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DRAFT  HERITAGE  IMPACT  ASSESSMENT  (V2)  FOR  THE  PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT OF OUDE MOLEN PRECINCT: PORTION OF ERF 26439-RE CAPE
TOWN WESTERN CAPE NOVEMBER 2025

Dear Madam/Sir,

The Woodstock Residents’ Association (WRA) is a registered heritage conservation body.
The Oude Molen Precinct  (OMP) HIA deals  with  “achieving  spatial  justice  objectives”,
envisaging an intensive mixed-use precinct which will gentrify the area, negatively impact
on existing heritage resources and displace existing tenants and residents. WRA deals
with the same concerns in Woodstock, hence this I&AP submission.

1. HIA does not cover all impacted heritage resources, failing NHRA requirements

Neither the Maitland Garden Village nor  the adjoining the greenbelt  and floodplains
which form part of the TRUP area have been sufficiently considered in this HIA. This
violates NHRA requirements.

It  can also  create  a  situation  similar  to  what  is  happening  in  Woodstock:  Although
planning proposals for the former Woodstock hospital  clearly impacted the adjoining
Earl  Street  site’s  heritage resources (and vice versa),  they were not  dealt  together.
HWC’s IACom made separate decisions regarding the two sites, justifying one decision
with the other (approving the hospital for affordable housing and Earl St as green relief
space for the housing). Local government then promptly proceeded to appeal only the
Earl St decision. The matter is still dragging its way through the courts.

a. Disregarding social & economic impact on Maitland Garden Village & non-
consultation of community fail minimum requirements of s 38(3) of the NHRA
According to the HIA, Maitland Garden Village (MGV) has “historic significance and
has  retained  a  considerable  degree  of  authenticity  and  coherence.  It  has  social
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significance as a  ‘coloured’ area from its  inception,  eventually  a  Coloured Group
Area. It  has been proposed as part of  a larger Heritage Protection Overlay Zone
(HPOZ)”.1

What  the  HIA  fails  to  mention  is  that  “in  1969,  Maitland  Garden  Village  was
designated for Whites under the Group Areas Act and residents were threatened with
potential  forced  removals.”2 This  decision  was  only  reversed  in  1982,  “due  to  a
decades long struggle lead [sic] by village women who were determined to resist
displacement.”3

According to the HIA, the value of MGV lies in its “social  history and community
continuity”,4 yet  the revised HIA still  only deals with the  visual impact and edge
interface of the Oude Molen proposal. Any negative impact on the MGV community is
completely disregarded, which makes the HIA flawed.

The Development Action Group (DAG) identified that “its location makes it [MGV] a
target  for  property  speculators.  Development  within  and  around  the  much
discussed Two Rivers Urban Park offers both opportunities for work and dignified
housing and the risk of displacement due to rising land values (our emphasis).”5 

The HIA notes “that the proposal introduces affordable housing typologies that could
resonate with the spatial needs currently expressed within MGV – particularly the
need for dignified, family-appropriate housing”. Yet the HIA does in no way consider
that the proposal will result in the opposite: Since WC government has published the
OMP in  its  Deal  Book for  investors,  property  speculators  have shown interest  in
MGV. The OMP development will have the same effect as the introduction of UDZ tax
incentives in Woodstock – it will lead to gentrification which will displace one of the
same historically and economically marginalised communities the OMP development
is meant to assist.

The HIA says the current proposal focuses on “integrating those who have historically
been spatially and economically marginalised”, even going so far as to call it “land
reparation”. However, only 34% of the proposed housing in the precinct is designated
as “inclusive” housing. 

While a cross-subsidisation model makes sense, the proposal is heavily weighted
and  skewed  towards  open  market  residential,  commercial  and  office  buildings
focused on ROI, not on land reparation.

In building only +-460 affordable homes, democracy will achieve what apartheid did
not and displace the adjacent MGV working class-community by making their area
unaffordable  for  families  who  “have  lived  in  the  area  for  generations”6 and  their
backyarders, a community of over 2,000 people.7

1 p20 HIA response-to-hwc-further-requirements pdf (“Response document”).
2 DAG ‘MAITLAND GARDEN VILLAGE’, December 2020 (“DAG”).
3 Ibid.
4 p22 Response document.
5 DAG.
6 Ibid.
7 DAG’s research shows that an average of 9 people live on each MGV erf.



As evident in Woodstock, an HPOZ won’t mitigate against displacement caused by
rising land prices and investors eyeing MGV. As the HIA itself declares: MGV’s value
does not lie “in the architectural integrity or intactness of its built fabric”.8

To  create  dignified  living  and  working  opportunities  without  destroying  heritage
resources, the majority of any development at Oude Molen needs to be affordable
housing proper, cross-subsidized by commercial developments with a sustainability
and social justice focus. See further page 5 below.

b. Not including the wetland & greenbelt in the HIA area fails NHRA requirements

While the HIA deals with the history of the wetland area, it does not consider how the
proposed intensive development would impact  on the  “significant riverine open
space component” as a heritage resource, once the over 1000 new homes and
GLA 18K sqm office space and 13K sqm retail  space are operational. This is the
reason why the HIA needs to include the wetland and greenbelt, no matter that the
two spaces are owned by different government entities.

2. HIA disregards living heritage considerations & its own focus of integrating the
historically marginalised

Apart from First Nations and the King Cetshwayo heritage considerations,9 the prevalent
land  use  at  OMP  has  been  pastoral,  including  the  early  agricultural  settlements
mentioned  in  the  HIA.10 The  HIA is  therefore  incorrect  to  claim  that  the  heritage
prevalence  of  Oude  Molen’s  remaining  rural  character  is  “unjustifiably  prescriptive”.

The  heritage  significance  of  skills  and  knowledge  around  food  production,  land
cultivation  and  crafts  practised  at  OMP was raised  by  IACom,  and  we leave  other
submissions to deal with this point. We will raise just one instance of what seems to be
a fundamental misunderstanding of the heritage assessment:

The IACom member’s remark that the “horse stable ... is unfortunately not a heritage
issue”11 is  incorrect.  Horses,  while  not  indigenous have “played a significant  role  in
social and political processes in the early settlement of the Cape. History was made
with  horse  power  and  equally  the  horses  were  shaped  by  human  history”.12

The City of Cape Town’s E&HM department has pointed out that:

 “The  equestrian  component  of  the  precinct  has  been  integral  to  the  social
cohesion of the site with the surrounds. It acted as a therapeutic use and space
of connection with youth from Maitland Garden Village and has been a place of
integration of many across the City, making it a unique equestrian centre which
is economically inclusive ... and provides significant employment to residents
from Maitland Garden Village (our emphasis).

8 p22 Response document.
9 Neither of which important considerations we are entitled to speak to.
10 p12 Response document.
11 p4 Response document.
12 Swart, Kronos vol.29 n.1, 2003.



 The Two Rivers LSDF identified the open space immediately west of the site as an
appropriate location for passive recreation and equestrian activities.”13

The stable owner is a MGV resident and part of the historically disadvantaged community.
He is a community activist, who, against the odds, has overcome an underprivileged and
troubled youth and turned a tiny herd of horses into  a successful  horse-riding school,
engaging in community outreach, including e.g. disabled riding and cart rides with autistic
and cerebral palsy-affected children from marginalised backgrounds.14

The HIA emphasises restorative memory and restitution yet fails to see that recognising
Oude Molen stable’s heritage value and preserving space for it in the new development is
a necessary part of restitution and restorative justice. Destroying the local stable owner’s
and  his  employees’  livelihoods  certainly  does  not  “integrate  the  economically
marginalised”, it deprives them.

All LSDF and heritage documents up to this HIA have judged that the area is appropriate
for  horse  husbandry.15 The  townplanning  document  and  the  HIA  remark  that  “The
proposed development does not preclude the adjoining City owned open space along the
Black River to be used for picnics, horse riding, etc.”16 This shows a lack of understanding
of horse husbandry, which is why it is so crucial to preserve such skills at OMP: Horses
don’t just need to be ridden, but need an area to live in and to be schooled.

In  this  context  it  also  seems  contradictory  that,  while  disregarding  previous
recommendations and visions and putting forward an entirely different proposal for OMP,
the HIA at the same time relies on the 2021 “Preliminary Stakeholder Engagement”. 

3. A cross-subsidisation proposal that preserves OMP as a “unique place”

The HIA admits that “Living Heritage ... has not been explored fully” and justifies this by
saying that the project proposal remains the “highest level of concept” and that the site
“will  not  be  developed  by  the  owner”  the  WC  government,  but  by  private  sector
development.17

However, considering that WC government promotes the OMP ‘project’ as de-risked with
secured development rights, these issues need to be dealt with in this HIA, and this needs
to include an updated precinct plan, as reiterated in this round’s City’s E&HM comments.18

While the HIA criticises IACom’s interchangeable use of living and intangible heritage, it
completely disregards what all IACom members emphasised – the heritage significance of
OMP’s unique sense of place and character and how the HIA fails to do justice to it. This
was not only expressed by the committee, but also by the City of Cape Town’s E&HM
department, as well as by virtually all other I&AP submissions on record.

13 City of Cape Town E&HM Oude Molen comment, October 2024. 
14 Cloete The Untold Story of Garden Village #33 Abrasive Conversations, 2024
15 See just The Two Rivers LSDF 2023, Baseline HIA 2022. identified the open space immediately west of 

the site as an “appropriate location for passive recreation and equestrian activities.”
16 p34 annexure-h2-2025-11-04-dev-proposal-for-heritage-assessment-omp-november.pdf, see also 1. 

OMP_HIA Comments and Responses Report_Final, p43.
17 p6 Response document.
18 See City of Cape Town E&HM Oude Molen further comment, December 2025.



The HIA’s response in this regard is still completely insufficient and fails the minimum HIA
requirements. 

The  same  goes  for  the  insufficient  Socio-Economic  Impact  (SEI)  assessment  that
enumerates the number of  temporary construction jobs which could be created by the
development, but does not enumerate nor assess the livelihoods that would be lost if the
current tenants are evicted, nor how their activities contribute to economy.19 The SEI needs
to take note of  the economies at work at OMP, which are recognised forms of socio-
economic development – the green economy, the sharing economy, the caring economy,
the artisanal economy, the hospitality economy etc.20

While the OMP Deal Book page talks of “educational spaces”, the proposal only mentions
one  school,  while  OMP’s  unique  character  already  contains  two  alternative,  non-
government schools, which need to be retained.

These  concerns  need  to  be  taken  up  by  the  owner  of  the  site,  the  Western  Cape
government.

As a positive example from Woodstock shows, regarding the recent progress around the
sale  and  development  of  Cissie  Gool  House/the  former  Woodstock  hospital:  when
residents and government official talk, we can find one another. 

The WC government should thus communicate and collaborate not just with its investors,
but  with  the  tenants  and  residents  at  Oude  Molen  and  Maitland  Garden  Village  and
interested stakeholders to come up with a proposal that is acceptable to the community
and does justice to OMP’s considerable heritage significance.

This  proposal  would  accommodate  new development  in  the  form of  mainly  affordable
housing  that  would  be  cross-subsidised  through  commercial  development  by
organisations involved in sustainability, social justice and climate resilience. This
would  enable  retaining  the  rural  heritage  of  the  village,  the  stables  and  the  existing
greenery, as well as its current tenants, so that the future residents, the community and the
wider public can continue to interact with Oude Molen’s unique character and heritage.

Yours sincerely,

Woodstock Residents’ Association

19 The HIA is incorrect in claiming that not renewing the tenant’s fixed-term leases would not constitute 
evictions.

20 Comaroff & Comaroff, Critical History Studies, vol.7 n.1, 2020
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