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Joint comments on  
HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF OUDE 
MOLEN PRECINCT: PORTION OF ERF 26439-RE CAPE TOWN WESTERN CAPE 
SEPTEMBER 2024 DRAFT FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 
To be submitted in terms of Section 38(4) of the NHRA (HWC Case Number : 21022615SB0330E) 
 
To the attention of 
Ms A Hayes 
omp@desertbloom.co.za 
and 
Ms Cindy Postlethwayt 
cindy@cpheritage.co.za 
 
Dear Ms Hayes and Ms Poslethwayt, 
 
The undersigned submit the following joint comments: 
The Oude Molen HIA draft (“the HIA”) is extremely thorough in some respects and completely in-
sufficient in others. 
Mainly, it is putting the cart before the horse. The HIA is making assessments ABOUT heritage, 
including that of people, commenting on an underlying development proposal (“the Proposal”) for 
its client, the Western Cape government. It has, however, done this WITHOUT the ‘heirs apparent’ 
and current tenants and therefore falls short of its requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Co-design process to prevent destruction of heritage 
resources 
The current HIA process and assessment fail to meet the requirements for a meaningful 
engagement. It is necessary for the HIA  

- to engage with previous processes conducted in connection with the precinct (not just 
development proposals and LSDF); 

- to restart and improve on the workshop engagements conducted in 2021; 
- and, on that, basis, to conduct a co-design process with the Interested and Affected 

Parties (I&AP) to come up with an assessment and proposal that will actually 
express and preserve the heritage of the site and benefit the community and the 
public. 
 

This is necessary because both the HIA’s current approach has led to an incomplete 
assessment and exclusive process that negatively impact heritage resources, as shown 
below. 
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Context 
The HIA and the Proposal are compiled to maximize development and positive economic impact on 
the Oude Molen site, while maximizing heritage conservation at the same time. This has been done 
in the context of our current mainstream socio-economic system of maximizing profits, thinking of 
people as a ‘workforce’ and ‘human resources’, and maximizing extraction from the land. 
 
This background leads to a fundamental misunderstanding and heritage ‘culture clash’ for the site. 
Oude Molen’s heritage and current uses have never subscribed to this system. Many of the current 
tenants are there precisely because they do not aim for maximizing food yields off the land, maxim-
izing academic achievement in education, or maximizing economic benefits.  
 
The idea underlying the “eco village” is one of nurturing, healing, and living in harmony with 
the soil, the plants, the rivers, the animals, and the humans. Education is provided with the aim of 
‘teaching our children well’ rather than obtaining grades – so that they grow into adults who can 
live and express themselves freely and live by the rules governing a sustainably sized, ethical com-
munity. 
 
Without presuming to speak on their behalf, our understanding of the First Nation peoples’ way of 
life and heritage was aligned with these values and and the place long before pre-colonial contact. 
 
This profoundly different, alternative concept is why people are attracted to Oude Molen. 
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Process 
Top-down, narrow, legislative approach 
The history of the Western Cape (as the rest of South Africa) during colonialism and apartheid has 
been to use laws to remove and deprive of their livelihoods those who are regarded as ‘other’ by the 
system in power. This was done in the name of the law and the public good, for example justified 
by reasons of “sanitation” and health, separate development etc.  
These legislative and top-down approaches were instrumentalised to perpetrate great injustices, in-
cluding on the Oude Molen site. 
 
It is therefore regrettable that the Western Cape government asked the HIA team to follow a nar-
row, ‘legislative approach’. This includes the brief to start a new process from scratch, disregarding 
the previous engagement processes and inputs made around Oude Molen before 2021 and providing 
no feedback of the workshops done since 2021. This alone puts the current HIA outside the realm of 
‘meaningful engagement’ and inclusive processes. The co-design process is necessary to create an 
inclusive, balanced process with grassroots, bottom-up input. 
 

Inaccessibility of process 
The way the public participation process for the HIA has been run makes for a completely inacces-
sible, exclusive process, disadvantaging the I&AP. The factors that make the process inaccessible 
include: 

• documentation provided online, requiring more than 80MB download; 
• no verbal presentation given at Open House event to explain what HIA says and how as-

sessments were made; 
• no verbal comments allowed as feedback; 
• more than 500 pages of dense, technical information in formal language; 
• short deadline, only extended after Open House event and not publicised on website; 
• no assistance offered to educate I&APs in ‘heritage language’ and ensuring that they are 

equipped to comment on heritage-relevant factors. 
 
The co-design process is necessary to correct this and make the HIA process accessible. 
 

Heritage Act requirements not complied with 
Incomplete consultation process 
The Heritage Act for a Heritage Impact Assessment requires consultation with communities affect-
ed by the proposed development and other interested parties regarding the impact of the devel-
opment on heritage resources. The public participation process with its ‘submit written com-
ments’ demand is not a substitute for this consultation requirement and the HIA itself falls short of 
the Heritage Act requirements. 
 
The Socio-historical Impact Assessment mentions interviews with current tenants, but did not con-
sult the community regarding impact on heritage resources of the Proposal. This needs to be 
corrected in the co-design process. 
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Incomplete socio-economic impact assessment 
The Socio-economic Impact report treats the site like unused land and only speaks to impacts of the 
Proposal. While it exactingly quantifies the positive impacts of the Proposal, i.e. that 2 197 tempo-
rary jobs would be created during construction, it does not acknowledge the village’s current socio-
economic contribution to the community. According to the report “Should the ‘no-go’ [status quo] 
alternative be considered, there would be ... no benefits to the local economy and affected commu-
nities.” 
 
The Socio-economic Impact report fails to fulfil the requirements of the Heritage Act, as there is no 
quantification and weighing up of the related NEGATIVE social and economic impact of the Pro-
posal, including the socio-economic impact on tenants whose leases would be terminated if the Pro-
posal is realized. 
 
“Some of the tenants will have their leases permanently terminated which will negatively impact 
them” is the only sentence in the report considering those people who will lose their homes, jobs 
and livelihoods, and, in the case of animals who cannot be moved, quite likely lose their lives if 
the Proposal goes ahead.  
 
Such insufficient and unbalanced reporting completely undermines the credibility of the entire HIA 
and needs to be rectified in the co-design process. 

 
Insufficient heritage consideration of farming on the site  
Farming (including self-sufficiency gardening) and animal husbandry have been constantly present 
on the site for the last 200 years. The Socio-historical Impact Assessment concludes that “Milling, 
farming and related social activities” have medium heritage significance, but then proceeds to 
only mention the old mill building in its recommendations. 

Food farming and animals as key contributing factor 
Accommodating a ‘community food garden’ in the Proposal does not sufficiently represent and pre-
serve the site’s farming heritage. Failing farmland restitution projects currently show that land does 
not a farmer make. The skills and reality of sustainably growing food without raping the land as ap-
plied and lived at Oude Molen are heritage-worthy lived heritage and need to be protected for future 
generations. 
 
According to the Socio-historical Impact report “The presence of horses on the site is generally 
considered a key contributing factor in creating the ‘farm-like’ atmosphere on the site.” 
 
The horses help with cropping the floodplain and and the horses’ manure is used for the current 
farming activities on the site, growing organic vegetables. 
 
Oude Molen is also the only urban farming site left where chickens free-range an entire precinct, 
provide some organic eggs, and rear their chicks as nature intends. 
 
Properly accommodating the significance of farming as heritage conservation needs to be happen in 
the co-design process. 
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Insufficient heritage consideration of site as space of healing 
The HIA mentions Oude Molen as a place of healing regarding the violent history forced on the the 
First Nation peoples, and the incarcerations including in connection with the use of the site for men-
tal health. 
 
It overlooks that Oude Molen is currently a place of healing and nurturing: 
It tries to heal the relationship between humans and nature, it nurtures children through education 
and being in touch with nature, it looks after people who have brain disorders and it tries to provide 
a space for healing for both animals and humans. Cape Town has been lagging behind in integrating 
communities. The community at Oude Molen sees itself as one of those few spaces where individu-
als from all sorts of different backgrounds spend time together, in a harmonious environment. It is a 
space of healing between people from different races and socio-economic backgrounds, and the an-
imals and the open space are crucial to this. 
 

Equestrian use??? 
The Socio-historical Impact report refers to Oude Molen Stables as providing “equestrian” use. This 
shows a complete misunderstanding of what the horses at Oude Molen represent: 
 
At Oude Molen, horses and ponies live together in a herd. They sleep together, they feed and graze 
together, as is the naturally appropriate way to live for their species. 
Of the 50 horses, 7 have been born at Oude Molen and know no other home or way of life. Most 
of the others are rescue horses and retired cart horses who have been rehabilitated at Oude Molen. 
They assist with pony rides, riding lessons and human/animal interaction, or are put out to pasture 
for their retirement (being put out to pasture does not have a negative connotation for horses, if they 
could, they would graze in the greenbelt all day). 
 
Oude Molen does not serve the “mink and manure” set who might think of themselves as “equestri-
ans”, like the showy horse farms in the Stellenbosch and Franschhoek areas. If you come to Oude 
Molen on weekends, during school holidays or in the late afternoons, you will meet children and 
parents from the surrounding areas who have come for pony rides or horse camps. 
 
The Socio-historical Impact report acknowledges that “The presence of horses is also considered 
complimentary to the curricula of the two schools on the site. No other publicly accessible horse-
riding facilities are located in significant proximity to the OMV site.” 
 
This needs to be taken into account in the HIA and in the co-design process. 
 

Horses key component of healing space 
Many humans have been attracted to Oude Molen because they know what it is to be a ‘rescue 
case’. The horses are a key component for that healing space, along with it being a green, peaceful, 
open space.  
 
The stables employs youth from the adjacent Maitland Garden Village (“MGV”). Youth unem-
ployment at MGV is severe and drug abuse is common. The young men and women employed by 
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the stable owner, Mr Kendre Allies, get the opportunity of skills development, personal growth and 
guidance. Many form a personal attachment to the horses. 
 
The horses are visible from many wards and doctors rooms at the adjacent Vincent Palotti Hospital, 
particular from the cancer centre. Patients come to spend time with the horses, to benefit from their 
groundedness and being in the moment, and to reconnect with nature. Neurodiverse children have 
access to horses at Oude Molen. As do learners from schools who do their ‘work practicals’ at the 
stables. NICRO runs programmes at Oude Molen. 
 
This needs to be taken into account in the co-design process. 

 
No consideration of animals and their rights 
In a stunning display of anthropocentrism, the HIA does not mention horses at all, neither in con-
nection with healing nor in terms of the social impacts of the Proposal on their community. The 
HIA process provides 173 pages on building due diligence, 178 pages of tree and shrub inventory, 
only 53 pages of Socio-historic report where actual people get a voice and a mere 440 words on 50 
horses. This shows exclusive and outdated thinking and is unacceptable. 
 
Part of the co-design process would should include the voices of the animal community on the site 
through the inclusion of current I&AP, animal activists, and animal welfare organisations. 
 

Insufficient scope and contradiction with Two Rivers Urban 
Park LSDF 
HIA’s too narrow scope makes it unfit for purpose 
The 2020 Two Rivers Urban Park LSDF provides the framework for land use of the river corridors, 
which include the Oude Molen site including the Black River greenbelt and floodplains.  

The HIA has excluded the greenbelt and floodplains in its scope, apparently because the  greenbelt 
and floodplains are owned by the City of Cape Town, not the Western Cape government. 
This makes the HIA unfit for purpose. Any assessment, HIA or otherwise needs to consider the 
entire precinct: 

The current HIA and Proposal make much of the “critical” views to and from the site and flows be-
tween the scoped site and the greenbelt and floodplains which need to be retained. See for example 

“Maintaining clear views towards the green open spaces, and wetlands is crucial for retain-
ing the bucolic quality and sense of openness of the western portions of the site and in par-
ticular the homestead precinct.” (Page 100) 

However, the HIA’s limited scope, means the HIA makes recommendations its client cannot im-
plement: It has no control over the green open space and wetlands. Which means the City could turn 
around tomorrow and permit another Amazon and luxury apartment development on the Oude Mo-
len green open space just as happened further downriver on the River Club site? 
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This would put paid to the “bucolic quality” and sense of openness and the green relief spaces that 
the HIA is based on and that the Proposal foresees for future residents of Oude Molen.  

In order to be able to properly assess the heritage impact on the site and the homestead pre-
cinct, the HIA scope needs to include the green open spaces and wetlands, as well as the space 
on the other side of the railway lines in Pinelands. 

This expanded scope needs to be considered in the co-design process. 

 

Contradiction with recreation plan of the Two Rivers Urban Park LSDF 
The recreation plan of the 2020 Two Rivers Urban Park LSDF foresees horseriding as the one of 
the recreation interactions in connection with the river corridor (page 116 of LSDF). It mentions as 
one of its principles and goals that the open space between any development and the river should 
remain and provide activities including horseriding. The Proposal leaving out any horse stables on 
the Oude Molen site means this use is automatically excluded for the open space and hence in con-
tradiction to the LSDF. 

The urban designers involved in developing the Proposal were not aware of this LSDF component 
(personal communication with urban designer at Open House event).  

The horse stables need to be reintroduced in the co-design process. 

 

Social housing to create spatial integration, not spatial 
exclusion 
Both the LSDF and the HIA state, as key desired outcomes, spatial integration in the form of social 
housing. Social housing and Flisp housing are welcome components of any sensitively done in-
fill development at Oude Molen, and to be accommodated in the co-design proposal.  
However, the Proposal’s design and placement of the two social housing blocks on the Maitland 
Garden Village side of the site violate spatial integration principles. 
 
According to the urban designer (personal communication at Open House event), the majority of 
the social housing was placed there because it ‘matches the LSM’ of the adjacent MGV community. 
This creates a really bad taste of segregation along colour lines and class and is completely counter 
to spatial integration principles and what the new South Africa stands for. It cannot be accepted and 
needs to be corrected in the co-design process. 

To make things even worse, the design of the two blocks are inward looking and don’t open to rest 
of the site. Simply providing apartments does not create homes or a community. The social integra-
tion aim needs to  emphasised in the co-design process. 

The proposed blocks, as pointed out by the Visual Impact Assessment report, also present an unac-
ceptably sharp contrast in scale vis-a-vis the Maitland Garden Village, which is an intact historic 
Garden Cities townscape, considered to become an HPOZ. 
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Proposed massing will negatively impact heritage resources 
While the HIA considers the Proposal’s infill development to “tread lightly” enough to not impact 
negatively on heritage resources, the visual simulations included in the HIA show clearly that the 
proposed massing will negatively impact on heritage resources, including on the homestead com-
plex and the F-Wards, and on the Maitland Garden Village townscape. This is pointed out by the 
Visual Impact Assessment and needs to be corrected in the co-design process. 
 

 
Figure 17912 shows how the proposed social housing ‘turns it back’ on MGV and contrasts sharply 
in scale with the village townscape. The placement and design of these two social housing blocks 
needs to be corrected in the co-design process. 
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Visual im-
pact risk 
on herit-

age resources provided in Visual Impact Assessment report 
 
The Visual Impact Assessment diagram and Figure 165 on the next page clearly shows that the Pro-
posal’s massing, height and bulk will dwarf the historical buildings, which are already 2 storeys 
high, and will negatively impact these heritage resources. 
It will also destroy the already cited “bucolic quality and sense of openness of the western portions 
of the site”. This needs to be corrected in the co-design process. 
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Conclusion 
The HIA thoroughly considers the heritage worthiness of bricks and mortar and how they would be 
impacted by the Proposal (old mill remnants, buildings and frontages, height relationships and visu-
al impact on views from the highways). 
 
It is also encouraging that the HIA considers the First Nation’s heritage, and the incarcerations that 
occurred on the site, both political and in respect of mental health, including the imprisonment of 
King Cetshwayo.  
 
What needs to happen now is to engage  the I&AP in a co-design process ensure that heritage con-
servation will not simply result in the retention of brick and mortar buildings, views from the high-
way, archaeological digs, and “memorialisation” of history and events. This is necessary because 
both the HIA’s current approach has led to an incomplete assessment and exclusive process 
that negatively impact heritage resources as demonstrated. 
 
A co-design process for the entire precinct, as envisaged in the LSDF, would provide an assessment 
and proposal that actually expresses and preserves the heritage of and at Oude Molen and benefit 
the community and the public.  

 
 
 
  



11 

Signatories 
  
Ute Kuhlmann 
ute.kuhlmann@gmail.com 
083 265 4400 
 

 
 
Interest in Oude Molen: 
I advocate for animal rights, soil, river & plant life, and green, natural spaces at Oude Molen.  
I am a regular client and supporter of Gaia Waldorf school, the Back Area Gardens, and Oude Mo-
len Stables and in favour of social housing. 
 
Ruth Howard 
ruth_howard@yahoo.com 
084 719 6142 

 
 
Interest in Oude Molen: 
Regular visitor to the Oude Molen Eco Village as a client of Oude Molen Stables. Resident of City 
of Cape Town. Concerned with animal welfare, preserving the natural environment, and protecting 
green spaces for the sake of the mental health of all our communities. Supporter of the right of the 
First Nations people to have their heritage recognised and protected. 
 
Karen White 
karen@thehumanconnection.co.za 
083 455 4744 
 
 
 
Interest in Oude Molen: 
The proposed development at Oude Molen Village in Cape Town threatens to undermine the unique 
eco-village ethos that has made it a haven for sustainability, community engagement, and small 
business innovation. The village currently fosters creative enterprises, educational initiatives, and 
green practices like organic farming and conservation, all of which contribute to Cape Town's green 
infrastructure. A high-density, large-scale development would eradicate this, displacing the vibrant 
community of 55 tenants and non-profits who support skills development and environmental 
stewardship. Such changes would compromise the eco-village’s legacy and reduce its role as a 
model for sustainable living 
Oude Molen Village holds significant cultural and historical value as part of Cape Town's heritage. 
The site once served as a hospital complex and has since evolved into an eco-village that champions 
sustainability, community-building, and the preservation of natural spaces. The proposed 
development risks erasing this heritage, replacing its rich, eco-conscious culture with dense urban 
infrastructure. This would also threaten Garden Village, a neighboring area, by increasing traffic 
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due to the influx of new residents and visitors. The quiet, green character of the region would be 
compromised, altering the very fabric of this close-knit community.   
 
Regarding public transport, the train service is collapsing, the Oude Molen site does not lie on a My 
Citi bus route, and it therefore seems that any development of this land for the purposes mentioned 
above will likely lead to significantly greater traffic congestion on limited access roads into Pine-
lands, much of it likely to be taxis.  Alexander road (which runs between Oude Molen and the rail-
way line) is only one lane in each direction and starts and ends at what are already very busy traffic 
light-controlled intersections. 

Additionally, the densification would jeopardize institutions like the horse riding school at Oude 
Molen, which offers equestrian therapy and recreational activities to the public. The stables, along 
with other small-scale businesses and community-focused initiatives, are likely to be displaced. 
This school, along with other green spaces in the village, contributes to the overall wellness and 
educational opportunities for Cape Town's residents. Losing such a unique feature in favour of 
urban expansion would diminish the area's social and environmental contributions, pushing the 
community further from its eco-friendly roots. 

Furthermore, the development risks damaging the precious wetlands and obstructing the view of 
Table Mountain, a cultural and natural heritage site. Much of the land is a recognized heritage site 
of the Koi and San people.  It is also a recognized wetland area with significant plant, animal, and 
bird life which include threatened species. 
 
There has been a lack of meaningful public consultation and the potential harm to small businesses  
and community operating at the village. The unique mix of services and support for vulnerable 
groups, including elderly care provided by non-profits like Robin Trust, would be severely 
disrupted. It is crucial that the area remains an accessible, environmentally focused public space, 
rather than becoming another site for urban sprawl. 
 
The Oude Molen site is the only recreational space of its kind in the area and offers the surrounding 
communities a place to be and belong.  These communities include Garden Village, a previously 
disadvantaged community.  For a number of years, the Garden Village community has benefited 
from employment and other opportunities offered by the range of business and other activities 
which take place at Oude Molen. 
 

 

 


