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September 16, 2019 
 
Ms. A Hill 
SRK Consulting (South Africa) Pty Ltd. 
The Administrative Building, Albion Spring, 183 Main Road, Rondebosch, 7700 
Post Net Suite #206, Private Bag X18, Rondebosch, 7701 
Email: ahill@srk.co.za 

 
Dear Ms. Amy Hill, 
 
Comment on the Basic Assessment Report for Redevelopment of the River Club 
 

We note the “Basic Assessment Report for the Redevelopment of the River Club” as the most 
recent phase of this development process and your consultancy firm’s role in compiling the report 
for stakeholders’ attention. 

The Friends of the Liesbeek wishes to again state our support and respect for this process and 
developmental rights enjoyed by your client within the applicable regulatory and legislative 
frameworks, our concerns relate to the environment and enjoyment thereof of local residents and 
community members-in light of this, we submit the following comments for consideration: 

1. Maintenance of Rehabilitated areas in perpetuity. The proposed development 

relies quite heavily on the assertion that only through development can the Liesbeek 
canal and old river be restored to a state of higher ecological integrity, whilst the 
current condition of the sections is not disputed, and rehabilitation would be 
welcomed, the long-term success of these initiatives would rely on ongoing 
maintenance to ensure that this rehabilitated land would not slip back into a state of 
degradation. It is our experience as an organisation that many environmental offsets 
and rehabilitation programmes are given attention merely through the construction 
phase with no regard for their maintenance in perpetuity. 
 
To prevent this, a mechanism must be included in the Record of Decision which 
imposes a responsibility in this regard, on either the developers or subsequent 
property owners (by way of a special levy or title deed restrictions). There are 
examples of this in other recent developments such as the Royal Ascot. An 
organisation such as the Cape Town Environmental Education Trust could act as a 
conduit (as they have in other areas) by way of their Nature Care Fund. 
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Without such assurances, the Friends of the Liesbeek cannot support any riparian 
rehabilitation efforts used to advocate for a development- it is merely a tick-box 
exercise with no long-term concern for the surrounding environs, i.e. ‘Green-
washing’. 
 
 

2. The Raapenberg Bird Sanctuary. We note the comments in both the Surface Water 

and Biodiversity reports regarding an intervention taken by the Friends of the 
Liesbeek maintenance team in excavating a channel to divert water into the 
wetlands. This work was carried out to restore a previously existing channel which 
had clogged up over the years. The reports’ recommendations in this matter are 
noted and accepted and this shall be rectified. 
 
Given the expert opinion on this matter, it is concerning that the proposed raising of 
the River Club land may lead to more frequent flooding of these wetlands, 
compromising the seasonality of this wetland system and effectively diluting the 
salinity content in the salt marsh. Specific focus should be included to recommend 
mitigation measures in light of this finding. 
 
The RBS, as a Protected Area, faces threats from the proposed development not 
cited within the BAR documents; namely, the impact of noise and light pollution on 
the fauna and flora of the wetland. Numerous studies have shown the impact of light 
pollution on avifauna and amphibians have recently been shown to affected by noise 
pollution with regards to breeding calls where they avoid noisier areas (see Caorsi, et 
al. 2018 Effects of traffic noise on the calling behaviour of two Neotropical hylid 
frogs). Given that the RBS is a bird sanctuary and identified breeding area for 
Western leopard toads, there is a serious concern of the impacts of the ecological 
integrity of the Sanctuary. 
 

3. Impact on the SAAO, heritage and light pollution. The proposed development is, 

according to the BAR, likely to impact on the Heritage value of the Observatory. We 
note that the proposed development is not in line with the status of the site as 
protected via a Heritage Protection Order, as issued by Heritage Western Cape in 
March 2018. We further note the absence of reference to this Protection Order in the 
Heritage Impact Assessment and the recommendation of the HIA author that HWC 
support the development proposal- why reference to this concurrent process has 
been omitted is unclear however we view the recommendation as inappropriate given 
this omission.  

The HIA also references that the heritage impacts, although unavoidable, would be 
mitigated by the restoration of the Liesbeek canal. With respect to the author, this 
falls outside of his terms of reference and the issues that must specifically be dealt 
with are those that he is qualified to comment on. As mentioned above, a distinct 
likelihood, given the lack of reference to maintenance of the rehabilitated river 
sections in perpetuity, is that the rivers will degrade back to predevelopment 
conditions. Heritage impacts must be assessed in isolation. 

 
4. Purple Loosestrife. We note the inclusion of the wetland invader, Lythrum salicira 

(Purple Loosestrife) in the Biodiversity Report however fear that the importance of 
restricting its spread to have been insufficiently acknowledged. This is a prolific 
invader that’s only occurrence in South Africa is in and along the Liesbeek. The 
proposed development site is affected and any moving of soil offsite will have to be 
carefully managed to reduce the chance of its spread to other catchments regardless 
of whether the soil is deemed to have a viable seedbank for use on-site. Our concern 
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is specifically the risk of spread off-site and we request this to be addressed in the 
main BAR document. 

 
5. Western leopard toads. We note the extensive comments and recommendations 

regarding the WLT population on the site and surrounding areas however remain 
concerned regarding the vague ‘mitigation measures’ cited. Whilst the threat of 
mortality is addressed, no solid mitigation proposals are identified (despite the threat 
level lowering due to said measures). Given the spatially isolated population, the 
construction phase of the proposed development could inflict permanent damage 
onto the populations that occur on and off site. No reference is given to the 
particularly sensitive breeding season and our concern is that work could continue on 
the ‘old Liesbeek channel’ during this phase, to disastrous effect. We request more 
specific mitigation measures to be identified and cited in the main BAR document 
with reference to works during the breeding season. 

 
6. Fish species listed. We note an omission in the Biodiversity Report regarding the 

presence of indigenous fish species in the Liesbeek River. Please note that Cape 
kurper (Sandelia capensis) have been recorded recently in the lower stretches of the 
Liesbeek river, just upstream of the River Club site. The Liesbeek River is also 
classified as an Important Fish Area by CapeNature and reference to this fact should 
be cited in the reports. This information can be confirmed by Dean Impsen of 
CapeNature. 

 
7. False equivocation. Throughout the reports, reference is made to the fact that this 

proposed development will allow the restoration of the environment in the area. 
Whilst the practicality of this assertion is not in dispute, the two issues are not 
intrinsically linked- a failure of imagination in determining ways to restore the 
environment of the site does not mean that development is the only option. While no 
immediate funds are available for the type of restoration work linked to the proposed 
development, it does not preclude circumstances in the future from making these 
outcomes a possibility without transforming the majority of the area. For instance, the 
greater TRUP development will also need to look at environmental offsets for the 
envisioned upgrades to the area and it is not beyond the realms of possibilities that 
similar rehabilitation proposals will be put forward at that stage.  

 
The precautionary principle must be followed and to frame the development’s 
purpose as being about restoring the surrounding environment is disingenuous. 
Furthermore, the proposed extension of Berkley Road to increase urban connectivity 
is not dependent on this proposed development and can occur even if the No-Go 
option is exercised. The developers are interested in profit, as is their right, and great 
care must be taken in avoiding fabricated urgency in order to push through this 
process. 
 

8. Lack of provision for lower income housing. Despite the temporary benefits that 

will accrue in the form of employment opportunities during the construction phase of 
the proposed development, there is a concern that this development will exclusively 
cater to the middle to upper class at the expense of further excluding the low-income 
population. Spatial apartheid issues plague the City of Cape Town and this 
development has the risk of further entrenching that. Provisions for low-income 
housing or benefits to local poorer communities (such as Maitland Garden Village) 
should be identified and advocated for in the BAR. 

 

Thank you for a chance to comment on this Basic Assessment Report. The Friends of the 
Liesbeek support responsible development that is sustainable. If our concerns are addressed 
sufficiently in the development proposal, our support will follow; however, at this stage, we believe 
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the proposed development to be short-sighted and inappropriate for the area for the reasons 
outlined above. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Phil McLean 
Chairperson  
The Friends of the Liesbeek  

 
 
 


