31 October 2024

To whom it may concern,

OMP draft HIA comments

The HIA, while thorough, departs from a biased position of attempting to legitimise the proposed
development. It does this by downplaying the indigenous’ historical, cultural and social history
and associations of the site, as well as its more recent therapeutic, self-sufficiency and
sustainable living history, and overemphasising the need to develop this particular piece of state-
owned land for the uses proposed, in order to “maximise” its use.

The premise of the development proposal is that this particular piece of land must be developed.
It will be shown that this premise is flawed. While it is vital to use well-located state-owned land
in close proximity to transport links to develop affordable housing, the People’s Land Map,
produced by the NGO Nfiduna Ukwazi from public sources, indicates that the Western Cape
Government alone owns 151 977 m?of vacant or underutilised land in Pinelands (spread over 4
parcels), 76 131 m? in Maitland (1 parcel) and 99 607 m? in Mowbray (across 3 parcels), all areas
immediately surrounding the Oude Molen site, and also in close proximity to transport links. As
the total proposed OMP income generating plot area is 102 307.05 m? (sourced from Annexure
H1 2024 07 10 Dev Proposal for Heritage Assessment), these same income generating and
affordable housing uses could be achieved on these other nearby parcels of land, presumably of
significantly lesser heritage sensitivity and with less disruption to the existing uses of the OMP.
Albeit perhaps not on a single parcel of land, but this is not a requirement for the success of the
proposed uses.

The argument for developing the site as a means to provide affordable housing is overstated. Itis
stated that 1364 housing opportunities are proposed. The total residential square metreage is
not listed anywhere in the HIA or in Annexure H1, and therefore, one is required to calculate this
figure from the Development Quantities Schedule on page 83 of Annexure H1, a calculation
which produces a figure of 79 166,98 m?. The HIA states that the residential units proposed (34%
of which will be affordable — a paltry 463 units), will consist of a mix of social housing and First
Home Finance (formally known as FLISP) — although it is incorrect, though widespread, to refer
to units bought with the aid of FLISP as affordable housing, as these are sold at market rate.
Therefore, the total affordable housing floor area comes to 26 916,77 m?. Affordable units
therefore make up only 26.31% of the totalincome generating plot area. The 34% of the proposed
residential units dedicated to affordable housing compares poorly to Conradie Park, where about
49% of the residential development is allocated to social housing, and FLISP and rent-to-buy
units. The remaining 51% are available to the open market. Thus, the proposed OMP
development would deliver a 30% lower ratio of affordable housing than Conradie Park, while at
the same time significantly negatively impacting the historical and living indigenous heritage of
the site as well as the sustainability, solidarity and humane ethos and activities currently
occurring site.

" The author makes us of the term “First Nation” throughout the report. However, this is a problematic
term in South Africa, as it is not only not scientific, but serves the promotion of the politics of racial
“primacy” as an antidote to “Coloured” marginalization. See https://herri.org.za/8/patric-tarig-mellet/
Therefore this submission makes use of the more appropriate term “indigenous” which covers all
aboriginal people of Southern Africa (still divided into 2 groups and termed Coloured and African by
current tools of governance).


https://peopleslandmap.nu.org.za/
https://groundup.org.za/article/conradie/
https://herri.org.za/8/patric-tariq-mellet/

The scenario testing that informed the “preferred” development alternative is also flawed.
Scenario 1: Limited development footprint / envelope “Productive Farm Village” (a strengthening
of the current uses) has been argued away without even an interrogation of the social and
heritage aspects of this scenario, with only Alternative 4 being tested. Also, a light development
footprint between scenarios 1 and 2 was not developed or tested. This further highlights the bias
towards a “maximizing of assets” approach at all costs, using affordable housing as a trojan
horse.

From these more general comments, this submission now turns to specific statements made in
the HIA that require interrogation. On page 4 of the executive summary, itis stated that:

With some important historic buildings and aspects of small-scale urban agriculture and
community gardening, in its current condition, as a relict institutional ‘parkland’ overlaid upon an
early farm, overlaid upon an earlier indigenous landscape; surrounded by infrastructural spatial
‘barriers’ between neighbourhoods, the site lacks a clear identity, and spatial cohesion. It is
neither truly ‘urban’, nor essentially ‘rural’

The description above ironically describes, at a high-level, the site’s actual identity as a
multilayered space, strongly linked to both historical and living indigenous heritage as well as the
sustainability, solidarity and humane ethos and activities currently occurring there. Not only
doesthe proposed development create no authentic identity for the site, or meaningfully embody
or celebrate its multifarious heritage and current uses, it in fact mostly denigrates its current
identity, and does not address any of the infrastructural spatial ‘barriers’. The site’s genus loci
and uniqueness in fact lie in its character of being neither truly ‘urban’, nor essentially ‘rural’.
While the site may currently lack some spatial cohesion, this can be addressed through minimal
interventions, ordering and a minimal additional built footprint and does not require the level of
development proposed.

On page 5 of the executive summary, it is stated that:

There is thus an (sic) significant beneficial socio-economic dimension to the re-development of
the site. There is also the potential to bring new life to sorely neglected historical buildings, to
finally locate the mill ruins and, more widely, extensive earthmoving could yield tangible evidence
for the presence of Khoekhoen in the area, or King Cetshwayo’s presence on the property.
Opportunities are presented to preserve and integrate the remnants of built form and memory
within future planning and design, allowing for marginalised narratives to find expression.

Once again, this is a biased argument. The Western Cape provincial government has long been
the owner of the site and has therefore allowed the buildings to fallinto neglect or be insensitively
remodelled. They have clearly under- or not invested financial resources into the site, and sorely
needed resources could be used to restore neglected and altered buildings, locate the mill ruins
and support the current uses on site with a light additional built footprint and more coordinated
planning and management. In addition, there exist current opportunities to preserve and
integrate the remnants of built form and memory to allow for marginalised narratives to find
expression, without the need for the extensive and negatively impactful development proposed.

On page 6 of the executive summary, it is stated that:

Although the proposed development will result in an altered sense of place, including the
reduction of the bucolic character of the site through increased building density, the loss of some
buildings (of lesser significance), and a loss of informality through a more formally ordered urban
layout, the overall benefits to on- site and associational heritage and the pressing demands of
the City justify these changes. Meaningful mitigation can reduce the significance of the heritage



related impacts and a number of measures are proposed in this regard, to be addressed at later
stages in the development process

This is another example of a biased argument. The proposed development will significantly
impact the sense of place, indigenous living heritage and current uses and associational values
of the site. Instead of starting from a point of ‘do no harm’ or trying to achieve a net positive
benefit, the rationale at play in this development proposalis to attempt to mitigate the significant
impacts, all for the sake of affordable housing that makes up only 26.31% of the total income
generating plot area and 34% of the proposed residential area. The “pressing needs’ here seem
to more weighted towards asset maximisation than social benefit, and it safe to say that revenue
generated from this development will not be ring-fenced for social benefit.

On page 23 of the HIA, it is stated that:

Cultivation as part of therapeutic and self-sufficiency imperatives continued on the site after
Valkenberg Hospitaltook over. Valkenberg (across its entire landholding) had large, prize-winning
dairy and a piggery. Guinea pigs were raised for sale to University of Cape Town (UCT) medical
school. The farm’s breeding pigs and mule team won trophies at the Rosebank Show. Vegetables
were produced to provide for all the Hospital’s needs throughout the year.

This therapeutic and self-sufficiency history of the site is mirrored in the ethos and many of the
current uses of the site, and therefore the proposed development will not only imperil this legacy
and current use, but also not support or celebrate it in any way. A supportive investment into the
current uses of the site, a light development footprint and reorganisation of the site, and
restoration of existing buildings and celebration of the site’s diverse heritage would be a much
more suitable response.

On page 30itis noted that:

The origin of Oude Molen Village effectively dates to around 1997-8, mainly in response to the
site’s abandonment by Valkenberg Hospital and the perceived potential to accommodate a
holistically minded community of resident small entrepreneurs with an emphasis on socio-
economic development, spiritual values, inclusivity, and environmental sustainability. The first
leases were signed in 1998. Much work had to be put into rehabilitating the grounds and
vandalised buildings. The site initially attracted many uncommitted idealists, and squatting and
rent refusal remained intermittently problematic for a number of years. Various redevelopment
plans since 2003 have galvanized the formation of a strong and engaged tenant’s association.
The ‘Eco-Village’ concept was developed in partnership with the Lynedoch Sustainability
Institute, and the derived principles currently informs the various uses. A natural ‘sifting process’
over the past two decades or so has resulted in the weeding out of incompatible land uses, anti-
social behaviour, squatting and non-committed idealists.

A small group of like-minded ‘social entrepreneurs’ then approached the WCG with a proposal
to lease the site for establishing a micro- enterprise village emphasizing principles of
sustainability, environmental and heritage custodianship, employment creation, and youth
development. The vision also endorsed public accessibility, the creation of a safe space for other
communities, and tourism development on the site (OMP TA, 2014).

This all greatly strengthens the argument for why the development proposal not only disrespects
the heritage and current uses of the site, but essentially destroys all the hard work that has gone
into creating what Oude Molen Village is today, prevents its future positive impact, and
obliterates its ethos. Once again, all for the sake of asset maximisation and a paltry 463



affordable housing units. The current uses of the land, and the length of time some tenants have
been on the site, as noted in the Social Impact Assessment Report, and highlighted on page 46
of the HIA, further strengthen the argument for preservation, support, investment and minimal
development.

On page 77 itis stated:

The fact that this landscape, significant as it is to the First Nation history and identity, still exists,
with so much open space intact, is one of those happy accidents of historical development that
can only be celebrated. The partial remnant of a relatively pristine and unbuilt riverine landscape
serves to reinforce the notions of what the landscape represented to those who were excluded.
The entire area is also of symbolic value to the First Nation as a visible example of historical
exclusion and loss of rights, division and apartheid. The Liesbeek River is of high significance in
that it represented the first barrier and process of forced exclusion for the First Nation and the
beginnings of the loss of rights. The need to reclaim at least symbolically and in terms of living
heritage is therefore high. The Black River is less significant but nevertheless an important local
component of the history of the area. The Two Rivers Landscape represents in contemporary,
post-colonial terms, a nexus around which issues of culture and identity, ceremony and cultural
practice may be celebrated.

The development proposalin no way respects, acknowledges or celebrates this indigenous living
heritage. The current Oude Molen Village, with its associated current indigenous use, could be
enhanced through sensitive restoration and light development to respect, acknowledge and
celebrate this indigenous living heritage.

Lastly, on page 85, the HIA notes:
1. Response to indigenous heritage

The Social Impact Assessment focusses specifically on the Khoe Right of Return, in the context
of the historical narrative in this regard, and restitution opportunities. Reference is made to the
recent case of the River Club (now Riverlands) development, a private development also situated
within the TRUP area where established Khoe & San groups, led by the Gorinhaiqua Tribal House,
constituted themselves under the Western Cape First Nations Collective (WCFNC) and
exercised their cultural praxis to lobby the developer for a right of return to the TRUP through
direct participation in the development. This resulted in a landmark agreement between them
and the developer, entrenched in a social compact 14 which was jointly signed in June 2021, in
the presence of then Executive Mayor of Cape Town, Dan Plato, which effectively would see the
Gorinhaiqua-led WCFNC gain a presence by means of a Media and Heritage Centre, an
indigenous garden, amphitheatre and management of an eco-trail through and around the
development. In addition, Western Cape first nations groups have direct economic participation
through enterprise development and labour participation during construction phase.

While on page 86 and 87:

The development of Riverlands including the construction of a dedicated Cultural, Heritage and
Media Centre and associated indigenous garden, heritage eco-trail and garden amphitheatre is
an obvious significant node along the route, and duplication thereof should be avoided.

Given the location of the OMP at the south-eastern corner of the Two Rivers landscape, the
provision of space within the site to develop a secondary node, thereby facilitating a linked route
of experiences between the two, would be an important and appropriate contribution.
Importantly, this should be connected to the CCT- owned and managed open Black River riverine
landscape to the immediate west of the OMP.



This is an extremely uncritical reading of the River Club (now Riverlands) development from an
indigenous heritage perspective, and the heritage practitioner appears to be parroting the
narrative put forward by the developer and the City of Cape Town. As argued here, the Western
Cape First Nations Collective (WCFNC) is an artificial entity created with the support of the
developer to create a veneer of indigenous legitimacy to the development (based on evidence
from many Khoi entities who form an indigenous majority against the development). Indigenous
Khoi leaders were initially not consulted, until the developer was ordered to do so by Heritage
Western Cape. In addition, the “First Nations heritage centre, indigenous garden, heritage eco-
trail and garden amphitheatre”, which were tellingly not included in the initial development
design submitted when the environmental process began in 2016, are not only an inauthentic
and insignificant nod to the indigenous living heritage significance of the site, as noted by
Heritage Western Cape, but this move, rooted in a colonial power structure and worldview,
involves the Disney-fication of indigenous heritage. It fundamentally misunderstands non-
Western memorialisation and ignores the First Nations cosmology and worldview. Therefore, the
River Club / Riverlands case should not be viewed as a good precedent for any memorialisation
or celebration of indigenous heritage at the OMP.

Itis further stated on page 86 in the HIA that:

It is worth noting that the following themes, proposed by the Gorinhaiqua-led WCFNC in active
engagement with the Tussen die Riviere study, have been incorporated into the Tussen die Riviere
study in their entirety.

a) Oude Molen must contextualise Khoe and San Indigenousness internationally: A space for
national and international dialogue should be considered.

b) Oude Molen as a Prime Heritage Site: Heritage is key to identity formation and
reformation/resurgence. It serves to instil a sense of empowerment, a shared past and cultural
identity.

c) Oude Molen as a Site to Build, Record, Resurge and Celebrate Khoe and San History : Proper
collection, collation and curation of the complete history of the site and all groups since the
earliest times need to be done. The Khoe and San wish to own their own voices. Proper
Memorialisation of the Oude Molen site is essential

d) Oude Molen as a site for Healing : The Khoi and San history is one of violence, disruption,
dislodgement and tragedy for the collective as well as individuals. This has never been rectified
and future generations cannot continue to live in pain.

e) Linking national Khoi and San heritage sites: Oude Molen should form an integral part of the
National Khoi-San Heritage Route. This can be done in a very creative way with maps and other
illustrations.

f) Indigenous Knowledge Systems should be protected, practiced and applied. Khoi-San
descendants should enjoy preference to take up these opportunities. Khoi and San tour guides
should be trained and appointed as one way to address the high unemployment among Khoi and
San youth.

g) The Site should celebrate the Khoe and San Resurgence. Chief Joseph Little’s LEO and CCHDO
initiatives helped to spawn a national and international movement to research, resurge and
celebrate the rich heritage of the Khoe and San. The fact that its birth was tangibly linked to Oude
Molen makes it that more valuable to the overall statement of significance of the site.


https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2021-08-04-before-the-flood-whats-really-going-on-at-the-river-club-and-why-its-in-the-wrong-place/
https://docs.srk.co.za/sites/default/files/images-20181122/South_Africa/Public_Documents/Redevelopment_River_Club_Observatory/Appendices/Appendix_E_1b_HWC_Final_Comment.pdf
https://docs.srk.co.za/sites/default/files/images-20181122/South_Africa/Public_Documents/Redevelopment_River_Club_Observatory/Appendices/Appendix_E_1b_HWC_Final_Comment.pdf

h) Oude Molen as a site for national reconciliation : The Khoi and San are seeking national
cohesion, recognition, restoration, restitution rather than cultural hegemony and silencing of
other voices. South African history needs to be properly and comprehensively revised.

The current on-site First Nation cultural practices generally relate to the lease area of the
Goringhaicona Kraal, and to what was identified as a spring in the vicinity of the swimming pool.
However, given the exceptionally high levels of archaeological significance in the vicinity of the
Homestead complex, and proposals for a No-Go area; and given that the spring is in fact a
stormwater seep, it may be appropriate to consolidate an opportunity for First Nation use and
commemoration, linked to the Tussen die Riviere RLHR elsewhere on site, provided the link to the
Black River riverine landscape and possible access routes across to the Liesbeek River
landscape can more feasibly be provided as part of the RLHR project,

Once again, the current development proposal in no way respects, acknowledges or celebrates
this indigenous living heritage and its current and future potential. The decision to privilege
colonial heritage (the homestead complex) over indigenous heritage, and sideline spatially on
the site is also problematic.

In conclusion, this submission therefore argues that the fundamental rationale behind this
development, asset maximisation and a paltry 463 affordable housing units, is flawed and is at
the expense of indigenous living heritage and the current socially and environmentally beneficial
and nurturing uses of the site. The HIA is therefore also flawed as it departs from a biased position
of attempting to legitimise the proposed development. It does this by downplaying the
indigenous historical, cultural and social history and associations of the site, as well as its more
recenttherapeutic, self-sufficiency and sustainable living history, and overemphasising the need
to develop this particular piece of state-owned land for the uses proposed, in order to
“maximise” its use.

The current Oude Molen Village, with its associated current indigenous use, could be enhanced
through sensitive restoration and light development to respect, acknowledge and celebrate this
indigenous living heritage. It submitted that this alternative scenario should be pursued.

Sincerely.
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Jens Horber
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