Annexure A
E&HM Environment - Oude Molen HIA comments.
30 October 2024

1. Tree Survey: An extensive Tree Survey has been provided of over 500 frees on the site.
However, the plans showing the spatial locations of the trees are colour-coded but
with no Legend on the plan indicating what the colours Mustard, Green and Blue
represent. A legend must be provided on all the maps.

The free survey does not provide the criteria for determining the ‘quality’ of the trees.

The Tree Survey has not distinguished between ‘alien invasive’ trees that are have to be
removed, and Category 3 ‘alien invaders’ that are not required to be removed in terms of
the CARA Regulations, and not listed to be removed on the NEMBA: List of Invasive Alien
Species. For example, the Eriobotrya japonica (Loquat) is not listed in urban areas in Western
Cape on the NEMBA list of alien invasives; Phytolacca diocica (Belhambra) is listed as
‘invasive’ yet it is only a category 3 for both sets of regulations and therefore doesn't need to
be removed; Melia Azederach (Syringa) is only a category 3 invader so doesn’t need to be
removed, and so this category is immaterial.

Certain trees in the comment are described as leaning, mature, old, split stem, and these
comments have no bearing on decisions relating to the retention of the trees or not, which
can have grown in a certain direction due to the wind direction (rather than being unstable
in the soil), or may live to hundreds of years in age in their particular shape and form.

Please provide a more nuanced tree survey that is not biased with whether trees are multi-
stemmed or single stemmed, whether they are leaning or not, whether their roots are
exposed or not (in the case of a Belhambra, the root bole is always exposed as this is how it
grows), etc., whether they are categorised as an alien invader or not, unless they are
category 1in both the CARA and NEMBA Regulations.

A split stem / multi-stemmed trunk is a natural feature of many trees and does not detract
from the significance or health of a tree. As evident in the photographs, the canopies are
dense and healthy. Only, if the tree has an injury and a branch or trunk has split off has
broken off with damage to the bark of the free, should this be mentioned as an issue.

A category 3 on the CARA or NEMBA list is immaterial to a decision to keeping the tree and
need not be mentioned.

Whether a tree is diseased or not, is also not relevant if the tree is still healthy despite the
disease.

The actual condition of the tree is more important. Is the tree senescent, i.e. is there
substantial die-back in the tree canopy or not?2 Are there large areas in the canopy with
bare branches and no leaves? Is the bark peeling offe

Trees can grow in many different shapes and this adds character to each tree.

The criteria for determining whether a tfree is in good condition need to be supplied, and
qualified for each tree.

So far, the Tree Survey as supplied, is not a useful fool in determining whether or not to keep a
free and it is recommended that it be refined further based on more appropriate criteria.



The tree survey does not link to the Landscape Design Guidelines Tree Evaluation criteria,
regarding trees that may be of heritage significance, listed protected species, place-making
trees, frees in good condition or fransplantable.

2.

The Landscape Plan is foo blurry to read the legend, and assess and provide
comments.

It is not possible to determine which are existing trees to be retained, existing trees to
be removed, and new frees to be planted; existing development footprints are not
differentiated from proposed new development footprints.

It is recommended that

The landscape Design Guidelines are endorsed as useful for guiding development
footprints, eg. Section 5.2.2 Planning & Development: Minimize tree removal by
exploring alternative site layouts and designs that can incorporate existing trees.

The Landscape Design Guidelines Section 5.2.2 (b) states, “identify and protect
valued frees: Categorise the frees in the area based on size, species, health and
cultural significance. Focus on protecting mature, healthy frees and those with
cultural importance.” This is supported, and this should inform to the Tree survey.

Setting clear tree protection zones around the base of each tree to be preserved is
supported. The accurate extent of the dripline of the tree canopy will need to be
indicated on the plans.

Section 5.2.3 Construction Practices for free protection is endorsed.

Section 5.3 Invasive Vegetation Controlis incorrect, in that it doesn’t differentiate that
category 3 invasive species are NOT required to be removed, but only that they may
no longer be planted. A more nuanced explanation of the invasive alien species
provisions as contained in the National Environmental Management: Biodiveristy Act’s
(NEM:BA) List of Invasive Alien Species Regulations and the Conservation of
Agricultural Resources Act (CARA) Regulations is required, in order to be useful, rather
than incorrectly including all ‘invasive alien’ trees in the same category as ‘must be
removed.’

Eg. Phytolacca dioica (Belhambra) never needs to be felled in urban areas, owing to
being Category 3 and no exception is needed for these ‘heritage frees in the Manor
House forecourt as incorrectly stated in Section 5.3.1.

None of the many Phytolacca dioica frees are required to be removed in an urban
areaq, so should all be regarded as of higher status, particularly given that they are all
in good condition, with no die-back in their canopies, according to the photographic
survey. No strict management plan is necessary unless there is already evidence of
many new saplings of this species propagating themselves. It must be
acknowledged that this species does NOT need to be removed.



The principle of having hierarchies of various elements in the various categories, such as
parks, pedestrian routes, streets, etc., is supported as appropriate.

The plan view appears to have more open space around the buildings than the 3D render
and leaves more space for greenery and trees. Proportionally, it will be important to retain
the balance of built form to greenery that appears on the plan view.

The plan view shows frees on top of buildings on Alexandra Road. Additional space for
landscaping and creating a row of frees down Alexandra Road will be required. Insufficient
space has been left for any meaningful landscaping along Alexandra Road and the tall
buildings will need some visual mitigation so that they are better integrated into the
landscape.

The 3D render appears much bulkier than the plan view.

The aerial simulation appears to be acceptable.



The Alexandra Road interface will need substantial landscaping to ensure it is not a sterile
corridor interface with Alexandra Road.

UG

Google Earth Aerial View from the North East

Further comments will be provided as part of the LUMS rezoning application.
S.Hustwick

31/10/2024



