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Inadequate Community Consultation 
Heritage assessments must include community consultation, particularly when 
developments risk affecting local heritage (both living and historic). This is mandated by 
several frameworks: 

• National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA), No. 25 of 1999: Section 38 
mandates consultation with affected parties, particularly when heritage 
resources face potential impacts from proposed developments. 

• SAHRA Guidelines: The South African Heritage Resources Agency 
emphasizes the importance of incorporating community input in HIAs, especially 
for communities with a vested interest in the heritage resources at risk. 

• Western Cape Heritage Guidelines: Heritage Western Cape (HWC) mandates 
that HIAs reflect community views through consultations, ensuring the 
development respects the perspectives of those directly impacted. 

However, there has been no communication or consultation that we are aware of about 
a development possibility in at least the past four years. The socio-economic impact 
report in particular and its development and selection of scenarios suffer from a lack of 
consultation with the community, with the implications that the approach used fails the 
test of being fit for purpose. 
 
Inappropriate socio-economic model choice 
The socio-economic study uses the SAM model, which is unsuitable for this site given 
its unique, varied socio-economic characteristics. The eco-village encompasses a 
diverse mix of formal and informal economies, spanning a socioeconomic range from 
poor to affluent. The study’s design lacks the capability to capture these nuances and 
relies on national-scale data inputs, which misrepresent the local dynamics where non-
monetised exchanges, community upliftment, and livelihood-strengthening activities 
are the norm. Moreover, the model overlooks significant contributions of the status quo 
like social and skills training, jobs, community activities, small business and artisanal 
enterprises, education and training, and health and therapy, and more generated by the 
eco-village. The proposed development scenario focuses on jobs in sectors such as real 
estate, trade, accommodation, and government services, projecting 574 jobs on site. 
However, it neglects to account for the number of jobs, livelihoods, and non-economic 
benefits currently provided by the community, potentially leading to disruptions if the 
development disregards these existing contributions. Current activities are treated as 
being of no benefit, or of no worth in the event of their loss. 
 
Bias in scenario comparison 
The socio-economic impact assessment compares a “no-go” scenario with a “preferred 
development” scenario, but this binary approach introduces bias. The "no-go" scenario, 
which reflects the eco-village’s current state, is not credited with any of its inherent 



social and economic contributions, such as community enterprises, skills 
development, informal support systems, and organic business growth. It is instead 
depicted as a condition to replace, with no consideration for the possibility of 
enhancing or supporting the eco-village. A more balanced comparison that includes 
community input on potential growth would provide a clearer socio-economic 
perspective. Additionally, there is a lack of transparency regarding who selected the 
“preferred development” scenario, with no community consultation in the decision 
process. 
 
Incoherence in the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) 
The HIA suffers from internal inconsistencies that undermine its coherence. For 
instance: 

• The socio-economic impact assessment states that the site is "very 
underutilised" with limited activities, yet the Social Impact Assessment details a 
vibrant environment with educational, artistic, agricultural, and recreational 
uses. This discrepancy highlights a major oversight. 

• The report characterises several buildings as "dilapidated and vacant," yet the 
Social Impact Assessment describes active use by schools, therapeutic 
services, and artisanal enterprises, contradicting this portrayal. According to the 
building due diligence report (Annexure E), of 49 existing buildings, 42 are 
occupied, and only seven are vacant, with all recommended for retention. 

• The socio-economic report overlooks community-led initiatives such as food 
gardens, equine therapy, and arts programmes, which are critical to the area’s 
socio-economic dynamics. These contribute not only to the local economy but 
also to social cohesion and community upliftment, underscoring the study’s 
failure to use indicators that would capture the activities highlighted in the social 
impact assessment. 

 
 


