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CITY HERITAGE COMMENT TO HERITAGE WESTERN CAPE ON NHRA APPLICATIONS 

PART 1  SITE AND PROPOSAL PARTICULARS Case No:        

Site address Oude Molen Precinct, Alexandra Road, Observatory Erven Portion of erf 26439-RE 

Owner  
Western Cape 

Government 
Applicant Cindy Postlethwayt 

Contact  

cindy@cpheritage.co.za 

Proposal summary 
Mixed use re-development of the site including inclusionary housing opportunities,  

based on the retention and re-use of some existing heritage structures. 

Previous HWC submission  Has the work started? Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Conservation body As determined by HWC/  PP engagement 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

PART 2: HERITAGE TRIGGERS & SIGNIFICANCE  
NHR Act 

Section: 38 

HPOZ  

☐ 

Detail:  

 Proposed HPOZ 

 Declared PHS 

           ☐ 

2013 – 2018 Heritage 

database (as displayed 

on CityMap viewer)   

National 

I 

☐ 

Provincial 

II 

☒ 

Metro 

IIIA 

☒ 

Neighbourhood 

IIIB 

☐ 

Street 

Context 

IIIC 

☐ 

Potential 

IIIC 

☐ 

NCW 

4  

☐  

Summary Statement of Significance: 

The current CCT grading is 3A. The site represent multiple layers of significance. The hospital precinct 

(government use) extends to the late 19th century. Valkenberg East was associated with Valkenberg West, 

the one institution for black and coloured patients, the other for white patients. It includes Vaarschedrift 

crossing.  

 

As set out in the HIA, the site is of very high, multi-layered and complex, heritage significance, derived from 

multiple uses, by diverse groups of people over a very long time. This includes: associational, cultural and social 

significance to some First Nation groups who consider it part of the broader historic landscape between the 

Black and Liesbeek River; historical, architectural and archaeological significance as it contains the site of an 

early VOC mill; historical and archaeological significance as a place of banishment and imprisonment of the 

Zulu king, King Cetshwayo; architectural, historical and social significance of the F-shaped wards and 

associated psychiatric hospital buildings as a typical early 20thC example of segregated medical treatment 

serving a particularly marginalised sector of society; historical significance related to the rise and fall of the 

segregationist policies under the Apartheid government. 

 
 

 

PART 3: CITY COMMENT ON PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT TO HWC 
This does not in any way constitute 

 approval or refusal of an application  

Documentation:   Oude Molen Precinct Heritage Impact Assessment Rev 2 

prepared by Cindy Postlethwayt dated November 2025; Comments and 

Reponses Report dated March 2025; associated updated documentation and 

specialist studies 

Rev  Dwg date  

Amended HIA and documentation received 14/11/2025. 

 

1. Introduction 

 

E&HM notes the Comments and Responses report and amended HIA – further specific feedback on this is 

provided below.  

 

2. The proposed development 

 

The proposed development allows for mixed use development which includes 1364 housing opportunities of 

which 34% are inclusionary units (Social and First Home Finance & Subsidy Assistance - apartments and row 

houses); approximately 18 981m2 GLA offices ; 3 379m2 GLA retail and an Interpretive Centre of approximately 

788m2 GLA.  

 



 

The above figures are as per the initial preferred development proposal – no updated figures have been 

provided as a result of the final revised Consolidated Precinct Plan (Alternative 4C) and it is not clear to what 

extent the reduced heights and layout changes have resulted in decreased bulk, if at all.  

 

3. Comment on the updated proposal 

 

The layout of the revised proposal, as shown in Figure 161 of the HIA, does not differ greatly from the previous 

iteration. The main changes are additional ‘breathing space’ to the Homestead; a 10m landscape setback 

along the MGV edge; lower height bands in some areas and the omission of the ‘Interpretation Centre’. 

Although positive, these amendments do not sufficiently address all the previous E&HM comments. The 

following are therefore reiterated or noted as further concerns: 

 

a) The endorsement of the HIA will result in the HWC approval of Alternative 4c as a Precinct Plan. Although 

this forms part of a Package of Plans with more detail to be developed at a later stage, this plan should 

be accurate and comprehensive enough both to inform the assessment of the proposal and to ensure 

that the correct approvals guide more detailed later submissions. An updated Precinct Plan is therefore 

required, consisting of the following information: 

 

1) Graphic differentiation between existing (retained) and new buildings; 

2) An accurate and clear differentiation between (a) existing trees to be retained and (b) new trees. The 

existing colour-coded ‘tree legend’ is misleading as it indicates existing trees within potential built 

footprints. The inclusion of a tree legend of which only some information is shown does not make sense. 

3) Indication of public / landscaped open areas and private (restricted) areas; 

4) Existing building height or a maximum height for the various building envelopes as proposed 

(consistently indicated as meters above existing ground level or similar);  

5) Unrestricted public access and semi-public access in terms of pedestrian circulation routes. 

6) A legend should be included denoting all of the above.  

 

All the elements noted above have been included as standard practice in similar Precinct Plans forming 

Part of Package of Plan applications, as proposed in this case.  

 

b) It is important to note that ‘architectural resolution’ at a later stage cannot substantively mitigate 

negative impacts of the overall built form, scale and orientation enabled by this Precinct Plan once 

approved, as suggested by the applicant.  A similar response relates to trees: if the Precinct Plan suggests 

a built footprint in direct conflict with a theoretically retained tree, it is unlikely that any mitigation will be 

possible at SDP stage.  

 

c) Height: The HIA states that the height of future buildings directly along the MGV edge have been lowered 

to a maximum of two storeys. The Precinct Plan however indicates this area as ‘Max 2 to 3 Storeys/12m 

max’. Spatial provisions should be consistently indicated. The colour bands of the height map (Figure 163) 

are unclear with respect to the differentiation between the 25m and 20m categories. Again, this needs 

to be clear to ensure correct future approvals.  

 

d) Layout: E&HM’s previous comment regarding the units edging the retained superintendent’s house and 

the backdrop immediately adjacent to the homestead complex have been addressed to a degree. The 

following remains relevant: 

 

- The setting of the retained F-shaped wards could be improved by omitting the row of units 

immediately to its west. These units will create a negative ‘back-of ‘house’ edge to the retained 

wards. Moreover, it represents a measure of insensitive infilling which also greatly impacts on existing 

mature trees and the sense of place currently associated with the central avenue. 

- The enlarged food garden to the rear of the Homestead has no positive/ active built edges facing 

onto it. 

 

e) Trees: The loss of mature trees remain of concern, particularly in light of the extensive references to the 

importance of the park-like setting of the site, also in the form of a future reconceptualised intensified 

precinct. The proposal represents Insufficient recognition of existing mature trees, greenery and open 

space. Many of the trees surveyed appear to be more significant than described in the survey, and it is 

likely that many more of them could be kept, if not for the development footprint imposed on the 

landscape.  

 

The applicant states that E&HM appears not to understand the process being followed with respect to the 

Urban Design and Landscape Framework. What is understood is that the Precinct Plan will become the 



 

approved framework guiding more detailed SDP submissions in future. The applicant’s response in point 7c 

of the Responses and Comments Table confirms that ‘some heritage/cultural trees, place-making trees 

and trees in good condition are shown in building footprints’. These are described as ‘indicators’ that ‘may 

be’ considered at later stages. This is problematic.  Future detailed plans will not be able to address the loss 

of trees if the built footprint established in the Precinct Plan does not allow for this. If the identified trees for 

retention is an indicator, then the concept design should appropriately be informed by this at the earliest 

stage. 

 

f) Please note that other aspects included in the previous E&HM comment not highlighted above or 

adequately responded to in the amended HIA, remains applicable.  

 

4. Comment on the updated proposal 

 

Given the above, E&HM is not yet supportive of the proposed development as assessed in the HIA and 

presented in the Consolidated Precinct Plan.  

 

 
 

Support   ☐ Support with   ☒ 

conditions 

Not Support    ☐      Official’s Name:  

B.Irrgang 

Official’s 

Signature 

 


