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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Site  

The property concerned, an unsubdivided (split) portion of Farm 281-

RE, Struisbaai is situated on the seaside (south) of Marine Drive. The 

location is known as Spookdraai.  

 

The coastal town of Struisbaai is located in the Bredasdorp district and 

essentially contiguous with the coastal settlement of L’Agulhas. The 

split portion of the property affected is 0.71 ha in extent but the 

overall landholding, from which it is proposed to be subdivided, in the 

first instance, is 474.8209 ha in extent and zoned Agriculture. It is 

undeveloped, not farmed and in its natural state as part of the 

coastline. 

 

2. Description of Proposed Development 

The preferred alternative responds to public comment and proposes 

a rezoning from Agriculture to Sub-divisional Area that will include six 

Medium Density Residential erven (subdivisions 1-6), two Open Space 

Zone erven - a public access route to the beach (subdivision 7), and 

a Private Open Space erf (Subdivisions 8) and a street erf (subdivision 

9).  

 

The revisions to achieve the final preferred alternative are based on a 

response to the specialist assessments of Alternatives 2 to 4 and 

propose a further reduction of the overall density across the property, 

whilst also permitting the property boundary to be treated differently 

and in a manner which enhances sight lines and visual corridors as 

the "corner" is no longer a built environment in terms of dwelling 

structures, as was contemplated previously.  

 

Additionally, this revision is designed to further enhance and expand 

the retention of indigenous flora within the overall development. 

  

 

 

 

 

3. Locality Plan:  

 

 
Site (red) in the local context of Struis Baai 

 

4. Heritage Resources Identified:  

 

a) Places, buildings, structures and equipment of cultural significance: 

There are no structures on the site. 

 

b) Places in which oral traditions are attached: There is local folklore 

relating to Spookdraai. 

 

c) Historical settlements and townscapes: The subject site does not fall 

within a noteworthy historic urban settlement or within a significant 

townscape. 

 



 

3 

 

d) Landscapes and Natural Features of Cultural Significance: 

Contextual significance is one of the primary heritage informants, 

given that the site is located on the coastal shelf and within the 

Coastal Protection Zone.  

 

The environmental considerations relating to the Coastal Protection 

Zone will be dealt with as a component of the Basic Assessment 

process. However, it is to be noted that this coastline has historically 

been accessible to the public, the fishing community in particular 

(see remarks relating to the retention to public rights to fishing in the 

original Title Deed 495/1836, in this report). 

 

The process of privatisation of sections of the coastline immediately 

above the High Water Mark has not been tracked, but it does appear 

that considerable sections, perhaps the majority, of the coastline of 

Struis Baai and L’Agulhas remain in public ownership and are publicly 

accessible. Whilst this site is in private ownership, it has for all practical 

purposes always been publicly accessible.   

 

Access to the coast in this region is a critical public resource and 

contributes significantly to the “sense of place”. It is indeed the 

historical raison d’etre of these two coastal villages. The coastline 

should, as far as possible, remain an external space (preferably open-

to-the-sky), and publicly accessible.  

 

The site currently forms part of a coastal cultural landscape which 

includes areas, views and component resources of high scenic, 

cultural or historical significance. Visual quality is enhanced by the 

intactness of the direct landscape, and lack of visual intrusions along 

the coastal portion of the site. Although the adjacent areas of the site 

are highly altered from its natural state, it is still part of a coastal 

landscape which has a high degree of integrity, particularly the 

portion below Marine Drive, designating this a very good quality 

landscape. Due to its position on the coast and relation to the higher 

elevation of the surrounding areas the site is particularly visible from 

the surroundings areas and along the scenic route of Marine Drive 

and the properties along the adjacent town of Agulhas. 

 

In the opinion of this author, the cultural landscape aspects warrant a 

Grade IIIA significance. 
 
e) Sites of Historical or Social significance: The site has long been 

separated from the parent Paapekuilfontein Farm and has no 

remaining associations of historical or social significance. 

 

f) Geological sites of scientific and/or cultural significance:  

Two vegetation types are found in the designated study area, namely 

Overberg Dune Strandveld and Cape Seashore Vegetation. On a 

regional and national scale Overberg Dune Strandveld is considered 

Endangered and Cape Seashore Vegetation as Least Threatened.  

 

Regarding the sensitivity rating for plant species, the western end of 

the site, where the beach is located, is more sensitive than the 

remainder. The site is however not typical ‘dune Strandveld’ due to its 

topography, so its structure and plant species composition is 

somewhat less complex than in the typical form of dune Strandveld. 

The terrestrial biodiversity rating of High to Very High by the screening 

tool is not supported by this study. The use by the screening tool of the 

Agulhas National Park buffer and the ESA1 conservation results in an 

overemphasis of the terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity. This sensitivity 

should be no more than Medium.  

 

g) Palaeontological and Archaeological Resources:  

The palaeontological sensitivity of the Peninsula Fm. bedrock is rated 

High, but the proposed small development is not expected to 

significantly impact the trace fossil content which might be preserved 

in the folded and deformed strata beneath the surficial sands.  A Low 

sensitivity may be assigned to the raised beach deposits. 
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The thin traces of shellfish, very few artefactual remains, and no visible 

cultural items such as pottery means that the archaeological remains 

have been graded as having Low (lllC) local significance 

 

h) Graves and burial grounds: 

No burial sites are known to have been found on the site. 

 

i) Sites of significance relating to the history of slavery: Although there 

are historical associations with an early colonial farm which would 

undoubtedly have utilised slave labour, this property is part of the 

last remaining extent of the farm post the last 2013 subdivisions.  It is 

thus not regarded as being likely to have any direct or easily 

traceable associations with slavery. 

 

j)Moveable objects (archaeological, palaeontological, ethnographic 

art, fine art, military, scientific & technological & documentary): N/A 

 

5. Anticipated Impacts on Heritage Resources:   

 

Palaeontology 

The proposed small development is not expected to significantly 

impact the trace fossil content which might be preserved in the 

folded and deformed strata beneath the surficial sands.  The possible 

presence of fossils in the subsurface does not have an a priori 

influence on the decision to proceed with the proposed 

development.  The potential impact has a moderate influence upon 

the proposed project, consisting of implemented mitigation measures 

recommended to be followed during the Construction Phases. 

 

Archaeology 

The results of the study indicate that the proposal will likely not impact 

on important Stone Age archaeological heritage resources.  

 

No archaeological mitigation is needed prior to construction 

excavations commencing. Archaeological monitoring of building 

foundations and services must be conducted by a professional 

archaeologist 

 

Botanical 

The specialist concludes that the proposed subdivision and 

development of the site would result in a Medium Negative direct 

impact that would be very difficult to mitigate. The only feasible 

mitigation would be a conservation offset. However, the loss of 

habitat at the site would have a Low Negative cumulative impact 

regionally because of the limited size of the site. Since the western 

end of the site supporting Agulhas Limestone Fynbos would remain 

intact, Alternative 2 mitigates the effect of discarded alternatives 

since the western end of the site would not be developed. 

 

General 

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of the nature, duration, 

intensity, extent and probability, the Operational Phase Visual Impact 

without mitigation is of High Negative Significance, having a 

significant influence on the environment, and requiring mitigation. 

 

Taking the design evolution into account and the provision of a 

comprehensive architectural guideline document and a landscape 

plan and landscape guideline document the visual impacts will be 

mitigated when these are implemented. The management and long-

term application of these measures are critical to ensure the 

development is properly visually mitigated and fits in the landscape. 

 

In overall terms, the heritage (and related visual) impacts are 

expected to be medium, negative.  The mitigation measures 

proposed in particular the Landscape Plan, Architectural Guidelines 

and Landscape Guidelines which responded to the indicators 

supplied, will assist in mitigating the overall impact and the visual 

impact will improve with time as the vegetation grows and the 

landscape matures. 
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The coastal and scenic landscape in this gateway position is 

potentially significantly at risk with insensitive density, scale and 

massing of buildings and location of infrastructure, holding the 

potential to impact significantly and negatively on the scenic 

experience. The revised layout, density and the provision of 

architectural and landscape guidelines that are structured towards 

enhancing the fit and embeddedness of the number and nature of 

the proposed residential units, have provided an acceptable 

development option that can be supported. 

 

6. Mitigations 

Should the development proceed, proposed mitigation 

recommendations must be incorporated into the Environmental 

Management Plan (EMP) for the proposed development. 

 

Palaeontological, archaeological and botanical mitigations are 

proposed. In addition, strict adherence to heritage and 

environmental conservation and management controls, especially 

during the construction phases of the development (including 

sufficient hoarding, lighting and signage, as well as noise and dust 

control for occupational health and safety), must be enforced. 

 

In brief, the heritage, landscape and visual indicators are to be 

implemented and these parameters are to be incorporated in the 

planning application to ensure any new development is sensitive and 

cognisant of the limitations of the site. The proposed Landscape and 

Architectural Guidelines must be strictly adhered to, to ensure long-

term mitigation of the visual intrusion and impact. 

 

Public access to the beach must be provided via the public walkway 

on subdivision 7. 

 

 

 

 

7. Recommendations:  

It is recommended that Heritage Western Cape provides Comment 

to the following effect: 

• Endorses this report as having met the requirements of Section 

38(3) of the NHRA; 

• In terms of Section 38(8) of the NHRA, endorses the final 

preferred Alternative 5, subject to the incorporation of the 

mitigation recommendations of Section 16 of this HIA directly 

and in full into the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for 

the proposed development. 

 

8. Author/s and Date:  

This HIA (October 2025) has been prepared by Cindy Postlethwayt. 

The Project Team additionally comprises, inter alia: 

• Visual Impact Assessment: Ankia Bormans of Terra+ 

• Palaeontological Impact Assessment: Dr John Pether 

• Archaeological Impact Assessment: Jonathan Kaplan of ACRM 

• Botanical Impact Assessment: David McDonald of Bergwinds 

• Town Planners: Umsiza Planning 

• Environmental Impact Assessment: Michelle Naylor of Lornay 

Environmental Consulting 

 

Procedures followed: The HIA follows the requirements of s38(8) of the 

NHRA. The draft pre-application phase HIA has been advertised for 

comment and comments have been incorporated for consideration 

into the final pre-application phase proposals and HIA before 

advertising for comment again and finally submission to HWC for 

Comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

6 

 

Table of Contents 

SPECIALIST DETAILS, EXPERTISE AND DECLARATION ............................. 7 
1. Property details ................................................................................... 8 
2. Background ......................................................................................... 9 
3. Legal requirements ............................................................................. 9 
4. Methodology ...................................................................................... 9 
5. Assumptions and Limitations ........................................................... 10 
6. Policy Context ................................................................................... 10 
6.1 Heritage ............................................................................................ 10 
6.2 Planning ............................................................................................ 11 
7. Palaeontology .................................................................................. 12 
8. Historical background ...................................................................... 15 
9. Archaeology ..................................................................................... 20 
10. Cultural landscape context ............................................................ 20 
11. Site ...................................................................................................... 23 
11.1 Physical and botanical characteristics ....................................... 23 
11.2 Archaeology .................................................................................. 26 
11.3 Visual considerations ................................................................ 28 
12 Heritage Resources & significance ................................................. 34 
13 Heritage informants and design indicators ................................... 37 
14 Development Proposal .................................................................... 39 
15 Heritage Impact Assessment ........................................................... 52 
15.1 Assessment of alternatives ............................................................ 52 
15.2 Cumulative Impacts ...................................................................... 58 
15.3 Sustainable Socio-economic benefits ........................................ 58 
15.4 Summary ......................................................................................... 58 
16 Mitigation ........................................................................................... 58 
17 Public Comment ............................................................................... 60 
18 Recommendations ........................................................................... 63 
References .............................................................................................. 64 
ANNEXURE A: Specialist details and declaration ............................... 65 
ANNEXURE B: HWC Response to NID ................................................... 66 
ANNEXURE C: Palaeontological Impact Assessment ........................ 68 
ANNEXURE D: Archaeological Impact Assessment ........................... 69 
ANNEXURE E: Botanical Scoping Assessment ..................................... 70 

ANNEXURE F: Visual Impact Assessment ............................................. 71 
ANNEXURE G:  Criteria heritage significance ..................................... 72 
ANNEXURE H: Development proposal ................................................. 74 
ANNEXURE I: Impact Assessment Tables ............................................. 75 
ANNEXURE J: Public participation ........................................................ 77 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Cindy Postlethwayt hereby declares that I have no conflicts of interest 

related to the work of this report. Specifically, I declare that I have no 

personal financial interests in the property and/or development being 

assessed in this report, and that I have no personal or financial 

connections to the relevant property owners, developers or financiers 

of the development. I declare that the opinions expressed in this 

report are my own and a true reflection of my professional expertise. 

 

All intellectual property rights and copyright associated with Cindy 

Postlethwayt’s services are reserved, and project deliverables, 

including hard and electronic copies of reports, maps, data, and 

photographs, may not be modified or incorporated into subsequent 

reports in any form, or by any means, without accurate referencing to 

this work. Any recommendations, statements or conclusions drawn 

from, or based upon, this report, must be accurate and make 

reference to the source. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

7 

 

SPECIALIST DETAILS, EXPERTISE AND DECLARATION 
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Position On Team:  Lead heritage practitioner 
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1. Property details 

The property concerned, an unsubdivided (split) portion of Farm 281-

RE, Struisbaai is situated on the seaside (south) of Marine Drive. The 

location is known as Spookdraai. The coastal town of Struisbaai is 

located in the Bredasdorp district and essentially contiguous with the 

coastal settlement of L’Agulhas (alt. Agulhas). The split portion of the 

property affected is 0.71 ha in extent but the overall landholding, 

from which it is proposed to be subdivided, in the first instance, is 

474.8209 ha in extent and zoned Agriculture. It is undeveloped, not 

farmed and in its natural state as part of the coastline. 

 

   
Figure 1: Site (red dot) in the context of the Bredasdorp District (Cape 

Farm Mapper - CFM)  

 
Figure 2: Overall landholding Farm 281-RE outlined red dash, the split 

portion, being the site, outlined solid red, in the local context of 

Struisbaai and L’Agulhas (CFM) 

 

 
Figure 3: Site in immediate residential and shoreline context (CFM) 

Struisbaai 

L’Agulhas 

Bredasdorp 

Elim 
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Figure 4: The site, a coastal property including rocky outcrops, the 

vegetated dune cordon, and beach. It also incorporates the high-

water mark. 

 

2. Background 

A Notification of Intent to Develop (NID) for this proposal was 

submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) in terms of the 

requirements of the section 38(1)(a), (c)(i) and (d) of the National 

Heritage Resources Act (NHRA).  The HWC Response to the NID 

required the submission of a Heritage Impact Assessment report (HIA), 

with specific reference to the following:  

• An Archaeological Impact Assessment (AIA) 

• A Desktop Palaeontological Impact Assessment (DPIA).  

• A Visual Impact Assessment (VIA).  

 

A copy of the RNID is included in Annexure B. 

 

3. Legal requirements  

An application in terms of NEMA is triggered. This HIA is thus to be 

ultimately submitted for Final Comment by HWC in terms of Section 

38(8) of the NHRA. The process is currently in the pre-application Basic 

Assessment phase. 

 

The owner intends to subdivide the total Farm 281-RE into a 

Remainder of 448,71 ha and Portion A of 0,71 ha (the seafront split 

portion of the overall landholding and property concerned). This will 

be followed by an application to rezone Portion A from Agriculture to 

Subdivisional Area to create a private residential estate of 6 dwellings, 

street and open space. 

 

An  application in terms of the Subdivision of Agricultural Land Act 70 

of 1970 is not required (Department of Agriculture consent 2004-05-

26). 

 

4. Methodology  

This HIA is structured to fulfil the requirements of Section 38(3) of the 

NHRA and to respond to the requirements of HWC, generally in 

accordance with their Guidelines for NID and HIA submissions dated 

February 2021, and specifically in accordance with the requirements 

outlined in the RNID.  

 

The registered Conservation Bodies - Whale Coast Conservation and 

the Agulhas Heritage Society; the Cape Agulhas Municipality and 

other I&APs identified through the NEMA process, will be asked to 

comment on the Draft HIA. The comments will be considered for 

incorporation into the findings and recommendations of the HIA. 
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The following sources of material have been consulted: 

• Historical reports and maps 

• Historical aerial and map search - National Geo-Spatial 

Information Directorate 

• Records of the Deeds Office 

• Surveyor General records search 

• Secondary sources (listed in references) 

• On-site inspection  

 

More specifically, the methodology has involved the following: 

Study Area: In addition to site specific assessment, analysis of the 

overall context including the surrounding properties. 

Scale of Analysis: three scales of analysis inform the assessment of 

significance – that of the broader landscape context; 

the more localised scale of Struisbaai; and the site.  

Historical review: This has been limited to the information listed above. 

Field Survey: A site visit was undertaken to establish the physical 

properties of the site, natural and urban landscape 

and identify any patterns and features of historical and 

visual significance.  

Policy Review: A review of relevant heritage and planning policy 

frameworks informs the assessment. 

Specialist study: The findings of a Desktop Palaeontological Impact 

Assessment, an Archaeological Impact Assessment, 

and a Visual Impact Assessment have been integrated 

directly into the report.  

Design Informants: Heritage and related issues are identified, and 

design informants proposed to guide future 

development. These are derived from policy 

frameworks, the historical and morphological analyses, 

and the statement of heritage significance. 

 

The project team includes, inter alia:  

• HIA Practitioner: Cindy Postlethwayt 

• Visual Impact Assessment: Ankia Bormans of Terra+ 

• Archaeological Impact Assessment: Jonathan Kaplan of ACRM 

• Palaeontological Impact Assessment: John Pether 

• Environmental Impact Assessment: Michelle Naylor of Lornay 

Environmental Consulting 

• Town Planning: Umsiza Planning  

 

5. Assumptions and Limitations  

The information and assessments supplied by others are assumed to 

be accurate and a fair representation of the circumstances or 

proposed development. It is assumed all relevant information has 

been or will be disclosed. 

 

It is noted that the significance of a heritage resource is dynamic and 

multi-faceted, in particular as interest groups and societal values 

change over time. It is thus neither possible, nor appropriate to 

provide a definitive statement of heritage significance. Nonetheless, 

every effort has been made to ensure that the heritage statement is 

as accurate a reflection of significance as is currently possible to 

ascertain.  

 

This report will not address heritage impacts beyond the site 

boundaries that may result from the laying of pipelines, electrical and 

other related infrastructure between the site and elsewhere should it 

be required. 

 

Other assumptions and limitations are included in the individual 

specialist reports, appended to this HIA. 

 

6. Policy Context 

6.1 Heritage 

There are no formal heritage surveys in this region. There are however 

a number of formally protected heritage resources, all at some 

distance from the site, including: 



 

11 

 

• On 26 February 2021, in terms of section I (xxiv)(a) of the World 

Heritage Convention Act, 1999 (Act No. 49 of 1999), land 

situated in the Western and Eastern Cape was proclaimed to 

be part of the Cape Floral Region Protected Areas World 

Heritage Site, including the Agulhas Complex which 

incorporates De Mond Nature Reserve, Quoin Point Nature 

Reserve and Soetendalsviel Nature Reserve. 

• The South African National Parks, Agulhas National Park. 

• Provincial Nature Reserves including Quoin Point Nature Reserve 

at Sandbaai, Waenhuiskrans Nature Reserve (Waenhuiskrans), 

De Mond Nature Reserve (Agulhas)and Soetendalsvlei Nature 

Reserve (Agulhas) 

• Private Nature Reserves, including Renosterkop PNR, The 

Lagoon 2 PNR, Freshwater Sands, Andrewsfield PNR and 

Heunings River PNR 

• PHS sites including the Cape Agulhas lighthouse, Hotagterklip in 

Struis Baai, a number of homesteads, including Zoetendals Vlei 

and numerous shipwrecks. 

 

6.2 Planning 

In terms of the 2024 approved Cape Agulhas Municipality Spatial 

Development Framework (CAM SDF), the site is located in an area 

identified as a Gateway Area, although there is no further reference 

to what this means. It is also within a 100m coastal hazard buffer zone 

and Marine Drive in the area is identified as a scenic route only on its 

coastal edge. For properties in the Coastal Risk Area, it states 

“discourage development within coastal setback lines and 

associated risk areas to protect and maintain the coastal corridors.”  

 

The site falls within the Urban Edge. 

 

  
Figure 5: Final CAM SDF 2022 – 2027, approved 2024, Spatial 

Development Proposals site arrowed 

 

  
Figure 6: Final CAM SDF 2024, environment & heritage protection 

proposals, site arrowed 
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7. Palaeontology 

A Desktop Palaeontological Impact Assessment prepared by John 

Pether is included as Annexure C. 

 

The Bedrock 

The bedrock of Cape Agulhas area is the Peninsula Formation of the 

Table Mountain Group (TMG) which is exposed along the shoreline 

(Figure 5, Os).  The Peninsula Fm. is of early Ordovician age (490-470 

Ma) (Ma = Mega-annum – million years ago) and is mainly comprised 

of fluvial quartzitic sandstones and conglomerates which were 

deposited by numerous braiding river courses that wandered across 

vast alluvial plains, unrestricted by the sediment binding of vegetated 

banks as land plants were only just beginning to appear.  Hitherto 

only trace fossils (burrows and tracks) have been recorded from the 

Peninsula Formation.  This bedrock is not of palaeontological concern 

and is only mentioned for explanation of the geological map. 

 

The Bredasdorp Group 

Mio-Pliocene Marine Formations 

The Bredasdorp Group encompasses the Cenozoic deposits (younger 

than 66 Ma) which overlie the eroded surfaces of the 

aforementioned bedrock strata which were bevelled by marine 

erosion during transgressions by high sea levels.  The associated 

marine deposits preserved in the southern Cape are the shelly 

calcareous sands and conglomerates of the De Hoopvlei Formation.  

made up of marine formations of different ages which relate to 

periods of global warming which substantially melted polar ice and 

raised sea level.  These are the Mid-Miocene Climatic Optimum ~16-

15 Ma, the Early Pliocene Warm Period ~5-4 Ma and the Late Pliocene 

Warm Period ~3.0 Ma.  The highest elevation marine deposits of the 

De Hoopvlei Fm. extend seawards from a highstand of sea level at 

~110 m asl. and are of mid-Miocene age, those below ~60 m asl. are 

of early Pliocene age and marine deposits below ~30 m asl. are of 

late Pliocene age.  The maximum palaeoshorelines altitudes attained 

are the result of a combination of the actual sea levels plus uplift of 

the continent. 

 

 
Figure 7:  Surface geology of the Struisbaai area. 

 

Mio-Pliocene Aeolianites 

Subsequent to the marine inundations a huge pile of ancient dune 

sand has accumulated episodically on the coastal platforms, blown 

inland from the ancient sandy shorelines.  These variously cemented 

dunes (aeolianites) are much evident in the regional landscape west 

of Mossel Bay as old, calcrete-capped, rounded dune ridges 

(“Wankoe se Rante” or “Die Harde Duine”) and are particularly well 

displayed where erosion, road cuttings and limestone quarries reveal 

their internal, large-scale dune-slipface crossbedding, such as around 

Bredasdorp. 



 

13 

 

The older aeolianites that cover the Mio-Pliocene De Hoopvlei 

Formation marine deposits are consigned to the Wankoe Formation 

which is also a composite.  The maximum ages of these old 

aeolianites are the ages of the marine formations that underlie them 

and thus the Wankoe Formation aeolianites also become younger 

towards the coast, with major erosion palaeosurfaces and calcrete 

pedocretes separating the subsidiary units of dune rock.  Aeolianites 

correlated with the Wankoe Fm. are not mapped in the Cape 

Agulhas area where younger dune ridges migrated eastwards across 

the Cape in the form of a large headland bypass dune system. 

 

Quaternary Sea Levels and Raised Beaches 

Since the end of the Pliocene Epoch ~2.6 Ma the Earth has been in 

the Quaternary Period, when there was a major expansion of the 

polar ice caps, mainly in the Northern Hemisphere.  This was the onset 

of more marked, repetitive Ice Ages (glacials) when the expanded 

ice on continents subtracted water from the oceans and sea level 

rose and fell repeatedly.  Sea levels fluctuated at positions mainly 

below the present level and down as much as ~130 m bsl. during 

glacial maxima (Figure 6), exposing much of the continental shelves 

(e.g. the Agulhas Bank) and increasing the width of the coastal plains 

for considerable time spans. 

 

The colder, Ice Age palaeoclimates were interrupted by brief intervals 

of rapid global warming, called interglacials, of which the present 

time is an example, when sea levels were similar to the present level 

or just several metres above or below present level.  Figure 6 shows 

the sawtooth pattern of sea-level and glacial/interglacial cycles of 

the last 800 ka (ka = thousand years ago) and the division into 

numbered Marine Isotope Stages (MIS based on the oxygen isotope 

ratios from deep-sea shelly microfossils, which reflects the global 

volume of water bound up as polar ice. 

 

The higher-lying, older raised beach occurs at 8-12 m asl. and relates 

to the MIS 11 interglacial high sea level that occurred around 400 ka 

(ka = thousand years ago).  Most of the raised beach deposits that 

are exposed date to the Last Interglacial about 125 ka (Figure 8, 

LIG/MIS 5e) and are found up to ~8 m asl. due to storm deposition, 

but the mean sea level was about 5-6 m asl.  The youngest raised 

beach is 2-3 m asl. and is known as the “Holocene High”.  It was 

deposited between 7-4 ka in as the coastline was slightly uplifted in 

response to the loading of the oceans with polar meltwaters. 

 

 
Figure 8:   Sea-level history for the last 800 ka with numbered Marine 

Isotope Stages showing the ages of the Klein Brak Formation raised 

beaches and OSL dates from South Coast aeolianites. 
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The high sea levels penetrated inland along valleys, expanding 

estuaries which today have their margins fringed by older estuarine 

deposits.  These Quaternary-age raised beaches, and estuarine 

deposits are accommodated in the Klein Brak Formation.  These high 

sea levels lapped onto older dunes and were later buried under 

younger dunes, embedding the raised beaches in notches in the 

coastal aeolianites. 

Exposures of the Klein Brak Fm. are usually too small to be depicted at 

the scale of 1:250 000 geological maps.  Many exposures of the Last 

Interglacial member of the Klein Brak Fm. occur along eroded coastal 

cliffs formed in the calcreted aeolianites of the Waenhuiskrans Fm., 

where the underlying marine exposures occur along the beach and 

in the intertidal zone. 

 

Quaternary Aeolianites 

During interglacial to intermediate shoreline levels dune plumes 

migrated onto the present-day coastal plain, sourced both from the 

raised beach shorelines and from now-submerged shorelines.  These 

younger aeolianites comprise the Waenhuiskrans Formation, depicted 

as Qw and so named after this place near Arniston where they form 

the low sea cliffs at the coast (Malan, 1989).  Similar to the Wankoe 

Fm. aeolianites there is a calcrete-capped relict dune-ridge 

topography and internally the formation is comprised of “packages” 

of dune accumulation defined by separating reddish palaeosols and 

calcrete pedocretes. 

 

The 100 *OSL dates/ages obtained from the Waenhuiskrans Fm. sands 

are shown in Figure 8 which indicates that aeolianites accumulated 

mainly since the glacial MIS 6 Ice Age ~170 ka, increased as the rising 

sea level approached the present coastline, to peak during the Last 

Interglacial +6 m sea level, and then to taper off as the sea level 

subsequently fell to below the present level and the shorelines 

became more remote from the present coastline. 

 

The calcreted dune ridge near Soetendalsvlei is exposed in a road 

cutting on the R319, ~6 km north of Struisbaai, and shows the typical 

capping calcrete, softer underlying sands with root casts (rhizoliths) 

and aeolian dune bedding.  The sands beneath the calcrete 

capping produced OSL dates of ~280 to ~210 ka (Bateman et al., 

2004), indicating an older, mid-Quaternary age for the Waenhuiskrans 

Fm. at inland locations. 

 

 
Figure 9:  Typical aspect of the Waenhuiskrans Formation exposed in a 

R319 road cutting where OSL ages of ~210 to 280 ka were obtained 

from sand samples at 1.5 and 2 m depth, resp. 

 

Closer to Cape Agulhas the aeolianite ridge west of the Project Area 

dates to ~180-160 ka and it is expected that the aeolianite exposed in 

the Spookdraai road cutting is of similar age.  These dates indicate 

that the headland bypass dunes continued to be active during the 



 

15 

 

low sea levels of MIS 6.  Just south of the Project Area below Marine 

Drive is an exposure of a shelly beach deposit with boulders which 

underlies the Waenhuiskrans Fm. aeolianite (Malan & Viljoen, 1990) 

and presumably relates to the older, MIS11 high sea level. 

 

Cliffed aeolianites at the coast near Stilbaai produced dates of ~140-

90 ka (Roberts et al., 2008) and at Hoë Walle west of Cape Agulhas 

the aeolianites overlie the LIG Klein Brak Fm. and were deposited 

between ~104 to ~80 ka (Carr et al., 2010), i.e. during the later span of 

MIS 5. 

 

Reworked and redistributed pale quartzitic coversands mantle much 

of the wider area (Figure 7, Qg), including covering much of the 

Waenhuiskrans Fm. and depicted as Qg/Qw.  Near the coast the 

surficial coversands have been deposited subsequent to the LIG 

during the lower sea levels of the late Quaternary (Figure 6), when the 

“abandoned” near-coastal marine and dune sands were partly 

redistributed. 

 

The latest addition of dunes to the coastal plain is the Strandveld 

Formation (Figure 7, Qsr).  These are loose, white, mainly non-

vegetated dune sands blown from the beaches in the last several 

thousand years, during the Holocene (Figure 6), and accumulated in 

the form of a narrow dune cordon or “sand wall” parallel to the coast 

or transgressing several kilometres inland as dune plumes. 

 

Affected Formations 

The wave-eroded bedrock quartzites of the Peninsula Fm. underlie the 

proposed development.  The overlying deposits are not very thick 

and are expected to include raised beach deposits of the Klein Brak 

Fm. and windblown sands of the Strandveld Fm. 

Accepting that the aeolianite exposed along the Spookdraai is of MIS 

6 age (~180-160 ka) and post-dates the older MIS 11 high sea level 

(Figure 6), the LIG high sea level (5-6 m asl.) might have occupied the 

bedrock beneath the Project Area, with shoreline cliffs of aeolianite.  

However, it is also possible that the area remained covered by the 

Waenhuiskrans Fm. aeolianite during LIG times, with the cliffed 

shoreline situated to the seaward of the Project Area, as seen at other 

coastal localities where the LIG raised beach deposits are absent and 

pre-LIG aeolianites are cliffed along the modern shoreline. 

The Holocene High (~3 m asl., about 7 ka) would have impinged on 

the Project Area strip which very likely was inundated during storm 

surges, with deposition of “stormbeach” deposits above the 

highwater mark.  Reworked marine sands of the aeolian Strandveld 

Fm. occupy the surface. 

 

8. Historical background  

Prior to VOC settlement of the Cape, the area south of the 

Langeberg and west of the Breede River was occupied by the 

Khoikhoin Chainouqua. Following the conclusion of the First Khoe-

khoe-Dutch War, Dutch hunters and traders began to explore 

eastwards beyond the confines of the Hottentots Holland Mountains 

where “lay the spreading coastal plans grazed by the plenteous 

herds of the Chainouqua.” 1  In doing so, they progressively 

dispossessed and subjugated the Khoe-khoe of what was then the 

Stellenbosch District, “taking possession of the land literally and 

symbolically. Not only did they remake the landscape with buildings, 

fields and all other aspects of their material culture, but they gave 

their own names to the hills, mountains and rivers.”2 The system of loan 

farms (or leningplaat) after 1714 considerably intensified the 

expansion of European settlement. 

 

The site is an early-21st Century (2005) subdivision from the historical 

farm Paapekuilfontein 281. Paapekuilfontein was one of the earliest 

land grants in the region, and much of the towns of Struisbaai and 

L’Agulhas have been developed on portions of the farm.  

 

 
1 Laband J: 52 
2 Ibid: 53 
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Figure 10 Extract from a map of people living in the Cape mid 17thC 

(Laband: xii) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Paapekuilfontein Farm 281 (SG 495/1836), a loan place 

Swellendam Quitrent 11-20, granted in 1836 to the company Reitz, 

Breda and Co. Two portions of which were subdivided early on, 

between 1856 and 1890. Seventeen early to mid-20th subdivisions 

followed, twenty-one were subdivided in the late 20thC, largely the 

mid to late 1990s; and the process has continued in the 21stC with an 

additional thirteen. The property concerned forms part of the 

remaining extent of the farm but has been split from the main body of 

Farm 281-RE by the intervening subdivisions and development. 

 

Paapekuilfontein was transferred to Micheal Breda in 1852, upon 

which he embarked on an immediate process of subdivision into 4, 

one portion of which was purchased (in 1852) by Barry and Nephews, 

another Overberg dynasty. The Breda family retained ownership of 

the remainder, and continued the process of subdivision, retaining 

ownership of the remainder and some of the subdivided portions 

throughout the early to mid 20thC. In 1948, the then extent of the 

Remainder was sold to the L’Agulhas Township Company, along with 

other portions (Records of the Deeds Office). 

   

Struisbaai town is historically a traditional fishing community, 

confirmed in remarks relating to the retention to public rights to fishing 

in the original Title Deed 495/1836.   

 

 
Figure 12: Remarks recorded on SG Diagram 495/1836 Farm Paapekuil 

Fontein 281 

 

It is now also a popular coastal holiday destination and retirement 

village. 
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The precise trajectory of the historical origins of Struisbaai (and the 

close-by Cape L’Agulhas) have not been researched in detail. 

However, its origin in fishing is evidenced in the presence of the 

historical fish traps in the area. Fishing also became a way of earning 

a living for freed slaves3 and disenfranchised Khoi in the Cape Colony 

(the Moravian mission town of Elim, established in 1824, is situated in 

relatively close proximity) and a leisure activity for farmers and farm 

workers in the area. Parker (2013) documents the significance of 

fishing for the local community of Struisbaai, many of whom have 

traced long historical roots in the area “The elders of Struisbaai could 

not really recall where the fishing community came from. They just 

remembered always being there and some recalled that their 

parents were either farm workers from surrounding areas like Elim, or 

fishermen. Elim is a Moravian Mission station, about 30 km from 

Struisbaai, where many freed slaves settled in the 1800’s. …. 

 

The elders also mentioned that some of them had European roots. 

The families Hammer, Thompson, Gabriels, Stanley, Farao and Arends 

were some of the first fisher families to live in Struisbaai. Oom Andrew 

(80) said that his great grandfather was a German from a shipwreck 

and that his grandmother was from Elim.”4 

 

Clear evidence of these historical associations is expressed in the 

remaining vernacular cottages of the fishing community of 

Hotagterklip situated along the Main Road entering Struisbaai. “The 

date of origin of the fishing community of Hotagterklip is not known. 

The houses may well date from the middle of the 19th century, 

though the same way of building remained in use long afterwards. 

Three small cottages in a group west of the road were in fact built 

only towards the end of the (20th) century. Architecturally they form 

part of the larger Cape-Dutch family, having the same material and 

technology employed in their construction (Fransen 2006:348; Vertue 

 
3  And likely escaped slaves from the shipwrecks off the coast, including the 1722 

Schoonenberg and the 1776 Meermin 
4 Dennis (2009): 29 

1976:53). The residents of Hotagterklip were forcibly removed under 

the Group Areas Act and the site declared a National Monument in 

1981 (now PHS). A number of the current inhabitants of the Struisbaai 

Noord community were forcibly removed from Hotagterklip and other 

areas in the broader region, including the historical fishing community 

of Skipskop. 

Struisbaai as it is currently laid out as a coastal resort is a mid 20thC 

subdivision from the farms Paapekuilfontein and Brakke Fontein. The 

initial Struis Bay Estate survey diagram indicates the presence of the 

Hotagterklip cottages and a few other dwellings, the initial fishing 

settlement but Hansen (2004) notes that nearly every single old 

cottage has since been demolished, with the exception of St Mary’s 

Chapel, built in 1892 on a plot donated by the Van Breda’s of 

Zoetendalsvlei. It is now a town of ‘nondescript’ modern holiday 

houses. 

 

Tracing available historical aerials, whilst the core structure of the 

town was laid out by 1960, development remained sparse, gaining 

pace by the 1980s. By the turn of the Century, growth and 

development was well established and pressure for expansion has 

been consistent since then, development now extending north of 

Marine Drive above the property, and the towns of L’Agulhas and 

Struisbaai have effective merged at the western edge of this 

property. 

 

The site is also called Spookdraai5,  the name given to the entrance of 

the bay at Cape Agulhas and it is located at the transition between 

 
5 The area is generally under-researched with respect to heritage and there is some 

ambiguity regarding the exact historical location of Spookdraai as the term is used to 

also describe a lookout point, the start of a walking trail, and tourist facilities. However, 

there are clearly long held  local associations of the site with this name, some oral 

folklore and the following information is heavily dependent upon work conducted by 

NM Walters and available on the Agulhas Heritage website, who are also objectors to 

the proposed development. 
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Struisbaai and Agulhas, which towns merge seamlessly with little 

distinction. 

 

Historically, lighthouses were considered by the colonial administrators 

to be the responsibility of mariners and the local population. “The 

administration of lighthouses became part of the duties of the 

Director of Public Works at the Cape, and when (renown engineer) 

Charles Michell assumed this office in 1828 he pursued the 

improvement of the service with the vigour which marked all his 

operations. He campaigned relentlessly for permission to build new 

lights at Mouille Point, Agulhas, Cape Point and Cape 

Recife.” 6 Following the decision to erect a lighthouse on 

Paapekuilfontein, the location selected by Mitchell, the lighthouse 

was completed in 1847 he made a final drawing of the lighthouse 

design and surrounds (Figure 13), which Walters notes as one of the 

first sketches of Spookdraai.  

 

It is a popular fishing spot and forms the start and finishing point of the 

Spookdraai hiking trail. 

 

“The name is shrouded in mystery and has its roots seated deep in 

folklore. Prof C Lohann has written about Spookdraai (a ghostly spot 

on the road). Apparently, visitors to the Agulhas Guest House, just 

above Spookdraai, refused to stay in a certain room. They were 

frightened by a woman in old-fashioned dress who entered the room. 

No one really knows the origin of the appearances of this ghost. There 

are many stories:  

• A young woman who survived a shipwreck many years ago 

only to make it up to one of the limestone caves in the 

Agulhas Mountain where she died. She is said to have the 

voice of an angel and beautiful hands. Her soul has not come 

to rest and apparently visits the Agulhas Guesthouse from time 

to time.  

 
6 T Murray (2016): 48 

 
Figure 13: Map of Agulhas (1847)by Charles Mitchel (T Murray), 

depicting local fishermen and the (unidentified) Spookdraai . 

 

• The house assistant of Lettie Myburgh, a L’Agulhas resident, 

told of a gruesome car accident. The head of one passenger 

was severed in the crash and it rolled over the L’Agulhas 

community. She played a special role in planting endemic 

vegetation at the lighthouse grounds. Her enthusiasm and 

knowledge of many plant species growing in the area, was a 

great help. 
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•  Another ghost story is one in which a member of the Van 

Breda family – an important founder-family of the area – 

thought his wife was getting too flirty with a Scots sea captain, 

so he shot and killed her. It is said that her bloody handprint 

kept reappearing on the wall of their house, no matter how 

often it was painted over. Eventually someone had the bright 

idea of removing that part of the wall entirely and turning it 

into a door. Problem solved.”7  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
Figure 14: 1961 aerial (461_016_08825), approximate location of 

property concerned starred. 

 
7 NM Walters (2025): 4 - 5 

 
Figure 15: 1980 aerial (498_148_011_00349)  

 

 
Figure 16: 2003 aerial (1074_C06_01195) 
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9. Archaeology 

The Archaeological Impact Assessment (Kapan, September 2023) is 

appended as Annexure D and summarised as follows (without direct 

referencing for ease of reading): 

 

Studies have shown that people have occupied the Agulhas region 

for well over a million years. Middle Stone Age (MSA) and Early Stone 

Age (ESA) tools occur locally, while large numbers of Later Stone Age 

(LSA) shell middens have been recorded in Cape Agulhas, 

Suiderstrand and Agulhas National Park (Hall 1984; Kaplan 1993, 

1997a, b, 1998a, b, 1999a, b, 2001, 2003a, 2006, 2007; Nilssen 2004). 

 

A search of SAHRIS8 has shown that a handful of commercial CRM 

surveys have been conducted in Struisbaai. The rocky shoreline 

between Struisbaai and Cape Agulhas is rich in archaeological 

resources such as shell middens (Kaplan 2008, 1993), while few 

remains have been recorded north of the village, where the shoreline 

forms a long sandy beach. Traces of shellfish have been recorded in 

the back dune area near Die Plaat, and on some limestone bedrock 

north of the Langezandt housing development (Hart & Halkett 1995; 

Kaplan 2003b). 

 

A few isolated flakes have also been recorded in Struisbaai North, 

and near the Caravan Park (Kaplan 2020, 2016a, b), while isolated 

stone flakes and some pottery was recorded inland of the coast at 

Andrews Airfield (Kaplan 2021). Colonial period middens associated 

with the historic settlement at Hotagterklip alongside as one enters 

Struisbaai have also been recorded (Hart & Halkett 1995). 

 

Cape Agulhas is, probably best known for the large number of well-

preserved tidal fish traps/visvywers that occur in the intertidal zone, 

which are visible at low tide, and on Google Earth satellite imagery. 

For many years archaeologists have assumed that these stone walled 

 
8 South African Heritage Resource Agency Content Management System 

`dams' built in gullies or low energy bays originated among LSA 

hunter-gatherers who lived on the coast after 3000 years ago (Avery 

1975; Goodwin 1946; Gribble 2005). But research conducted by the 

archaeologist Philip Hine (2008), has shown that most, if not all of 

these stone-built fish traps, were constructed by bywoners in the late 

1800s and early 1900s, who rented properties from absent farmers at 

the time. 

 

10. Cultural landscape context 

Inputs in this section and the next have been derived in large part 

from both the Botanical Scoping Assessment (Annexure E) and the 

Visual Impact Assessment (Annexure F), without detailed referencing 

for ease of reading. 

 

At the western-most coastal edge of the rural holiday town of Struis 

Baai, the site is located on the seaward side (south) of Marine Drive at 

the point that the village of Struisbaai merges into that of L’ Agulhas. It 

is within a semi-rural cultural landscape of high visual significance 

and aesthetic value, (given the degree of intactness, integrity, and 

legibility) with a coastal character, outside the urban periphery, with 

important components of distinctive character, valued for tangible as 

well as intangible attributes. As such, it is potentially susceptible to 

changes of the types proposed 

 

It incorporates all of the high-water mark, the 5m contour, and the 

low, medium and high risk coastal risk zone lines within a large area of 

the site. It is inside the urban edge.  

 

Marine Drive is the main road of Struisbaai that connects it to 

Suiderstrand to the west and Bredasdorp inland to the north-east. It 

forms part of a long uninterrupted open coastal strip on the seaward 

side of Marine Drive, from the harbour towards L’Agulhas. It is in its 

natural state, with public vehicular, fishing and pedestrian access 

along its length, punctuated by picnicking and viewing facilities. 
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Figure 17: Diagram depicting a clear pattern of development on the 

landward side of Marine Drive. A generous green buffer is left open 

between Marine Drive and the ocean. (Terra+) 

 

 
Figure 18 to 22: Travelling along Marine Drive from the promontory 

westwards towards the site. 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 



 

22 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Figure 23: The site right, from Marine Drive looking east. 

 
Figure 24: From the site (boundary identified by fence in foreground, 

westwards towards Agulhas 

 

 
Figure 25: Continuing along Marine Drive westwards towards Agulhas, 

the lighthouse just visible in the distance 
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Figure 26: From L’Agulhas looking towards Struis Baai. Even where 

development straddles either side of Marine Drive, this being one of 

those areas, there remains a publicly accessible coastal strip on the 

seaward side. 

 

 
Figure 27: From L’Agulhas looking towards Struis Baai, general location 

of the property in question identified. Even where development 

straddles either side of Marine Drive, this being one of those areas, 

there remains a publicly accessible coastal strip on the seaward side. 

Note the scale and openness of development. 

Visual resources across the scales are summarized as follows: 

 

Regional Context: 

Bucolic rural landscape of rolling hills with typical agricultural patterns 

and small settlements and farmsteads. 

 

Local context: 

Coastal landscape with rural interface. Small low-density towns and 

villages with views across the ocean and rural landscape. Direct 

transition from small town to coastal or rural setting. Important scenic 

route and gateway to the two adjoining towns 

 

Site Attributes: 

Coastal landscape with intact and indigenous vegetation. Small 

footpaths that lead to areas of recreation. 

 

The primary visual resource is the coastal edge and scenic drive, of 

which the site forms a part. 

 

Minimal impact could be expected to the regional context as the site 

is along the coastal edge. In respect of the potential for impacts 

upon the local context, these include a change of the nature of the 

scenic route and a change in views of the coastal area. In respect of 

the potential for impacts upon the site attributes, this includes 

transformation of the site from coastal zone to built up urban 

landscape. Visual intrusion could be expected on the foreground of 

the scenic experience along the route. 

 

11. Site  

11.1 Physical and botanical characteristics 

In respect of the site itself, a small sandy beach occupies the western 

end of the proposed development site. A narrow coastal footpath 

runs alongside the length of the rocky shoreline, to an informal 

parking area at the eastern end. Several informal footpaths leading 

onto the site from Marine Drive have also been created, currently 
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used by the public for access to rocky plateau above the high-water 

mark where recreational activities take place. 

 

The rest of the site is quite densely vegetated, with some disturbance 

having also taken place. A stormwater outlet is located in the 

northeastern corner alongside the main road, which has created 

visible erosion and a deep donga. 

 

It forms part of a narrow ‘strip’ along the coast that has a rocky 

shoreline consisting of sandstone of the Table Mountain Group. Along 

the coastline, unconsolidated dune sand of the Strandveld Formation 

of the Bredasdorp Group is found. The vegetation is Overberg Dune 

Strandveld, although there are no true dunes present. The terrain is 

partly a moderately sloping windswept slope consisting of deep 

aeolian sand above the rocky shoreline. The western part of the site 

has a sandy beach with the toe of the slope having a margin of 

Cape Seashore Vegetation with the steeper slope inland and above 

the beach being vegetated by Strandveld. No limestone occurs on 

the site. 

 

With the site being in close proximity to the gardens of houses at 

Struisbaai, some exotic plant species found in coastal gardens around 

the world but more specifically in the sub-tropics and tropics, have 

become established. 

 

Part of the site is classified as Ecological Support Area 1 (ESA1), 

whereas the remainder of the site is not recognized as sensitive.  

 

With reference to the mapping of threatened ecosystems, more 

specifically the remnants of these ecosystems that, for convenience, 

are referred to as ‘Red List Ecosystems’ (SANBI, 2022), the classification 

recognises only the western end of the site, where the small beach is 

located, as Endangered. Plant species sensitivity is Low for most of the 

site and Medium for the western end of the site. 

 

 
Figure 28: The WCBSP map overlaid on a Google Earth Pro ™ image, 

indicating that the western part of the site is classified as ESA1 

(Bergwind) 

 

 
Figure 29: Only a small part of the site, at the western end, is 

recognized as endangered habitat (Bergwind) 
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Figure 30: Site (CFM) 

 

 
Figure 31: Site (approximate boundaries), looking eastwards, right of Marine Drive, in the foreground (Terra+) 
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11.2 Archaeology 

A field assessment of the proposed housing development site was 

conducted by ACRM on 07 September 2023. Identified heritage 

resources were recorded using a hand-held GPS unit set on the map 

datum WGS 84. 

 

A few traces of archaeological heritage resources were recorded 

during the field study (Figure 30 and Table 1 on page 32). 

 

Fragments of weathered marine shellfish (mostly Turbo sarmaticus / 

alikreukel & some limpet / Scutellastra longicosta), a flaked quartz 

chunk, and a limestone flake (Sites 152-182) were recorded in the 

coastal footpath that runs alongside the rocky shoreline (Figures 31 - 

33). 

 

Traces of shellfish (Turbo sarmaticus) were also recorded in a few 

open patches of windblown sand on the vegetated slopes above the 

coastal track (Sites 192, 222 & 212) (Figures 34 & 35). 

 

A few fragments of weathered shellfish and several broken beach 

cobbles were recorded on the elevated rocky shelf (Site 142) at the 

end of the small sandy beach (Figure 36). 

 

A few isolated fragments of shellfish were noted in the side wall of the 

sandy donga (refer to Figure 37), but no anthropogenic remains were 

noted. 

 

No organic remains such as pottery, bone or ostrich eggshell were 

found. 

 

 
Figure 32: Waypoints of archaeological remains and Track paths in 

blue 

 

    
 Fig 33: Site 152. View facing east    Fig 34: Site 162. View facing east. 
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Fig 35: Site 182. View facing east.                 Fig 36: Site 222. 

 

   
           Figure 37: Site 212                              Figure 38: Site 212. 

 

 
Figure 39: Deep donga in the foreground created by the stormwater 

outlet. View facing southwest (Kaplan) 
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11.3 Visual considerations 

Over and above the significance of the coastal risk zones the site is 

also at the cusp of the transition from Struisbaai and Agulhas. This 

particular point in the landscape is a natural gateway and significant 

in the overall experience on the scenic drive. 

 

Crucial to the site and development is the particular placement and 

position relative to Marine Drive. The proposed development will be 

experienced along the scenic route from the point where Marine 

Drive commences along the coast. 

 

The landscape along the coast is typified by 

natural shrubbery, natural rock formations and 

clearings where there is public access to enjoy 

the coast as an amenity. The coastal edge is a 

landscape largely intact in its rugged beauty. 

The significance of this position is that the 

proposed development would be an insertion 

into this continuous experience of the coast. 

 

At the site scale: Site is located in between 

Marine Drive - the main access road that 

connects Struisbaai, Agulhas and Suiderstrand 

with one another - and the ocean. Above 

Marine drive is a number of single residential 

buildings, loosely scattered across the 

landscape. The subject site is significant as the 

position is below Marine Drive where few 

developments take place along this stretch of 

Road in Struisbaai and on a gateway position 

(on a scenic bend in the road) between 

Struisbaai and Agulhas. 

 

Figure 40 (right): Site Context (Terra+) 

 

The bend in the road as one approaches the site (Spookse Draai) 

towards Agulhas is a pivotal point in the landscape, marked with a 

small inlet and beach opposite a green vegetated open space on 

the opposite side. 

 

The coastline is rugged and has a sense of wilderness with intact 

indigenous vegetation and rough eroded rocks. This a typical coastal 

landscape and although there is residential development the sense 

of place is rugged and exposed to the elements. 
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The site is nestled, as can be observed from the topography and 

contours, on the foothills of the minor hills and landforms in the 

landscape. This provides some protection from prevailing winter winds 

but exposes the site to strong wind that buffets the coastline in 

summertime. There is a sense of being tucked against the slope with 

views to the sea and beyond. This is further emphasised by the bend 

in the road that leads to Agulhas. The coastline is a series of rocky 

outcrops, indigenous vegetation and footpath leading to accessible 

spaces for angling and recreation. There are one or two small sandy 

beaches along this portion of the coast, which intimates a sense of 

seclusion. 

 

 
Figures 41 to 44: The site with steep hill starting to slope right behind 

Marine Drive (contours at 5m intervals) (Terra+) 
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Figure 45: Local landscape patterns (Terra+) 

 
Figure 46: Vegetation & landscape patterns (Terra+) 

 

The urban pattern surrounding the site is residential with 2 to 3 storey 

dwellings all predominantly facing the sea. There is a clear pattern of 

residential developments placed on the north side of Marine Drive, on 

the far side from the ocean, leaving a green buffer between ocean 

and road.  

 

 
Figure 47:  Settlement Patterns: large green buffer between building 

and ocean (Terra+) 
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Figure 48: Settlement patterns (Terra+) 

 

 
Figure 49: Connectivity and access (Terra+) 

The Landscape Character is considered highly sensitive to visual 

impact as it is associated with areas of high visual / scenic amenity. 

Smaller footpaths extend along the coastal edge and connect to a 

network of footpaths in the green open space to other spaces and 

public amenities. 

 

The view catchment area is relatively small with views limited to the 

direct surroundings and a portion of the scenic route of Marine Drive 

and Agulhas, however these views are significant due to the 

particular quality and intact nature of the coastal landscape in this 

area. 

 

The following series of viewpoints will illustrate the visibility of the site 

from distinct significant viewpoints and will illustrate the particular 

characteristics that will potentially be affected by the proposed 

development. 

 

 

 
Figure 50: Viewpoint 1 (Source: Terra+; Google Earth pro)  
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Figure 51: Viewpoint 1 onto site (Source: Terra+)  

 

Viewpoint 1 - this viewpoint is from the approach road from Agulhas 

an the site is visible (indicated in red) with particular visibility to the 

slope down to the coastal edge. Particular attention to the edge 

condition of the development will be critical to views along this route. 

 

 
Figure 52: Viewpoint 2 (Source: Terra+; Google Earth Pro)  

 

 

 
Figure 53: Viewpoint 2 onto site (Source: Terra+)  

 

Viewpoint 2 - Views from this vantage point is from the open space 

adjacent to the site and the full extent of the site is visible. Although 

these views will be limited to people walking up the footpath to the 

crest of the hill, the treatment of roofscapes and boundary conditions 

will be critical to ameliorate the visual impact. 

 

 
Figure 54: Viewpoint 3 (Source: Terra+; Google Earth Pro)  
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Figure 55: Viewpoint 3 onto site, views are obscured by dense 

shrubbery. (Source: TERRA+)  

 

Viewpoint 3 - Views from the vantage point is obscured by 

vegetation. The views of the site will be limited to the particular 

houses and the residents within these houses. 

 

 
Figure 56: Viewpoint 4 (Source: Terra+; Google Earth Pro)  

 
Figure 57: Viewpoint 4 onto site (Source: GE Pro)  

 

Viewpoint 4 - this viewpoint is from the approach road from Struisbaai 

driving towards Agulhas. The site is visible along the route and 

particular attention to architectural form, roofscape and edge 

conditions must be given to ensure the visual impact is mitigated. 

 

 
Figure 58: Viewpoint 5 (Source: Terra+; Google Earth Pro)  
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Figure 59: Viewpoint 5 onto site (Source: Terra+)  

 

Viewpoint 5 - this viewpoint is from the recreational pathways and 

access roads to the coast. A portion of the site will be visible and the 

edge to the site must be landscaped and softened to ensure 

mitigation of the visual impact. 

 

 
Figure 60: Viewpoint 6 (Source: Terra+; Google Earth Pro)  

 
Figure 61: Viewpoint 6 - View of the site from residential area in 

Agulhas  

 

Viewpoint 6 - this viewpoint is from the residential area along the 

coastal road of Agulhas. The site will be visible in its entirety and the 

application of the architectural and landscape parameters will be 

essential to mitigate visual impact . 

 

12 Heritage Resources & significance 

Establishing and grading for heritage significance is based on the 

three-tier grading system used in the NHRA and HWC’s “Grading 

Implications & Management of HR HWC guidelines April 2016” 

(Annexure F). 

 

a) Places, buildings, structures and equipment of cultural significance: 

There are no structures on the site. 

 

b) Places in which oral traditions are attached: There is local folklore 

relating to Spookdraai. 
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c) Historical settlements and townscapes: The subject site does not fall 

within a noteworthy historic urban settlement or within a significant 

townscape. 

 

d) Landscapes and Natural Features of Cultural Significance: 

Contextual significance is one of the primary heritage informants, 

given that the site is located on the coastal shelf and within the 

Coastal Protection Zone.  

 

The environmental considerations relating to the Coastal Protection 

Zone will be dealt with as a component of the Basic Assessment 

process. However, it is to be noted that this coastline has historically 

been accessible to the public, the fishing community in particular 

(see remarks relating to the retention to public rights to fishing in the 

original Title Deed 495/1836, page 16 in this report). 

 

The process of privatisation of sections of the coastline immediately 

above the High-Water Mark has not been tracked, but it does appear 

that considerable sections, perhaps the majority, of the coastline of 

Struis Baai and L’Agulhas remain in public ownership and are publicly 

accessible. Whilst this site is in private ownership, it has for all practical 

purposes been publicly accessible.   

 

Access to the coast in this region is a critical public resource and 

contributes significantly to the “sense of place”. It is indeed the 

historical raison d’etre of these two coastal villages. The coastline 

should, as far as possible, remain an external space (preferably open-

to-the-sky), and publicly accessible.  

 

The site currently forms part of a coastal cultural landscape which 

includes areas, views and component resources of high scenic, 

cultural or historical significance. Visual quality is enhanced by the 

intactness of the direct landscape, and lack of visual intrusions along 

the coastal portion of the site. Although the adjacent area of the site 

is highly altered from its natural state, it is still part of a coastal 

landscape which has a high degree of integrity, particularly the 

portion below Marine Drive designating this a very good quality 

landscape. Due to its position on the coast and relation to the higher 

elevation of the surrounding areas the site is particularly visible from 

the surroundings areas and along the scenic route of Marine Drive 

and the properties along the adjacent town of Agulhas. 

 

The view catchment area is relatively small with views limited to the 

direct surroundings and a portion of the scenic route of Marine Drive 

and Agulhas; however, these views are significant due to the 

particular quality and intact nature of the coastal landscape. 

 

In the opinion of this author, the cultural landscape aspects warrant a 

Grade IIIA significance. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 62: Site viewshed (Terra+) 
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e) Sites of Historical or Social significance: The site has long been 

separated from the parent Paapekuilfontein Farm and has no 

remaining associations of historical or social significance. 

 

f) Geological sites of scientific and/or cultural significance:  

Two vegetation types are found in the designated study area, namely 

Overberg Dune Strandveld and Cape Seashore Vegetation. On a 

regional and national scale Overberg Dune Strandveld is considered 

Endangered and Cape Seashore Vegetation as Least Threatened.  

 

Regarding the sensitivity rating for plant species, the western end of 

the site, where the beach is located, is more sensitive than the 

remainder. The site is however not typical ‘dune strandveld’ due to its 

topography, so its structure and plant species composition is 

somewhat less complex than in the typical form of dune strandveld. 

The terrestrial biodiversity rating of High to Very High by the screening 

tool is not supported by this study. The use by the screening tool of the 

Agulhas National Park buffer and the ESA1 conservation results in an 

overemphasis of the terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity. This sensitivity 

should be no more than Medium.  

 

g) Palaeontological and Archaeological Resources:  

The palaeontological sensitivity of the Peninsula Fm. bedrock is rated 

High, but the proposed small development is not expected to 

significantly impact the trace fossil content which might be preserved 

in the folded and deformed strata beneath the surficial sands.   

 

The Klein Brak Fm. raised beach deposits typically consist of shelly 

sands and rounded gravels.  In open-coast settings these Quaternary 

“raised beach” deposits include a fossil shell fauna which is mainly 

comprised of extant (living) species which are common today and 

which are not paleontologically sensitive.  In addition to fossil shells, 

scattered fossil bones such as from whales, dolphins, seals and 

seabirds may occur in the deposits but are generally very rare.  These 

are not likely to be extinct species, but species beyond their modern-

day ranges may occur.  A Low sensitivity may be assigned to the 

raised beach deposits. The thin traces of shellfish, very few artefactual 

remains, and no visible cultural items such as pottery means that the 

archaeological remains have been graded as having Low (lllC) local 

significance 

 

h) Graves and burial grounds: 

No burial sites are known to have been found on the site. 

 

i) Sites of significance relating to the history of slavery:  

Although there are historical associations with an early colonial farm 

which would undoubtedly have utilised slave labour, this property is 

part of the last remaining extent of the farm post the last 2013 

subdivisions.  It is thus not regarded as being likely to have any direct 

or easily traceable associations with slavery. 

 

j) Moveable objects (archaeological, palaeontological, 

ethnographic art, fine art, military, scientific & technological & 

documentary): N/A 

 

 
Table 1: Spreadsheet of waypoints and description of archaeological 

resources 
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Figure 63: Conceptual diagram of proposed grading, site and 

surrounds. 

 

13 Heritage informants and design indicators 

This report acknowledges the reality that this coastal site is in private 

ownership and within the urban edge. There is therefore a legitimate 

expectation of development rights, although these are, for historical 

reasons, limited by the zoning of Agriculture.  

 

Nonetheless, the property is located within a highly sensitive 

landscape: as part of the Coastal Protection Zone; on a scenic route; 

with local social associations; and with significant contextual 

significance in so far as it retains its open and natural qualities along 

the coastline.  

 

On the basis of the identification of aspects of significance, heritage 

informants relate essentially to issues of public access and visual 

considerations. Whilst the location of the property within the Coastal 

Risk Area is highly significant, this matter is more appropriately 

addressed in the NEMA Basic Assessment report. 

• Public Access: It is relevant to note: 

- the historical association of this region with, for many years, 

largely unfettered access to the coastline, for fishing in 

particular.  

- the reference in the original SG Diagram to a “voluntary offer  

of the public retaining the privilege of unteaming and fishing, 

where and whenever they think proper”;  

- the likelihood that users of the coastline have historically 

presumed and used this property and its beach as part of 

the publicly accessible coastline;  

- and to the legal presumption of public right of way below 

the high-water mark (Admiralty Zone).  

It is therefore considered appropriate to maintain a reasonable 

public right of access to the beach and area below the 

Coastal Risk Zone (presumed undevelopable), as well as 

pedestrian access along Marine Drive. 

 

This is further confirmed in the recommendations of the VIA9 

relating to the maintenance of the access to the beach and 

footpath which are currently along the coastline and an 

amenity to the public. 

 

• Visual Corridors and Green Connections: Create green 

continuous corridors between units to ensure ample visual 

connection with the ocean from Marine Drive and the existing 

development adjacent to the site. These must be generous and 

allow for view corridors. 

 

• Maintain a green buffer: Maintain a generous green edge of 

indigenous vegetation with no trees or exotic and manicured 

gardens. The buffer to be a minimum of 2m to allow the natural 

occurring shrubs to grow. 

 
9  Note: visual and landscape indicators and diagrams are not actual designs but 

diagrams of concepts and ideas to be considered and adopted to ensure visual 

amelioration and mitigation 
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Figure 64: maintenance of physical, publicly accessible links (Terra+)  

 

 
Figure 65: Green Connections and Visual Corridors (Terra+) 

 

 
Figure 66: maintain a green buffer (Terra+) 

 

• Suitable Architectural Typology: The architecture can be one 

of two typologies. The first a modest beach bungalow type 

architecture tucked in the landscape with typical pitched 

roofs and single storey in natural materials and finishes. A 

modern interpretation of this is feasible and will be possible on 

the site.  

 

The alternative (which is expressed in the renders supplied) is a 

modern rendition of a dwelling. Should this be the route then 

the roof-scape and heights must be restricted as is illustrated in 

the sketch over the render supplied. Where possible the roofs 

must be vegetated “green roofs”. The roof-scape must be 

interrupted to avoid continuous heights perceived from 

Marine Drive and surrounding areas.  

 

Avoid continuous structures that may have a cumulative 

effect of a “solid” wall architecture.  

 

All boundary walls must be permeable to allow vegetation 

and greenery to continue through the fencing. There should 

be no fencing along the sea edge of the property. 

 

 
Figure 67: Modest bungalow type footprints, note these are indicative 

diagrams only and not designs (Terra+) 
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Figure 68:  Continuous height Roof-scape - perceived as a continuous 

line in the skyline (Terra+) 

 

 
Figure 69: Reduced roof-scape and interrupted line (Terra+) 

 

 
Figure 70: Perceived line is interrupted and non-monolithic (Terra+) 

 

 
Figure 71: Reduce the roof height and maintain permeable boundary 

conditions (Terra+) 

 

 

 

14 Development Proposal 

 The preferred concept proposal included in full in Annexure H. 

 

All development alternatives have included the subdivision of the site 

into residential opportunities with access provision.  

 

A number of earlier iterations are discussed to indicate design 

development. 

 

Alternative 1 (No Go) 

 This alternative retains the status quo and avoids any development. 

 

Alternative 2 (Not preferred) 

The initial SDP proposed 7 residential erven, with a parallel private 

road access alongside Marine Drive and an open space erf below 

the High-Water Mark.  

 

 
Figure 72: Alternative 2 subdivision plan (Not Preferred) 
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Alternative 3 (Not Preferred) 

Alternative 3 ( is a variant of the previous layout.  

 

This layout took into consideration the 5m contour line; the High-Water 

Mark; and the High, Medium and Low Risk Coastal Zones.  

 

It includes: 

- Five Single Residential Erven of between 549 and 588m2;  

- One Medium Density Residential Erf of 630m2 intended for two 

dwellings;  

- A parallel private road access alongside Marine Drive; 

- A 1.5m wide public footpath along the western boundary, 

providing access to the beach below the High Water Mark. 

- A Private Open Space of 2,713m2 comprising the beach and 

some of the rocky shoreline within the property boundary. 

- A Refuse Room. 

 

 The development of the erven were to be prescribed only by the 

Zoning Scheme (i.e. there were no development guidelines), along 

with: 

- A departure from the 2m building lines (to zero) proposed for 

the 5 single residential erven, along the seaward boundary; 

- A departure for a refuse room in the street building line;  

- Departures from the Main Road building line to a 4m street 

building line. 

 
Figure 73: Alternative 3 (Not Preferred) subdivision layout, coverage 

and setbacks. 

 

Alternative 4 Not Preferred 

Alternative 4 proposed a rezoning from Agriculture to Sub-divisional 

Area that will include six Single Residential Zone subdivisions (1-6), one 

Public Open Space Zone (7) providing public access to the beach, a 

street zone (10) and two Private Open Space erven (8). 
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Figure 74: Alternative 4 (Not Preferred) 

 

Alternative 5 (Final Preferred)  

The revisions are based on a response to the specialist assessments of 

Alternative 4 and public comments and propose a further reduction 

of the overall density across the property, whilst also permitting the 

property boundary to be treated differently and in a manner which 

enhances sight lines and visual corridors as the "corner" is no longer a 

built environment in terms of dwelling structures, as was 

contemplated previously. Additionally, this revision further enhances 

and expands the retention of flora areas within the overall 

development.  

 

 
Figure 75: Preferred Alternative 5 layout (dated 2 September 2025) 

 

What were originally proposed to be single residential sites are now 

proposed to be group housing with a 5m street building line and 0m 

internal building lines. This will enable the houses to move 3m inland 

from their original position, in response to comments received from 

Coastal Management. Coastal Management recommended that 

the applicant should ensure that the entire development should be 

located as far landward of the coastal risk zones as possible. The 

theoretical position of the dwellings are illustrated on the Preferred 

layout plan. 

 

The preferred alternative is accompanied by Architectural Guidelines, 

a Landscape Development Plan taking into account built form 

options and Landscape Guidelines. 
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Key architectural guidelines (12.09.25 Rev 4) include: 

 

The dwellings are intended to sit within the landscape as opposed to 

sitting on the landscape to minimize the visual impact of large 

singular-built forms intruding on this unique landscape. 

 

The placement of built forms must be sensitive to the natural contours 

of the site and create a stepped visual profile to reduce massing 

impact. The dwellings are intended to comprise of various linked 

forms consisting of landscaped flat roof elements which are 

connected to a singular pitched primary form. 

 

The extensive use of natural materials and exposed concrete, natural 

stone and timber that will age and blend with the environment is vital 

in reducing any visual impact.  

 

With the visual concept of “nesting,” the landscaping will be 

exclusively local flora to ensure that the negative impact of these 

footprints is minimized and expanded by virtue of additional initiatives 

such as the planting of flat roofs. 

 

 
 

• Styles such as Tuscan or Georgian or any other revivalist or 

period style will not be permitted. 

 

• Composite roof forms consisting of major roof forms separated 

by flat roof sections and augmented by verandas and 

pergolas fragment the massing and minimise the visual impact 

of individual buildings against the slope of the land. 

 

• Building envelopes: The maximum footprint and coverage of 

the built forms may not exceed 50% of the erf size 

 

• Building lines: per the site development layout. 

 

Garages are permitted to encroach on the side and rear 

building line and may be on the 1.5m building line with the 

necessary approvals in place. Garages must be set-back from 

the street kerb a minimum of 5.0m. 

 

• The height restriction of 7.5m for primary and major roof forms 

measuring parallel from the natural ground level is applicable. 

Secondary roof forms are to be subservient to the primary roof 

forms and may not be higher than any primary form. This 

height is measured from all parts of the building to the point of 

the natural ground level immediately below it. The local 

municipal by-laws on height restrictions will apply as measured 

from the base or mean level which is 8.0m. The base level is 

the average between the lowest natural ground level and the 

highest natural ground level taken from the perimeter of the 

structure. 
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• Flat roofs planted with fynbos a contiguous with the natural 

ground levels are limited to single storey sections and to 3.0m 

from Finished Floor Level to the underside of the soffit. No 

unarticulated exposed vertical face of solid wall or glazing 

(excluding gables) may be taller than 6.0m above the finished 

ground level. The maximum height of lean-tos and verandas 

at eaves will be limited to 3.5m above the finished floor level 

directly below. 

• House forms will be compositions of composite-rectangular 

forms as opposed to singular monolithic structures. The 

architecture is conceived as additive, where major plan form 

elements are connected by minor form elements. 

Differentiating vertical and horizontal planes through the use 

of natural materials, muted colour and texture is encouraged 

to further achieve elevational articulation. Additive elements 

such as verandas, balconies and pergolas further articulate 

the building form increasing shading and relief and are 

encouraged to avoid or minimise the visual impact of large 

unarticulated planes. 

 

• Major plan form elements are to be double pitched and a 

maximum width of 6.5m, with pitch of 30º to 40º with the ridge 

placed centrally. Roofs of major forms cannot be joined with 

hips or valleys but must be discretely linked only by minor form 

linking elements. Diamondek Roof sheeting and Victorian 

profile are allowed. Grey colours in Matt finish only. No other 

colours will be allowed. 

 

• Lean to and verandah roofs are to have a pitch of between 3 

degrees and 10 degrees. Verandas may be constructed using 

masonry, timber or steel or a combination of these and 

colours and materials are to be as per the colour palette. 

 

• Flat roofs [concrete or boarded]: with parapets may be used 

as linking elements between major plan forms, as well as for 

minor forms. They are to be finished with brown stone chip and 

no reflective finishes such as aluminium paint are to be visible 

or planted if concrete as per the planting list and as approved 

by the landscape architect. 
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• It is intended that there be large areas of glass to take 

advantage of the views available from all orientations. It is 

encouraged to have walls interposed with glass areas of 

transparency to erode the form of a monolithic building. Large 

areas of glazing are ideally set behind shading devices such 

as balconies, veranda roofs and pergolas and the shape and 

proportions of glazed areas, doors and windows are to be 

rectangular (except for gable ends). No arches are permitted. 

Further shading devices which enhance the exterior facade 

and breaks up the large glazing elements are encouraged. 

These are limited to recessed areas, horizontal & vertical fixed 

shading, vertically movable shading, trellis type shading and 

pergolas. Large areas of glass can be contrasted with solid 

wall planes as opposed to repetitive window puncture walls. 

 

 
 

• Retaining Structures: It is imperative that the existing 

topography by carefully considered with the laying out of 

buildings, terraces, courtyards, gardens and walkways. 

Dwellings should be stepped or terraced across the site and 

low retaining structures are to be used which are sympathetic 

to the natural contours of each site. No front (down-slope) 

terrace structure may exceed 1.5 meters in height above 

natural ground level. Retaining terraces which exceed this 

height must be stepped with minimum of 1.5 meters between 

these terraces to create a natural slope where possible. Back 

(up-slope) retaining structures may be a maximum of 3,5m 

vertically and is dependent on structural engineer’s 

recommendations and design. Landscape Architect to advise 

on softening of any retaining walls that will not compromise 

the structures.  

 

 
 

Key landscape guidelines include: 

 

• Driveway paving must be visually integrated with the internal 

roads, which will be grass blocks and permeable to aid with 

drainage and provide a greener footprint. 
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• The estate perimeter will have a somewhat visually permeable 

property boundary with walling as per the landscape 

architects design and recommendation. Walls, fences and 

screens between properties can only be incorporated as a 

continuous part of the dwelling when used as court yards, 

drying yards and pool enclosures. No other walls, fences or 

screens will be permitted unless required by a structural 

engineer and to comply with National Building Regulations. 

 

• All driveways and paving that are visible from the road shall 

be exposed aggregate paving or be constructed of “grass 

block” paving or similar. Driveways may not extend more than 

3.5m along any street edge. 

 

• Courtyard walls, walls in the garden and fence colours are to 

match the wall colour of the dwelling (i.e. stone or painted 

plaster), natural weathered timbers or muted tones of grey. All 

fences, walls and screen colours are to be approved and in 

line with the landscape architects design for the estate. Plain 

unvarnished, un-oiled hardwood timber fences or screens are 

allowed. Stained and oiled hardwood and painted timber 

according to colour palette for walls only. Dark grey, charcoal 

grey and muted grey tones can be used for steel palisade 

fences and black weldmesh fences are allowed permitting 

that it is softened with vegetation per the approval of the 

landscape architect. No electrified, razor wire or barbed wire 

fencing will be allowed between the properties. 

 

 
 

• No garden trellis or screens will be allowed where it is visible to 

the street or public. Privacy screens will be allowed against the 

building and will need to be planted to reduce the structural 

element. Balcony balustrades must be planted on any lateral 

line to provide privacy to the neighbour but will be allowed to 

be transparent in the southern view to receive optimal views. 

Artificial hedge planting will be allowed. 

 

 
 

• Roof gardens to be planted with indigenous planting as per 

plant palette. No concrete flat roofs will be permitted without 

planting and no artificial planting will be allowed. 
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• Stormwater: The cut off channel along the road with aid with 

the surface run off water and will be linked to various ponds 

and streams throughout the development which will exit 

towards the ocean. 

• Planting: Locally indigenous gardens must retain habitat for 

birds, insects, and small fauna. Continuity of fynbos, with 

houses forming islands within the landscape, will allow the 

least disruption of the natural habitat and can preserve much 

of the interest (bird watching for instance) that the area 

currently offers. 

 

Lawns are only allowed within the building zone. All lawns shall 

be fully enclosed with a paved/brick edging strip of at least 

220mm in width. Only Stenotaphrum secundatum (Buffalo) or 

Cynodon Dactylon (bloukweek) lawn may be used. No 

artificial lawn will be allowed outside of any dwelling. Sidewalk 

areas shall be planted using only plants from the sidewalk 

planting palette, and shall be installed in an informal, natural 

manner and at a density of at least 4 plants per m². Under no 

circumstances will any hard surfacing, other than the 

driveway, be allowed on sidewalks. 

 

• Signage & lighting: No number will be displayed on any 

facade of the dwelling except on the garage wall. The 

number may not be illuminated with any sort of light as the 

permitted low lighting on the dwelling must provide visibility to 

limit light pollution. All lighting must be louvered, to direct the 

light downwards, to avoid any light pollution. No up lighter into 

trees or other features will be permitted. 

 

• Retaining structures: Where minor retaining structures 

(maximum 500mm high) are required, directly around the 

dwelling, to divert stormwater away from the dwelling, treated 

timber (timber railway sleepers) or stone structures (no dressed 

stone cladding) will be permitted. No flexible retaining walls 

(Terraforce & Loffestein) or gabion walls will be permitted. 
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Figure 76: Landscape Development plan assuming flat concrete roof gardens (JdV) 
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Figure 77: Detail. An example (in this case Erf 1) of a site section and building heights profile.  
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15 Heritage Impact Assessment 

Impact Assessment Tables are included as Annexure I and in the 

individual Impact Assessment Reports linked to this HIA. 

 

15.1 Assessment of alternatives 

In principle, it is accepted that development can be considered 

provided it is finely tuned and responsive to the range of sensitivities of 

the site. It is acknowledged that the property is, in legal and technical 

terms, privately owned, while simultaneously has historically provided 

for unrestricted public access to the beach, waters’ edge and 

coastal terrace, as well as uninterrupted visual continuity of the 

coastline from the scenic Marine Drive. In so far as is possible and 

reasonable, the preservation and enhancement of this quality in its 

context are seen as key to maintaining the accessibility and 

character of the coastline. 

 

Palaeontology (all alternatives) 

The possible presence of fossils in the subsurface does not have an a 

priori influence on the decision to proceed with the proposed 

development.  The potential impact has a moderate influence upon 

the proposed project, consisting of implemented mitigation measures 

recommended in Section 16, to be followed during the Construction 

Phases. 

 

Archaeology (all alternatives) 

The results of the study indicate that, a small housing development on 

this property will likely not impact on important Stone Age 

archaeological heritage resources. 

 

Therefore, there are no objections, on archaeological grounds, to the 

development proceeding subject to the mitigation measures 

recommended in Section 16 of this HIA Report. 

 

 

Botanical (all alternatives) 

The specialist concludes that the proposed subdivision and 

development of the site would result in a Medium Negative direct 

impact that would be very difficult to mitigate. The only feasible 

mitigation would be a conservation offset. However, the loss of 

habitat at the site would have a Low Negative cumulative impact 

regionally because of the limited size of the site. Since the western 

end of the site supporting Agulhas Limestone Fynbos would remain 

intact, Alternative 2 mitigates the effect of discarded alternatives 

since the western end of the site would not be developed. 

 

Alternative 1 (No Go) 

The ‘do nothing’ scenario will be the best outcome with reference to 

the combined heritage/visual sensitivities. However, it does not 

acknowledge the rights of the private owner. 

 

Alternative 2 (Not preferred) 

This alterantive was discarded for the following reasons: 

- the density was considered too high with a larger consequential 

impact; 

- There was no provision for coastal access 

- Only the high-water mark was taken into account 

- Open Space was limited. 

- Erven 1 to 3 along southern boundary of erf were too close to 

the ocean 

- Orientation of the erven for views and wind shield was poor. 

 

Alternative 3 (Not preferred) 

The layout of Alternative 3 integrated key environmental planning 

considerations, such as the 5m contour line, the High-Water Mark, 

and Coastal Risk Zones. This alternative proposed a total of six 

residential erven, consisting of five single residential erven, ranging in 

size from 549m² to 588m², and one medium-density residential erf of 

630m², which would accommodate two dwellings. The plan also 

included the construction of a private road running parallel to Marine 
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Drive, a 1.5 m wide public footpath to provide beach access, and a 2 

713 m² private open space incorporating the beach and rocky 

shoreline within the property boundary, in addition to a refuse room.  

 

Alternative 3 was not preferred due to significant concerns raised in 

the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and Visual Impact Assessment 

(VIA). Both assessments highlighted the potential visual intrusion of the 

development on nearby or adjacent erven, particularly regarding the 

obstruction of sea views for the surrounding community. These 

assessments identified possible negative impacts on the receiving 

environment and the area's visual character. Furthermore, the 

proposal included zoning departures, such as reduced building lines 

along the seaward boundary (down to zero) and deviations from the 

street building line. These inconsistencies raised concerns about the 

development's integration into the natural landscape and its long-

term sustainability. See Figure 83. 

 

 
Figure 78:  Alternative 3: Not Preferred Possible development footprint 

based on planning parameters 

 
Figure 79: Alternative 3: Not Preferred. Conceptual render  

 

 
Figure 80: Alternative 3: Not Preferred. Conceptual render  
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Figure 81: Alternative 3: Not Preferred. concept render from Marine 

Drive looking east 

 

 
Figure 82: Alternative 3: Not Preferred. Conceptual render looking 

across the site from its easternmost boundary 

 

Alternative 4 (not preferred) 

This alternative was presented as the preferred layout in the previous 

round of PPP in March 2025. This layout has been amended and the 

preferred layout generated is known as Alternative 5. 

This design addressed some of the concerns raised in the specialist 

assessments of Alternative 3 by reducing the overall development 

density and enhancing visual corridors and sightlines. Furthermore, the 

revised layout increases the retention of indigenous flora, particularly 

in the western portion of the property, which is designated as ESA1, 

thereby aligning more closely with environmental priorities. The layout 

also takes into account the coastal risk zones, with these areas being 

fully avoided in the proposed design. 

 

Public access 

 

The proposed development incorporates a 1.5m wide public 

footpath along the western boundary, providing access to the beach 

below the High Water Mark. It is however unclear whether the 

majority of the beach, which falls into subdivision 9 (Private Open 

Space) will be public (the zoning would suggest otherwise).  

 

The indicator suggesting the maintenance of a number of physical, 

publicly accessible links across the site and along the coastline has 

been given minimal acknowledgment. 

Conformity with indicators: Low 

 

Visual Corridors and Green Connections:  

The planning parameters provided for only 2m lateral building lines for 

residences; and for garages and storage buildings, 1.5m from lateral 

and rear boundaries. This provides no appreciable opportunity to 

ensure continuous corridors between units to ensure substantive and 

generous visual connection with the ocean from Marine Drive  

Conformity with indicators: Low 

 

Maintenance of a green buffer: Without a Landscape Master Plan, it 

can be assumed there is none provided, nor will it be required in 

terms of the planning parameters. The location of a service road to 

provide access to the properties, accessed via a central point, with a 
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refuse room, and no restriction on boundary walling will compound 

this omission.  

Conformity with indicators: Low 

 

Suitable Architectural Typology:  

There are no development or architectural guidelines, and thus no 

ability to control the architectural expression of the zoning parameters 

on any of these sites.  

 

The alternative of a modest beach bungalow type architecture 

tucked in the landscape with typical pitched roofs and single storey in 

natural materials and finishes has not been selected to illustrate the 

proposal but is a fitting precedent.  

 

 
Figure 83: Existing precedent looking from Agulhas towards the site 

(note not only the appropriate scale of architecture, but also no 

perimeter fencing, and visually continuous green spaces through and 

down to the coast). 

 

It has been acknowledged that a contemporary interpretation is 

feasible and possible.  However, without architectural guidelines to 

establish more appropriate parameters, the roof-scape, massing and 

heights are not restricted. The visually continuous structures that are 

possible to achieve with the zoning parameters may have a 

cumulative effect of a “solid” wall architecture. 

 

It is likely that with guidelines that respond more directly to the 

indicators, and no permissible departures, the density of development 

permissible in terms of the preferred alternative would not be possible 

to achieve.  

Conformity with indicators: Low 

 

In overall terms, the heritage (and related visual) impacts are 

expected to be High, negative. There is limited information available 

to assess the significance of the impact of the preferred alternative, 

however, should the landscape and visual indicators be followed and 

applied then the significance of the impact may be lowered. 

 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY OF AREA (LANDSCAPE SENSITIVITY) 

The portion of the field-of-view dominated by the proposal decreases 

substantially at distances beyond 1km from the site, as the proposal 

becomes screened by existing landforms and vegetation. However, 

the typical landscape quality and the intrusion into this unique setting 

creates a visual sensitivity that is deemed to have a Medium to High 

Visual Sensitivity. 

 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY OF RECEPTORS 

The Receptors of the anticipated visual impact include residential 

areas which are considered to have High Visual Sensitivity. The site 

falls within proposed (as yet approved) urban edge, but interfaces 

with a coastal cultural landscape with high visual / scenic amenity 

value. 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF SENSITIVITY TO VISUAL CHANGE 

As a function of landscape sensitivity and anticipated magnitude of 

change as a result of the development, above, the sensitivity to visual 

change is deemed to be of High Significance. 
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VISUAL INTRUSION OF DEVELOPMENT (MAGNITUDE OF VISUAL 

CHANGE) 

The development is proposed to occupy a portion of the coastline 

which is pristine and with no immediately adjacent development to 

form a continuous pattern. This urban intrusion will result in a High 

Visual Intrusion 

 

VISUAL ABSORPTION CAPACITY OF SITE 

The particular landscape quality of the site and the fact that there is 

no immediate adjacent development along this portion of the coast 

results in a Low Visual Absorption Capacity. 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF ANTICIPATED VISUAL IMPACTS 

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of nature, duration, 

intensity, extent and probability, the Construction Phase Visual Impact 

is of Medium adverse significance; however, will be ameliorated 

through the implementation of an environmental management plan 

as mitigation. 

 

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of the nature, duration, 

intensity, extent and probability, the Operational Phase Visual Impact 

is of High Negative Significance, having a significant influence on the 

environment, and requiring mitigation. 

 

As a function of receptor sensitivity and anticipated magnitude of 

change as a result of the development, above, the sensitivity to visual 

change is deemed to be of Major Significance, negative. 

 

Due to the lack of architectural and landscape parameters and the 

lack of a landscape plan and mitigation measures, the proposed 

development will have a Significantly High Negative Visual Impact 

and cannot be supported. 

 

There is limited information available to assess the significance of the 

impact, however, should the combined heritage indicators be 

followed and applied then the significance of the impact may be 

lowered. 

 

Alternative 5 (Final Preferred) 

 

Public access 

The proposed development incorporates a 12.11m wide public 

footpath along the western boundary, with provision for wheelchair 

access on this very steep portion of the site. Access to the beach will 

be unimpeded  and Erf 7 is to be zoned private open space and 

access below the high water mark perforce remains public (the 

previous iteration included only a 1.5m walkway). This will need to be 

included as a mitigation condition. 

 

There are no other physical, publicly accessible links across the site 

and along the coastline. It is accepted however this a privately 

owned site, despite the history of public use. 

Conformity with indicators: High 

 

Placement on site 

In both erven 1 and 2 the building placement is below the height of 

the road and within the building lines recommended in the 

architectural guidelines. The building roof line and massing also follow 

the natural ground plane and remain within the 7,5m height 

restriction. If the architectural and landscape guidelines are adhered 

to the visual impact will be mitigated and the dwellings can fit within 

the landscape. 

 

As with erven 1 and 2 the massing exercise for erven 3 and 4 show the 

conceptual dwellings well below the road height. The architectural 

rendering applied for erf 3 is a more appropriate style provided there 

is sufficient overhang to minimise glare of large fenestration. In both 

instances the building massing and height remain below the building 

height of 7,5m and follow the natural ground plane. 
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In the examples for erven 5 and 6 the continuous roof-scape could 

be interrupted to avoid a cumulative effect of the continuous roof-

line and mass. Although both these dwellings are below the road 

height the massing may have a negative impact if not mitigated with 

the use of muted colours and green roof planting. 

 

It would benefit the project and long -term testing of the visual 

impacts if the final designs and renders are tested and modelled on 

the site to ascertain site impacts and to refine the mitigation 

measures to be applied to ensure there is a positive response to the 

site and site conditions. 

 

Visual Corridors and Green Connections:  

The architectural guidelines and landscape development plans 

illustrate setbacks and stormwater escape routes which create visual 

and green corridors between all residential units. The reduction in 

density at Spookdraai corner has considerably improved the visual 

and green corridors.  

Conformity with indicators: High 

 

Maintenance of a green buffer: The architectural guidelines and 

landscape development plans illustrate a vegetated buffer between 

the existing pedestrian walkway and the access service road. The 

latter along with the entrance gate and refuse room is located at a 

lower elevation (some 2m below road level), at which point the 

boundary wall is to be located, for which appropriate guidelines are 

established. Of particular importance are the guidelines regarding 

the building envelope and footprint of the proposed development. It 

is particularly important to ensure that garages are set-back from the 

road edge with a minimum of 5m to limit the cumulative impact of a 

solid wall along the site street edge. The indicated service yard must 

remain open with greening along the edges. These areas cannot be 

enclosed as it would have a visual intrusion and interrupt views 

between the individual dwellings. 

Conformity with indicators: High 

Suitable Architectural Typology:  

The provision of architectural guidelines establishes more appropriate 

parameters, including measurement of ground level, roof-scape, 

massing and heights  

Conformity with indicators: High 

 

Visual Sensitivity of Area (Landscape Sensitivity) 

The portion of the field-of-view dominated by the proposal decreases 

substantially at distances beyond 1km from the site, as the proposal 

becomes screened by existing landforms and vegetation. However, 

the typical landscape quality and the intrusion into this unique setting 

creates a visual sensitivity that is deemed to have a Medium to High 

Visual Sensitivity. 

 

Visual Sensitivity of Receptors 

The Receptors of the anticipated visual impact include residential 

areas which are considered to have High Visual Sensitivity. The site 

falls within approved urban edge, but interfaces with a coastal 

cultural landscape with high visual / scenic amenity value. 

 

Significance of Sensitivity to Visual Change 

As a function of landscape sensitivity and anticipated magnitude of 

change as a result of the development, above, the sensitivity to visual 

change is deemed to be of High Significance. 

 

Visual Intrusion of development (Magnitude of Visual Change) 

The development is proposed to occupy a portion of the coastline 

which is pristine and with no immediate adjacent development to 

form a continuous pattern. This urban intrusion will result in a High 

Visual Intrusion 

 

Visual Absorption Capacity of Site 

The particular landscape quality of the site and the fact that there is 

no immediate adjacent development along this portion of the coast 

results in a Low Visual Absorption Capacity. 
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Significance of anticipated Visual Impacts 

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of nature, duration, 

intensity, extent and probability, the Construction Phase Visual Impact 

is deemed to be of Medium-high intensity – where visual and scenic 

resources are affected to a limited extent only. 

 

Determined through a synthesis of the aspects of the nature, duration, 

intensity, extent and probability, the Operational Phase Visual Impact 

is of High Negative Significance. A Negative Visual Impact may be 

expected – resulting directly from the intrusion of new dwellings in a 

portion of the coastline otherwise undeveloped. Should mitigation 

measures be applied the impact will be reduced to low negative 

impact. 

 

Extent of Visual Impacts The geographic ‘area of influence’ or spatial 

scale of the visual impact is of a Local extent – i.e. limited to the site 

as the visual impact decreases over time should the landscape and 

visual indicators be followed and implemented. 

 

Duration of Visual Impacts 

The predicted lifespan of the Visual impact is of Long-term Duration 

(e.g. 15+ years) – unless the landscape and visual indicators are 

followed and mitigation measures implemented. 

 

Intensity of Visual Impacts 

The magnitude of the Visual Impact is of High intensity where visual 

and scenic resources are affected to any significant extent. 

 

Taking the design evolution into account and the provision of a 

comprehensive architectural guideline document and a landscape 

plan and landscape guideline document the visual impacts will be 

mitigated should these be implemented. The management and long-

term application of these measures are critical to ensure the 

development is properly visually mitigated and fit in the landscape. 

 

In overall terms, the heritage (and primarily the related visual) impacts 

are expected to be high, negative.  The mitigation measures 

proposed in particular the landscape plan, Architectural guidelines 

and Landscape guidelines which responded to the indicators 

supplied, will assist in mitigating the overall impact and the visual 

impact will improve with time as the vegetation grows and the 

landscape matures. 

 

15.2 Cumulative Impacts 

These are unlikely given the relatively rare incidence of privately 

owned land along this stretch of the shoreline in Struisbaai.  

 

15.3 Sustainable Socio-economic benefits 

There are no identifiable sustainable socio-economic benefits. 

 

15.4 Summary 

The coastal and scenic landscape in this gateway position is 

potentially significantly at risk with insensitive density, scale and 

massing of buildings and location of infrastructure, holding the 

potential to impact significantly and negatively on the scenic 

experience. Although the area of visual influence is relatively 

contained and local in nature the significance of the coastal 

landscape setting, the unique position of the site in relation to the rest 

of development in Struisbaai and the scenic route of Marine Drive, 

results in the proposed development to have a significantly high 

visual impact on the scenic, heritage and visual resources. The 

revised layout, density and strict adherence to the architectural and 

landscape guidelines will enhance the fit and embeddedness of the 

number and nature of the proposed residential units. 

 

16 Mitigation 

Should the development proceed, the following recommendations 

must be incorporated into the Environmental Management Plan 

(EMP) for the proposed development. 
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Palaeontology 

Although the inspection of construction excavations may be 

specified in the Archaeological Impact Assessment, it is not feasible 

for a specialist monitor to be continuously present during the 

Construction Phases, when fossil bones may be unearthed at any 

time.  The rescue of fossil bones during earth works critically depends 

on spotting this material as it is uncovered during digging.  For 

successful mitigation, it is therefore crucial that earth works personnel 

must be involved in mitigation by watching for fossil bones as 

excavations are being made.  It is recommended that a protocol for 

finds of buried fossil bones, the Fossil Finds Procedure (FFP) is included 

in the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the proposed 

development. 

 

The field supervisor/foreman and workers involved in excavations 

must be informed of the need to watch for fossil bones and 

archaeological material.  Workers seeing potential objects are to 

cease work at that spot and to report to the works supervisor who, in 

turn, will report to the Environmental Control Officer (ECO) and/or the 

Developer.  The ECO/Developer will contact and liaise with Heritage 

Western Cape and the standby archaeologist or palaeontologist on 

the nature of the find and suitable consequent actions such as 

immediate site inspection, application for a palaeontological 

collection permit and drafting of a work plan for the collection of the 

find. 

 

A permit from HWC is required to excavate fossil bone finds.  The 

applicant should be the qualified specialist responsible for 

assessment, collection and reporting (palaeontologist).  Should fossils 

be found that require rapid collecting, application for a 

palaeontological permit with supporting work plan will immediately 

be made to HWC.  The application requires the details and permission 

of the registered owner of the site.  The fossils and their contextual 

information must be deposited at a SAHRA/HWC-approved institution.  

The rescue of discovered palaeontological remains by a contracted 

specialist shall be at the Developer’s expense. 

 

Archaeology 

1. No archaeological mitigation is needed prior to construction 

excavations commencing. 

2. Archaeological monitoring of building foundations and 

services (e. g. water, electricity, sewerage, stormwater) must 

be conducted by a professional archaeologist. 

3. If any unmarked human remains are uncovered or exposed 

during excavations, work must stop, and the finds reported to 

the Environmental Control Officer and the contracted 

archaeologist (Jonathan Kaplan 082 321 0172). Human 

remains must not be removed or disturbed until inspected by 

the archaeologist. 

 

General 

Strict adherence to heritage and environmental conservation and 

management controls, especially during the construction phases of 

the development (including sufficient hoarding, lighting and signage, 

as well as noise and dust control for occupational health and safety), 

must be enforced. 

 

In addition, it is recommended that the heritage, landscape and 

visual indicators are implemented, and these parameters are 

incorporated in the planning application to ensure any new 

development is sensitive and cognisant of the limitations of the site. 

The proposed Landscape and Architectural Guidelines dated 12-09-

2025 must be strictly adhered to ensure long-term mitigation of the 

visual intrusion and impact.  

 

This includes any new additions and alterations. An architectural and 

landscape design review committee must assess each application 

and amendment individually and no building works or landscape 
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works take place without prior approval. This must be strictly adhered 

to, to ensure long-term mitigation of the visual intrusion and impact. 

 

is recommended that during the detail design phase the proposed 

dwellings are modelled on the site and the impacts measured from 

the significant viewpoints to ensure the mitigation measures are 

effective and allow for detail adjustments to ensure a good fit in the 

landscape. No approval must be given if the 3D modelling has not 

been done to ensure a good fit in the landscape and that all 

mitigation measures have been applied. A review committee 

consisting of a qualified registered architect and landscape architect 

must approve all proposed designs for the site. 

 

Public access to the beach on subdivision 8 must be provided via the 

proposed public walkway. 

 

17 Public Comment 

The registered Conservation Bodies in the area include the Agulhas 

Heritage Society and Conservation Body and Whale Coast 

Conservation. The Cape Agulhas Municipality, and other I&APs 

identified through the NEMA process, were asked to comment on the 

Draft HIA.  

 

Proof of advertising, comments received and the Comments and 

Responses Report are included in full in Annexure J. 

 

Commenting period #1 

The first commenting period elicited more than 1000 objections, many 

of which were group objections.  

 

Summary of comments 

The majority of submissions objected to the proposed development 

on environmental grounds. Many individuals pointed out that the 

proposed site lies within the 100-m buffer zone from the high-water 

mark, and Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ), as stipulated by the 

Integrated Coastal Management Act (2008). Comments stated that 

the development proposal contravenes legal and regulatory 

frameworks since building within 100 metres of the high-water mark is 

explicitly prohibited under the Coastal Management Act, and the 

proposal thus constitutes an unlawful attempt to privatize public 

coastal land. Additional concerns were raised regarding the 

apparent lack of compliance with municipal coastal management 

lines, environmental overlay zones, and broader national 

environmental planning legislation. 

 

A considerable number of comments expressed concern regarding 

the anticipated visual impact of the proposed Spookdraai Residential 

Development. The site, located between Marine Drive and the 

coastline, is said to be currently characterized by expansive, 

uninterrupted natural vistas. It was noted that this scenic route is 

widely appreciated by residents, visitors, and commuters traveling 

between Struisbaai and L’Agulhas. The interested and affected 

parties pointed that the area is viewed not only as a visually 

appealing stretch of coastline but also as a cultural and 

environmental landmark that significantly contributes to the broader 

aesthetic and identity of the region. 

 

Respondents highlighted that the development of six residential 

erven, particularly if double-storey structures are permitted, would 

obstruct sea views for properties on the inland side of Marine Drive. 

This was seen as a major concern for existing property owners, many 

of whom invested in the area specifically for its tranquil, unspoiled 

views.  

 

Several commenters cited the visual precedence set by another 

apartment block in the vicinity frequently described as obtrusive or 

incompatible with the surrounding landscape as a cautionary 

example of inappropriate development. The fear was that the 

Spookdraai development might mirror this outcome, undermining the 

visual coherence and sense of place valued by the community. 
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Additionally, it was noted that the proposed development site forms 

part of a high-sensitivity visual and cultural landscape. Heritage 

Impact Assessment was cited in the comments, highlighting that the 

location holds a Grade IIIA heritage classification, indicating that it 

possesses local significance with a high degree of aesthetic, cultural, 

and environmental value. Public comments also emphasized that 

development in this area would not only alter the visual experience of 

a key tourism route but could also result in long-term degradation of 

the landscape’s unique character. 

 

Several objections challenged the assumptions made in the Visual 

Impact Assessment included in the application, arguing that it 

inadequately accounted for the cumulative effect of built form on 

the coastal experience. Respondents questioned the effectiveness of 

proposed mitigation measures such as low-profile building designs 

and landscaping buffers, asserting that these would not be sufficient 

to preserve the uninterrupted visual corridor between Marine Drive 

and the ocean. Concerns were raised that visual screening could not 

realistically compensate for the loss of open, natural views currently 

enjoyed from the public realm. 

 

In conclusion, members of the public stated that the development 

would result in a substantial and irreversible visual intrusion, affecting 

not only nearby property owners but also the broader community 

and visitors who value the coastal drive and its scenic quality. The 

proposed development was therefore considered by many to be 

incompatible with the established natural and cultural identity of the 

area and likely to undermine both its visual heritage and tourism 

value 

 

Numerous comments emphasized the significance of the Spookdraai 

area as a heritage site, citing deep ancestral connections to the 

land. Individuals described longstanding family histories rooted in 

generations of farming and fishing in the region. One comment 

highlighted the archaeological importance of the site, noting the 

presence of caves containing indigenous hunting tools and evidence 

of early human activity. 

 

Members of the Chainouqua community specifically identified the 

area as part of their indigenous heritage and called for its protection. 

They requested a meeting with Lornay Environmental Consulting to 

discuss these concerns, emphasizing that the presence of indigenous 

tools in nearby coastal caves affirms the area’s heritage value. 

 

It was noted that the cultural landscape qualities of the proposed 

development area merit a Grade IIIA heritage significance. However, 

the development is seen as likely to irreversibly alter the landscape 

and commodify it for private benefit.  

 

The broader cultural landscape characterized by open coastal areas, 

traditional footpaths, and informal fishing access was described as a 

unique and irreplaceable community asset. Many commenters 

stressed that the site is not only a recreational space but also central 

to the community’s identity and shared memory. The proposed 

development was seen as a move to privatize land historically 

accessible to the public, thereby threatening cultural traditions and 

undermining historical rights. 

 

It was noted that the HIA does not address slavery-related 

significance. AHS suggests the site may be significant due to its 

proximity to Hotagterklip (estimated 1820–1850), home to freed slaves 

from Zoetendalsvlei farm (owned by Van Breda, owner of Farm 281). 

Oral tradition references a “paraffin route” used by Hotagterklip 

workers to transport fuel for the Cape Agulhas Lighthouse 

(commissioned 1847), likely traversing the site, indicating potential 

historical significance. 

 

A recurring concern across many objectors relates to the potential 

restriction of public access to the coastline. Objectors highlighted 

that the proposed development site currently includes footpaths, 
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fishing areas, and informal recreational spaces such as picnic spots 

and swimming areas that are regularly used by local residents, 

holidaymakers, and subsistence fishers. The development proposal 

involves fencing off the area and removing existing footpaths, which 

would effectively block public access to these valued spaces. 

 

The development would amount to the privatization of land long 

perceived and used as part of the public domain. Specific reference 

was made to the map on Page 34, where the “existing footpath to be 

removed” is marked in red. Notably, the adjacent beach is 

designated “Private: Erf 8.” The footpath in question has existed for 

generations, and its removal along with the positioning of the six 

erven directly against the rocky shoreline would eliminate all practical 

access for fishermen and hikers.  

 

One submission cited legal precedent (the Grootklaar case), which 

established that uninterrupted community use of land over time may 

give rise to acquisition of access rights through prescription. Based on 

this principle, several residents asserted that the public has an 

established right to continued access, and that the proposed 

development would violate those rights. 

 

A common recommendation was that the land in question be 

transferred to the Cape Agulhas Municipality to preserve its use as 

public land. 

 

Other comments were not heritage related and will not be addressed 

here. 

 

Responses 

The concerns regarding historical public access are noted, despite 

that fact that the site is privately owned. However, the current revision 

of the preferred alternative has explicitly considered the need for 

adequate public access and conformity with the provisions of the 

Admiralty Zone. 

In respect of the visual concerns, these are noted. Determined 

through a synthesis of the aspects of the nature, duration, intensity, 

extent and probability, the Operational Phase Visual Impact is 

identified to be of High Negative Significance, having a significant 

influence on the environment, and requiring mitigation.  

 

However, taking the design evolution into account and the provision 

of a comprehensive architectural guideline document and a 

landscape plan and landscape guideline document, along with 

further revisions to the SDP, the visual impacts will be mitigated should 

these be implemented. The management and long-term application 

of these measures are critical to ensure the development is properly 

visually mitigated and fits in the landscape.  

 

In overall terms, the heritage (and related visual) impacts are 

expected to be high, negative. The mitigation measures proposed in 

particular the Landscape Plan, Architectural Guidelines and 

Landscape Guidelines which responded to the indicators supplied, 

will assist in mitigating the overall impact and the visual impact will 

improve with time as the vegetation grows and the landscape 

matures.  

 

The coastal and scenic landscape in this gateway position is 

potentially significantly at risk with insensitive density, scale and 

massing of buildings and location of infrastructure, holding the 

potential to impact significantly and negatively on the scenic 

experience. The revised layout, density and the provision of 

architectural and landscape guidelines that are structured towards 

enhancing the fit and embeddedness of the number and nature of 

the proposed residential units, have provided a more acceptable 

development option that can be supported with conditions. 

 

All of the heritage related issues raised are generally acknowledged 

in the HIA and accompanying reports (AIA; PIA & VIA). The land is 

however privately owned. Additional historical information provided 
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by I&APs (specifically in respect of the oral history of Spookdraai) 

have been incorporated into the HIA and although they reinforce the 

significance of the site, they do not change the findings of the impact 

assessment. 

 

The HIA does specifically address the potential for significance related 

to slavery and the comments made in this regard are not sufficiently 

supported to the extent that this impacts upon the assessment of 

significance or impact assessment. 

 

Regarding the concerns of the Chainouqua First Nations community, 

the ephemeral nature of the archaeological deposits, and the near 

absence of any cultural remains, indicates that, by applying the 

Grading System developed and adopted by SAHRA (South African 

Heritage Resources Agency) and HWC, the archaeological deposits 

in Erf RE281 Struisbaai have been graded as having LOW local 

archaeological significance. As a precaution, Archaeological 

Monitoring of bulk earthworks during the Construction Phase of the 

development has been recommended in case important sub surface 

deposits, and importantly, unmarked Khoisan human remains are 

uncovered. 

 

Commenting period #2 

 

…. 

(to be expanded following the conclusion of the next public 

participation process) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 Recommendations 

It is recommended that Heritage Western Cape provides interim 

Comment to the following effect: 

 

• Endorses this report as having met the requirements of Section 

38(3) of the NHRA; 

• In terms of Section 38(8) of the NHRA, endorses the final 

preferred Alternative 5 subject to the incorporation of the 

mitigation recommendations of Section 16 of this HIA directly 

and in full into the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for 

the proposed development. 
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ANNEXURE A: Specialist details and declaration 

 
Company Name Cindy Postlethwayt 

Resource Description Heritage practitioner 

Professional Qualification  B Soc Sci; MCRP  

Years Experience 17 years heritage 

Professional Registrations  APHP 

B-BBEE status Exempt Micro-enterprise (Level 5 ito amended 

Construction Sector Code) 

 
Key Experience / 

Training 

Cindy Postlethwayt is a qualified Town and Regional Planner 

and APHP Accredited Professional Heritage Practitioner. She 

has 39 years experience, with a specialist focus over the last 17 

years in heritage work. She worked at the City of Cape Town 

for 13 years, 11 of which in a management capacity, covering 

the fields of development management; spatial and transport 

planning, strategic planning and the Olympics. She has been 

an independent consultant for 24 years, with a broad range of 

applications. Her client list has included local, provincial and 

national governments, para-statals, community based 

organisations and private sector investors.  

 

TABLE OF RELEVANT WORK EXPERIENCE: 
Chairperson: Heritage Western Cape Impact Assessment Committee (IACom) 

Dec 2014 to Nov 2016 

 

Committee Member: Heritage Western Cape Impact Assessment Committee 

(IACom) 2013 – Dec 2014 

 

Heritage Impact Assessments: Lead heritage practitioner, over 80 HIAs as 

Lead Heritage Practitioner. 

 

Section 27 and 34 applications: Lead heritage practitioner, over 50 

 

NID applications and heritage statements (stand alone, not part of an HIA): 

Over 90 

 
Appeals (HWC & Tribunal): 12 

 

 

DECLARATION BY THE SPECIALIST 

I, Cindy Postlethwayt, declare that – 

• I act as the independent specialist in this application; 

• I will perform the work relating to the application in an objective 

manner, even if this results in views and findings that are not 

favourable to the applicant; 

• I declare that there are no circumstances that may compromise 

my objectivity in performing such work; 

• I have expertise in conducting the specialist report relevant to this 

application, including knowledge of the Act, Regulations and any 

guidelines that have relevance to the proposed activity; 

• I will comply with the Act, Regulations and all other applicable 

legislation; 

• I have no, and will not engage in, conflicting interests in the 

undertaking of the activity; 

• I undertake to disclose to the applicant and the competent 

authority all material information in my possession that reasonably 

has or may have the potential of influencing - any decision to be 

taken with respect to the application by the competent authority; 

and - the objectivity of any report, plan or document to be 

prepared by myself for submission to the competent authority; 

• all the particulars furnished by me in this form are true and correct; 

and 

• I realise that a false declaration is an offence in terms of 

regulation 48 and is punishable in terms of section 24F of the Act. 

 
Cindy Postlethwayt, heritage consultant 

Date:   2 October 2025 
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ANNEXURE B: HWC Response to NID  
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ANNEXURE C: Palaeontological Impact Assessment 

 

(included as a separate e-file) 
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ANNEXURE D: Archaeological Impact Assessment 

 

(included as a separate e-file) 
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ANNEXURE E: Botanical Scoping Assessment 

 

 

(included as a separate e-file) 
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ANNEXURE F: Visual Impact Assessment 

 

(included as a separate e-file) 
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ANNEXURE G:  Criteria heritage significance 

Cultural significance is defined as: aesthetic, architectural, historical, 

scientific, social, spiritual, linguistic or technological value or 

significance. The national estate includes, inter alia, places, 

buildings, and structures of cultural significance; historical 

settlements and townscapes; and landscapes and natural features 

of cultural significance (NHRA) 

 

Section 3(3) of the NHRA identifies criteria for assessing the 

significance of a place. In respect of those values relevant to this 

property, a place has heritage significance, inter alia, because of: 

a) Historical value 

• It is important in the community or pattern of history 

(including in the evolution of cultural landscapes and 

settlement patterns; association with events, 

developments or cultural phases) or illustrates an 

historical period 

• It has a strong or special association with the life or 

work of a person, group or organisation of importance 

in history 

• its strong or special association with a particular 

community or cultural group for social, cultural or 

spiritual reasons; 

• It has significance relating to the history of slavery 

b)   Architectural value 

i. It is significant to architectural or design history or is the 

work of a major architect or builder 

ii. It is an important example of a building type, style or 

period 

iii. It possesses special features, fine details or 

workmanship 

c)  Aesthetic value 

It is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic 

characteristics valued by a community or cultural 

group (including its contribution to the aesthetic values 

of the setting demonstrated by a landmark quality or 

having an impact on important vistas or otherwise 

contributing to the identified aesthetic qualities of the 

cultural environs or the natural landscape within which 

it is located) 

d) Social value 

i. It is associated with economic, social or religious 

activity 

ii. It is significant to public memory 

iii. It is associated with living heritage (cultural traditions, 

public culture, oral history, performance or ritual)  

e) Spiritual value 

i. It is associated with religious activity and/or 

phenomena 

ii. It is significant to a particular group relating to spiritual 

events and/or activities 

f) Linguistic value 

i. It is associated with the custodianship and/or 

sustainability of a particular language or events 

associated with that language 

ii. It is significant to a particular group relating to the 

evolution and/or dissemination of a particular 

language 

g) Technical/Scientific value 

i. Its possession of uncommon, rare or endangered 

aspects of South Africa's natural or cultural heritage 

ii. Its potential to yield information that will contribute to 

an understanding of South Africa's natural or cultural 

heritage; 

iii. Its importance in demonstrating a high degree of 

creative or technical achievement at a particular 

period; 

iv. It is important to archaeology, palaeontology, geology 

or biology 

 



 

73 

 

The grading of heritage significance is based on the three tier 

grading system used in the NHRA and HWC’s guidelines “Grading: 

Purpose and management Implications” (16 March 2016).    
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ANNEXURE H: Development proposal  

 

 

(included as a separate e-file) 
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ANNEXURE I: Impact Assessment Tables  

Alternative: ALTERNATIVE 4 Not preferred ALTERNATIVE 5 Preferred ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO GO 

CONSTRUCTION   

Potential impact and risk: ie. Botanical, visual, heritage, 

etc 

Impact on integrated heritage related aspects of the site (palaeontological, archaeological, botanical, visual) due to 

site clearance, removal of existing vegetation, earthworks, site establishment,  

Nature of impact:  
Change in sense of place, 

temporary loss of access 

Change in sense of place, temporary loss 

of access 

No loss of resources identified as 

significant. 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, short-term  Local, short-term Local short-term 

Consequence of impact or risk: 

visual and physical disturbance of 

status quo, foreground 

construction activity  

visual disturbance of status quo, 

foreground construction activity  

 

n/a 

Probability of occurrence: Definite Definite Nil 

Degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss 

of resources: 
Medium – Medium-High 

Medium – Medium-High n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be reversed: Medium-Low Medium-Low n/a 

Indirect impacts: Not identified Not identified n/a 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: 
Activities associated with 

construction 

Activities associated with construction Low 

Significance rating of impact prior to mitigation  

(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High) 
Medium-High, High 

Medium-High, High n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be avoided: Low-Medium Low- Medium n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be managed: Low-medium Low-medium n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be mitigated: Low-medium Low-medium n/a 

Proposed mitigation: 

Managed construction, 

archaeological and fossil finds 

procedures, preservation of 

landscape features, rehabilitation 

Managed construction, archaeological 

and fossil finds procedures, preservation of 

landscape features, rehabilitation 

n/a 

Residual impacts: Time for rehabilitation Time for rehabilitation n/a 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: Low - neutral n/a  

Significance rating of impact after mitigation  

(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High) 
Low 

Low n/a 

OPERATIONAL PHASE   

Potential impact and risk: ie. Botanical, visual, heritage, 

etc 

Impact on integrated heritage related aspects (palaeontological, archaeological, botanical, visual)  

 

Nature of impact:  

Intrusion of buildings in the 

foreground of a sensitive coastal 

landscape. Disturbance of a 

intact coastal landscape  

Intrusion of buildings in the foreground of a 

sensitive coastal landscape. Disturbance of 

a intact coastal landscape  

Change in sense of place 

None 
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Change in sense of place, loss of 

access to coastal resources 

Extent and duration of impact: Local, long-term  Local, long-term  n/a  

Consequence of impact or risk: 

Change in character of the 

coastal cultural landscape  
 

Change in character of the coastal 

cultural landscape  
 

n/a  

Probability of occurrence: Definite Definite n/a 

Degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss 

of resources: 
Medium-High Medium-High n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be reversed: Low Low n/a 

Indirect impacts: Not identified Not identified n/a 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: 
Contribution to loss of coastal 

landscape and access 

Contribution to loss of coastal landscape 

and access 
n/a 

Significance rating of impact prior to mitigation  

(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High) 
High High Low/none 

Degree to which the impact can be avoided: Low Medium n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be managed: Low Low n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be mitigated: Low Low n/a 

Proposed mitigation: 

Adherence to archaeological 

and fossil finds procedures, 

preparation of acceptable 

architectural and landscape 

guidelines, 3D modelling of 

individual dwellings to test fit 

Adherence to archaeological and fossil 

finds procedures, architectural and 

landscape guidelines, 3D modelling of 

individual dwellings to test fit 

n/a 

Residual impacts: 
Restrictions on access to coastal 

resources 

Potential restrictions on access to coastal 

resources 
n/a 

Cumulative impact post mitigation: Low - medium Low - neutral n/a 

Significance rating of impact after mitigation  

(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High) 
Medium-High Low - Medium n/a 

DECOMMISSIONING AND CLOSURE PHASE   

Potential impact and risk: ie. Botanical, visual, heritage, 

etc 
n/a n/a n/a 
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ANNEXURE J: Public participation 

 

(to be included as a separate e-file) 

 


