
DRAFT FOR I&AP COMMENT - 10/03/2020

CLAIRE ABRAHAMSE, HERITAGE CONSULTANT  HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT: ERF 50339, “GLENHOF”, GLENHOF ROAD, CLAREMONT  March 2020 26

Figure27A: Brick detail in entrance portico.

Figure 27B: Entrance portico. Figure 27C: Pergola on western stoep.

Steps, Stoeps and Pergolas - See Figure 27.

The front door alcove is paved with klompie bricks in herringbone patterns, 
and with bricks-on-edge for the steps leading up to the front door.  A similar 
brick paving pattern is employed for the west-facing stoep area and the 
steps leading up to it.  The internal courtyard is paved with klompie bricks in 
a herringbone pattern.

The west stoep is “book-ended” by two free-standing pergolas: timber 
beams with carefully-detailed end cuts, supported on four Doric columns.  
Each pergola, although closely located to the main house, is independent 
of it.  These elements therefore seem to be later additions, but through 
the comparison with “Watergate”, which exhibits similarly-detailed pergola 
elements, are likely original.  Trained vines are evident on both pergolas.

External Doors and Windows - See Figure 28.

All openings on the more formal northern and western facades have full 
height, slatted timber shutters.  The typical window is a double casement 
with solid middle section and cottage pane glazing.  These appear on 
the sides of the main elevations, on the upper level (where the wall plate 
height is fairly low and the eaves are over-sailing, and on the less important 
elevations, such as the eastern elevation.  A “grander” variation on this 
includes a semi-circular, fixed, cottage-pane fanlight above.  Windows have 
simple, terracotta “quarry” tiled cills internally and externally.

Doors are generally cottage-paned French doors or single cottage-paned 
doors with a low solid panel.  Most of the external doors have a fixed, 
glazed, semi-circular fanlight above.

The front door is heavily inspired by Cape Dutch architecture, with a very 
elaborate fanlight and solid timber, stable front door, with the top leaf 
moulded to the outline of the fanlight above.  The front door has elaborate 
mouldings and fielded panels with internal relief mouldings.  Much of the 
brassmongery appears to be original.

Replacement doors are windows are most evident in the south-eastern wing, 
where standard, horizontally-paned steel casements have been used.  The 
“back doors” are generally replacements.  
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Figure 28A: Detail of front door fanlight.

Figure 28E: French doors with fanlight and shutters.

Figure 28B: Front door from the interior.

Figure 28F: Windows and doors in c1939 extension.

Figure 28C: Typical French door.

Figure 28G: Replacement doors in SE wing.

Figure 28D: Typical casement window with shutters.

Figure 28H: Typical casement window in courtyard,
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Figure 28I: Doors and windows in central courtyard.

Figure 28J: Doors and windows in western facade.

Some of the glazing is very elaborate and somewhat Italianate in its form and 
placement, largely on the southern elevation at the staircase and office with 

thbay window.  This glazing could date from the mid-20  century, during time 
of the French Ambassador’s residence.

Interior Features

Ceilings (Figure 29) in the original portions of the house are largely of three 
types: half-vaulted, smooth plastered ceilings in the entrance hallway and 
the main staircase; flat plasterboard with expressed timber beams and joists 
in the main ground floor living areas (timber dark-varnished and supported 
on projecting plaster mouldings from the wall); and plain plasterboard with 
expressed cover strips in a geometric, grid pattern in the upstairs rooms and 
“service” spaces like the kitchen.

Cornices, where they exist, are very simple – the preferred detail being to 
express a secondary structural beam at the junction between ceiling and 
wall.

Plastered picture rails (Figure 30) are present in all of the formal ground 
floor rooms, and in some of the bedrooms on the upper level (although not 
in the servant bedrooms, bathrooms and kitchen spaces).  The application 
is so consistent that the line of the picture rail has allowed for a two-tone 
internal paint colour scheme throughout.  The light-coloured picture rail 
returns at all doors, which creates a striking contrast with the dark-varnished, 
solid, internal timber doors.

Skirtings (Figure 31) vary throughout the house, from elaborately moulded 
220mm high dark-varnished skirting in all the major original downstairs 
rooms and some of the upstairs bedrooms, a white-painted version in other 
of the upstairs bedrooms, and simpler, white-painted skirting with a simple, 
single edge moulding in upstairs bedrooms and passage areas.

Flooring (Figure 32) is generally extremely fine, hardwood, varnished timber 
boarding throughout.  A runner carpet exists on the main stair and within the 
upstairs passage areas.  Modern, replacement tiles have been applied in the 
kitchen and upstairs bathrooms, aside from the southern bathroom which, 
although renovated, is a remarkably intact Art Deco bathroom with original 
fittings and fixtures, including a black and white marbled checked tiled floor.
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Figure 29A: Ceilings in ground floor, public spaces.

Figure 29B: Dlat, plasterboard ceilings with cover strips. Figure 29C: Vaulted ceilings in entrance hallway.

Figure 30: Plaster picture rails appear through the house.

Figure 31: Skirtings are fairly consistent throughout. Figure 32A: The majority of rooms have timber floorboards.
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Figure 33A: Music room fireplace.Figure 32B: Modern tiles in the SE wing.

Figure 33C: Upstairs eastern bedroom fireplace (day nursery).Figure 32D: Modern tiles in the northern en suites.

Figure 33B: Dining room fireplace.Figure 32C: Marble tiles in the Art Deco bathroom.

Figure 32E: Vinyl flooring in the servery space.
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Fireplaces (Figure 33) occur in the primary ground floor spaces (the two 
living rooms on either side of the entrance hallway, and the main lounge/
dining area), as well as in three of the upstairs.  Each fireplace is differently-
detailed, but bar one are original and point to the Arts and Crafts 
influences in the design: stonework and klompie-brickwork are common 
elements.  

The old butler’s room (now the scullery) has an original, more modestly-
scaled but very fine fireplace.

The fireplace in the upstairs, south-western bedroom has been replaced.

Stairs (Figure 34) occur in two areas: a very elaborate, timber stair with 
original balustrades, handrails etc. for the main house, and a simpler, 
parallel, timber stair for the servants.

Internal doors/ironmongery - See Figure 35.

In the old core of the house, the architraves and doors show a remarkable 
consistency.  They are elaborately moulded, and with a simple base that 
“collects” the 220mm high skirting in these areas, creating a neat joint 
between the skirting and architrave.

The solid, panelled internal timber doors are generally dark-varnished 
hardwood, with recessed plaster semi-circles above in lieu of fanlights.  
French doors between internal ground floor spaces are glazed but are 
simpler in detail than the doors connecting the spaces to the exterior.

Many of the door handles in the house are highly decorative brass knobs, 
handles and brassmongery.

Unique elements - See Figure 36.

The Art Deco en suite bathroom in the south-western bedroom area is 
quite unique, and while not original, is rare enough that it should also be 
preserved as far as possible. 

The 1919 photograph of the interior of the house indicates that several 

original brass light fittings/chandeliers remain, and should be retained and 
restored.  The matching wall lights are similarly original elements.

The servant call system mounted on the wall in the kitchen entranceway is 
rare and unique, and should be retained for interpretative purposes.

The spiral stair up into the flat roof is unique.

Boundary walls, gateways and fences - See Figure 37.

thThe boundary wall was constructed in the mid 20  Century, and is fairly 
non-descript and visually obtrusive.  The main vehicular entrance gate 
quite fine, with gateposts and a metal gate with “Glenhof” spelt out in the 
metalwork.  A solid panel has since been added behind each gate.  The 
other boundary treatments are not original, and do not contribute to the 
qualities of the site, aside from the hedges.

Landscaping - See Figure 38.

It is clear that the curving driveway leading from Glenhof Road to the 
northern façade and entrance door was an original feature of the site, with 
secondary access being taken further along Glenhof Road.

In terms of trees, that site has several magnificent and very old specimens 
within its garden.  These have been surveyed by the landscape architects, 
Square One.  In general, the formality of the garden has persisted to this 
day, although now unfortunately abruptly truncated on all ends due to the 
subdivision of the site in the 1930s.

It is clear that the site remains a fine and unique architectural example, that 
is quite intact.
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Figure 34B: Handrail of main staircase.Figure 33D: NW bedroom fireplace.

Figure 34D: Main Staircase, upper landing.Figure 33F: Butler’s study fireplace.

Figure 34C: Main staircase.Figure 33E: SW bedroom replacement fireplace.

Figure 34A: Service staircase.
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Figure 35A: Original brass door handle.

Figure 35D: Original brass ironmongery.

Figure 35B: Internal doorway to spiral stair to roof.

Figure 35E: Typical hardwood door with plaster arch.

Figure 35C: Timber cupboard door in NW bedroom.

Figure 35F: Internal, glazed French doors.

Figure 35D: Typical hardwood timber door.

Figure 36A: Staircase to flat roofed area.
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Figure 36F: Original chandelier.Figure 36B: Art Deco bathroom, toilet.

Figure 36G: Staff “call-bell” system board.Figure 36D: Art Deco bathroom sink.

Figure 37A: Original gateposts and gates.Figure 36C: Art Deco bathroom, tile detail.

Figure 36E: Art Deco bathroom bath.
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2.3  CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS OF THE SITE

The context of the site has seen dramatic change over the course of a 
century.

The first change can in 1939, when Black, McCarthy and Flegg subdivided 
the greater portion of the property into suburban lots, and realised 
fairly typical, 1930s single-storey, pitched roof houses thereon.  Aside 
from one or two Victorian houses, the majority of buildings would be 
considered fairly ordinary, although creating a strong character within the 
neighbourhood.

It is also clear that by the late 1950s, the neighbouring house, San Souci 
was in poor repair (Figure 39), and it would eventually be demolished, 
making way for the institutional buildings that today make up the school 
campus.  Another significant neighbouring building to be demolished in 

ththe latter part of the 20  Century was the Prince’s Hotel, opposite the site.

thFrom the late 20  Century onwards, the site has seen greater height 
realised in the construction of new flats and of commercial buildings on the 
Claremont CBD side of the property.  At present, blocks of flats overlook 
the site, and the garden is quite visually exposed to these flats when 
looking outwards (Figure 40).

Therefore, the site straddles two different patterns of development: the 
taller and denser pattern of blocks of flats and office blocks along Protea 
Road and the Main Road, which characterise the Claremont CBD, and 
the finer-grain and lower-scaled houses that create the largely suburban 
character of the Glenhof pocket, to the south and the west of the site.  

The site, together with the adjacent school site, create something of a 
“green buffer” between these two types of urban fabric, which no doubt 
mitigates the possible impact of the one type on the other (Figure 41).

Figure 38: Southern elevation with landscaping.

Figure 37B: Vibacrete wall along Glenhof Road, with Wiener Road gate to left of image.
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Figure 39: 1957 photograph of San Souci, prior to demolition.  (Source: Cape Archives AG Collection). Figure 41: Context of the site, from the west.

Figure 40: Visual exposure to tall buildings in the Claremont CBD from the tennis court area. Figure 42: Context of the site, from the east.
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3.  PREVIOUS HERITAGE SURVEYS, GRADING AND STATEMENT OF 
SIGNIFICANCE

“Glenhof” is a building and property of some significance and uniqueness 
in terms of the architects and owners that have been associated with it, as 
well as the authentic fabric it retains.

Architectural Significance:

- The house is a largely-intact structure designed by MacGillivray and 
Grant, one of the esteemed architectural firms practicing in Cape 
Town between the World Wars.  

- The house exhibits many of the architectural features of the Arts 
and Crafts Style and Cape Revival Style which was so favoured 
by Baker and his contemporaries at this time, and which strongly 
influenced the younger generation of architects.

- thThe alterations carried out during the latter part of the 20  Century 
altered the original design, although these are clearly discernible 

thand quite limited.  Although the later 20  Century alterations have 
all detracted from the overall architectural significance of the house 
and site, it still retains a level of architectural interest and original 
design features.

Undoubtedly, one of the site’s two primary heritage significances is its 
architectural significance.

Historical/Associational Significance:

- The house has some associational significance due to its ownership 
by a member of the influential Chiappini Family.  Additionally, the 
use of the site as the French Embassy over a period of 61 years 
lends the site associational significance.

- The house’s original design reflects a short-lived, British derived 
thclass system of master and servant relations at the turn of the 20  

century.

This gives the property a medium-to-low historical/associational level of 
heritage significance.

Landscape/Contextual Significance:

- The house shows a level of historical layering, made clearly legible 
and visible in many areas through the use of the varying types 
of materials and detailing that was available at the time of each 
extension.  Indeed, very little of the houses’ older fabric has been 
lost outright – instead the process of evolution of the structure over 
the past 100 years has been through accrual.

- The old trees within the garden and the remnant formal planting 
also contributes to the sense of layering evident on the site.  
Indeed, some of these elements may pre-date the house, and 
instead are associated with the historic San Souci Estate, of which 
this property formed part of the grounds.

- Although fairly intangible due to its location underground, the 
property links into the water supply to the Newlands Brewery.

- The openness and greenness of the site performs an important 
buffering role between the busy and dense Claremont CBD area 
and the quiet residential pocket beyond.

The clarity of layering on the site gives the house experiential heritage 
significance, and provides opportunity for the visitor to visually interpret 
the extension of the building over time.  It is also felt that this layering 
lends strong design cues to the most appropriate means of adding to the 
building in the future.

Grading

In their Newlands, Claremont, Kenilworth and Wynberg Conservation 
Study Report (1994), Todeschini and Japha recommend that the house be 
investigated for inclusion in the national register (Figure 43).

In her 1999 survey of heritage building in the Cape Metropolitan Area, 
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Penny Pistorius does not grade the site (Figure 44).

In terms of the City’s more recent grading system, the site has been 
graded IIIA (Figure 45).  It is located within an immediate environment of 
low heritage significance, with many sites remaining ungraded and others 
being considered “Not Conservation Worthy”.  The proposed Heritage 
Protection Overlay Zone for Newlands excludes the site and its surrounds.  
There are two provincial heritage sites within a 5 kilometre radius of the 
site: the Newlands Brewery and the Vineyard Hotel site.

Due to the building’s architectural and landscape/contextual significance, a 
3A grading is considered appropriate for the property.

Figure 44: Penny Pistorius’ 1999 heritage survey does not grade the site. Figure 43: Todeschini and Japha’s’ 1994 heritage survey suggests the site be investigated for the national register.
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Figure 45: City of Cape Town grading map for the area, with the site graded IIIA. (Source: CoCT Map Viewer).
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4.  HERITAGE-BASED DESIGN INDICATORS

Heritage-based design indicators that should underpin the development 

of the site include:

AT THE SCALE OF THE HOUSE:

- Conserve the core historic part of the house (purple areas in Figure 

23, outside of the service spaces)  and return it to its approximate 

state and condition.  Restoration of original elements should be 

undertaken within these rooms.  Where alterations to fabric are 

required, these should be the minimum necessary, and should be 

in sympathy with the existing elements.  Change should, wherever 

possible, be focused on areas that have already seen alteration.

- More extensive changes could be accommodated in the c1939 

wing, as per the diagram Figure 23.

- This elevations and volumes of the historic house should be 

preserved, and no new work or extensions should alter it in any 

way.

- Key design elements of the house that demonstrate craftsmanship 

and are typical of the “Cape Mediterranean” style, such as the 

gables, chimneys, fireplaces, front door, doors and windows, 

pergolas, balcony element and so on should be retained and 

restored.

- New alterations should be very much in the style of the older 

house, but should also attempt to read as the latest layer to an 

already visibly layered structure.  Cues in terms of the arrangement 

of gables and roofs, the spacing and treatment of openings, 

and the relationship of solid masonry expanses to lighter timber 

veranda/portico/balcony elements should be respected.

- Unique elements that may not be original, such as the Art Deco 

bathroom, or that may be redundant but reflect the social order 

within which the house was realized, such as the bell-call system, 

should be retained.

- Generally, the minimum amount of alteration should be undertaken 

in order to achieve the new use envisioned.

AT THE SCALE OF THE SITE (Figure 46):

- No new free-standing buildings should be permitted on the 

majority of the site, particularly northwards and westwards of the 

main house, in order to preserve the relationship between house 

and landscape.  

- The remaining formal landscaping should be analysed and 

reinforced through the new landscape plan.  Large, mature trees 

must be retained as far as possible, and under the guidance of the 

landscape architect (see Annexure B).

- Any alterations should occur within the limits of the existing 

outbuilding area and tennis court along Glenhof Road, which will 

allow for the historic hierarchy of structures and landscape across 

the site to be preserved.  New building in this zone should be no 

higher than the existing house, and should pick up on elevational 

compositions, for instance in responding to the eaves datum line, 

and the change in materiality at this point.
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Figure 46: Indicators diagram at the scale of the site.
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- A “tread lightly” zone exists to the south-west of this area, and 

new building realized here should carefully respond to existing 

landscape patterns.  Building in this area should “step down” in 

height, and ideally heights should not exceed the eave datum line 

within this zone.

- A garden pavilion structure is possible, but must be limited in 

footprint, small in scale and no taller than single storey.  It should 

be of steel, timber and/or glass so as to read as “lightweight”.  

Heavy, masonry construction is not permitted.

5.  THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL (SDP LEVEL) AND LANDSCAPE PLAN

The proposed development looks to utilize the site as a boutique hotel.  
This will involve creating 8 guest suites within the main house, together 
with the primary dining and kitchen facilities, lounge space and guest 
reception area.  The “back of house” will be located where the current 
service core of the house is, and shall include a laundry, kitchen, scullery, 
pantry, staff facilities and housekeeping offices. 

A new building is planned where the current staff block and the tennis 
court are located.  There will be demolished in order to make way for a 
two storey structure that includes 19 guest rooms, a conference facility 
with break-away spaces, a tea room and smaller “back of house” spaces 
including a prep. Kitchen, scullery, reservations and administration office, 
and staff facilities.  A small gym and spa shall be located here.

All parking shall be accommodated on the site and shall be surface 
parking.  The vast majority of established trees will be retained.

A a small gazebo-type space will also be designed within the landscaped 
garden setting.

thThe proposed SDP plans for the site, dated the 14  May 2019, are 
attached herewith (Figure 47/Annexure C).

6.  ASSESSMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL AND 
CONSIDERATION OF MITIGATION

The proposed SDP has been assessed in relation to the heritage indicators 
at two scales.  At the scale of the site (see Figure 48), the following 
mitigation is required:

A. The proposed opening up of entrances into the lounge/library 
and formal dining area need to be carefully designed.  Ideally, the 
central doorway should be retained, with a glazed door leaf to 
either side.  The plaster picture rail detail should be replicated.

B. A new location for the staff bell-call board should be found.

At the scale of the site (Figure 49), there are two areas where the proposal 
steps outside the heritage-based design indicators.  

The first area is where the proposed tearoom steps forward of the setback 
line identified.  This has been mitigated by the architects through creating 
a screened and planted façade, that has depth and will read as a green 
backdrop to the garden – See Figure 50 and 51.

ndThe main mitigation is required for the third level (2  storey) “Studio 2” 
space, which exceeds the eaves level datum height that is preferred for 
this area, which steps into the garden space.  Ideally, this room should be 
removed, but if this is not possible, its extend should be “pulled back” to 
align with the northern façade of “Large Room 5”.
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Figure 48: Assessment diagram at the scale of the house.
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Figure 49: Assessment diagram at the scale of the site.
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3D VIEW – FROM MANOR HOUSE 3D VIEW – FROM GARDEN 

Figure 50: Render showing the screened and planted treatment of the tearoom.  The Studio 2 space is outlined 
in red.

Figure 51: Render showing the screened and planted treatment of the tearoom and its relationship to the historic 
house.  The Studio 2 space is outlined in red.
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7.  CONSULTATION (to be completed after consultation).

The HIA will be directly provided to the City of Cape Town South Peninsula 
Environmental and Heritage Resources Management, as well as the 
Newlands Ratepayer’s Association for comment.

In addition, an A3 sized, laminated notice will be placed in clear view on 
each street boundary of the property for a period of 30 days, notifying the 
public that application will be made in terms of Section 38 of the NHRA, 
and informing them of where they can access the documentation, and 
inviting them to make comment.

Finally, a notice informing the public of the application and informing them 
of where they can access the documentation, and inviting them to make 
comment, will be placed in the local newspaper.

8.  RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSION

It is motivated that the alterations proposed to the building and site will 
improve the historic significance of the property, as the plans largely respond 
to the heritage sensitivities and indicators outlined above.

Further mitigation is suggested in terms of Section 6 of this report.

Therefore, it is recommended that HWC approve the HIA in terms of Section 
38 of the NHRA, including the proposed alterations and additions to the 
property, subject to the incorporation of the mitigating measures.

Claire Abrahamse

March 2020
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ANNEXURE A: Response to the NID
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ANNEXURE B: Landscape Analysis
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ANNEXURE C: Site Development Plan
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