscape.
From the top of the cliffs to the north eastern corner of the site, the slopes rise from 40m to
gOm, generally flattening out with gradients being between 1:4 and 1:10. These slopes are
moderate visual risk areas and have a moderate visual sensitivity, being moderately visible areas
in the landscape.
There is a limited area approximately in the middle of the site where the slope gradient is less
than 1:10. These are low visual risk gradients re sulting in this area having a low visual sensitivity
and being less visible in the landscape.

•

•

Landforms
As a result of the underlying geology being of an intrusive molten granite, the landform is
generally domelike and at the site, which is on the coastline at the mouth of a river becomes a
headland or promontory to one side of the valley. Headlands are very visible landforms in the
landscape and as such the site is exposed, highly visible and therefore highly visually sensitive.
Furthermore, the site falls partially on the ridgeline of the headland which is further visually
exposed, particularly from the west.
Within the site itself, there are slopes which are convex, some that are concave and others that
are neither convex nor concave (referred to as flat slopes). The convex slopes are visually
exposed, are more visible in the landscape and therefore have a high visual sensitivity. The
concave slopes are visually enclosed, are less visible in the landscape and therefore have a low
visual sensitivity. The flat slopes are in between the convex and concave slopes and are
moderately visible in the landscape and therefore have a moderate visual sensitivity.
Vegetation (source: botanical report)
The Open Xeric Community on the exposed granite slopes and cliffs is low growing, less than
SOOmm, rendering this area visually exposed, highly visible with the visual sensitivity being high .
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The Dense Ericoid Fynbos occurs roughly between the 40m and gOm contours. This vegetation is
wind pruned and very uniform in appearance. It is approximately 1 - 2.5m high, being exposed
where it is 1m high and less visually exposed in areas where the vegetation is 2,5 . This renders
these areas highly to moderately visible and in turn highly to moderately visually sensitive.
The Coastal Scrub is taller that the Dense Ericoid Fynbos, having a stratum of trees from 2 - 4 m
in height namely the camphor bush (Tarchonanthus camphoratus) which occurs in association
with the Small Ironwood (Olea capensis subsp. capensis) . These areas are less visible than those
covered by the other two vegetation types, rendering this area moderately visible and
moderately visually sensitive (Photograph 7).
• Settlement patterns
The existing adjacent settlement pattern is that of Herolds Bay Heights to the north of the site
and Monate to the east of the site . Herolds Bay Heights is a single re sidential settlement with
houses on single erven . There is an erf between this area and the site which contains two
buildings, surrounded by substantial areas of natural vegetation . Monate is a gated
development with double storey residences on single plots, enclosed by natural vegetation . The
adjacent development on Monate provides some visual enclosure as any new development on
the ridgeline and headland on the site under discussion will be seen adjacent to existing Monate
development. The areas of the site adjacent to the Monate development are less visually
sensitive to those that will not have the adjacent Monate as a backdrop, which will be
moderately to highly sensitive .
• Special features
Special features such as, in this case, archaeological sites and land/water edges add visual
interest to a site and therefore are visually sensitive. The coastline and rocky cliffs, and areas
identified with Stone Age artifacts are areas that have been rated as having a high visual
sensitivity.
Visual Absorption Capacity (VAC)
• The potential of the site' s landscape and topography, to conceal the proposed development is
low to moderate. This is currently apparent in adjacent developments of Monate and Herolds
Bay Heights.

Figure 9 : View catchment area
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Photograph 6: Eastern headland, westward over the site
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Photograph 7: Composite image of the site looking south . Coastal Scrub vegetation in the foreground,
extending to the mid-slope where it grades into Dense Ericoid Fynbos (Botanica l Report) .

5.4

Statement of heritage significance

Site
Although the property concerned has links to an historic land grant, Buffelsfontein, and indeed is still in
the hands of descendents of the original owner, the farm Buffelsfontein is of local historical interest,
which significance has been eroded through continuous su b-division and development along the coast.
The association of the property with "a n historic person, group or event" is thu s not considered
significant . There are no structures older than 60 yea rs. However, the probability of locating
archaeological heritage remains during implementation of the project is likely and the site must be
considered archaeologically sensitive. At this time it is not possible to speculate as to the nature and
significance of such materials.
Cultural landscape
The significance of the broader cultu ral landscape is assessed as follows:
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Thus, the cultural landscape within which the property is contextuali sed is:
• Of high intrinsic significance in term s of it identified archaeological and palaeontological resources,
including Herolds Bay cave and the resources located along the coastal edge of Oubaai (previously
Dutton's Cove);
• Of local to regional significance in terms of its scenic value, specifically a natural landscape with
much topographic interest in terms of the incised river valley winding its way to a intimate coastal
bay, headlands of steep, rocky and naturally vegetated cliffs and a shoreline with both sandy and
rocky beaches. The coherence, intactness and integrity of the landscape in the vicinity has however
been compromised by urban development and the proliferation of "eco-estates" .
• Of regional botanical significance in terms of the presence of the endangered Garden Route Granite
Fynbos. The exposed granite cliffs and slopes, and the adjoining band of Dense Ericoid Fynbos
(extending to approximately the 60m contour) represent the scenic and natural landscape of highest
integrity along the length ofthe coastline . These are also areas of highest visibility.
Essential elements defining the significance and sensitivities of the cultural landscape are illustrated on
Figure 10.
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The informants for assessing the proposals are drawn from the recommendations contained within the
relevant planning policies and the identification of elements contributing to the heritage significance of
the area contained in section 4 above. The following should inform the development:

5. Conformity with land use policies that are cognisant of the heritage sensitivities of the broader
landscape

G. Recognition of the potential archaeological/paleontological sensitivity of the site
7. Respect for the integrity and intactness of the relic landscape setting of moderate to high
significance.
8. Maintenance of the scenic value of the local landscape. In particular, development should
demonstrate that the impact will not:
• Intrude on the botanical and scenic integrity of the coastal zone below the GOm contour
• Be visually intrusive from locally significant view points or heritage sites. These include
the hiking trail south of the development
the road from Herolds Bay to the residential area of Herolds Bay Heights
the tidal pool area
Voelklip
Slaapplek Road, Herolds Bay Heights, immediately north of the proposed development

Deve!oWffi!11t grogij[.m

7.1

Development alternatives

The establishment and testing of alternative development scenarios occurred as part of the Basic
Assessment impact assessment process. This incorporated an Archaeological Scoping and Visual
Impact assessment but was prior to the initiation of this Heritage Impact Assessment. It could be
argued that the 'no-go' option presented does not fulfil the conventional understanding of this
option as meaning developing within existing land use rights (in this case, one residential unit on
each of the two erven) . Nevertheless, in the opinion of this assessor, no fatal flaws can be identified
and there is no requirement to review the development options given.
fiNo-go" option

8 single residential erven on a 1.8ha section of the entire 5.4ha property. The owner of each
of the properties in question would construct a single residential dwelling on their properties
as allowed by the original rezoning conditions. The Basic Assessment concludes that this
option would thus still result in construction taking place with all the services being installed
This option would however only have been recommended if it were found that the proposed
development on this site might potentially cause substantial detrimental harm to the
environment.
Density alternatives:
• Alternative 1: Establishment of 8 single residential units - Preferred option
This alternative is preferred for the following reasons :
It is the preferred amount of units by the proponent. Eight units would make the proposed
development financially viable for the proponent.
The establishment of 8 units on the 5.4ha property would mean 1.5 units per hectare. This
would bring the proposed development in line with the concept Herold's Bay SDF. This
•
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concept framework would place the development in an area marked Special Zone II, which
allows for eco-orientated development with a prescribed density of 1.5 units per hectare
• Alternative 2: Establishment of 12 single residential units.
This alternative was investigated for the following reasons:
Current applicable policy documents set much broader guidelines for developments such as
this one. Under the current legislation the proponent could have thus applied for a higher
density development i.e. 12 (or even more units) on the same 1.8ha property, which would
have meant substantial financial gain.
This density alternative was however rejected for the following reasons:
Financial gain through densification was never the ultimate goal of the proponents. It is
instead the aim of the proponents to develop the property in a sustainable, eco-friendly
manner by only developing 1.8ha of the total 5.4ha property, with 3.6ha remaining
undisturbed. In addition the proponents envisaged only the footprints of the 8 units to be
placed on the 1.8ha proposed piece of property thereby keeping the natural environment
around the units intact and connected to the bigger 3.6ha undisturbed area, causing
minimal disturbance on the natural environment.
Twelve units would have meant that some of the erven would have been as small as
1000m2, which would not have been in line with the sustainable development concept the
proponents had in mind for this mini eco-estate.
Twelve units would have a bigger impact on the receiving environment, that is a bigger
biophysical impact, visual impact etc
Layout alternatives:
• Alternative 1: Locating 4 units on the outer edge of the proposed development area, with 4
units located more to the east and thus closer to the Monate Estate - Preferred option
This option is preferred for the following reasons:
The entire development would be located on the flatter (north-eastern) plateau
section of the property, which together with the mature vegetation found on site,
would mitigate the visual impact, especially if viewed from the west.
• Alternative 2: Locating proposed units as close as possible to the ocean.
The option of arranging the units on the very edge of the 60m contour and 1:4 slope was
investigated. This option would have meant that at least 6 of the 8 units would have been
located on outer limits of the developed property instead of the current 4. This option was
investigated, as this would have meant better expected sea views for the units. The option
was however rejected as it would also have meant a higher visual impact, especially if viewed
from the western side (main beach) of Herold's Bay.

7.2

Preferred alternative, as mitigated

The applicant proposes to establish 8 houses, each on individual plots. The houses would be single story
and would not exceed a height of 6m measured parallel to the average natural ground level of the site.
The plots would range in sizes of between approximately 1750sqm to 3500sqm. The enclosed internal
area of each house would be approximately 350sqm. All other areas, that would include covered
verandas, open verandas, driveways and swimming pools, would not exceed 300sqm. Coverage is set at
a maximum of 30% of the site area. For consolidated sites the coverage would be reduced to a
maximum of 10% (Figure 5 above) .
Other essential elements elaborated in the Architectural and Landscape Design Manual (Figure 11)
include:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Garages are to be connected to the main dwelling
Building is to be stepped on slopes
No house design ("contemporary veranda style") is permitted to be used more than once
Use of natural building materials, textures and colours
Attention is to be given to water and energy efficiency
Fencing or walling of properties is not permitted
During construction, only the footprint of the building is to be cleared
Only planting of plants endemic to Southern Cape Coastal Zone permitted
"Dark Sky" policy; all external lighting is to be directed downward

Figure 11: Architectural impressions: Design Guidelines
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1.

Conformity with land use policies that are cognisant of the heritage sensitivities of the broader
landscape
• The properties concerned border but lie outside the Urban Edge. However, in terms of the more
specific Herold's Bay SDF, the properties concerned are indicated as Special Zone II. This zone
allows for eco-orientated residential development with a prescribed density of 1.5 residential
units per hectare. This zone should therefore be considered more resilient to new development.
The development falls within the prescribed density limits.
• To the north and east of the subject properties are developments that are suburban in nature
and some at considerably higher densities than that proposed for this site (Photograph 8) . The
proposal is not out of keeping with the surrounding development and could be considered to be
more in the nature of infill rather than an extension to urban development.

Photograph 8: Oubaai - densities on portion of the site
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At the level of principle then, the proposed development should not be considered unacceptable.
2.

Recognition of the potential archaeological/paleontological sensitivity of the site
• The proposed residential development will involve vegetation clearing and earthmoving
activities that could have a permanent and negative impact on archaeological resources. The
presence of archaeological traces of Stone Age origin in the immediate vicinity of the site
earmarked for development requires that vegetation clearing and earthmoving activities
associated with development be conducted by hand and that these activities be monitored by a
professional archaeologist on a full-time basis.
The following mitigation measures are required :
• In the event that vegetation clearing and earthmoving activities expose archaeological materials,
such activities must be halted and Heritage Western Cape must be notified immediately.
• Unmarked human burials may occur anywhere in the landscape and are often exposed during
earthmoving activities. Human remains are protected by law and, if older than 60 years, are
dealt with by the State Archaeologist at the South African Heritage Resources Agency
[t is recommended that:
• A full Archaeo[ogical Impact Assessment cannot be performed at present due to limitations
described above.
• Because residential developments bordering on the study area are already underway, it would
be unreasonable to deny the development proposed in the area reported on here.
• If the proposed residential development is approved, then it is recommended that vegetation
clearing activities associated with development be conducted by hand and not by mechanical
means. This will minimize and/or avoid permanent negative impact on archaeological
resources.
• Vegetation clearing and earthmoving activities be monitored by a professional archaeologist on
a full time basis.
• [f archaeological materials are exposed through vegetation clearing or earthmoving activities,
then they must be dealt with in accordance with the NHRA and at the expense of the
developer(s) and/or property owner(s) .
A summary of the potential impact of the proposed development on archaeological heritage
resources with and without mitigation12 is presented as follows:

Significance of
resource
Nature of Impact
Extent
Duration
Intensity

Without Mitigation

Unknown, intrinsic

Unknown, intrinsic

Intrinsic

Intrinsic

Site

Site

Permanent

Permanent

Low

Unknown - high

Probability

Low probability

Probable

Confidence

High

Medium

Medium to Low

Unknown - medium

Impact significance

12

With Mitigation

P Nilssen [2007)
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The integrity and intactness of the relic landscape setting of moderate to high significance.
• Since the most significant identified archaeological and paleontological resources are situated at
the base of the cliffs or within the coastal buffer strip below Oubaai, they are at some distance
from the proposed development above the 60m contour. The development is unlikely to have
any direct impact on these resources or on the integrity ofthis landscape.
A summary ofthe potential impact ofthe proposed development on the integrity and intactness of
the relic landscape setting with mitigation is presented as follows :

Significance of
resource
Nature of Impact
Extent
Duration
Intensity
Probability
Confidence
Impact Significance
4.

With Mitigation

Without Mitigation

Moderate to high,
intrinsic
Intrinsic
Local
Permanent
Low
Low probability
High
Low

Moderate to high,
intrinsic
Intrinsic
Local
Permanent
Low
Low probability
High
Medium

Maintenance of the scenic value of the local landscape:
Potential for intrusion on the botanical and scenic integrity of the coastal zone below the 60m
contour
The proposed development is situated above the 60m contour and is largely situated on
Portion 4 of Farm 330, with a minor intrusion onto the Remainder. It adjoins an existing
subdivision to the east, itself not yet fully developed .
• Potential for visual intrusion from locally significant view points or heritage sites, including the
hiking trail south of the development; the road from Herolds Bay to the residential area of
Herolds Bay Heights; the tidal pool area; Voelklip; Slaapplek Road, Herolds Bay Heights,
immediately north ofthe proposed development"
The proposed development is moderately visible, visibility being limited to the immediate
valley and the local scale.
visual impact will tend to diminish with distance and can be said to be of moderate - high
exposure, recognizable to the viewer.
Development is restricted to the area currently covered by Coastal Scrub. These areas are
less visible than those covered by the other two vegetation types present rendering this
area moderately visible and moderately visually sensitive.
The adjacent development on Monate provides some visual enclosure as any new
development on the ridge line and headland on the site under discussion will be seen
adjacent to existing Monate development. The areas of the site adjacent to the Monote
development are less visually sensitive to those that will not have the adjacent Monote as a
backdrop, which will be moderately to highly sensitive.

•

13 Largely drawn from MAlA VIA
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The potential of the site's landscape and topography, to conceal the proposed development
is low to moderate. This is currently apparent in adjacent developments of Monate and
Herolds Bay Heights.
The bulk of the proposed development has been placed on slopes less steep than 1:4, and
for the most part adjacent to the Monate development. The scale and form of development
is similar to the adjacent Monate development in terms of being residential, but buildings
will be lower, being single storey as opposed to double, and the density will be less, the plot
sizes being bigger. The proposed development will fit within the adjacent landscape
development, the visual intrusion will be moderate - high, and clearly noticeable.
Photo montages (photographs 9 - 13) have been prepared to illustrate the visual impact of
the proposed development from these points and the effect mitigation measures will have.
~ the hiking trail south of the development - the two most southerly units are
between 100 meters and 200 meters from the hiking trail and will be visible from
certain sections thereof, however the orientation of the path is away from these
units resulting in them not being directly in view. Mitigation measures such as small
endemic tree planting will help to screen these units from the hiking trail.
~ the proposed development will be visible between houses as one travels eastward
along the road from Herolds Bay to Herolds Bay Heights but it will be predominantly
the roofs that are visible as per the existing units on Farm 330. Once again, planting
of small endemic trees will help screen these units.
~ the tidal pool and beach areas at Herolds Bay - the proposed development will be
visible from a distance of between 200 meters and 500 meters from the tidal pool
and beach front areas. Mitigation measures will further reduce the visibility thereof.
~ Voelklip - the proposed development will be visible from the Voelklip view point, 2
km west thereof. Mitigation measures will further reduce the visibility thereof.
~ the residential area of Herolds Bay Heights - the proposed development will not be
visible from this area as the site slopes away from this area so buildings are not
seen.
In summary, the visual impacts will result in a change from a natural landscape to a
developed area. There will be visual intrusion on scenic routes and from
tourist/recreational areas. However, the proposed siting and layout has made sensitive use
of the detailed topography of the sites in terms of less steep slopes and flatter areas, with
the density of the development allowing for more natural vegetation to be retained. The
key factors that need to be considered and controlled with regards the visual impact are
the architectural style, landscaping and lighting ofthe proposed development
The following mitigation measures are required:
• The proposed layout, scale, form and density of the development goes a long way in mitigating
potential visual impacts, i.e.
i) siting the buildings on slopes with gradients less steep than 1:4,
ii) having single storey buildings,
iii) allowing large areas of potential natural vegetation around the buildings
•
Architectural Guidelines should address:
the location of individual buildings is to be further refined to be on least visually sensitive
areas on the plots. If necessary an accurate survey of the area must be made and the visual
sensitivity process of the site must be accurately redone to establish sensitivity areas,
building form and styles should complement the natural landscape
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•

finishes, such as roofing materials and reflective surfaces should be specified, to prevent
visual obtrusion.
retention of existing natural vegetation through limiting the footprint to be disturbed
during construction and occupation - i.e. gardens
Landscape Architectural Guidelines should enhance visual mitigation:
identify larger existing trees on site and retain and protect these, re search required on the
space to ensure their survival
retain as much natural vegetation as possible, i.e. limit bUilding/garden platform
provide landscaping guidelines for the individual houses and for the roads and common
areas,

•

plant and establish the larger trees such as Tarchonanthus camphoratus and Olea capensis
and shrubs around new buildings
a Landscape Architect or Landscape Technologist must be appointed early on in the
planning phase, and retained throughout the design development, construction phase and
establishment maintenance phase (24 months) to ensure the landscape and vegetation
rehabilitation is successful in this development.
Lighting specialist appointment: Lighting is a potential visual impact and appropriate technology
is available and must be used to ensure that light pollution is avoided . To this end the architects'
and engineers' appointments must include addressing the mitigation of light pollution and
spillage such that it is nullified.

A summary of the potential visual impact of the proposed development is presented as follows:

Significance of
resource
Nature of Impact
Extent
Duration
Intensity

With Mitigation

Without Mitigation

Moderate to high,
experiential
Contextual (visual)

Moderate to high,
experiential
Contextual (visual)

Local

Local

Permanent

Permanent

Medium to Low

Medium to high

Probability

Moderate to Low

Confidence

High

Moderate to high
High

Impact Significance

Low

Medium

Photographs 9a to 13c illustrate visual impacts, with and without mitigation.

9 a: View from road to Herold's Bay Heights before development
r~nljjM g!l' Imrr~~tt/,i;:?~f.~:; m ~lW fF;fim,~~JilJ

~mf,h~ IrGJ1i1r;Jl;w.~I~ '

1~"r;G I!l(5

mFl m~in g,. ~~Hnl!i'Eg~ ,

f;fiy/pcG,Ge,

Page 129

9 C View of proposed development from road to Herolds Bay Heights after mitigation

10 c View of proposed development from tidal pool with mitigation
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11 b View from Voelklip after proposed development

11 c View from Voelklip of proposed development with mitigation
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12 a Existing view of site from Slaapplek Road

site from Slaapplek Road with proposed development- i. e. not visible

13 a. Existing view from hiking trail south east of farm 330/1. Existing Monate unit visible to extreme
right of photo.

13 b View of proposed development from hiking trail south east of farm
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13 c View of proposed development with mitigation measures
In conclusion, it is suggested that with mitigation, the development of the property will have minimal
impact on the integrity of the surrounding cultural landscape of heritage significance.

9. Comment from I&APs
Comments submitted by I&APs through the Basic Assessment (BA) process were considered . The BA
public participation included the following:
• Posters: An on-site poster was displayed on south-eastern perimeter of the site close to the existing
Monate sewage pump station and visible from the southwestern Monate footpath running
seawards. Posters were also displayed at the Monate Estate access gate in Maalgate Street and at
the " Heroldsbaai Kafee", respectively.
• Mail drops: A mail drop was conducted at the adjacent property owners including inter alia the
Monate Estate to the east, the owners of Portion 3 of Farm no 330 to the north and owners of
property in Slaapplek and Skuinsbank Streets. Copies of the mail drop were also left at Dutton's
Cove Lodge and Restaurant and at the Heroldsbaai Kafee for Interested Parties to take. Copies of the
mail drop were also sent to the relevant governmental and non-governmental organizations. This
included inter alia the George Municipality, Cape Nature, the Department of Water Affairs and
Forestry, Heritage Western Cape and the Botanica l Society of South Africa .
• Advertisement: An advertisement was placed in the local newspaper, the George Herald, on 30
November 2006 .
However, no directly heritage related comments were made, although concerns with regard to visual
impact were raised, which concerns directed the VIA process.
Additionally as part of this HIA, comments were sought from a variety of I&APs, including :
• George Municipality (Town Planning, recently charged with respon si bility for heritage matters)
• George Cultural History Museum
• Simon van der Stel Foundation (Southern Cape branch)
• George Heritage Trust
• Outeniqua Heritage Society
Opportunities for input included request for indications of interest (e-mail and telephonic); request to
raise issues of heritage significance to inform the scope of the HIA; and request for comment on the
draft HIA.
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Comments and responses made to the HIA were limited to the Simon van der Stel Foundation
representative requesting registration as an I&AP and noting that the Scoping Report was of a high
standard; and the George Municipality official charged with heritage responsibility indicating that he had
no comment.

o. SOCiO"econonuc Ilene

ts

The legislation requires the potential impact upon a heritage resource to be balanced against
sustainable social and economic benefits to be derived from a development. This heritage impact
assessment has determined that impacts will be generally low. Thus, there has been no formal socioeconomic impact assessment, although socio-economic benefits are expected to be limited to capital
investment in the local area, some employment during construction, limited additional employment
during occupation, and the provision of holiday housing for the middle to upper income group.

In general, it is concluded that with mitigation, the proposed development will not impact negatively on
any identified heritage resources either in the local context or wider landscape.
It is therefore recommended:
3. that this report be accepted by HWC as meeting the requirements of sections 38(4) of the
NHRA (Act 25 of 1999): and
4. that on the basis of this, HWC approve in principle the proposed development and allow the
development to proceed to the next phase, subject to the following conditions:
•
the HWC APM Committee Record of Decision dated 8 June 2007
•
A maximum of 8 sub-divided erven
•
No development below the 60m contour
•
No development on slopes steeper than 1:4
•
The imposition ofthe Architectural and Landscape Design Guidelines, as described herein
and as amended by the recommendations of the Visual Impact Assessment conducted for
this development proposal.
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