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MEETING OF THE HERITAGE WESTERN CAPE, 
APPEALS COMMITTEE 

 
Approved Minutes of a Meeting of the Appeals Committee of Heritage Western Cape 
held on Wednesday, 21 February 2018, at 09H30 in the 1st Floor Boardroom at the 

Protea Assurance Building, Greenmarket Square, Cape Town 
 

 
1. Opening and Welcoming 
 

The Chairperson Ms Corlie Smart officially opened the meeting at 10:15 and 
welcomed everyone present. 

 
2. Attendance  
 
 Appeals Committee  

Ms Corlie Smart (CSm)   Appeals Chairperson 
Dr Andre van Graan (AvG)   Appeals Committee Member 
 Dr Nicolas Baumann (NB)   Appeals Committee Member 

 Dr Antonia Malan (AM)   Council Member/Co-opted 
Appeals Committee member 

  
HWC Staff 
Mr Jonathan Windvogel (JW)   Assistant Director  
Ms Penelope Meyer (PMe)   Legal Advisor  
Mr Andrew September (AS)   Heritage Officer 
Ms Heidi Boise (HB)    Heritage Officer 
Ms Waseefa Dhansay (WD)   Heritage Officer 
Mr Zethembe Khuluse (ZK)   Heritage Officer 
Ms Stephanie Barnardt (SB)   Heritage Officer 
Mr Olwethu Dlova (OD)   Admin Officer 

 Ms Aneeqah Brown (ABr)   Intern 
 
 Visitors 

Mr Richard Summers (RS)   Mr Ashley Lillie (AL)   
Ms Melissa Groenink (MG)   Ms Lize Malan (LM) 
Ms Geraldine Goncalves (GG)  Ms Katherine Hadley (KH) 
Ms Johan Cornelius (JC)   Ms Larissa Heyns (LH) 
Mr Chris O’neil (CO’N)   Mr Elton Lintwaar (EL) 
Mr Ernst van Deijl (EvD)   Mr Henry Aikman (HA) 
Dr Stephen Townsend (ST)   Mr Chris Focoswan (CF) 
Ms Bernadette Basson (BB)   Mr Andrew Berman (ABe) 
Mr Simon Liell-Cock (SL-C)   Ms Cathy Salter-Jansen (CS-J) 
Ms Belinka Unger (BU)    
 
Observers  

 Mr Mark Bell (MB) (CoCT)  
 
3. Apologies 

Mr Rowen Ruiters (RR)   Appeals Committee Member 
 Mr Tseliso Leshoro (TS)   Appeals Committee Member 
Ms Colette Scheermeyer (CSc)  Deputy Director 
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 Mr Zwelibanzi Shiceka (ZS)   Assistant Director 
 
4. Approval of agenda  
 

The Appeals Committee resolved to approve the agenda dated 21 February 
2018 without amendments.  

 
5. Approval of minutes of the previous meeting 
 
5.1. Dated 24 January 2018 
 

The Appeals Committee resolved to approve the minutes dated 24 January via 
email. 
 

6. Disclosure of interest  

• AM: item 10.2  
  
7. Confidential Matters 
 
7.1 None 
 
8. Administrative Matters 
 
8.1. Outcomes of the Tribunal Committee 

• None 
 

        Penelope Meyer  
 
8.2. Recent Court Decisions 

 
PM reported that four cases are pending. 

 
        Penelope Meyer  
 
8.3. Site Visits 

 
The following site inspections undertaken by members were noted: 

• Proposed Total Demolition, Erf 987, 38 Arthurs Road, Sea Point: Section 
34 

• ProposedTotal Demolition of Structures on Erven 2769 & 2592-Re, 1 
Chelsea and 25 Aandbloem Roads, Vredehoek: Section 34 

• Proposed Total Demolition, Erf 5277 and 5278, 51 Buitenkant Street, Cape 
Town CBD: Section 34 

• Proposed Total Demolition: Erf 325, 5 Bantry Bay, Bantry Bay, Cape Town: 
Section 34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1223
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1223
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1113
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1113
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1126
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9. Matters Arising  
  
9.1 Proposed Total Demolition, Erf 97471, 4 Lemon Lane, Newlands: Section 

34 
 
  Case No: 17050901KR0510E 
 
  Ms Melissa Groenink (MG), Ms Geraldine Goncalves (GG), Ms Ms Katherine 

 Hadley, Mr Richard Summers (RS) and Mr Ashley Lillie were present and some 
 of the parties took part in the discussion.  

 
  In summary it was noted in discussion that: 

• The previous owner of the property Mr Mark Viljoen requested to 
participate. He was not a party to the appeal process and chairperson ruled 
that for this reason he was not allowed to participate. 

• The Appeals Committee decision taken at the 24th of January 2018 
approved the demolition of the structure, subject to the approval by the 
appeals committee of the proposed development’s plans in order assess 
the development’s impact on the heritages resources identified as the 
watercourses in Newlands. 

• RS submitted that: 
- His correspondence dated the 12 of February 2018 deals with the 

decision above and indicates that there is no impact on the heritage 
resource/s. 

- Indicated that the Appeals Committee already made a decision to 
approve the development and is subject to an appeal. 

- Requested that the minutes reflect that a second decision is taken and 
as such a decision could be subject to a nominal appeal. 

- Requested that the Applicant / Appellant brings the plans to be lodged 
with the CoCT to HWC to be stamped provided that those are generally 
in accordance with the information submitted to the committee under 
the cover of his correspondence dated the 12th of February 2018. 

- The permit be addressed to the ‘owner’ generically to avoid further 
applications / appeals should there be a change in the applicant prior to 
the demolition of the demolition. 

- PM indicated that a permit is addressed to a person. It is issued to the 
applicant who makes the application and not to the ‘generic owner’ due 
to the wording of the regulations. 

- The chairperson indicated that the issue should be taken up with HWC 
administration. 

• MG submitted that: 
- That she was not aware that there was a decision to approve 

development. 
- The plans were not sent or received by the Newlands Ratepayers 

Association. 
- Requested a postponement in order to provide them with the 

opportunity for their own specialist to comment on the plans. 
- The specialist would not be able to attend the meeting on the short 

notice given to them. 
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• In response RS indicated that:  
- The committee had already taken the decision which is subject to an 

appeal. That if there is a concern and if the other parties are aggrieved 
about the previous decision they can appeal. 

- That there is no reason why the other parties should be provided with 
the plans as the Applicant / Appellant has throughout the process 
indicated that no heritage resources will be adversely affected. 

- That the information that indicates that heritage resources are not 
affected has been provided to the committee. 

- In as far as heritage resources not affected: the jurisdiction of the 
committee in terms of section 34 to regulate the minutia of the 
development had not been established. 

- That there is no basis for a postponement and the Applicant / Appellant 
does not need to obtain the approval of the other parties to the appeal 
on everything that is done on site. 

- That it has been established that no heritage resources will be affected 
and the original decision stands and the development has been 
approved. 

- That it is only an administrative mechanism to show the committee the 
plans as per the original decision. 

• AL indicated that: 
- The committee only identified the river / stream as a heritage resource 

and that the documents submitted by the Applicant / Appellant indicates 
that the heritage resource is not negatively impacted. 

• In summary the Committee discussed and took the following into 
consideration: 
- The submissions made by all the parties as well as the previously 

decisions of the committee. 
- The decision made by the committee was that the demolition was 

granted subject to the approval of the proposed development’s plans. 
- Should the proposed development’s plans not be approved by the 

committee the approval of the demolition would not come into effect as 
the approval is a suspensive condition. 

- All the parties involved in the appeal must have an opportunity to 
scrutinise the plans and comment / make submissions relating thereto. 

- The objectors were not afforded the opportunity to do so. 
 
 DECISION: 
  All parties to the appeal must have an opportunity to scrutinize the proposed 

 development plans. 
 
  The Appellant must provide the interested and affected parties with the 

 proposed development plans within 7 days. The interested and affected parties 
 must submit their comments within 7days thereafter. 

 
  The appeal is postponed to the next Appeals Committee Meeting. 
   
 
         Zethembe Khuluse  
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9.2 Proposed Total Demolition, Erf 987, 38 Arthurs Road, Sea Point: Section 
34 

 
  Case No: 17081809WD0906M 
 
  AvG reported back on the site visit. 
 
  Ms Ashley Lillie was present and took part in the discussion 
 
  In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

• AL submitted that: 
- The site visit report was a very good summation of the situation and that 

he didn’t have an issue with the summation. 
- He indicated that he noted that site visit report indicated a grading of IIIc 

and agreed with the grading as the structure did not warrant a grading 
higher than IIIc. 

- The site inspection report is correct in that the structure is on a similar 
scale as others to the street. 

- The street doesn’t constitute a heritage resource. 
- Very few of the buildings in the street would warrant any form of 

grading. 
- The only building in close proximity to this structure that warranst a 

grading is the Schule.  
- The site visit report makes no mention that the context itself warrants 

formal protection. 
- The house itself doesn’t warrant formal protection and it doesn’t meet 

the guides to have the qualities to have a grading of IIIb. 

• The chairperson advised AL that the grading contained in the site visit 
report was not the committee’s grading and that the grading would be 
discussed by the committee and a decision made regarding the grading. 

• The chairperson indicated that the site visit report was not a 
recommendation to the committee but merely a report back on it and that 
the report back is taken into consideration by the committee during 
discussion and the process of coming to a decision. 

• ML indicated that the purpose of a site visit was for the members attending 
the visit to form an opinion regarding the heritage value of the property and 
inform the committee as a whole of their view regarding it. 

• The chairperson indicated that ML’s statement / understanding is incorrect 
regarding the site visit report. The members attending the site visit do not 
form their own opinion which can be reported to the committee. The 
committee as a collective comes to a decision on the heritage value of a 
structure after discussing all the relevant information as well as the site visit 
report. 

• In summary the Committee discussed and took the following into 
consideration: 
- The committee discussed the grading of IIIc that was indicated on the 

site visit report and AvG indicated that the CoCT’s grading is usually 
indicated on a site visit report and did not reflect the opinion of the 
members who attended the site visit. 

- AvG also indicated that the “IIIc” reflected on the site visit report was a 
typo  

- The building is a typical single story Victorian Villa 
- The exterior of the building appears to be mostly in intact. 
- Internally the living room rooms have been opened to create an open 

plan arrangement of spaces. Columns and arches were added as part 
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of the renovation but the ceiling and floors of the living spaces have 
been retained. 

- There is a fine Victorian Fireplace in the bedroom which appears to be 
original with its matching hearth tiles.  

- The structure is representative of a Sea Point Villa and relates to the 
scale of the immediate environs. 

- The committee was of the opinion that both Belcom and the CoCT’s 
grading of IIIB were correct. 

- The committee endorsed the grading of both Belcom and the CoCT. 
- The committee found that the structure has sufficient intrinsic heritage 

value to warrant protection and that the immediate environs also have 
sufficient heritage value to be protected. 

- The structure contributes to the heritage value of the immediate 
environs. 

• After the committee discussed the matter the chairperson informed AL that 
the grading indicated on the site visit report was a typo and not correct. 
 

  DECISION 
  The appeal is dismissed. 
 
        Waseefa Dhansay 
 
9.3  ProposedTotal Demolition of Structures on Erven 2769 & 2592-Re, 1 

 Chelsea and 25 Aandbloem Roads, Vredehoek: Section 34 
 
  Case No:  17042407KR0503M & 17042408KR0503M 
 
  AvG reported back on the site inspection. 
 
  Ms Johan Cornelius (JC)[on behalf of Applicant] and Ms Larissa Heyns (LH) 

 [on behalf of a group of Appellants] were present and took part in the 
 discussions. 

 
  In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

• LH submitted that 
- The essence of the appeal centres around that the ‘heritage committee’ 

initially stated that building plans must be submitted to the committee to 
consider but was never formally submitted to HWC. 

- The committee could not make a decision on the demolition application 
without considering the replacement building’s impact on the sense of 
place of the area considering that it is grade IIIc heritage building that 
has contextual significance. 

• In summary the Committee discussed and took the following into 
consideration: 
 
- The requirement for submission of plans to HWC was not a decision by 

HOMS but only a recommendation to Belcom. 
- The two structures do not have intrinsic heritage value. 
- The consistency of height, scale and mass contribute to the significance 

of the environment’s heritage value. 
- The immediate environment within which the properties are located has 

sufficient heritage value to warrant protection. 
- The replacement building may have a negative impact on the heritage 

value of the environment and the replacement building should be 

http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1223
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1223
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assessed as such in order to protect the heritage resource being the 
area within which the properties are situated. 

  
 

 DECISION 
  The appeal is upheld and the decision of Belcom is replaced by: 
  
  The demolition is granted subject to the submission to and approval of the 

 proposed plans by the Appeals Committee. 
 

 The Applicant must provide the interested and affected parties, including the 
 registered conservation bodies, with the opportunity to comment on the 
 plans. The period for the submission of the comments is 14days.  

  
         Zwelibanzi Shiceka 
 
9.4  Proposed Demolition, Alterations and Additions of the Van Breda Bridge, 

 Ceres: Section 34 
 
  Case No:  17083118WD0912M 
 
  Mr Chris O’Neil,(CoN) Mr Elton Lintwaar, Mr Ernst van Deijl and Mr Henry 

 Aikman were present and took part in the discussions.  
 
  In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

• CoN submitted that: 
- His heads of argument were forwarded to the case officer and 

highlighted section of it to the committee. 
- Belcom overlooked a number of relevant factors 
- The impact on the heritage value of the structure will be moderate 
- Belcom mistakenly referred to the total demolition of the structure 
- The structure is unsafe for users currently and in future. 
- The bridge in its current form is not the original bridge and was rebuilt 

and altered a number of times. 
- The community supports the alterations to the structures. 
- That the socio-economic impact of the alterations should be considered. 

• In summary the Committee discussed and took the following into 
consideration: 
- The documents and oral submissions made. 
- The alterations to the structure will no have a negative impact on the 

heritage resource value of the structure. 
 
  DECISION 
  The appeal is upheld.  
 
        Waseefa Dhansay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1128
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1128
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9.5  Proposed Total Demolition, Erf 5277 and 5278, 51 Buitenkant Street, Cape 
 Town CBD: Section 34 

 
  Case No:  17090506WD0610M 
 
  AvG reported back on the site inspection. 
 
  Dr Stephen Townsend and Mr Johan Cornelius were present and took part in 

 the discussion. 
 
  In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

• ST submitted: 
- The structure is an ordinary modernist building. 
- The site is situated within an HPOZ and the buildings in the area are 

mixed architecture. 
- Development should not be managed. 

• In summary the Committee discussed and took the following into 
consideration: 
- The structure itself has no heritage significance and can be demolished. 
- The existing building lies between a high-rise contemporary block and a 

double-storeyed corner building which relates in scale to the Edwardian 
building occupied by the Book Lounge on the opposite corner. 

- The immediate environment within which the properties are located has 
sufficient heritage value to warrant protection. 

- The replacement building may have a negative impact on the heritage 
value of the environment and the replacement building should be 
assessed as such in order to protect the heritage resource being the 
area within which the properties are situated. 
 

  DECISION 
 The appeal is upheld and the decision of Belcom is replaced by: 

  
  The demolition is granted subject to the submission to and approval of the 

 proposed plans by the Appeals Committee. 
 The Applicant must provide the interested and affected parties, including the 
 registered conservation bodies, with the opportunity to comment on the 
 plans. The period for the submission of the comments is 30 days.  

 
        Waseefa Dhansay 
 
9.6  Proposed Total Demolition: Erf 325, 5 Bantry Bay, Bantry Bay, Cape 

 Town: Section 34 
 
  Case No:  17092808ZK1004E 
 
  AvG reported back on the site inspection. 
 
  Mr Ashley Lillie, Mr Chris Focoswan and Ms Bernadette Basson were present 

 and took part in the discussion. 
 

http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1113
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1113
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1126
http://www.hwc.org.za/node/1126
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 In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

• CF submitted: 
- That the structure was graded a IIIC. 
- That it adds value to the area within which the property is located. 
- That the images provided was not representative of the area. 

• AL submitted: 
- The structure had no intrinsic heritage value. 
- The immediate context within which the property is located in,  is a 

complex one. 
- The heritage value of the heritage resources in the immediate area has 

been overstated. 

• In summary the Committee discussed and took the following into 
consideration: 
- The existing house retains its original form in terms of bulk and roof. 
- The scale of the existing building is important to the scale of the 

adjacent buildings and in particular its relationship to the Victorian 
cottages that lie to the north, behind the house. 

- The immediate environment within which the properties are located has 
sufficient heritage value to warrant protection. 

- The replacement building may have a negative impact on the heritage 
value of the environment and the replacement building should be 
assessed as such in order to protect the heritage resource being the 
area within which the properties are situated. 

 
  DECISION 

 The appeal is upheld and the decision of Belcom is replaced by: 
  
  The demolition is granted subject to the submission to and the approval of 

 the proposed plans by the Appeals Committee. 
 The Applicant must provide the interested and affected parties, including the 
 registered conservation bodies, with the opportunity to comment on the 
 plans. The period for the submission of the comments is 30 days. 

 
         Zethembe Khuluse  
 
10.  New Matters 
 
10.1  Proposed alteration at Erf 2730, Count Road, Simon's Town: Section 27 
 
  Case No: 17111607HB1121M 
 
  AM recused herself and left the room. 
 
  Ms Heidi Boise gave a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
  Mr Andrew Berman, Mr Samen Luell-Cock and Ms Cathy Salter-Jansen were 

 present and took part in the discussion. 
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 In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

• SL submitted: 
- The roof of the structure is not original and has been replaced.  
- The museum has limited funds for the maintenance of the structure. 
- There is a risk of further damage to the structure should they not be in a 

position to replace the roof immediately. 
 
  DECISION 
  The Appeal is upheld and the application as submitted is approved. 
 
         Heidi Boise 
 
10.2  Proposed Total Demolition at 43, 116 Upper-Harrington Street, Gardens: 
  Section 34 
 
  Case No: 17042409HB0503E 
 
  AM recused herself and left the room. 
 
  Ms Heidi Boise gave a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
  Ms Belinka Unger was present and took part in the discussion. 
 
  The committee was of the opinion that a site visit should be conducted.  
 
  DECISION 
  The Committee resolved to conduct a site visit. 
 
         Heidi Boise 
 
10.3  Proposed Total Demolition on Erf 50239, 2 Bucksburn Road, Newlands: 

 Section 34 
 
  Case No: 17113006AS1207E 
 
  ZK, SB, HB, AS recused themselves and left the room. 
 
  Mr Andrew September gave a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
  Ms Lize Malan was present and took part in the discussion. The Appellants 

 were notified of the date of the meeting but were not present. 
 
  In summary it was noted in discussion that:  

- The site is not situated within a HPOZ. 
- The building was not graded as It was not conservation worthy. 

 The committee discussed and took the following into account: 
- Proper notice of the application was given to I & AP’s. 
- The structure has no intrinsic heritage value 
- The erven does not contribute to the natural environment. 
- The area in which the site is located has no heritage significance and as 

does not warrant protection. 
 
  DECISION 
  The Committee dismissed the Appeal. 
         Andrew September 
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10.4  Proposed Partial Demolition, Erf 680258 and 116379, 4 and 6 Smithers 

 Road, Kenilworth : Section 34 
 
  Case No: 17120709WD0110E 
 
  The item was postponed to the next Appeals Committee meeting. 
 
          Waseefa Dhansay  
 
11.  Other Matters 
 
11.1 None. 

 
12. Adoption of decisions and additions  
 
 The Appeals Committee resolved to adopt the decisions. 

 
13. Closure of the meeting      
 
 The Chairperson closed the meeting at: 14:12     
        
 
14. Date of next meeting: 20 March 2018 
  

Chairperson’s Signature…………………………………. 
 

Date…………………………………………………………  


