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(i)  Foreword to this Report 

The first draft of the University’s “Integrated Development Framework” (IDF) was prepared during 
2013/2014 at the request of the National Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET) 
which required the submission of a “University Campus Master Plan” as a guide to capital 
expenditure in the following 5 to 20 years.The IDF Executive Summary was approved by the 
University Council, having been endorsed by the University Building and Development Committee 
(UB&DC), and was subsequently accepted by DHET.   
 
This report, an update and elaboration of the IDF Executive Summary, is formally submitted to the 
City of Cape Town for approval in terms of the ‘Package of Plans Process’ and in support of a number 
of land use applications in terms of the City’s Municipal Planning By-Law (MPBL), as read with the 
Development Management Scheme (DMS).  This approval process also included public participation 
and key stakeholder engagement, as well as endorsement by other relevant authorities, including 
Heritage Western Cape.  
 
In this report the IDF is presented and compiled in line with the Package of Plans Process as provided 
for in the DMS.  It describes an overall Development Framework and growth management strategy 
for the University, as well as more detailed Precinct Plans for the various campuses, and 
recommended sectoral interventions such as student housing, sport, etc.  The report has been 
informed by specialist studies in Transportation, Conservation and Landscape. 
 

• Note that related strategic land acquisition recommendations, as well as management and 
budgeting recommendations, whilst referred to in this report, do not form part of the land 
use or heritage applications. 

• Further note that whilst included in the Conservation Framework, the Hiddingh Campus in 
the Central City is excluded from this IDF report and is the subject of a separate Precinct Plan. 
 

This report is intended to create a strong degree of predictability to the future management of 
growth of the University, to ensure local authority endorsement of the proposals in terms of the 
‘Package of Plans’ approach, and to streamline and simplify future approval processes.  
 
The heritage reports and the IDF report have been advertised widely for public comment between 
23 June and 23 August 2022.  This final report is submitted for approval by the City of Cape Town and 
Heritage Western Cape and  incorporates input received during the public participation process. 
 
(ii)  Source Material 
 

There is an incredibly rich history of planning for the University.  Since the first design for Upper 
Campus by Solomon in 1917, and for several decades following, many studies have been conducted 
and reports published that form an invaluable source of detailed analysis and information, strategic 
thinking, and sectoral investigation.  The Dewar, Southworth and Louw report of 2005 and the UCT 
Physical Planning Unit’s subsequent revisions to this work in 2010 have been important sources of 
reference material. 
 
In parallel with this strategic spatial planning exercise, a multiplicity of more contemporary work has 
been conducted in the fields of integrated transport planning, heritage conservation, landscape 
frameworks, environmental  sustainability, student housing, sport, as well as specific studies for 
precincts such as Hiddingh, and the Lower Campus.  These too have informed this report. It has 
therefore been one of the singular challenges of the IDF to meaningfully assimilate, interpret and 
integrate this previous work into a comprehensive whole that seeks to link spatial planning to growth 
management, in a form that can be the subject of local authority approval.    



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  ix | P a g e  

(iii)  Acknowledgements 

The contribution of the following people in the preparation of this report is gratefully acknowledged: 

• The Director: Special Projects, Properties and Services. UCT – Mr Nigel M Haupt 
• The Executive Director: Properties and Services, UCT – Mr Mughtar Parker 
• The former Executive Director: Properties and Services, UCT – Mr Andre Theys 
• Campus Planning & Design, UCT – Ms Maura Sanderoff, Ms Liesle van Wyk, Mr David Gibbs 
• IDF Task Team Members appointed by the UB&DC: Ms Jane Prinsloo, Mr Peter de Tolly and 

Mr Derek Stuart-Findlay (with gratitude also to the late Mr Doug Roberts) 
• The previous Chairman of the UB&DC – Alderman Owen Kinahan 
• The past and current Members of the UB&DC 

 
• Ebrahim Daniels – CAD and GIS,  Urban Arch Design CC 
• Dr Stephen Townsend – Heritage Practitioner 
• Claire Abrahamse – Heritage Practitioner 
• Lynne Pretorius – Transport Engineer, Innovative Transport Solutions (ITS) 
• Frik Vermeulen – Town Planner and Heritage Practitioner, MLH Architects & Planners, who 

has prepared the final draft of this report, and has managed the land use application through 
the City of Cape Town advertising and approval process. 

 
Author.  Derek R Chittenden.  Pr. Pl. A/572/1988 
 
(iv)  Glossary/Abbreviations 

 
CAMP Campus Access Management Plan 
CIfA Cape Institute for Architecture 
CoCT City of Cape Town 
DMS CoCT Development Management Scheme 
DHET National Department of Higher Education and Training 
FF Floor Factor (also known as Floor Area Ratio) 
GSCID Groote Schuur Community Improvement District 
GMP Growth Management Plan 
HPOZ Heritage Protection Overlay Zone 
HWC Heritage Western Cape 
IACom HWC Impact Assessment Committee 
IDF Integrated Development Framework 
IGIC HWC Inventories, Grading and Interpretation Committee 
ITT UCT’s Infrastructure Task Team    
MPBL CoCT Municipal Planning By-Law 
MSDF CoCT Municipal Spatial Development Framework 
PG Postgraduate 
PGWC Provincial Government Western Cape 
P&S UCT Properties and Services Department  
PPLC Physical Planning and Landscape Committee 
RFP Request for Proposals 
SAC Space Allocation Committee   
SDF Spatial Development Framework 
SDP Site Development Plan 
TOD Transit Oriented Development 
UG Undergraduate   
UCT University of Cape Town 
UB&DC University Building and Development Committee 



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  1 | P a g e  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The University of Cape Town aspires, through its mission statement, to be a medium-sized, research 
intensive, residential university. 

This plan is intended to assist the University in meeting its growth needs, in accordance with this 
mission, over the next several decades, and provides an ‘integrated development framework’ to 
guide the growth of the University from approximately 30,000 to 32,000 undergraduate and post-
graduate students on campus by 2030, for which approximately 41,500m² of new academic space is 
required.  

To meet the imperatives of student housing, at least a third of the students of the university are 
intended to be housed in residence, on campus, i.e. approximately 10,600 student beds, of which 
approximately 4,000 more beds are required. 

The Development Framework (opportunities for expansion) is founded on the Conservation 
Framework (imperatives for protection) as its primary spatial informant, and includes the other 
‘sectoral’ considerations such as movement frameworks, landscape frameworks, and the like.  

The plan is also premised on the vision of, ‘creating a liveable, pedestrian dominated, well 
connected, legible, green and efficient campus, where the identity and unique sense of place of the 
University is celebrated, and to carefully expand and develop the Campus as a place of vibrancy, 
safety, accessibility, residency, high quality of open space and buildings, intricacy and human scale’. 

The principle of ‘intensification and densification’ implicit in the vision, requires better use of the 
university’s land to create a campus ‘sense of place’, and the IDF has determined that the growth 
trajectory can easily be accommodated on the university’s landholdings, with the exception of 
student housing, where obtaining certain Provincial Government properties is recommended. 

Importantly, there is a need for ‘predictability and certainty’ for the University in its planning; this 
plan is intended, through a ‘Package of Plans’ process, to reduce the complexity of overlapping 
decision making and sequential approval processes. The purpose of the IDF is however not to obtain 
enhanced development rights; in fact, all the precincts will be significantly below the floor space 
permissible in terms of their applicable zoning. The aims of the IDF include the appropriate distribution 
of floor space within each precinct, to rectify cadastral anomalies through subdivisions and 
consolidations and to avoid the need for ad hoc parking departures for new developments. 

Approval is sought for the following Land Use Management components of this Integrated 
Development Framework: 

(1) Approval of ‘Package of Plans’ comprising a Development Framework and Precinct Plans 
i.t.o. Item 136 of the City of Cape Town’s Development Management Scheme (DMS); 

(2) Designation of UCT’s Rondebosch Upper, Middle and Lower Campus, Rosebank Residence 
Precinct, Mowbray Residence Precinct and the Health Sciences Campus in Observatory as a 
Special Planning Area (SPA) i.t.o. Item 136 of the DMS; 

(3) Rezoning of certain erven i.t.o. Section 42(a) of the MPBL; 
(4) Exemption for certain subdivisions and consolidations  i.t.o. Section 42(s) of the MPBL, as 

contemplated in Section 67(1) of the MPBL;  
(5) Subdivision of certain erven i.t.o. Section 42(d) of the MPBL and 
(6) Consolidation of certain erven i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the MPBL. 
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Map indicating the proposed Special Planning Area (SPA) of ± 97ha and the five precincts within it.  
 

 

An integrated public consultation process was undertaken for the land use and heritage applications. 
 
The Development Framework identifies overall policy, broad goals, and principles for development, 
as specified in Item 136 of the DMS. While reference is made to potential initiatives beyond UCT’s 
landholdings, this land use application, including the Special Planning Area (SPA) and Development 
Framework, is confined to UCT’s landholdings within the proposed SPA (Main Campus). 

The precinct plans and floor area tables show the conceptual infill proposals within the five precincts 
in the Special Plannning Area. Development in each precinct is well below the total permissible floor 
area of the applicable zoning of its land parcels. The potential academic floor space identified in the 
Rondebosch Upper, Middle and Lower Campus is ± 48,830m², with a further 14,210m² of academic 
floor space on the Health Sciences Campus – 63,040m² in total. In addition, 48,000m² of residential 
floor space (± 1,250 student beds) is proposed in the Rosebank and Mowbray Residence Precincts. 

In due course, detailed Precinct Plans and/or Site Development Plans will confirm the built form and 
actual floor space per development parcel. 

Note: The portion of Erf 27431 to the north of Anzio Road, which accommodates the Groote Schuur 
Hospital ± 16, 8ha in extent, is excluded from the proposed Special Planning Area. 

Rondebosch 
Upper 

Campus 

Rondebosch 
Middle & Lower 

Campus 

Rosebank 
Residence 
Precinct 

Health 
Sciences 
Campus 

Mowbray 
Residence 
Precinct 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

In parallel, the endorsement / approval of Heritage Western Cape is sought for:  
(1) a Conservation Framework for the built environment of UCT; 
(2) a Heritage Inventory (grading of buildings and sites) i.t.o. Section 30 of the National 

Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) and  
(3) a Heritage Agreement i.t.o. Section 42 of the NHRA, to be concluded between the 

University of Cape Town and Heritage Western Cape. 



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  3 | P a g e  

Existing and Proposed Floor Areas per Precinct  

❖ Rondebosch Upper Campus 
 

• Precinct extent    38,9483 ha zoned CO2 
2,1438 ha zoned OS2   
Total: 41,0921 ha 

• Permissible floor space   CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 778 966 m² 
     OS2 portion (FF 0.0): 0 m² 

Total:  778 966 m² 
• Existing assignable floor area   approx. 216 100 m² 
• Existing floor space   approx. 237 700 m² 
• Current floor factor   0.58 
• Proposed floor space    approx. 22 350 m²  

 

• Total floor space   260 050 m²    

• Proposed floor factor   0.67            

 
❖ Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus  

 

• Precinct extent    0,3321 ha zoned CO1 
20,3072 ha zoned CO2 
Total:  20,6393 ha  

• Permissible floor space    CO1 portion (FF 0.8): 2 657 m² 
CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 406 144m² 
Total: 408 801m² 

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 63 320 m²   
• Existing floor space   approx. 69 650 m²  
• Current  floor factor   0.34 
• Proposed floor space    approx. 26 480 m² 

 

• Total floor space    96 130 m²    

• Proposed floor factor   0.47    

 

❖ Rosebank Residence Precinct  

• Precinct extent    11,4159 ha zoned CO2 
0,1125 ha zoned GR4 
Total: 11,5284 ha 

• Permissible floor space    CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 228 318 m² 
GR4 portion (FF 1.5): 1 687 m² 
Total: 230 005 m²  

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 36 233 m² 
• Existing floor space   39 856 m² 
• Current floor factor   0.35 
• Proposed floor space   approx. 7 500 m² 

 

• Total floor space   47 356 m² 

• Proposed floor factor   0.41      
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❖ Mowbray Residence Precinct  

• Precinct extent     4,2029 ha zoned CO2 
 5,6514 ha zoned GR4 and GB1 
 0,5853 ha zoned SR1 
Total:  10,6396 ha 

• Permissible floor space    CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 84 058 m² 
GR4 and GB1 portion (FF 1.5): 84 771 m² 
SR1 portion (FF 1.0): 7 853 m² 
Total: 176 682m² 

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 51 378 m²  
• Existing floor space   approx. 56 516 m²  
• Current floor factor   0.53 
• Proposed floor space   approx 40 582 m²  

 

• Total floor space   97 098 m²  

• Proposed floor factor:   0.91  

 

❖ Health Sciences Campus  

• Precinct extent    4,2697 ha zoned CO2 
0,2540 ha zoned GR4 
0,0591 ha zoned TR2 
0,0509 ha zoned OS2   
Total: 4,6337 ha 

• Permissible floor space (FF 2.0)  CO2 portion (FF 2.0) 85 394 m² 
GR4 portion (FF 1.5) 3 810 m² 
TR2 portion (FF 0.0) 0 m² 
OS2 portion (FF0.0) 0 m²  
Total:  89 204 m² 

• Existing assignable area   approx. 54 668 m² 
• Existing floor space   approx. 60 130 m² 
• Current floor factor   1.30  
• Proposed floor space   approx. 14 210 m² 

 

• Total floor space   74 340 m²       

• Proposed floor factor   1.60 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Context 

The University of Cape Town was first established in 1829 as the South African College in what had 
been the Menagerie, a part of the Dutch East India Company’s Gardens. During the next century it 
expanded to fill the precinct now known as the Hiddingh Campus. However, in the 1920’s the Upper 
Campus was developed on Rhodes’ Estate (Groote Schuur), just above the suburb of Rondebosch 
and since then, the University has expanded to occupy large parts of Rondebosch, Rosebank, 
Mowbray and Observatory and, in 1992, to leased land in the V&A Waterfront (Breakwater Campus).  
The University currently comprises a community of 34 411 people (29 427 students and 4 984 staff)1 
on all its campuses, including the Hiddingh and Breakwater Campuses.  

The University’s Main Campus occupies an iconic location, perhaps one of the most dramatic 
university settings in the world, on the edge of the Table Mountain National Park.  UCT features in 
the City’s IDP and is a key part of the City of Cape Town’s vision to be a word class city.  

The University has a profound impact on the local economy due to its size, spread, and large 
numbers of students and staff.   

 
The University’s Rondebosch Upper and Middle Campus viewed from the north-east (Source: UCT)  

 
1 Last updated April 2024 
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1.2 The Brief – Objectives of this Report 

The formulation of this report has been done in accordance with a number of ‘pre-application’ 
meetings with the City of Cape Town.  The Objectives of this document are as follows: 
 
1. To ensure that the UCT Development Framework and its relevant Precinct Level Plans, follow 

due legislative process and achieve formal status in terms of the City’s Development 
Management Scheme. The mechanism of a Special Planning Area and the ‘Package of Plans’ 
system will be used in this process.  (Refer to Annexure B) 
 

2. Certain rezonings to the current base zones are anticipated where these base zones are not 
consistent with the University use of the property concerned.  These are to be formally 
approved as part of this land use process. 
 

3. Subdivisions and consolidations are required to be formally approved to regularise the very 
complex underlying situation of multiple erven and large swathes of UCT property being covered 
by metropolitan road networks and where properties are straddled by buildings. 
 

4. The need to designate appropriate and reasonable parking requirements that give recognition to 
the university’s UCT Shuttle initiative, that reflect the situation on campus and avoid / reduce ad 
hoc parking departures for each new development and extension that is not accompanied by 
additional off-street parking. 
 

5. The approval of the IDF is intended to create greater levels of certainty and predictability for the 
University and will provide the framework for the future development on the various Campuses 
and Precincts. All future development in accordance with such approved frameworks, 
(Development Framework and Precinct Plans) will allow the streamlining of future approval 
processes at Site Development Plan (SDP) level. 
 

6. To ensure alignment of process and procedure with the NHRA and to ensure HWC’s 
endorsement of the Development Framework, and Precinct Plans, as an adjunct to the proposed 
Heritage Agreement, encompassing the Conservation Framework, Inventory and recommended 
gradings. 
 

7. It was noted that the agreed Contextual Frameworks in regard to the Package of Plans Process 
would be the relevant District Plans: 

• In respect of the Health Sciences Campus, the Table Bay District Plan applies 
• In respect of Mowbray, Rosebank and Rondebosch, the Southern District Plan applies. 

 
8. It was also agreed with the City land-use officials that even though the study area falls within 

two City districts – the Table Bay District and the Southern District – the IDF will be processed as 
one land use application, with one designated Case Offficer. 

 
1.3 Study Area 

Figures 1 and 2 indicate the significant extent of the UCT landholdings in the Rondebosch, Rosebank, 
Mowbray and Observatory area and clearly illustrate the University’s dramatic juxtaposition with the 
Table Mountain National Park to the west, and the urban fabric of the city around the Main Road 
corridor to the east. To the south is the large area dedicated to ministerial housing on the lower 
Groote Schuur Estate. 
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Figure 1.  Context of the University – various precincts embedded between the slopes of Table 
Mountain and the urban fabric of Rondebosch, Rosebank, Mowbray and Observatory.  Refer to 
Figure 2 overleaf for a naming of the precincts.  
 

  

RONDEBOSCH 

ROSEBANK 
MOWBRAY 

OBSERVATORY 

TABLE MOUNTAIN 
NATIONAL PARK 
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1.4 The Precincts /Campuses 

Figure 2 indicates the agreed UB&DC delineation of the Precincts of ‘Main Campus’, namely:  

1 Rondebosch Upper Campus 
2 Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus 
3 Rosebank Residence Precinct 
4 Mowbray Residence Precinct 
5 Health Sciences Campus 
 
Notes : 

• The above Campuses and Precincts constitute ‘Main Campus’ (sometimes previously referred 
to as Rondebosch – Observatory Campus, as distinct from Hiddingh Campus in Gardens and 
the Graduate School of Business on the Breakwater Campus in the V&A Waterfront). 

• For clarity, areas of academic learning are referred to as Campuses, all other areas are 
referred to as Precincts.  

• Other University landholdings (primarily off campus student residences) are indicated in 
black outline below, but do not form part of the Main Campus. 

• Hartleyvale Sports Precinct and Rhodes Recreation Ground form part of the Sports 
Framework, but are not included in the proposed Special Planning Area or the Package of 
Plans submission, as these sites do not fall within UCT’s landholdings. 
 

 
 

Figure 2.  Campuses and Precincts of ‘Main Campus’ – the study area.    
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1.5 Properties Included and Conditions of Title 

The study area includes 30 properties, approximately 96,8ha in total extent and all owned by the 
University of Cape Town. These properties are listed and described in Annexure C. 

Rondebosch Upper Campus consists of a portion of Erf 44201 2, Erven 44278, 30332 and 30349 Cape 
Town; Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus consist of of a portion of Erf 44201, Erven 46041, 
46339, 47242, 108992, 44217 3 and 103239 4 Cape Town; Rosebank Residence Precinct consists of 
Erven 32100, 30803, 30804 and 44230 Cape Town; Mowbray Residence Precinct consists of Erven 
176381, 28366, 28543, 28503, 28495, 28445, 28368, 28367, 28369, 30334, 30306 and 30295 Cape 
Town and the Health Sciences Campus consists of Erven 28365, 166381, 27431 5 and 27432 Cape 
Town. 

A deed search has been undertaken by Fairbridges Wertheim Becker Attorneys and conveyancer’s 
certificates have been prepared for all the properties 6. Digital copies of the title deeds and 
conveyancer’s certificates will be uploaded to the case file as part of the LUM submission. 

The deed search found a number of restrictions, servitudes and special requirements, including 
conditions in terms of the Rhodes Will. The applicable conditions are set out in Annexure D of this 
report. There are however no title conditions that prohibit the development of the subject 
properties in accordance with the high-level development proposals contained in this IDF report.  

 

1.6 Exclusions – Extended University Landholdings 

The University also owns or leases several properties throughout the Western Cape that are not the 
subject of this report.  These discrete landholdings will be dealt with by means of separate ‘Precinct 
Plans’.  Some of the key satellite parts of the University include: 

• Hiddingh Campus in the Cape Town City Centre (refer to separate Precinct Plan, dated 2013) 
• The Breakwater Campus (Graduate School of Business) in the V&A Waterfront 
• The Groote Schuur Hospital (as distinct from the Health Sciences Campus) 
• The Red Cross Children’s Hospital in Rondebosch 
• The Protea Hotel at Valkenburg, Observatory 
• Rondebosch Cottage Hospital 
• Montebello Design Centre, Newlands 
• Sports Science Institute of SA, Newlands 
• UCT Rowing Club, Zeekoevlei 
• Bains Kloof Field Station (Botany Department) 
• Laingsburg Field Station (Geology Department)  

 
2 Erf 44201 has two portions – one on each side of Erf 44278 (Erven 44201-0-1 and 44201-0-2). Furthermore, one portion 
of Erf 44201-0-2 is located on Upper Campus and one portion on Middle Campus.  
3 Erf 44217 has two portions – one on each side of Woolsack Drive (Erven 44217-0-2 and 44217-0-1) 
4 Erf 103239 has two portions – one on each side of Woolsack Drive  
5 Erf 27431 has two portions – one accommodates the UCT Anatomy Building (Erf 27431-0-1) and the other forms part of 
the Groote Schuur Hospital (Erf 27431-0-2). The portion of Erf 27431 to the north of Anzio Road, which accommodates the 
Groote Schuur Hospital and is ± 16,8 ha in extent, is excluded from the study area. 
6 While there are 30 properties, there are 29 conveyancers’s certificates, as Erven 44201 and 46041 are held in terms of the 
same Deed of Grant. 
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2. INSTITUTIONAL, POLICY AND LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT 

▪ A. Institutional Context - Mission, Vision and Strategic Goals of the University 

“The fundamental goal of the university system is to create the conditions that will enable 
dependent adolescents to become wise adults – men and women of dignity and honour – who will be 
the country’s future leaders, whose discoveries and innovations will be the source of national 
prosperity in the coming centuries, and whose personal ethics will be the standards both of 
government and of corporate South Africa”.7 

2.1 Key Informants 

Key documents that inform the Mission of the University, the ‘Vision’ of the Integrated Development 
Framework, and the Strategic Goals elaborated below include: 

• The Talloires Declaration (1990) 
• The Green Campus Policy Framework (2008) 
• The ‘Size and Shape ‘ Report (2011) 
• The ISCN/GULF Sustainable Campus Charter (2012)  

 
Principles embodied in the Sustainable Campus Charter (signed by the Vice Chancellor in May 2012) 
include: 

1. Demonstrate respect for nature and society; sustainability integral to planning, construction, 
renovation and operations. 

2. Ensure long term sustainable campus development, campus wide master planning and 
target setting to include environmental and social goals 

3. Align core mission with sustainable development, facilities, research, and education to link 
to ‘living laboratory’ for sustainability 
 

2.2 Vision and Mission 

The VISION of the university is “to be an inclusive and engaged, research intensive African university 
that inspires creativity through outstanding achievements in learning, discovery and citizenship; 
enhancing the lives of its students and staff, advancing a more equitable and sustainable social order 
and influencing the global higher education landscape.”  

It is UCT’s MISSION to be an outstanding teaching and research university, engaging with the issues 
of our social and natural world. It is central to the University’s mission to advance scholarship in 
Africa through building partnerships across the continent and the rest of the world; provide a vibrant 
and supportive intellectual environment, attracting people from across the world; produce 
graduates and future leaders influential locally and globally; be underpinned by values of engaged 
citizenship and social justice, producing graduates having a positive impact on society and the 
environment; actively advance transformation, and nurture an inclusive institutional culture which 
embraces diversity.   

 
7 Adapted from: Lewis, H.R., Excellence without a Soul: How a Great University Forgot Education (New York: Public Affairs 
Books, 2006) -  from Report from the Ministerial Committee on the Review of the Provision of Student Housing at SA 
Universities, Sept 2011 
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2.3 Vision of the Development Framework 

A Vision Statement is a normative planning tool that informs the intent of the Development 
Framework and is derived from the Vision and Mission of the University elaborated above.  The 
Overarching Vision of the University, can be described as follows: 

UCT aspires to become the premier academic meeting point between South Africa, the rest of 

Africa and the world; and to be a medium sized, research intensive, residential university.  

This overall vision is supplemented by the following Vision for Main Campus, derived and 

workshopped with key stakeholders in the preparation of this report, and which informs the 
Integrated Development Framework: 

To create a liveable, pedestrian dominated, well connected, legible, green and efficient campus;  

where the identity and unique sense of place of the University is celebrated,  

and to carefully expand and develop the Campus as a place of vibrancy, safety, accessibility, 

residency, high quality of open space and buildings, intricacy and human scale. 

 
2.4 Strategic Goals – ‘Size and Shape’ 
 
The Size and Shape report accepted by UCT Council in December 2011, contained a number of 
strategic recommendations, notably that UCT, as indicated in the Mission Statement above, remains 
a ‘medium size’ institution, and should strive to house a third of its students in university 
residences. 

 
The report was based on the notion (unsubstantiated by detailed physical or spatial investigation) 
that UCT has limited physical capacity for growth, and recommended that enrolments be capped at 
just over 28 000 by 2020.  It was noted at the time that, “a satellite campus would be required to 
accommodate the university’s physical and infrastructural needs for 35 000 students if it were to 
continue its recent annual growth pattern of approximately 3.5%”.  However, the findings of this IDF 
report are that there is indeed sufficient capacity for significant infill development within the various 
Precincts, and that growth in student numbers to the projected target of 32,000 students is feasible 
within the existing university landholdings. 

The Integrated Development Framework accordingly explores options for an expansion to 32,000 

students on Campus by 2030 through more efficient use of land and other resources, including a 
‘densification and intensification’ (infill) strategy for the Upper, Middle and Lower Campuses, and 
the longer term acquisition of properties in the ‘corridor’ between UCT’s Rondebosch/Rosebank 
Campuses and the Health Sciences Campus. The IDF assumes a goal of concurrent expansion of 
student housing, aligned with the original Size and Shape proposal, of providing accommodation for 
at least a third of its students – i.e. approximately 10,600 students. 
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2.5 Giving Substance to the Mission Statement 

It is emphasised that the Mission, Vision and the Strategic Goals set out above need to be translated 
into concrete action and implementation programmes through the integrated work of the various 
committees responsible, including, inter alia, the University Finance Committee (UFC) and the 
University Building and Development Committee (UB&DC).   

The UB&DC is tasked to facilitate the process of developing a physical plan, guided and prepared by 
Capital Planning within the UCT Department of Properties and Services, in line with the academic 
growth model and objectives.  The UFC should develop a financial model consistent with the vision, 
which ensures financial viability of the plan and the integration of the physical plan with the future 
short, medium and long term expenditure requirements. In particular, it is critical to ensure that the 
management and human resource capacity exists to translate the vision and goals into action, and 
that sufficient financial resources are made available for this purpose. 

▪ B. Policy Context 

2.6 Growth Management and an Integrated Spatial Development Framework 

Whilst this report is concerned primarily with the spatial dimension of planning, it is emphasised that 
this only occurs in a broader context of management planning. 

The diagram below indicates the need to link spatial planning with a robust management 
framework.  The focus of planning to date on the University has been primarily on the spatial 
dimension (the ‘where’), but it is imperative to address the ‘how’ and the ‘what’ of future 
development to give effect to the spatial framework.  Therefore the Growth Management approach 
is concerned with budgeting for implementation, but equally should address administrative and 
institutional decision-making. 

 

Figure 3.  Integrating Spatial and Management Frameworks 

Other key elements of the growth management approach are firstly, that the plan is agreed to and 
endorsed through an inclusive participatory process, secondly that it is focussed on implementation 
and action, and for this reason, is reliant on sound financial planning and budgeting. 

2.7 An Integrated Set of Framework Plans 
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The diagram below illustrates how the overall integrated development framework is described and 
‘unpacked’ by means of a series of ‘framework plans’ that deal with the host of sectoral concerns, 
both spatial and a-spatial in nature.  It builds on and attempts to integrate a large body of related 
work in the field of transport planning, conservation strategy, landscape planning, and the like.  

 

Figure 4.  An Integrated Series of Framework Plans leading to the Composite Development 

Framework 

2.8 Guiding Framework – a ‘Package of Plans Approach’  

The guiding framework for the recommendations in this report is the Package of Plans, as described 
in the City’s DMS – part of the MPBL, and summarised in the diagram below. 

 

Figure 5.  Diagram indicating Package of Plans Framework 
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Item 136 of the DMS describes the general purpose of a package of plans, which is“ to provide for a 
mechanism to plan and manage the development of large or strategic urban development areas. It 
is a phased process of negotiation, planning and approvals, whereby increasing levels of planning 
detail are approved together with conditions for such approvals.  Areas where the package of plans 
approach is used will be generally referred to as Special Planning Areas (SPA), and must be recorded 
in Annexure B”. 

Figure 6 below indicates the extent of the proposed UCT Special Planning Area.  Annexure C to this 
report contains the full schedule of properties.  

The detailed requirements of each level in the Package of Plans are contained in Annexure B.  

2.9 The City’s Policy Framework  

It is not the intent of this report to elaborate in any detail on the policy framework of the City, other 
than to note the following policy documents that will have a bearing on the Integrated Development 
Framework, the adjudication of which must ensure consistency with these policy frameworks: 

• The City’s Integrated Development Plan (IDP) 
• The City’s Economic Growth Strategy 
• The Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) 
• The Urban Design Policy 
• The Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Strategic Framework 
• The Densification Policy 
• The applicable District Plans (the Table Bay and Southern District Plans) 

Along with the MSDF, the two applicable District Plans are considered to comprise the spatial and 
policy component of the “Contextual Framework” as per the Package of Plans Process. 

• Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) 

The latest version of the MSDF has been approved by the City of Cape Town in terms of the 
Municipal Systems Act in January 2023. Fundamental to the MSDF is ensuring spatial transformation 
via dense and transit-oriented growth and development anchored by an efficient transport system.  

While the 2012 MSDF projected long-term growth along two northern corridors, the 2018 and 2023 
versions of the MSDF propose targeted investment and land use management based on inward 
growth. The MSDF motivates for land use intensification based on transit-oriented development 
(TOD).  This implies a greater mix of residential and non-residential land use (diversification) through 
the increased use of space, both vertically and horizontally (densification).  

This is to be achieved within existing areas or properties and new developments with an increased 
number of dwelling units and should be encouraged in locations with good public transport access, 
concentrations of employment, commercial development and other amenities.  

The desired urban form for the city is to be achieved through a number of spatial streategies and 
policy statements, including the following: 
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Policy P6: “Plan and prioritise for the expansion of the integrated public transport service, 
informed by the Integrated Public Transport Network (IPTN) and the City’s Integrated Transport 
Plan (CITP). “ and P8: “Support a strategic approach to parking allocations to encourage use of 
public transport.”  

 
The UCT campus is is highly accessible to / within walking range of all modes of public transport and 
the UCT Shuttle supports the metropolitan public transport network. 
 

Policy P9: “Plan for incremental land use intensification and diversification in support of inward 
growth predicated on the public transport infrastructure”  

 
This is achieved through the medium-density infill development proposed on the UCT campus. 
 

Policy P11: “Identify, conserve and manage heritage resources, including cultural landscapes” and 
P13: “Protect and enhance scenic route sightlines and places of scenic value, including destination 
places.”  

 

The IDF and Precinct Plan proposals are premised on the heritage informants contained in the UCT 
Conservation Framework and Inventory and are sensitive to the heritage significance of the 
buildings, squares and cultural landscapes that make up campus.  
 
The proposed development proposals contribute to student life and optimisation of land, while 
conserving buildings and sites of historical and architectural significance. No demolitions or 
inappropriate alterations of historical buildings or sites are proposed. 
 

Policy P16: “Direct urban growth away from risk areas and activities” and P17:”Avoid 
inappropriate urban growth and development in risk areas (fire, flooding, heat exposure, poor air 
quality and noise pollution).”  

.  

No development is proposed outside the urban development edge, i.e. within the Table Mountain 
National Park. Following the devastating fire of April 2021, there has been renewed emphasis on 
firewise planning and urban design and compliance with the City’s Veldfire Related Planning 
Guidelines (2004). 
 

Policy P23: “Support the integrated intensification and diversification of land uses in identified 
areas, supportive of inward spatial growth, economically and incrementally.” 
 

The majority of the study area falls within the Urban Inner Core and the Health Sciences Campus, 
Mowbray Residence Precinct, Rosebank Residence Precinct and the Lower and Middle Campus also 
fall within a mature development corridor. The redevelopment and infill proposals will unlock the 
development potential of vacant and partially developed land. The proposals will reinforce and 
enhance this metropolitan development corridor, while also supporting public transport. 
 

Policy P24: “Ensure urban development contributes to a safety and wellbeing for all.”  
 
The IDF promotes a permeable and legible public space system with “eyes on the street” to ensure 
that precincts and buildings are safe and that public or exposed routes are continuously under 
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surveillance. Through urban design it is ensured that there is a safe transition of space from the 
public to the private domain and to design appropriate ‘gateways to signal University space. 
 
The basis for growth management in the city is through four primary ‘Spatial Transformation Areas’: 

o An Urban Inner Core 
o Incremental Growth and Consolidation Areas 
o Discouraged Growth Areas 
o Critical Natural Assets 

 
UCT’s Health Sciences Campus, its Mowbray Precint, its Rosebank Precinct and its Upper, Middle and 
Lower Campuses fall within the ‘Urban Inner Core’ where the MSDF supports “the prioritisation of 
public investment and incentivised private sector investment in support of growth areas in the Urban 
Inner Core”. In addition to the Urban Inner Core designation, shown in blue on Figure 6 below, the 
area along southern suburbs Main Road to Muizenberg is designated as a ‘Development Corridor’, 
shown in a black cross-hatch on Figure 6. Coridors are broadly defined as “urban areas of high-
intensity (i.e. dense and diverse) nodal or ‘strip’ development focussed around (a combination of) rail, 
high-capacity road and trunk bus routes. They are characterised by a dynamic, mutually supporting 
relationship between land use and the movement system.” 
 

 
Figure 6. Extract from the MSDF Consolidated Spatial Plan Concept (Source: City of Cape Town, 2023) 

Erf 30332, located in the north-western corner of Upper Campus and accommodates a reservoir and 
lawn, falls within ‘Critical Natural Assets’ which by definition are “areas that contribute significantly 
to the City’s future resilience and/or have protection status in law. They include a number of 
protected natural environments and conservation areas outside the urban inner core or incremental 
growth areas.” The site does in fact not play any significant ecological role, has no biodiversity value 
and has no current or potential protection status. On the lower portion of Erf 30332 a bus terminus 
is proposed and due to the property’s Open Space (OS2) zoning, a rezoning of the lower portion to 
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Community Zone (CO2) was required. Also, due the the property’s Critical Natural Assets 

designation, the City’s Spatial Planning Department has advised that application for a deviation from 
the MSDF was required. This rezoning was the subject of a separate land use application (Case ID 
70504849), which was approved by the MPT in April 2021, including the deviation from the MSDF, 
based on site-specific circumstances. 
 
The proposed intensification of development within the Urban Inner Core and Consolidation Area, as 
proposed in the UCT IDF, is in full compliance with the objectives of the Cape Town MSDF. 
 
• District Plans  

 
The City’s eight District Plans are medium term (10 year) plans that aim to guide spatial development 
processes and land use management within the district. The latest versions of these plans were 
approved by the Council of City of Cape Town as policy in January 2023.  
 
The Health Sciences Campus falls within the Table Bay District Plan and the balance of the study 
area, including Mowbray, Rosebank and Rondebosch, falls within the Southern District Plan. 
 

Spatial planning categories relevant to the UCT study area include: 
 

o ‘Development Corridor’ – Development corridors are broadly defined as urban areas of 
higher-intensity (i.e. denser and more diverse) development (than elsewhere in the city 
generally) extending outwards on either side of development routes. The urban area 
between the M3 and M5, including Observatory, Mowbray, Rosebank and Rondebosch is 
earmarked as a Development Corridor, which is structured along Main Road, as a Higher 

Order Development Route where densification is encouraged. 
Mowbray CBD is a Regional Node and Rondebosch CBD is a District Node where mixed-use 
intensification of development is advocated 

 

o ‘Urban Development’ – standard urban areas to be considered for a wide variety of urban 
uses such as housing development, public open spaces, community facilities, mixed use / 
business development. Upper Campus fall within this category. 

 

 
 

Figure 7.  Extract from the Table Bay District Plan, 2023 (Source: City of Cape Town) 
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Figure 8.  Extract from the Southern District Plan, 2023 (Source: City of Cape Town) 
 

o ‘Institutional Structuring Open Space’ – Open space which is not part of the biodiversity 
network or significant agricultural areas, but has been identified to promote access to open 
space for active and passive recreation. A number of existing sports fields on campus fall 
within this category. 

 
The site on Upper Campus where the North Stop bus terminus is proposed (consisting of Erf 30332 
and Erf 30349), was earmarked as ‘Buffer 2’ (now earmarked as ‘Structuring Open Space’). It is also 
located outside the Urban Edge. A deviation from the Southern District Plan was therefore required. 
As mentioned above, the rezoning of Erf 30332 was the subject of a separate land use application, 
which was approved by the MPT in April 2021, including the deviation from the Southern District 
Plan, based on site-specific circumstances. 
 
▪ C. Legislative Framework 

As mentioned above, the primary legal framework at Municipal level is the City of Cape Town 
Municipal Planning By-Law (MPBL - 2015, as amended). 

The requirements of the By-Law in terms of development approvals, zonings, subdivisions and 
consolidations, as well as Special Planning Area approvals in terms of the Package of Plans system 
are the particular focus of this report. The boundaries of the proposed Special Planning Area (SPA) is 
indicated on Figure 9 overleaf. 

Other legal instruments of a planning nature include:  The Spatial Planning and Land Use 
Management Act (SPLUMA) No.16 of 2013, the Western Cape Land Use Planning Act (LUPA) No.3 of 
2014, as well as the Regulations promulgated in terms of both of these Acts. 

The legal framework is further comprised of a raft of legislation that will have a bearing on the 
approval of the recommendations of this report.  Of particular importance will be the integration of 
approvals with other legislative mandates including heritage legislation enshrined in the National 

Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) No.25 of 1999 administered by Heritage Western Cape (HWC).   
(Refer to the Conservation Framework described later in this report). 
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3. GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

Under the Vision Statement, namely “to create a liveable, pedestrian dominated, well connected, 
legible, green and efficient campus, where the identity and unique sense of place of the University is 
celebrated, and to expand and develop the Campus as a place of vibrancy, safety, accessibility, 
residency, high quality of open space and buildings, intricacy and human scale”, the following 

key guiding principles (or ‘performance criteria’) are summarised below in point form.  All strategic 
recommendations need to be framed by and tested within the overall Vision, and against these 
guiding principles.  

1.     Equity/Access 
• To ensure equitable access to all of the opportunities and activities of the University and 

that no one should be disadvantaged by its operation. 
• To place emphasis on walking as a primary mode of movement, supplemented by efficient 

bicycle and public transport networks.  
• To create dedicated and safe corridors for walking and the creation of a quality pedestrian 

environment across campus. 
• To ensure universal access. 
• To ensure convenient academic staff and visitor access to well-located parking. 
• To implement parking controls and to relocate parking where it derogates from the 

pedestrian experience. 
 
2. Integration 

• To promote integration within the University and all its various components and precincts. 
• To promote improved integration between the University and the City/surrounding 

community. 
• To develop ‘public space’ as a key structuring element for social and cultural integration. 
• To promote controlled public access and sharing of facilities 
• To integrate movement systems and linkages to the City’s public transport system. 

 
3. Intensification 

• To ensure efficient use of land and resources through the renovation, infill and development 
of existing university property prior to the acquisition of new land. 

• To embrace densification and compactness.  
• To ensure a residency based campus where a third of students are housed in residence 
• To recognise that intensification improves pedestrian accessibility and public transport 

viability. 
 

4. Sustainability 
• To promote an approach to planning where social, ecological and economic goals are met. 
• To protect and enhance green corridors, and to conserve worthy spaces and buildings. 
• To promote energy efficiency and waste management. 
• To design adaptability and flexibility into the plan so that it is able to respond to growth and 

change. 
• To promote mixed use development and to encourage the multiple use of space where 

appropriate. 
• To rely on the surrounding urban system attributes ensuring the non-duplication of 

amenities and services. 
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5. Heritage and Conservation 
• To respect, and conserve those elements of cultural significance on Campus, including 

architectural, landscape, cultural and natural assets. 
 
6. Safety and Security 

• To promote a permeable and legible public space system with “eyes on the street”. 
• To ensure that precincts and buildings are safe and that public or exposed routes are 

continuously under surveillance. 
• To ensure the safe transition of space from the public to the private and to design 

appropriate ‘gateways’ to signal University space. 
• To continue to support the Groote Schuur Community Improvement District (GSCID) 

partnership. 
• To safequard campus from the threat posed by veldfires in the Table Mountain National 

Park and to prevent the spreading of fires within campus. 
 
7. Flexibility 

• To provide for adaptability in the plan to respond to change (financial, physical, student 
numbers) 

• To design for phased and incremental growth. 
 

8. Landscape, Place-Making and Legibility 
• To provide human scaled, well defined and enclosed public spaces. 
• To ensure aesthetically pleasing and coherent systems of places, linkages and landscape 

networks. 
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4. THE INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (IDF) SUMMARY 

This section summarises the key structuring elements of the overall integrated development 

framework before elaborating the key ‘sectoral’ recommendations in the following Sections of this 

report, in particular the Institutional Framework in Section 5, the Conservation Framework in 

Section 6, whereafter the Development Framework and  Precinct Plan level spatial 

recommendations are further elaborated in Section 7 and 8. The following sections of the report 

deal with the Landscape Framework, the Transportation Framework, the Student Housing 

Framework and the Sports Framework. 

4.1 Contextual and Conceptual Framework 

 

Figure 10a.  ‘Contextual’ Framework.  The Setting of Main Campus. 

The context of the University illustrates the notion of “Town and Gown”, characteristic of many great 
institutions “embedded” within their city fabric. UCT is unique in its fine grained urban and stunning 
natural context, juxtaposed between the city and the mountain.  Fine buildings in an arcadian setting, 
remnant stream courses, and historical walkways are still visible, with the various campuses set within 
a green web of sports facilities, and historic avenues of trees. 

The disparate nature of the various academic campuses and residential precincts, separated by the 
main road network of the southern suburbs is apparent, as is the challenge to ensure a respectful ‘fit’ 
of the university within its residential context.  A powerful aspect of the context of the university is its 
proximity to the southern suburbs rail network, and the Main Road activity spine. 
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Figure 10b.  ‘Conceptual’ Framework.   Main structuring elements of the integrated conservation and 
development framework.   

 

   Series of discrete and legible precincts: academic, residence, sports, and open space 

Primary pedestrian and cycle routes – the east-west boulevards, the historical avenues and the 
pedestrianisation of University Avenue 

Secondary, pedestrian-dominated, well landscaped connectors and cycle ways 

 Important public spaces at ‘knuckles’ in the connection framework 

 Important crossing points over or under main road networks  

 New UCT Shuttle stops 

Sensitive, appropriate, well located infill development 

 

 

The Conceptual Framework illustrated above in spatial terms, is expressed and further described as 
‘Objectives’ below. 
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4.2   Objectives 

The Development Framework, premised on the Conceptual Framework (Figure 10b), is based on the 
following key  ‘structuring elements’ expressed as a series of Objectives: 

• To create a “liveable, pedestrian dominated, connected, safe and green campus”; linked by 
a system of pedestrian boulevards and intersecting public spaces; 

• To effect appropriate and sensitive infill development - in zones outside of identified 
heritage curtilages - in order to meet the projected growth trajectory; 

• To create a well-defined pedestrian, cycle and accessibility ‘web’ that links the various 
precincts, recognising the challenges of the east-west gradients, and the opportunity of 
north-south ‘boulevard’ connections; 

• To create ‘legible’ precincts comprising academia, residence, administration and sports, 
within an overarching landscape framework, that preserves and enhances the ‘arcadian’ 
elements of the campus 8; 

• To identify opportunities for student accommodation as an necessary priority; 
• To overcome the ‘barriers’ to connectivity presented by the freeway and other main road 

networks; 
• To integrate the campus into the surrounding fabric of the city, whilst also protecting its 

unique identity, and maximising the connections to the city’s public transit network. 

 

The University embedded into the fabric of Rondebosch, Rosebank, Mowbray and Observatory  

 
8 Subject to adherence to veldfire related guidelines, particularly at the urban / natural interface.  
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4.3 Description of the Key Elements of the Spatial Framework 

The key components of the Development Framework , illustrated in Figure 11, can be broadly 
described as follows:  

1. The plan is structured around and attempts to fit within and into the surrounding urban fabric 
including the metropolitan and local road and rail network.  Some of these elements act as 
barriers to movement, and some as key connectors.  

a. The Main Road corridor (including the suburban rail line) is a key connecting element 
and contains not only the metropolitan public transport systems, but many of the 
commercial activities that support university life.  Main Road is also the ‘activity spine’ 
that forms a focus for the location of many residential opportunities. 

b. Rhodes Drive (M3), Woolsack Drive, the N2 and to a lesser extent, Rhodes Avenue 
form barriers to efficient pedestrian movement and safe connectivity between the 
Campuses, and the extension of key linkages over (or under) this system are shown 
on the IDF. 

 
2. Fundamental “seams” in the plan are the landscaped pedestrian and cycle ways, 

comprising the ‘north-south’ and ‘east-west’ connector pedestrian boulevards and streets.   
a. The Primary Pedestrian Routes / Boulevards run largely north-south with the 

contour, exept for the link between Upper and Middle campus. They ere a key part 
of the system to achieve a pedestrian friendly and accessible campus, given its 
dispersed nature.   

b. The Secondary Pedestrian Connectors generally run east-west, up-contour, from the 
rail stations and the Main Road spine to connect to the north-south boulevards.  
(Japonica Walk, image below, being a key component of this system) 

c. The intersections of the north-south and east-west pedestrian routes are identified 
as important places for the creation of ‘public squares’ to celebrate ‘gateways’ in 
the movement system. 

 

3. A further key element is the creation of a pedestrian-dominated University Avenue with 
associated improved public squares and spaces.   

a. This involves the relocation of car parking, and the construction of structured parking 
areas elsewhere on Campus.   
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Images. University Avenue on Upper Campus is dominated by inappropriate car parking and other vehicular 
clutter, and unsuitable surfaces.  It could be a fundamentally more attractive and useable space, in accordance 
with the Vision Statement of a vibrant pedestrian campus.  This intervention is seen as one of the most critical, 
whereby massive improvements to a “sense of place” can be achieved at relatively low cost. 
 

 
 

4. The plan identifies locations for academic building infill and densification on Campus, including: 
a. New Middle Campus buildings in the existing parking area above Bremner, below All Africa 

House, and the School of Economics. (Image below) 
b. The possibility of a redevelopment of the Bremner building for academic purposes, and the 

relocation of the administrative functions elsewhere on Campus. 
c. Two new academic buildings, ideally associated with new structured parking, on 

Upper Campus. 
d. An extension to the Sports Centre on Upper Campus to accommodate social facilities 

for students and meeting rooms.  
e. Opportunities for infill buildings to the north of the College of Music.  
f. A new academic building to the east of the cricket grounds adjacent to the School  of 

Dance. 
g. A new Medical Sciences building in the current parking area adjacent to the Anatomy 

Building on the Health Sciences Campus. 
h. A new building on the site of the current Animal Unit on the Health Sciences Campus. 
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Large terraced area currently used for parking above Bremner (the level change can be utilised for structured 
parking) 

 
5. Land acquisition projects are identified which are founded on the long established intent of 

expanding the University to the north, in order to link Middle and Lower Campus to the 
Corridor Precinct, and beyond to the Health Sciences Campus.  The land acquisition projects 
include: 
a. The historic De Meule property on Rhodes Drive (M3), proposed as a land swap with 

the University owned property at ‘La Grotta’, ideally situated adjacent to the National 
Government’s ministerial housing precinct.9 

b. The Trig Survey property on Rhodes Avenue. This would ideally support the intent to 
relocate and consolidate administrative functions not directly related to core academic 
enterprises in what constitutes the natural centre of the expanded campus. 

c. Two sites on Main Road for student accommodation projects adjacent to ‘Obz Square’ 
residence. 
 

6. The proposed infill development, along with the land acquisition projects mentioned above, is 
intended to meet the space requirements of approximately 41,500 square meters to support 
the growth trajectory to 32,000 students and approximately 4,000 academic and professional 
administrative support staff on campus to 2030.  
 

7. Student Accommodation forms a very important part of the plan in support of the vision for a 
residential university.  Opportunities to meet the University’s target of a further approximately 
3,300 beds are based on the following projects: (Refer to Section 9) 
a. The next two phases of the Avenue Road Residence, with a potential net gain of 288 beds 

and a total number of 788 beds. 10 
b. A proposed development for residence purposes on the site to the south of Welgelegen, 

on the vacant land, currently used as a BMX cycle track. 
c. Infill opportunities on underutilised land in the Forest Hill precinct which could deliver 

nearly 600 beds. 
d. Redevelopment of the currently inefficient Glendower Residence which could deliver a net 

gain of 200 beds.  

 
9 Update: It is noted that both the De Meule complex and La Grotta have sustained severe fire damage in the 
2021 Table Mountain / Rhodes Memorial Fire). 
10 Phase 1 of the Avenue Residence, with 500 beds and a 536 seater dining hall, was completed in November 
2020). 
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e. Two potential developments on Main Road (adjacent to the existing Obz Square) as 
identified above on land currently belonging to the Provincial Department of Transport & 
Public Works, which could provide up to 2,000 beds. 

f. Further Public-Private Partnership opportunities on well located private land could easily 
provide the additional beds required. 
 

8. Transportation network and parking improvements (as identified in the ‘CAMP 3’ report by 
Aurecon and Parking Supply Management Plan by ITS Engineers) which include: 

a. A new ‘North’ and ‘South’ Stop for the UCT Shuttle, which eliminates the costly 
operational loop around Madiba Circle in order to access back to the metropolitan road 
network. 

b. Introduction of one-way circulation system on the periphery of Upper Campus.  
c. Opportunities for terraced parking are identified on the large parking area below the 

Sports Centre on Upper Campus, as well as ‘infill’ mixed use academic and structured 
parking projects on Rondebosch Upper Campus. 

d. Agreement on appropriate parking ratios for the area including Upper, Middle and 
Lower Campus to the south of Woolsack Drive. 
 

9. Sports facilities are shown as important structuring element in the open space system.  A key 
recommendation is the joint development of the ‘Hartleyvale Sports Precinct’ with the City of 
Cape Town, the Provincial Government and community sporting associations. 
 

10. The open space networks are broadly shown and generally comprise historic remnants of open 
spaces, such as Japonica Walk, and the ‘Heritage Park’ backdrop to the Main Campus, as well as 
the sports fields on the various precincts. 
 

11. Improved Amenities are recognised, and infill opportunities for insertion of better designed and 
integrated food outlets etc. are identified on campus. 
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The following sections of the report now deal in further detail with the various ‘Sectoral 

interventions’ and recommendations.  The structure of the following sections of the report is as 
follows: 

• Section 5 deals with the Institutional Framework required to effect the implementation and 
approval of the IDF. 

• Section 6 deals in summary form with the Conservation Framework which has been 
prepared in parallel with the IDF.  This work identifies the architectural and heritage assets 
of significance and is a fundamental informant to the Development Framework because it 
assists in identifying areas of opportunity and interventions necessary for sustaining and 
enhancing  the sense of place. 
 

• Section 7 deals with the Development Framework where the opportunities are identified for 
infill development on the various precincts of Campus.  This section also identifies, where 
triggered, approvals required in terms of the DMS for subdivision, consolidation or rezoning, 
all dealt with under the Annexures Section of the report. 
 

• Section 8 deals with the Precinct Plans level of detail, which integrate the various 
development recommendations and elaborate a high level Urban Design and Landscape 
Framework, and deal with the various sites at preliminary site plan scale. 
 

• Section 9 deals with the Accommodation Framework, particularly student residence 
accommodation as a key part of the opportunities identified in the Development 
Framework.   Staff housing requirements are also dealt with briefly under this section. 
 

• Section 10 deals in summary form with the Transportation Framework, the subject of a 
detailed specialist reports - the Campus Access Management Plan (CAMP) report prepared 
by Aurecon Engineers and the Proposed Parking Supply Management Plan, prepared by ITS 
Engineers.  Transport includes all motorised (public transport and private vehicles) and non-
motorised transport (cycle and pedestrian).  
 
Section 11 deals with the Sports Framework, with a brief analysis of needs and shortfalls in 
the arena of sports facilities on Campus, and highlights the potential sporting opportunities 
if the development of the Hartleyvale Sports Precinct is realized. 
 

• Section 12 deals with the Landscape Framework, prepared by P&S Captial Planning & 
Projects, and based on earlier work by Oberholzer at al. 
 

• Section 13 deals with the Legal Framework, and elaborates the raft of approvals necessary, 
both at Heritage Western Cape and the City of Cape Town, to give effect to this 
Development Framework and its constituent parts. 
 

• Section 14 is the Conclusion to this report. 
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5. INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 

This section summarises the key structuring elements of the overall integrated development 

5.1 Approvals Required – City of Cape Town and Heritage Western Cape. 

Objective: To ensure local and provincial authority approval of the Integrated Development 
Framework and the detailed Precinct Plans, to allow for streamlined and efficient decision making 
and  implementation, the creation of predictability and the reduction of complexity in forward 
planning, design and implementation.  The following approvals are required: 

1. The Conservation Framework, Inventory and Heritage Agreement, which have fundamentally 
informed the IDF, are to be submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) in parallel with the 
planning authorisations outlined below. These endorsements and approvals will be an important 
step to facilitate the City’s consideration of the IDF identified in 2 below;  and the Inventory of 
Buildings/Proposed Gradings will be submitted for approval in terms of Section 30 of the NHRA, 
as will the proposed Conservation Framework, campus urban design frameworks, and plans for 
endorsement / comment, as will the Heritage Agreement  for approval in terms of Section 42 of 
the NHRA.  

 
2. The Development Framework, having been approved by the University, is submitted to the City 

of Cape Town for approval as a Package of Plans in terms of Item 136 of the Development 
Management Scheme (DMS).  
 

3. The designation of UCT as a Special Planning Area (SPA) in terms of Item 136 of the DMS. 
 

4. Application for the rezoning of various land parcels belonging to the University to Community 
Zone CO2 (Regional) in terms of Section 44(a) of the Municipal Planning By-law (MPBL). 

 
5. Application for the subdivision of certain land parcels in terms of Section 42(d) of the MPBL 

 
6. Application for the consolidation of certain erven in terms of  Section 42(f) of the MPBL of to 

rationalise underlying cadastral boundaries and allow for the distribution of floor space within 
each precinct. 

 
7. The exemption from the City in terms of Section 67(1) of the MPBL, for the subdivision of certain 

land parcels registered as UCT property and the cession of those portions currently 
accommodating public roads to the City of Cape Town for Road Purposes. Also for the 
consolidation of land parcels that are straddled by existing buildings 11 

 

 
11 Section 67(1) of the MPBL makes provision for the exemption of a subdivision from approval in terms of the 
MPBL if it arises from “(k) the cession of land to the City for inclusion into a road reserve” and “(j) the 
consolidation of land units where an existing building constructed in terms of approved building plans and in 
accordance with such plans straddled the boundaries of two or more contiguous land units prior to the 
commencement of this By-law”.  
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5.2 Public Participation 

Objective: To ensure that thorough public consultation is undertaken, including students, staff and 
the greater community. It is important that the relevant documentation is conveniently available to 
the public to access/download and that enough time is given to comment.   

The Package of Plans and related land use approvals described in section 5.1 above involved a 
strategic public participation exercise, which was designed to meet and exceed the requirements of 
the MPBL. It was, as far as possible, aligned with the public participation process required by 
Heritage Western Cape for the endorsement of the Conservation Framework, the approval of the 
Heritage Inventory and the execution of a Heritage Agreement and the two processes were 
undertaken concurrently. The following integrated public participation was undertaken: 

• Printed adverts were placed in the Cape Argus, Die Burger and the Southern Suburbs Tatler. 
• Large on-site notices, in Afrikaans and English, were displayed on 16 sites, on the 5 campuses. 
• 672 official notices were sent out by registered mail to residents within the neighbourhoods 

surrounding UCT. 
• Ward councillors, ratepayers’ associations and registered conservation bodies were notified by e-

mail. 
• The application was internally circulated to 22 City of Cape Town departments. 
• A dedicated page on the UCT website, with the land use and heritage documents for download, 

was created for this process and the URL link to this website was provided in the heritage adverts 
in the press and the heritage on-site notices.  

• For UCT students and staff, a press release (‘From the VC’s Desk’), was issued by UCT’s 
Communications Department, with a link to the above-mentioned UCT website. 

• The land use application report was available to the public for download on the City of Cape 
Town’s ‘Have your say’ website, with the URL link to the website provided in the official notices. 

• Presentations were made to the Cape Institute for Architecture, as well as the Heritage Resources 
Management Department of the City of Cape Town.  

• Instead of the standard 30 days, the public comment period was 60 days, in order to obtain as 
many comments as possible.  
 

5.3 Implement the Size and Shape Recommendations 

Objective: To ensure the implementation of the ‘Size and Shape’ Goal which defines UCT as a 
“medium sized, research intensive, residential university”.  The following recommendations are 
made:  

1. To ensure that the appropriate physical development is carried out timeously and efficiently to 
realise the capacity objectives of 32,000 students on campus by 2030, and to recognise the 
increased space implications of the increasing numbers and proportion of postgraduate students 
and the particular space requirements of this component.  

2. In this regard, the plan must be sufficiently adaptable and flexible to allow that significant 
additional growth may occur in the Health Sciences should the required funding be secured to 
facilitate this growth. 

3. Flexibility in the plan is also required to allow appropriate responses to the demand for on-line 
and blended mode teaching options, and to recognise that increased distance learning offerings 
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may possibly generate increased staff and space needs. Distance learning however also 
increases the demand for student accommodation, particularly for students with a socio-
economic disadvantage, as student residences enable remote learning, with easier access to 
online resources, such as access to PCs and free internet with adequate bandwith. 12 

5.4 Ensure Financial Sustainability   

Objective: To ensure financial sustainability and the allocation of adequate financial resources to 
fund the long term spatial development programme and integrated infrastructure development 
plan, the envisaged land acquisitions, and the management and staffing requirements of the 
University.  The following recommendations are made:    

1. To recognise that significant amounts of funding are required to undertake the initiatives 
indicated in the Integrated Development Framework, and that the current South African 
economic context presents significant challenges to the University in this regard, rendering the 
opportunity to undertake significant development extremely challenging. 

2. Given the scale and cost of anticipated developments, a mix of funding sources and vehicles will 
be required, including cash reserves, operating surpluses, investment income, state funding, 
special purpose vehicles, joint ventures and public private partnerships. 
 

5.5 Appropriate Phasing, Land acquisition and Creation of Academic and Administrative Zones 

Objective:  To purposefully phase the movement of all administrative (non-academic) functions, not 
directly related to the academic enterprise, out of Middle and Lower Campus to make space 
available for academic purposes, and to find an appropriate location for the relocation of these key 
administrative functions.   

1. The preferred location for the relocation and consolidation of these key administrative functions 
is at the ‘Trig Survey’ (Chief Directorate Surveys and Mapping) site once this property has been 
acquired (Note that DHET is aware of UCT's interest and has approved the on-going process to 
facilitate this).   

2. The adjacent De Meule site, also possibly to be acquired from Government, by means of a land 
swap with the La Grotto property, could also form a suitable location for additional 
administrative functions. Prior to any transfer, the De Meule portion has to be subdivided from 
the larger Erf 28002, of which the remainder, to the west of the M3, is the City Gateway Park.  

3. UCT has recently purchased three contiguous properties on Main Road in Mowbray – Erf 28565 
(the former FNB branch), Erf 30405 (the former Standard Bank branch and Erf 146813 (the 
former CANSA offices) – 3,824m² in total extent. It is proposed to redevelop these properties for 
administrative purposes, so as to free up floor space on campus for teaching purposes. Assuming 
a height of 3 storeys and coverage of 60%, approximately 6,800m² of assignable floor area can 
be created. 

4. UCT has also acquired the former SHAWCO House - Erf 31049 – on Main Road in Rosebank and it 
is proposed to use the exiting building for administrative purposes.   

 
12 Equitable access to digital resources for distance has been one of the major challenges experienced by 
students during the COVID-19 lockdown. 
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5.6 A Robust Management Framework 

In parallel to the physical interventions addressed in this report, and in line with the broader Growth 
Management objectives of planning, it is important to address the management capacity of the 
University to implement the integrated development plan.  This fundamentally includes financial, 
but also involves additional human resources.  Accordingly, a number of strategic recommendations 
can be made: 

• To enhance the capacity of the Properties and Services Department by the appointment of more 
full time professional and technical staff to deal with strategic development issues. 
 

• To ensure improved digital information management and broad access to documentation 
pertaining to planning and design. 
 

• To better integrate the University into the fabric of the City/southern suburbs, to ensure ‘fit’ 
within the community in which it is located; in particular to engage with the Groote Schuur 
Community Improvement District (GSCID) and to embrace the ‘Main Road Corridor’ as a key 
urban system vital to the functioning of the University. 
 

• To recognise that the University is one of the large landowners and ‘developers’ in Cape Town, 
as well as a large employer, thereby performing an important role as an economic generator in 
the City. The University can be a force in promoting necessary urban regeneration.  Universities 
thus perform a broader social, economic and development role as ‘anchor institutions’.  

• To recognise that participatory and inclusive planning is a fundamental requirement of relevant 
legislation and therefore the future iterations of the plan must encompass appropriate 
engagement with the City and other role-players.   
 

• To recognise and mediate inherent conflicts at the ‘Campus edge’ in the spheres of parking 
conflict and proximity to student housing. 
 

• To strive for a balance between academic and community needs, such as the sharing of facilities 
and improved parking and pedestrian strategies. 
 

• To recognise the role of partnerships in achieving the University’s vision and strategic goals, 
including public, private and non-profit sectors. 
 

• To work with South African National Parks to (a) pursue development projects of mutual interest 
and (b) to safeguard the University from veldfires, as was brought to the fore by the substantial 
fire damage suffered on 18 April 2021. 
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6. CONSERVATION FRAMEWORK 

 

6.1 Introduction  

In parallel with the preparation of this IDF, a detailed conservation strategy 13 for the University has 
been prepared by Dr Stephen Townsend assisted by Claire Abrahamse.  The methodology of the 
strategy included a, “thorough discussion within the University including the University¹s Building 
Committee, its physical planning office, and the many consultants and experts who have conducted 
analytical, planning or heritage studies of the several campuses in recent years so as to clarify the 
University’s rights and responsibilities towards its property holdings as heritage”.  
 
The work went through several versions, approved by the UB&DC, and UCT Council, culminating in 
the Conservation Framework, (‘Phase Three’), which comprises the following key components: 

 

1. A Conservation Framework for the Built-Form of the University of Cape Town   Submitted to 
UCT Council March 2016 
 

2. A Survey and Inventory of the Heritage Resources of the University of Cape Town.  14 
Submitted to UCT Council March 2016 

3. A Draft Heritage Agreement to be signed with Heritage Western Cape.. Submitted to UCT 
Council March 2016  

 

It is not the purpose of this section of the IDF report to attempt to summarise the detail contained in 
the Conservation Framework, and its supportive documents, which must be viewed as a key 
specialist report forming one of the fundamental foundations of the development strategy 
elaborated in the following section.   This section will however summarises the key 
recommendations of the Conservation Strategy, particularly as they relate to the identification of 
heritage places, and recommendations regarding ‘significance’, as these form the backdrop to the 
identification of opportunities for infill development where no heritage impacts are anticipated, or 
where they can be adequately mitigated.  In other words, the Conservation Framework identifies the 

 
13 A Conservation Framework for the Built-Form of The University of Cape Town by Stephen Townsend Architect, Statutory 
Planner, Conservationist assisted by Claire Abrahamse Architect, Urban Designer, Conservationist. April 2023.  
 
14  A Report Accompanying a Survey and Inventory of the Heritage Resources of The University of Cape Town by Stephen 
Townsend Architect, Statutory Planner, Conservationist., assisted by Claire Abrahamse Architect, Urban Designer, 
Conservationist. April 2023. 
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limits within which conservation constraints could affect development proposals and implies 
opportunities for the enhancing of the sense of place. 

6.2 Previous Reports 

Work conducted previously, by Robinson et al (refer to References) emphasised the need to prepare 
holistic conservation management plans for the various Precincts of Campus, and critically, to agree 
and finalise ‘Heritage Gradings’.   

6.3 Key Recommendations of the Conservation Strategy 

The report states, “UCT’s history and socio-political status gives its campuses special significance; 
and the architectural excellence and townscape coherence give several of the campuses very great 
visual and spatial significance.  These university-related meanings and significances should dominate 
earlier agricultural and suburban-derived significances.  As a consequence, in the assessing of the 
significances of the elements in the environment we have in many cases assigned higher significances 
(and gradings) to these buildings, spaces and places because of their university-associations or, in 
other cases, we have assigned lower significances than may otherwise have been anticipated to 
agricultural- and suburban-related elements”.15 

These are important findings and distinctions in the way UCT needs to be viewed into the future. 

The Conservation Strategy recommends: 

1. Formalising a Heritage Agreement with Heritage Western Cape. 
2. Agreement on proposed Gradings (Significance) – as per the Inventory 
3. Possible exclusion of UCT-owned properties from Heritage Protection Overlay Zones, where 

they overlap with the proposed Special Planning Area (part of a separate process) 
4. Identifying where further study is required, in particular the development of detailed 

precinct plans. 

6.4 Proposed Heritage Significance/Gradings     

A key outcome of the Conservation Framework, and a key input to the IDF, is the set of 
recommendations relating to Heritage Significance (both buildings and ‘curtilages’) of the buildings 
and places on the University.  These recommendations are contained in the report ‘A Survey and 

Inventory of the Heritage Resources of the University of Cape Town’.  

Townsend et al note that the, “proposed gradings are often rather different from previous 
assessments: First, they now explicitly recognise the necessity for growth and change on the 
campuses, second, they take account of the necessity to have a rational and clear division of 
regulatory authority, third, they take account of what we have called “heritage curtilages”, fourth, in 
many cases the new gradings, taking the University’s significance into account, are rather higher 

 
15 A Report Accompanying a Survey and Inventory of the Heritage Resources of The University of Cape Town by Stephen 
Townsend Architect, Statutory Planner, Conservationist., assisted by Claire Abrahamse Architect, Urban Designer, 
Conservationist.  April 2023. 
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than previously assessed, and finally, given our down-playing certain significances derived from pre-
university uses, in many cases the new gradings are rather lower than previously assessed”.16 

These gradings and the areas of significance are represented and summarised in the following 
figures, sourced from the Townsend/Abrahamse reports, but captured at the same scale as the 
Precinct diagrams in Section 8 of this report.  (Note that the University awaits the result of the public 
participation process in terms of getting broader community commentary on the proposed 
gradings.) The full descriptive narratives of each precinct/building/curtilage are contained in the 
Inventory, and are not repeated here.

 
16 A Conservation Framework for the Built-Form of The University of Cape Town by Stephen Townsend Architect, Statutory 
Planner, Conservationist assisted by Claire Abrahamse Architect, Urban Designer, Conservationist.  April 2023. 
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1.  Rondebosch Upper Campus 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12. Heritage Grading - Rondebosch Upper Campus  
 

o The entire extent of Upper Campus is recommended (part of it already proclaimed) as a Grade II 
Provincial Heritage Site (PHS)   

o Many of the individual buildings on Upper Campus are recommended as Grade II PHS 
o The remaining buildings have been indicated as either Grade III (A, B or C);  
o Some of the buildings on the upper parts of campus have little or no heritage significance. 
o The backdrop to the university of the existing forest, which also adjoins the Table Mountain National 

Park, is a critical part of the heritage landscape. 



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  37 | P a g e  

2.  Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 13 Heritage Grading  - Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus  
 

Several parts of Middle and Lower Campus are recommended as Grade II PHS, and include: 
o The Belvedere (Summer House) and Japonica Walk 
o The Woolsack and its forecourt 
o Glenara, Stubenholm, and  the Baxter Theatre 

Some of the remaining buildings, and related ‘curtilages’ have been identified as Grade III (A,B or C), including: 
o The Cricket Oval and the landscape precinct below the Bremner Building, 
o The School of Dance 
o Old Admin Building 
o The Kramer Law Building 
o The garden of the Baxter Theatre  
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3. Rosebank Residence Precinct  

 

Figure 14   Heritage Grading  - Rosebank Residence Precinct  
  

o The SS Mendi Memorial is an existing Grade I National Heritage Site (NHS) 
o Welgelegen and its immediate curtilage is the only part of this Precinct recommended as Grade II PHS. 
o Other elements of Grade III significance are: 

o Burnage – Grade IIIA 
o The visual axis to the east of Welgelegen – Grade IIIA 
o  Graca Machel Hall’s forecourt – Grade IIIC 

 

Grade I / NHS 
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4.  Mowbray Residence Precinct 
 

 
 
Figure 15 Heritage Grading - Mowbray Residence Precinct  
 
This Precinct contains three examples of Grade IIIA heritage resources: 

o Ivan Toms Building (former Princess Christian Home) 
o Avenue House and 
o Cadboll House 

 
It is important to note that the University House barracks have been accorded no significance warranting protective 
measures in the Conservation Framework/Inventory and further consideration is given in the following sections of 
this report to its redevelopment potential. Heritage/urban design informants for such redevelopment would be 
required to mitigate potential impacts on the backdrop of the Ivan Toms Building and the setting / views towards 
Mostert’s Mill from the M3. 
 
The remainder of this Precinct has been the subject of two urban design studies (around the Avenue House sub-
precinct, and the Forest Hill sub-precinct) to provide the framework for the urgent implementation of new student 
housing development, which will be able to improve the accommodation thresholds and sense of place and 
coherence of this Precinct.   
 
Further recommendations are made in this regard in the following section of this report. 
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5.  Health Sciences Campus 
 

 
 
Figure 16 Heritage Grading - Health Sciences Campus 
 
This Precinct contains a fine collection of significant buildings, including:  

o Wernher & Beit North and South, Wolfson Pavilion, Mortuary Building, forecourt - proposed Grade II PHS  
o Individual buildings and complex – Medical Residence and Library - Grade IIIA and IIIC 

 
 
6.5 Exising Heritage Protection Overlay Zones (HPOZ) 

Figure 17 below shows the existing HPOZ’s that impact on UCT properties within the proposed 
Special Planning Area.   

• HPO # 22 – Mowbray Rosebank  
• HPO # 24 – Upper Rondebosch.  

As pointed out in the Conservation Framework, the overlapping of decision making between the the 
provisions of the proposed Heritage Agreement with HWC, as well as this IDF report, leads to 
unnecessary complexity and obviate the need for parallel consent applications to Council in terms of 
the Development Management Scheme, to build within an HPOZ. 

Possible future amendments to the HPOZ boundaries would however form part of a separate 
process associated with the City’s regular review of the Development Management Scheme and 
HPOZ’s.  
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 Figure 17 Existing Heritage Protection Overlay Zones  



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  42 | P a g e  

6.6 Other Campuses 

In relation to the other Campuses, the Conservation Framework report also makes the following 
recommendations: 
 

• Hiddingh Campus, City Centre -  entire campus as Grade II heritage resource; 
• Breakwater Campus, V&A Waterfront - Grade II heritage resource. 

 
 
6.7 Heritage Agreement 

The Heritage Agreement is intended to clarify the University’s responsibilities towards its property 
holdings, and to clarify the protections and restrictive controls to be imposed on the heritage 
components of UCT’s landholdings, by the planning authorities (City of Cape Town) and heritage 
authorities (Heritage Western Cape) in the future, and to rationally guide the intensification of use of 
the various campuses.  The Conservation Framework and the Survey/Inventory form the basis of the 
Heritage Agreement, to be signed between UCT and HWC, in terms of Section 42 of the NHRA. 

The purpose of the Heritage Agreement is accordingly to enable the parties to conserve, manage 
and maintain the Campuses in a manner that is consistent with the NHRA; the Municipal Planning 
By-Law; the Conservation Framework;  this IDF and its related Precinct Plans, Site Development 
Plans, and Building Plans, to be prepared in the future.  

Further, the purpose is to provide a high degree of predictability regarding both the outcomes and 
the time necessary for the approval in terms of the NHRA of any proposed improvements and to 
reduce and/or minimise any potential adverse implications for Heritage Resources on the Campuses, 
and to formally protect all identified Heritage Resources located on the Campuses. 

The Agreement will thereby enable exemptions from Section 34 (buildings older than 60 years) and 
Section 38 (Notifications of Intent to Develop) of the NHRA, and will ensure clear administrative 
processes where these, and other sections of the NHRA, as well as heritage related sections of the 
MPBL, could be applicable.17   

 

  

 
17 Townsend and Abrahamse, 2023, Conservation Framework 
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6.8 Conclusions of the Conservation Framework 

The Conservation Framework makes the following conclusions: 

“This Conservation Framework and the accompanying Survey/Inventory articulate the significances 
of the University’s built form, identify the buildings, landscapes and townscapes which warrant some 
form of protection, outline the University’s rights to use and develop its property holdings, and, most 
importantly, outline the protective mechanisms which will be brought to bear by the authorities, the 
provincial heritage resources authority, Heritage Western Cape and the City of Cape Town. These two 
documents, this Conservation Framework and the Survey/Inventory, are the central components of 
the Heritage Agreement between the University and the provincial heritage resources authority, 
Heritage Western Cape, enabling the University to be confident of the degree and nature of scrutiny 
to which its proposals would be subject; and to be confident of the processes (time) and of the 
outcomes (approval or refusal) of development applications.” The Heritage Agreement outlines of the 
responsibilities of the University and the authorities when making and considering development 
applications, more detailed precinct plans, and inventories of heritage resources.  This Conservation 

Framework is an important component and informant of the Integrated Development Framework 

which, it is intended, will itself be formalised as a component of the City of Cape Town’s Municipal 

Planning By- Law ‘Package of Plans’ process.” 18 

“In effect the Heritage Agreement with the Conservation Framework and Inventory, read together, 
articulate the significances of the heritage resources on or comprising the campuses, they clarify the 
powers and responsibilities of the authorities under both the heritage resources law and under the 
municipal planning by-law, and they identify a number of actions to be taken by the University, 
Heritage Western Cape and the City Council”. 19 

Note - As is the case in the V&A Waterfront’s Package of Plans process, more detailed Precinct Urban 
Design Plans and Site Development Plans will be required in the future and will be submitted to 
Heritage Western Cape for approval. 

  

 
18  Townsend and Abrahamse, 2019, Conservation Framework, p36. 
19  Ibid 
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7. DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 

The ‘headline recommendations’ of the IDF have been summarised in Section 4.  This section of the 

report describes the key elements of the Development Framework, before more detailed Precinct 

level recommendations are made in Section 8. 

7.1 Space Requirements 
 
The approximate additional space requirements for the University to 2030 are summarised below.  
They are provided by the University’s Institutional Planning Department and Properties and Services.   
These figures are an important input to the Integrated Development Framework, which is tasked 
with ensuring that the spatial needs of the University’s intended growth trajectory are provided for.   
 
The figures are based on the assumption (as contained in the Size and Shape report) that the student 
enrolment target of 32,000 students by 2030 is split 60/40 undergraduates (UG) and post graduates 
(PG), respectively. 
 
Table 7.1 Estimated Additional Space Requirements  (*UG – Undergraduate  PG – Postgraduate) 
   
UG & PG*: Classrooms & Class Laboratories:        7 680 m² 
UG & PG:  Open Laboratories:       20 500 m² 
PG:   Research Laboratories:       10 240 m² 
PG:  Office Space:                  768 m² 
PG   Post Docs           1 800 m² 
Total Future Estimated Student Academic Space Requirements:     40 988 m² 

Staff Required (Academic) = 534 at average 18 m² per staff member = 9 612 m². 

Therefore academic and staff total floor area required : 40 988m² + 9 612m²  = 50 600 m²  

Subsequent to the 2022 draft of this report, three infill developments have been completed 20, 
adding 9 090m² of academic floor space and reducing the requirement to 41 510m². Hence, 
approximately to 41 510m² of floor space needs to be found in new infill development areas across 
all the UCT Campuses for academic and staff purposes.  This figure does not include student housing 
requirements. 

The following sections of this report provide the framework for where this infill growth is 
anticipated.  The report also analyses the permissible and residual development rights, taking 
account of existing development, in terms of the underlying zoning restrictions. 

7.2 Objectives : Strategic Internal ‘Infill’ Development  

A key objective of the Development Framework, as described in Section 4.2, is to strategically 
develop land within the current university landholdings (rather than land acquisition) in accordance 
with the principles of densification, intensification and efficient use of resources, elaborated in the 
guiding principles in Section 3. 

In this regard, it is noted that significant opportunities exist for new buildings, particularly on parts of 
Upper, Lower and Middle Campus.  Given the heritage significance of these precincts, it is imperative 

 
20 D-School on Middle Campus, School of Education on Lower Campus and IDM Infill on Health Sciences Campus 
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that the Institutional Framework recommendations above are implemented to avoid unnecessarily 
long lead times in planning and heritage approvals. 

However, the underlying zoning provisions regarding the permissible bulk/floor areas of these 
properties (primarily zoned as Community Zone 2 – Regional) suggest that there are inherent 
opportunities for sensitive and appropriate infill.  The remaining floor areas per Precinct are also 
further unpacked in this report. 

 

Figure 18   Figure Ground Diagram    (Source:  Phase One Conservation Framework for the University 
of Cape Town.  October 2013.  Figure 9). The ‘arcadian’ setting of much of Upper, Middle and Lower 
Campus is evident, with large areas devoted to sports facilities and open spaces.  There is ample 
available space for the growth requirements of the University within the existing campuses, and 
indeed, sensitive and well-considered insertions of new buildings can do much to improve the quality 
and the sense of place of the various precincts of UCT.   
 

7.3 Summary of Infill Opportunities to meet the Space Requirements to 2030/2040 

The following properties represent the opportunities for development on current UCT landholdings: 
(All the identified strategic development sites have been previously summarised in Section 4 of this 
report, and are further detailed in the Precinct Plans and Site Plans following). 

1. On Rondebosch Upper Campus – Two new academic buildings (incorporating structured 
parking) are envisaged, in the north west corner ‘above’ the Molecular Biology, and in the 
south west above the Leslie Building. Both these sites are currently occupied by open 
parking areas.  In addition, a social space and meeting facilities in an east wing extension to 
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the Sports Centre are being planned, as well as new structured parking in the existing 
parking area north of the Sports Centre. Such increased parking capacity is necessary to 
allow for the pedestrianisation of University Avenue.   
 

2. On Rondebosch Middle Campus – Two new academic buildings are envisaged above 
Bremner, on the parking areas east of All Africa House and the School of Economics.  In the 
long term, the Bremner Building itself could be redeveloped to academic purpose and the 
administration functions relocated. (As presently envisaged, to the recently acquired site to 
the north of Mowbray Library on Main Road and to the Trig Survey building, subject to the 
conclusion of negotiations with Department of Public Works).  
 

3. On Rondebosch Lower Campus – a number of infill development opportunities are 
identified including in the areas around the Old Administration Building and in the area west 
of Glenara. Further infill is possible on the land currently used for parking to the south of the 
Baxter Theatre. These sites will further strengthen the east-west pedestrian access between 
Main Road and Upper Campus. 
 

4. In the Rosebank Residence Precinct – a large area is available for infill development to the 
south of Welgelegen (it is anticipated this should be a student residence building).  In the 
long term, a redevelopment of the ‘sports sub-precinct’ (above Graca Machel residence, 
incorporating the squash courts, scuba club and gym) is probable. 
 

5. In the Mowbray Residence Precinct – significant new development opportunities for 
student housing are envisaged, in the Avenue Road sub-precinct and the Forest Hill sub-
precinct. 
 

6. On the Health Sciences Campus – a new Medical Sciences Building has been proposed for 
some time on the parking area to the south of the Anatomy building. The redevelopment of 
the Animal Unit site is also envisaged. 

Figure 19 indicates these infill development opportunities at ‘Development Framework’ level.  The 
development opportunities as described are firmly founded on the Conservation Framework 
informants described in the previous section of this report, which are indicated on Figure 16.  All 
infill development opportunities have been identified outside of any important heritage and 
landscape curtilages, and in this way should simplify future development approvals. 

The following sections of this report deals with these development opportunities in further detail at 
Precinct level.  
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8. PRECINCT PLANS   (Key Urban Design and Landscape Structuring Elements)  

The Development Framework described and illustrated above is elaborated in this section at the 
level of more detailed Precinct Plans.  The plans in this section illustrate at a high level the ‘precinct 
scale’ interventions which are structured around key urban design and landscape elements. Where 
relevant, parking and transport related interventions are described. 

Section 8.8 of this report, and Annexure G deal with floor area calculations as per the requirements 
of the DMS. 

8.1 RONDEBOSCH UPPER CAMPUS  (Figure 20) 

8.1.1 The key urban design and landscape interventions at Upper Campus include: 

1. The Pedestrianisation of University Avenue.  (This intervention is one of the most important 
and will meet a wide range of the Guiding Principles defined in Section 3 of this report). 

2. The improvement of internal pedestrian linkages throughout Campus, 
3. Two new academic buildings, a conference centre, and structured parking, on the P8/16, 

and P11/12 parking areas, 
4. The improvement of public spaces, particularly the area between Fuller and Smuts Halls, 

currently occupied by parking. 

8.1.2 Parking and Transport related improvements, elaborated in following sections of this 
report, include: 

1. The creation of a one-way internal ring road system  
2. The creation of new parking areas, to replace the parking bays lost on University Avenue. 

These include: 
a. Investigation of structured parking on P1 area 
b. As mentioned above, structured parking within the two development areas 

identified 
c. Whilst not a specific recommendation of this report, as it involves SANParks land, it is 

worth recording that additional parking is possible on this adjacent land. Such 
parking was envisaged as part of the upgrading and improvement of the Old Zoo 
site, which was proposed in the Groote Schuur Estate Conservation and Development 
Framework. Opportunities exist to provide combined university and public use of 
extended parking facilities to support the upgrading of the Zoo site. 

3. The creation of a two new UCT Shuttle termini on Upper Campus – the ‘North Stop’ and the 
‘South Stop’ as per the recommendations of the transport engineers. 

 

Note: Due to the location of Upper Campus adjacent to the Table Mountain National Park, cognizance 
be taken of the City’s Veldfire Related Planning Guidelines (2004). 
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8.1.3 Site Development Plan Scale – Indicative Diagrams and Urban Planning Guidelines of 

Potential Infill Development Sites on Rondebosch Upper Campus 

The sites identified in the above Precinct Plan scale urban design and landscape proposals are 
illustrated in further detail below at the Site Development (SDP) scale.  Note these are simply two-
dimensional identifications of the applicable land parcels at this stage; whilst some indicative figures 
are proposed for potential floor area, further three-dimensional urban design and architectural 
investigations will be needed to further inform the SDP level. 

 

Fig 20a Proposed location of new mixed use buildings incorporating structured parking 

As indicated at Precinct Plan level, there are two opportunities for infill development on Upper 
campus at either end of the upper row of buildings on campus, which could form “bookends” to the 
current urban form, as indicated above.  The development potential of these two sites is indicated in 
further detail below. Any redevelopment of these properties should include structured parking to 
meet the need to replace current ‘street-parking’ on Campus – in particular to permit the 
Pedestrianisation of University Avenue. 
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Fig 20b  Upper Campus south west (P11/12)  - above Leslie.  This site is approximately 3,000m² in 
extent.  It should be developed with the retention of the at-grade pedestrian access as indicated.    

Indicative assumptions regarding height and bulk for this site are as follows; 
• Site area: approx. 3,000m² x 3 floors parking (= approx. 250-300 bays),  
• plus 3 floors academic space = approx. 9,000m² (i.e. basement + 5 floors) 

 

 

Fig 20c  Upper Campus north west (P8/16)  above Molecular Biology.  This site is approximately 
3,700m² in extent, and is used for surface parking.   

Indicative assumptions regarding height and bulk for this site are as follows: 
• Site area: 3,700m² x 3 floors parking (= approx. 350bays),  
• plus 3 floors academic space = approx. 11,000m² (i.e. basement + 5 floors)  
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Fig 20d Potential Structured parking on Parking Area 1 (P1) 

To further relieve the pressure for on-street parking on Upper Campus, and to create the 
opportunity to free up space for the pedestrianisation of University Avenue and other key public 
space across campus, there will be a need to explore further structured parking opportunities.  One 
of the potential sites for investigation is the large parking area north of the Sports Centre (P1).  This 
site has particular challenges in relation to visual impact given its proximity to the M3 (scenic drive), 
and any redevelopment will need to ensure a ‘staggered green building’ with maximum use of 
landscaping at all levels to soften the impact from Rhodes Drive.   A preliminary assessment and 
feasibility study has been done of a structured parking solution, which will require further detailed 
exploration. 

The development footprint will need to carefully consider existing trees to be retained to mitigate 
visual impacts. Indeed, any development exploration will require a thorough Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment. (VIA) 

As a very preliminary estimate of potential parking, the areas indicated in blue in Fig 17d above cover 
an area of approximately 9,500 m² and are set back sufficiently from the site edges to permit as 
much retention of existing mature trees as possible, and to allow appropriate landscaping and 
pedestrian zones. At 30m² per bay, (which allows for circulation space) and an assumed 3 to 4 levels 
(depending on basement and roof deck parking) a potential of 900 to 1,200 bays is possible, which 
will go a long way to relieving current parking congestion on Campus, but in particular, permit the 
pedestrianisation of University Avenue. 
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Fig 20e  The approved UCT Shuttle North Stop, incorporating pedestrian linkages to Upper Campus. 
(Source: Viridian Landscape Architects) 
 
 
 

 

Fig 20f   Proposed UCT Shuttle South Stop  (Parking Area P5)  



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  52 | P a g e  

 

Fig 20g   Proposed Extension to the Sports Centre on Upper Campus 

At the south-western corner of the UCT Sports Centre, it is proposed to build an extension to the 
building to accommodate a students’ union social space / student activity centre, as well as meeting 
rooms and a covered terrace. The building is likely to range between one and three storeys in height,  
will have a floor space of ± 2,350m² and should be sympathetic to the modernist architectural style 
of the existing Sports Centre. 

8.2 RONDEBOSCH MIDDLE AND LOWER CAMPUS  (Figure 21) 

8.2.1 The key urban design and landscape interventions at Rondebosch Middle and Lower 
Campus include: 

1. The improvement and enhancement of pedestrian linkages, both the ‘east-west’ linkages 
between Main Road and through to Upper Campus, and the ‘north-south boulevard’ 
pedestrian linkages to the Rosebank Residence Precinct (ensuring safe pedestrian crossings 
over Woolsack) and beyond to the Mowbray Residence and Health Sciences Precinct – the 
“North-South Boulevard”.  These interventions are further described in the Landscape 
Framework Section of this report. 

2. A number of infill development opportunities exist on Middle and Lower Campus.  These 
could strongly contribute to enhancing the overall urban design objectives of the creation of 
a more “intensive campus sense of place”.  Identification of infill development sites for new 
academic buildings, as described in Section 7.3 are further elaborated below. 

3. The improvement and enhancement of public spaces, notably the opportunity to create a 
new ‘public square’ below the Cricket Oval at the intersection of the main ‘north-south 
boulevard’ and an ‘east-west’ connection up to Middle Campus.  

4. The Conservation Framework identifies the need for an urban design framework to ensure 
that these interventions contribute to and enhance the sense of place. 

There are no significant parking and transport related improvements in this Precinct, other than the 
improvement of cycleways (Refer to Section 10).  














































































0
10

20
50

75

Sc
al

e 
@

 A
3 

1:
20

00



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  53 | P a g e  

8.2.2 Site Development Plan Scale – Indicative Diagrams and Urban Planning Guidelines of 

Potential Infill Development Sites on Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus 

The sites identified in the above Precinct Plan scale urban design and landscape proposals are 
illustrated in further detail below at the Site Development scale.  Note these are simply two-
dimensional identifications of the applicable land parcels at this stage; whilst some indicative figures 
are proposed for potential floor area, further three-dimensional urban design, landscape and 
architectural  elaboration will be needed to further inform the SDP level. 

 
 

Figure 21a  Previous work in this precinct similarly identified a range of infill development 
opportunities for academic buildings. (Reference:  Draft Lower Campus Precinct Plan, 2011)  

 
 

 
 

Figure 21b Rondebosch Middle Campus  -  Infill opportunities above Bremner Building, 
indicating key pedestrian linkages) 
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Figure 21b represents two significant potential sites for new academic buildings on the existing 
parking areas above Bremner Building.  There is potential for structured parking (at semi-basement 
level) given the fall of land, and the building footprints will fit well into the ‘grid framework’ already 
established in the School of Economics and All Africa House Precinct; as well as link into the grid of 
pedestrian networks emanating from Japonica Walk.  Building style would be either a similar 
courtyard footprint as All Africa House; or larger pavilion building as per Kramer.  A three storey 
height limit is suggested, excluding parking sub-basements. 

These 2 sites are approximately 2,000 and 2,200m².  At three stories, plus three levels of basement 
parking), they could accommodate approximately 12,000m² of academic space, and approximately 
300 - 350 parking bays) 

 

Fig 21c Infill opportunity Erf 46041  

Figure 21c indicates in broad terms a potential development footprint (indicated in blue) on the 
existing parking area on Erf 46041, zoned for CO2 purposes.  This is a particularly important site 
being at the nexus of several important pedestrian links, which culminate at this space before 
proceeding under Rhodes Drive/M3 onto Upper Campus, and it is not used to best advantage to the 
University as a parking area.  A mixed use academic/student services/administrative building, 
fronting onto a landscaped square will be a far better use of this valuable property, providing an 
‘arrival’ point at the end of the subway, and providing surveillance of this space.  The proposed 
public square (indicated in green) can continue to provide vehicular access (Stanley Road) to the 
university properties to the south. 

Estimated site area – 1,000m² at modest two storey building would provide approximately 2,000m² 
of space, with commensurate loss of some 80 parking bays.  Some covered parking will need to be 
included as part of this development. 
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Figure 21d : (Cricket Oval sub-precinct)  Indicative development footprint of proposed infill on 
Clubhouse site, (blue) illustrating importance of pedestrian linkages, (yellow) and public 
spaces (green). Any development in this precinct must be based on a detailed tree survey and 
landscape plan. (Source of aerial photo: City of Cape Town 2022) 
 
Development infill has been contemplated for some time by the university around the cricket oval.  
The area is surrounded by mature trees, and will be sensitive to development, but with sensitive 
infill, and protection of significant trees, represents a profound opportunity to achieve a greater 
intensity of development on Middle Campus, and one that can strengthen the ‘east –west’ 
pedestrian corridor indicated on the Development Framework and Precinct Plan.  Any development 
will need to ensure the needs of cricket are retained and enhanced, as well as respond to existing 
vegetation. 
 
In 2022, the Hasso Platner School of Design Thinking Afrika (UCT D-School), with a floor space of 
± 3,800m² was constructed on the triangular site at the corner of Woolsack Drive and Cross-Campus 
Road.  
 
Also in 2022, a new School of Education, with a floor space of ± 3,500m², was developed on the Up-
Along site, at the intersection of Burg Road and Lovers Walk.  
 
 
Site 1 on Figure 21d above is ± 2,000m² in extent. This site can yield a two storey building – approx. 
2,500m² possible floor space, subject to detailed design and accommodation of cricket needs. 
 
 
 

1 
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Figure 21e.  Indicative development footprints of potential development parcels (blue) in College  
of Music/Baxter sub-precinct, indicating important pedestrian links (yellow) and public space 
areas (green). (Source of aerial photo: City of Cape Town 2022) 
 
As identified in the Conservation Framework , there are several isolated buildings of heritage 
significance in this sub-precinct, including Glenara, Strubenholm, C Sharp Cottage, the Old Admin 
Building and Baxter Theatre; however the remainder of the precinct lacks cohesion, other than being 
set in a very green/well treed environment.  The potential infill sites identified are intended to 
strengthen a ‘sense of place’ in this precinct, as well as reinforce the pedestrian linkages and 
potential public space at the ‘knuckle points’ on this network. The Conservation Framework 
identifies the need for an urban design framework to ensure that these interventions contribute to 
and enhance the sense of place. 
 
 
The potential infill areas on Lower Campus, indicated on Figure 21e above, cover approximately 
5,000m² floor area  and at a modest 2 to 3 storey height limit, could accommodate approximately 
10,000m² of new academic space. This rough estimate will require confirmation by means of more 
detailed urban design and landscape studies at SDP level. 
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8.3 Summary Table – Potential Infill Development vs Identified Growth Needs (Upper, Middle 

and Lower Campus) 

Before proceeding to assess the remaining Precincts making up the Development Framework (which 
comprise primarily the Residential Campuses), the potential academic space identified in the 
Rondebosch Upper Campus and the Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus is assessed below, 
compared to the approximately 41,510m² of required space across all the campuses, as identified in 
Section 7.1 (Table 7.1)  of this report. 

Table 8.1 Indicative Floor Space Achieved                

UCT INFILL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
   

RONDEBOSCH UPPER MIDDLE AND LOWER 
CAMPUS 

   

      
 Infill Site Site Area 

m² 
Possible 
Parking 

Estimated Floor 
Space (m²) 

Factor 
approx 

 Upper Campus 
    

 SW  P11/12 3,000    250 9,000 3.0 
 NW  P8/16 3,700    350 11,000 3.0 
 Structured parking P1 (est)  1,000   
 Sports Centre Extension 1,150    2,350 2.0 
 Middle Campus 

    

 Upper Bremner A and B 4,200    300 12,000 2.9 
 Erf 46041 (at Stanley Road) 1,000     -80 2,000 2.0 
 Cricket Oval Pavilion 2,000 

 
2,500 1.3 

 Lower Campus 
    

 Baxter/SoM sub-precinct 
(4 sites cumulative) 

5,000 
 

10,000 2.0 

 Approx Total Potential 
Infill Development 

 
20,050 

 
1,820 (net) 

                       
48,850 

 
2.43 

 Estimated Requirements   41,510  
 Net surplus     7,340  

 
As indicated in the above table, in ‘approximated principle’, the infill development opportunities on 
these campuses can potentially meet the long term requirements for academic and teaching space, 
(with an estimated surplus of approximately 7,340m², giving some future flexibility in phasing and 
choice of sites).  

It is important to note that these are indicative and ‘high level’ estimates, and will need to be 
verified by detailed site development level planning, including site-specific heritage constraints.  The 
floor factor indicated is indicative only and subject to detailed study. Also note the table excludes the 
Health Sciences Campus, which could accommodate a further approx. 14,210m² in new academic 
development. 

The table also indicates that approximately 1,900 new parking bays could be provided within new 
structure.  A detailed assessment will need to be carried out in regard to parking potential, and net 
loss, in particular the loss of parking from University Avenue will need to be deducted from this 
figure to assess potential net gain.   
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Currently, only 76 cars are provided with parking in University Avenue.  Their displacement to 
nearby structured parking opportunities will release significant social, environmental, and economic 
benefit by relinquishing private space for a truly great pedestrianised ‘spine’  through the ‘heart’ of 
Upper Campus, and will meet most of the Principles and Objectives as described earlier in this 
report. The importance of pursuing this initiative cannot be overstressed. 

8.4 ROSEBANK RESIDENCE PRECINCT (Fig 22) 

8.4.1 The key urban design and landscape interventions in the Rosebank Residence Precinct 
include: 

1. The improvement and enhancement of pedestrian linkages and cycle ways, particularly the 
two proposed ‘north-south’ pedestrian routes on-contour, provisionally named as “Upper 
Boulevard” and “Lower Boulevard” (the previously named ‘Great Street’ proposal of the unpublished 
2005 report.  Some distinctive and resonant names for these corridors should be decided).  These 
links connect the Rosebank Residence Precinct (including two safe pedestrian crossings over 
Woolsack Drive, one being the existing bridge, and a further bridge proposed above Graca Machel) 
southwards to Middle Campus and northwards to the Mowbray Residence and Health Sciences 
Precinct.  These interventions are further explored in the Landscape Framework Section of this 
report. 

2. A number of infill development opportunities, as described in Section 7 are indicated, 
including a proposed student residence building to the south of Welgelegen on the current ‘BMX’ 
track. 

3. A proposed public-private partnership initiative with the City of Cape Town to develop the 
underutilised land above the sports fields of the Rhodes Recreation Ground.  As further described in 
Section 11 of this report (Sports Framework) UCT is in serious need for more sports facilities, and 
this land could provide home for shared facilities with the public. (Note this land is encumbered by 
the conditions of the Deed of Grant). 

4. The improvement and enhancement of public spaces, particularly around the Mendi 
Memorial, and the improvement of landscape along key movement routes, including the bermed 
area on the Hare’s Hockey field, and the soccer field at Kopano. 

5. The Conservation Framwork identifies the need for an urban design framework to ensure 
that these interventions contribute to and enhance the sense of place. 

There are no significant parking and transport related improvements in this Precinct, other than the 
improvement of cycle ways, more fully described in the Transport Framework section of this report. 
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8.4.2 Site Development Plan Scale – Indicative Diagrams and Urban Planning Guidelines of 

Potential Infill Development Sites 

The sites identified in the above Precinct Plan scale urban design and landscape proposals are 
illustrated in further detail below at the Site Development scale.  Note these are simply two-
dimensional identifications of the applicable land parcels at this stage; whilst some indicative figures 
are proposed for potential floor area, further three-dimensional urban design, landscape and 
architectural exploration will be needed to further inform the SDP level. 

 

Figure 22a: Proposed site for new development south of Welgelegen, with Kopano to the east and 

the D-School to the south. (Source of aerial photo: City of Cape Town, 2022) 

(a) Site 1. ‘Welgelegen South’  (Erf 32100) 
 
This property represents a significant infill development opportunity for the University, and the 
potential location of students close to Campus.  The property is already appropriately zoned 
Community Zone 2 (Regional).  The site is highly accessible to the core of academic buildings and is 

1 
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linked by existing pedestrian bridges over Woolsack Drive, linking to the pedestrian underpass under 
the M3.  Whilst it is a highly disturbed site, having been used for BMX bicycle tracks, it is also visually 
prominent, and being adjacent to the M3 Scenic Drive, will require very careful consideration in 
design. 

The Conservation Framework has identified the heritage significance and curtilages around 
Welgelegen, which supports the possibility of a development footprint as broadly indicated above 
and on Figure 22. 

A detailed urban design and development assessment, including heritage, architectural,  traffic and 
visual issues needs to be completed to establish the potential building envelope and design 
parameters for this site, but the following high level urban design recommendations should include:   

• Landscaped berms should be implemented around the property to mitigate visual impact,  
• Added landscaping should be implemented within the off ramps  to further enhance the 

landscaped setting, and to screen the building from the M3 Scenic Drive 
• Parking should ideally be in basement or sub-basement, to eliminate any visual impact of 

external parking areas  
• The building should be a maximum of three stories; potentially of a courtyard configuration 
• Attention should be given to enhance the connectivity to the existing pedestrian link over 

Woolsack.     

In terms of an estimate of student accommodation, the following assumptions are made: 

• Courtyard configuration – approximate footprint is 2,500m² 
• Assuming a three storey building, with communal facilities on ground floor, approximately 

7,500m² floor space is possible 
• At net 20m² per bed, this site could therefore accommodate approximately 375 students. 

(b) Rhodes Recreation Ground – SDP level recommendations 

It is proposed that future discussions are held between the university, the City, and the Mowbray 
Residents’ Association and other interested parties on the future use, and leasehold, of the Rhodes 
Recreation Ground, in particular the area of the old bowling club, which could in principle 
accommodate some development which could “activate” and provide surveillance over the 
proposed main pedestrian boulevard.  
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8.5 MOWBRAY RESIDENCE PRECINCT (Fig 23) 

8.5.1 The key urban design and landscape interventions in the Mowbray Residence Precinct 
include: 

1. The improvement and enhancement of pedestrian linkages and cycle ways, particularly the 
continuation of the proposed ‘north-south’ “Lower Boulevard” along Avenue Road towards the 
astroturf hockey field.   

2. A public space is proposed where this pedestrian and cycle boulevard crosses Rhodes Avenue – 
see detail below.  This is an important “knuckle” point in the pedestrian and cycle linkages 
across Campus. 

3. A number of infill development opportunities for student residences, further described in 
Section 9 are indicated, including;  

• The redevelopment of the Edwin Hart Annex site (Phase 2 of the approved Avenue 
Residence); 

• The possible future student residence building on the site of the old University House 
barracks (Phase 3 of the Avenue Residence). 

• The development of the large courtyard space in the Forest Hill Residence complex 

4. A proposal to investigate a pedestrian bridge over the N2 to continue and directly connect the 
“Lower Boulevard” and Broad Street to the Health Sciences Campus via Falmouth Road. 

5.  The Conservation Framwork identifies the need for an urban design framework to ensure that 
these interventions contribute to and enhance the sense of place. 
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8.5.2 Site Development Plan Scale – Indicative Diagrams and Urban Planning Guidelines of 

Potential Infill Development Sites 

The sites identified in the above Precinct Plan scale urban design and landscape proposals are 
illustrated in further detail below at the Site Development scale.  Note these are simply two-
dimensional identifications of the applicable land parcels at this stage; whilst some indicative figures 
are proposed for potential floor area, further 3-Dimensional urban design and landscape studies will 
be needed to further inform the SDP level. 

 

Fig 23a Location of Proposed Public Space on ‘Lower Boulevard’ below Edwin Hart complex. 

Figure 23a indicates the opportunity to create an enhanced public space (green outline) on Rhodes 
Avenue at the intersection of the ‘Lower Boulevard’ (yellow stipple line) along Avenue Road and 
Cecil Road.  Rhodes Avenue provides the pedestrian linking route between Main Road, the Mowbray 
Residence Precinct, and the pedestrian Bridge over the M3 (green stipple) to Upper Campus, and is 
an important street for landscape intervention and pedestrian improvements. 

Infill development opportunities for Student Housing 

This precinct contains significant opportunities to increase the number of student beds on Campus, 
in line with the objectives, namely to house at least a third of students in university accommodation.  
(Refer to Section 9 for a quantitative analysis of student accommodation) 

The following figures and short narrative describe the main development opportunities in this 
precinct. 

Considerable work has been done by the university in the development of the Avenue Road site and 
a full Heritage Impact Assessment process was undertaken for this project in 2000.    
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Figure 23b: Location of Student Housing projects in the Avenue Road area (Source of aerial photo: 
City of Cape Town, 2022) 
 

• Avenue Road Infill Opportunities (Fig 23b to d) 

The current Conservation Framework established definitive curtilages around the buildings of 
heritage significance in this precinct, including Ivan Toms, Cadbol and Avenue House. The remaining 
fabric has been found to have no heritage significance, and this creates the opportunity for possible 
additional student accommodation infill development, indicated on Figure 23b. 

Figure 23c illustrates the Phase 1 and Phase 2 proposals for a new student residence. These 
proposals have already been approved by HWC and the City of Cape Town. The construction of 
Phase 1 has been completed in November 2020 and consisted of 500 new beds, along with a large 
new dining hall.  

Phase 2 of the Avenue Road precinct will involve the demolition of Edwin Hart Annex and three of 
the University House barracks and the construction of a new residence of 173 beds.  The total 
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approved student and warden accommodation in Phases 1 and 2, including the existing Ivan Toms 
and University House buildings retained, will be 800 beds and the net gain, after demolitions, is 
788 beds.   

 
Fig 23c Approved Avenue Road Residence SDP (Source: MLH Architects & Planners, 2016) 
 

A possible future Phase 3 of the precinct development could involve the demolition of the remaining 
University House barracks21 and the insertion of another courtyard type residence of ± 175 beds, 
ranging between one and two floors in height and consistent with the building typology of the 
approved Phase 1 and 2 proposals.  

 

• Forest Hill Infill Opportunities (Fig 23d and e) 

Potential exists for an infill development for student housing in the Forest Hill sub precinct. MLH  
Architects & Planners have been commissioned to explore this opportunity, and, as further 
discussed in Section 9 of this report, opportunity exists to create more opportunities for well-located 
student residences by inserting two courtyard buildings in the existing very large open space within 
the existing residence area.    

Approximately 592 additional beds are possible in a new four storey development.   

 
21 Refer to Conservation Framework – these buildings have been ascribed no heritage significance 
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Figure 23d  Forest Hill Infill Strategy – Proposed new double courtyard 4 storey building  
(Source: MLH Architects & Planners) 
 
 
 

 

            Fig 23e: Indicative diagram of student housing infill at Forest Hill  
             (Source: Architects & Planners) 
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8.6 HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS  

8.6.1 The key urban design and landscape interventions in the Health Sciences Campus  include: 

1. The improvement and enhancement of pedestrian linkages and cycle ways, particularly the 
continuation of the proposed ‘north-south’ “Lower Boulevard” which effectively terminates 
in this Precinct, and should be strengthened by the landscaping and pedestrian amenity of 
the connector links to the Main Road Corridor. 

2. A site for a new Medical Sciences Building (Fig 24a) on the parking area adjacent to the 
M5/N2 ramps.  Preliminary proposals for a new building on a site of approx. 1,800m² 
footprint; assuming 5 - 6 floors to achieve approximately 12,000m² and then a further  two 
floors for parking (see Figure 21a below) 

3. A Pedestrian Bridge is recommended to be investigated over the N2 to strengthen the 
potential of this Boulevard to become activated and to tie these discrete parts of Campus 
together (see Figure 24a below). 

 

 

Figure 24a.  Site for New Medical Sciences Building, and position of pedestrian link over N2  

5. The ±420m² site at the intersection of Anzio and Falmouth Road, which currently 
accommodates the Animal Unit, has been earmarked for a new development of 6 floors to 
achieve a floor area of approximately 2 400m² (see Figure 24b below). 
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Figure 24b. New infill development in the northern corner of the Health Sciences Campus 
(Source of aerial photo: City of Cape Town, 2022) 
 
 

In general, the Health Sciences Campus lacks legibility, with no sense of arrival, or any form of ‘heart’ 
or student centre of significance. The preparation of an urban design framework for the Health 
Sciences Campus should be prioritised. 
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8.7 LAND ACQUISITION FOR LONG TERM GROWTH AND SUSTAINABILITY 

Note - Possible land acquisition projects, land swap initiatives with National Government and PPP 
initiatives with Provincial Government , including for student housing projects are more fully 
described in the ‘Master Plan’ submitted to Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET) and 
are briefly referred to here. These land parcels are not yet within UCT’s landholdings and hence, they 
are not included in the proposed Special Planning Area, the Development Framework or the Precinct 
Plans. No detailed development proposals or floor space allocation have been made at this stage.  
 
Whilst the strategic infill development sites (for both academic space and student residences) 
identified in the Precinct Plans will cater for the growth needs of the University for decades to come, 
it is worth noting in this IDF that the University, as part of its long term growth management plan 
may negotiate with other organs of state to acquire strategic land and buildings, particularly within 
the Rosebank and Mowbray Residence Precincts in the future.  Such longer term property 
acquisition will ensure that the University has sufficient land and buildings for greater flexibility for 
growth in the future; should the current ‘Size and Shape’ objectives be superseded.   
The University will need to do the following in earnest to advance these objectives: 

1. Seek funding for strategic land acquisitions, 
2. Pursue ongoing negotiations with Provincial and National Government Departments. 
3. Recognise the long lead times to achieve the acquisition of State land and  
4. Actively pursue and conclude the following strategic key land acquisitions for purposes of the 

University’s long term expansion needs: 
 
a. Trig Survey, Rhodes Avenue (National Government – Department of Public Works); including 

the identification and acquisition of alternative land/buildings to effect a land swap.  
Property (Remainder Erf 30811)  is 1,72 hectares in extent.  The site is strategically located 
and will form a link between the Avenue Road student accommodation area to the north, 
and the Middle Campus to the south.  It could provide ample and suitable accommodation 
for the UCT administrative functions and contains extensive parking.  The relocation and 
consolidation of the university’s administrative functions to this building will unlock buildings 
on Lower Campus for academic purposes. 

 

b. Rhodes Recreation Ground, Cecil Road (City of Cape Town as custodians; land was gifted by 
CJ Rhodes by Notarial Deed of Donation to ‘the citizens of Mowbray’).  
To retain and enhance current use by means of an extension of the lease with the City of 
Cape Town, and the investigation of a possible recreational/sports related development on 
the upper terrace of land currently occupied by the Bowling Club. 

 

c. De Meule, Rhodes Avenue (National Government – Department of Public Works)  
To explore a land swap with DPW for the UCT property ‘La Grotta’ 22which is located 
adjacent to the Groote Schuur Estate Ministerial Housing precinct. The site is extremely well 
located to enhance the ‘northern corridor’, but given De Meule’s very high heritage value, it 
is likely that stringent restrictions will be imposed and only a limited new development 
footprint (if any) will be possible. Nevertheless, the site has excellent potential to link to Trig 
Survey to the north-east and Welgelegen to the south (by re-instating the historic axis). It 
also provides linkage to the existing pedestrian bridge crossing over Rhodes Drive. 

 
d. Properties belonging to Western Cape Government on Main Road, Mowbray, adjacent to 

Obz Square. These two properties have for some time been earmarked for student housing 
by UCT and the Department of Transport & Public Works. 

 
22 Update: Both De Meule and La Grotta have suffered extensive fire damage on 18 April 2021. 



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  69 | P a g e  

8.8 PRECINCT LEVEL FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS 

8.8.1 Introduction 

As per the requirements of the DMS identified in Annexure B, one of the requirements of the 
Package of Plans is to identify a “basket of permissible floor area.” 

As described in the DMS (Item 136) one of the key requirements of the Package of Plans, as 
described in 136(6) is that, “the City shall determine the total floor space or density permitted within 
the development which must be imposed as a condition of approval.”  This requirement was also 
highlighted in the pre-application consultations with the City.   

This section of the report consequently provides the calculations of existing floor area (Annexure G 

deals in detail with the existing floor area calculations), proposed floor area as per the development 
framework proposals, and compares these figures to ‘permissible floor area’ as per the applicable 
zoning – CO1, CO2, GR4 or SR1. These calculations are presented below in summary form at Precinct 
level, rather than the entire Development Framework level, as that would be extremely unwieldy. 
Note that the figures for proposed infill accommodation in the two Residence Precincts, dealt with in 
the following section of this report, are also included in these tables. 

8.8.2 Methodology 

The tables following, presented per Precinct, employ the following methodology: 

• The University’s Properties and Services Department provided detailed schedules of each 
building on university land, and the internal gross assignable areas were captured to the 
spreadsheets on a building by building basis. (These are contained in Annexure G)23 

• In order to calculate existing floor space (bulk), 10% was added to the existing assignable 
areas. 

• All information was compiled into Precinct level analysis –and directly related to the 
subdivision and consolidation diagrams which provided a net land area per Precinct. 

• The total permissible floor space / bulk (total site area of each Precinct  multiplied by the 
applicable floor area factors was calculated 

• From this total permissible figure, the existing floor areas in Annexure F were subtracted. 
• An estimate of the proposed infill floor areas as per the Development Framework/Precinct 

Plans is was indicated. 
• A total floor space (existing + proposed) and floor area factor were then calculated. 
• The net residual floor area per Precinct was then calculated once existing + proposed floor 

space had been subtracted from the permissible floor space. 

8.8.3 General Findings 

Given the large extent of land holdings of the University, and the relatively high permissible floor 
factor in the applicable use zones, combined with the relatively low development density on all the 
Campuses and Precincts, there is generally a high residual floor area left for the University to 
consider its longer term development, beyond the horizon of this plan (approximately 2030). 

 
23 These tables have been updated in January 2023, incorporating the three buildings completed recently. 
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8.8.4 Existing, Proposed, and Residual Floor Areas per Precinct (Refer to Annexure G)  

❖ Rondebosch Upper Campus 
 

• Precinct extent    38,9483 ha zoned CO2 
2,1438 ha zoned OS2   
Total: 41,0921 ha 

• Permissible floor space   CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 778 966 m² 
     OS2 portion (FF 0.0): 0 m² 

Total:  778 966 m² 
• Existing assignable floor area   approx. 216 100 m² 
• Existing floor space   approx. 237 700 m² 
• Current floor factor   0.58 
• Proposed floor space    approx. 22 350 m²  
• Total floor space   260 050 m²    

• Proposed floor factor   0.67            

 
❖ Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus  

 

• Precinct extent    0,3321 ha zoned CO1 
20,3072 ha zoned CO2 
Total:  20,6393 ha  

• Permissible floor space    CO1 portion (FF 0.8): 2 657 m² 
CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 406 144m² 
Total: 408 801m² 

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 63 320 m²   
• Existing floor space   approx. 69 650 m²  
• Current  floor factor   0.34 
• Proposed floor space    approx. 26 480 m² 
• Total floor space    96 130 m²    

• Proposed floor factor   0.47    

 

❖ Rosebank Residence Precinct  

• Precinct extent    11,4159 ha zoned CO2 
0,1125 ha zoned GR4 
Total: 11,5284 ha 

• Permissible floor space    CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 228 318 m² 
GR4 portion (FF 1.5): 1 687 m² 
Total: 230 005 m²  

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 36 233 m² 
• Existing floor space   39 856 m² 
• Current floor factor   0.35 
• Proposed floor space   approx. 7 500 m² 
• Total floor space   47 356 m² 

• Proposed floor factor   0.41      
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❖ Mowbray Residence Precinct  

• Precinct extent     4,2029 ha zoned CO2 
 5,6514 ha zoned GR4 and GB1 
 0,5853 ha zoned SR1 
Total:  10,6396 ha 

• Permissible floor space    CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 84 058 m² 
GR4 and GB1 portion (FF 1.5): 84 771 m² 
SR1 portion (FF 1.0): 7 853 m² 
Total: 176 682m² 

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 51 378 m²  
• Existing floor space   approx. 56 516 m²  
• Current floor factor   0.53 
• Proposed floor space   approx 40 582 m²  
• Total floor space   97 098 m²  

• Proposed floor factor:   0.91  

 

❖ Health Sciences Campus  

• Precinct extent    4,2697 ha zoned CO2 
0,2540 ha zoned GR4 
0,0591 ha zoned TR2 
0,0509 ha zoned OS2   
Total: 4,6337 ha 

• Permissible floor space (FF 2.0)  CO2 portion (FF 2.0) 85 394 m² 
GR4 portion (FF 1.5) 3 810 m² 
TR2 portion (FF 0.0) 0 m² 
OS2 portion (FF0.0) 0 m²  
Total:  89 204 m² 

• Existing assignable area   approx. 54 668 m² 
• Existing floor space   approx. 60 130 m² 
• Current floor factor   1.30  
• Proposed floor space   approx. 14 210 m² 
• Total floor space   74 340 m²       

• Proposed floor factor   1.60 

Note: The Remainder of Erf 27431-0-2 Cape Town (Groote Schuur Hospital and Anzio Road), ± 
16, 8ha in extent, is excluded from the proposed Special Planning Area and the planning precincts. 

8.8.5  Conclusion 
 
The above tables comply with the requirements of the DMS by establishing the total permissible 
floor space (bulk) in each precinct, based on the applicable zoning and floor factor. All proposed 
future development indicated in this Development Framework and Precinct Plans is well within the 
permissible floor area of the applicable zoning within each precinct. 
 
Detailed Urban Design studies and Site Development Plans will further confirm the actual floor space 
per development, as well as compliance with the other restrictions of the base zone, as detailed in 
Annexure B.  



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  72 | P a g e  

9. STUDENT ACCOMMODATION FRAMEWORK  

 

9.1 Objectives 

1. To recognise that, whilst the key aims of UCT is education and research, the accommodation of 
students is a key factor in the university’s vision and mission.   

2. Accordingly all opportunities to increase the student accommodation numbers to approximately 
10,600 beds by 2030 (30% of 32,000 enrolment target) is being proactively pursued in light of a 
critical shortage of affordable student accommodation. 

3. To investigate the role of the private sector in assisting with meeting this objective, in line with 
the policy framework of the National Department. 

4. To recognise the goal of a liveable pedestrian-dominated Campus, and accordingly to ensure 
that student accommodation is as close as possible to the academic areas and transport nodes. 
(See Guiding Principle #1 – equitable access to opportunities and activities).  The importance of 
sports facilities close to student accommodation is also recognised. 

5. To ensure that safety and security of students underpins the approach, as well as the creation of 
accommodation that meets the social and cultural needs of students. 

6. To ensure that accommodation is affordable. 

9.2 Student Residences – Capacity Analysis 

Figure 25 below indicates the existing location and planned extensions to the student residences on 
campus, as described in the preceding sections of this report.  The proposed acquisition of strategic 
public land on Main Road is also a central pillar to this objective.  The following tables analyse the 
existing and potential capacity. 

Note: These infill opportunities have already been described in the Development Framework, and 
Precinct Plan sections of this report.  This section focuses on a quantitative analysis. 
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








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Table 9.1 Student Accommodation Assessment – Existing 24   

  

Table 9.1 indicates that there are currently 7,256 beds on Campus (including Health Sciences 

Campus). This calculates to a shortfall of 3,344 beds to meet the total target of 10,600 beds (i.e. 

approximately 30% of students in residence of the projected 32,000 students) 

 

 
24 Information supplied by UCT P&S 
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Table 9.2 Student Accommodation Assessment – Possible Infill Opportunities  

 

Table 9.2 indicates that, with the addition of the Provincial Government land on Main Road, a 

total of nearly 3,500 new residence beds can be achieved. However, existing on-campus infill 

opportunities will fall well short of the total beds required, emphasising the necessity of obtaining 

these Provincial properties for student accommodation and / or pursuing partnerships with 

private sector developers.    
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9.5 Land Acquisition for Student Housing Purposes  

As indicated in the analysis above, it is necessary for the university to pursue the following two key 
land acquisitions for purposes of student accommodation (refer to Figure 26): 

a. Erf 28044 Main Road (Provincial Government ownership) 
This property is approximately 9,000 m² in extent, and is zoned as Community Zone (1) Local.  
Preliminary heritage advice is that the old Observatory Boys’ High School building of the 
1930s will not encumber future development of this site. An HIA may however be required in 
due course, when a development proposal is available.  
 

b. Erf 30470 Main Road (Provincial Government ownership)  
This unregistered consolidation of 14 erven is approximately 6,600 m² in extent and is zoned 
General Residential (Subzone 4). It is largely vacant, but contains a row of seven modest 
1930s terrace houses on Grange Avenue. An HIA may be required in due course, when a 
development proposal is available. 

 
Notes in support of this recommendation: 
 

• These properties are located adjacent to the Main Road, and are therefore very close to the urban 
facilities and transport opportunities in this corridor, including Mowbray Station, as well as the vibrant 
Lower Main Road precinct.  Residential densification is therefore strongly aligned with the City’s policies.   

• They are also very close to the Health Sciences Campus, and along with Forest Hill to the south, will form a 
vibrant core of student housing in close proximity to Hartleyvale/Two Rivers Urban Park.   

• As indicated above, these properties will make a critical contribution towards achieving the target of an 
additional ±4,000 beds. 

 
 

Figure 26. Provincial Properties for Acquisition for Student Accommodation Purposes. 
 

9.6 Staff Housing 
 

To acquire additional residential accommodation units for UCT staff in the next 15 years, particularly 
academic staff, research staff and research fellows.    

Erf 28044 

Obz Square 

Erf 30470 
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10. TRANSPORTATION FRAMEWORK  

The transportation proposals have been informed by two detailed specialist studies - the Campus 
Access Management Plan (CAMP) report prepared by Aurecon Engineers in 2014 and the Parking 
Supply Management Plan, prepared by Innivative Transport Solutions (ITS) Engineers in 2021.   

10.1 Objectives 
 

• To implement the primary (north-south) connector streets, as well as the secondary 
(east-west) connector streets in order to more effectively link the Middle and Lower 
Campus northwards to the Health Sciences Campus, and the city beyond.  The streets 
are to be friendly to pedestrians and cyclists, encompass mixed use, and should be of 
high environmental and landscape quality.   

• To adopt and implement the Campus Access Management Plan and the Integrated 

Transport Strategy. 
• To obtain approval for an appropriate Parking Strategy for Upper, Middle and Lower 

Campus, so as to avoid constant applications for parking departures for new infill 
developments and extensions to existing buildings on campus.  

10.2 Connector Networks 
 

• Implement a series of landscaped ‘connector streets’ to link Upper, Middle, and Lower 
Campus and the ‘Corridor Precinct’, which are easily used by pedestrians and bicycles  

• Minimise the impacts of vehicular traffic circulation and investigate one way systems 
around and across Upper Campus. 
 

10.3 Public Transport and Non-Motorised Transport (NMT) 
 

• Promote increased use of public transport and NMT modes  
• Progressively shift the modal split between private and public transport, walking and 

cycling.   
• Promote cycling and implement cycle networks 
• Improve access to  Park and Ride schemes, and improve the Ridelink system 
• Develop effective links to remote sports facilities – especially Hartleyvale 
• Implement the North Terminus on Upper Campus as well as the proposed turning Circle 

at Ring/Rugby Road Intersection and at South End (at access to Rhodes Memorial) 
• Investigate a reserved bus lane on Woolsack Drive. 
• Investigate improved connectivity with the City’s public transport system, including 

MyCiti bus and rail networks. 
 

10.4 Parking Proposals in the CAMP Report  
 

• Reduce the impact of private vehicles on Campus and promote a pedestrian dominated 
Campus 

• Implement improved visitor and disabled parking availability and ensure optimal parking 
for staff 

• Investigate structured parking options in appropriate positions 
• Investigate options for periphery parking, including on SANParks land 
• Implement pay-as-you go parking, including other parking funding models 
• Increase remote parking, with increase in shuttle services if necessary 
• Improve parking monitoring and implement availability signage  
• Improve on and off-campus enforcement and management of parking  
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Figure 27.  Linkages and Access Diagram.  A walkable, pedestrian dominated Campus 
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Figure 28.  Proposed Cycle Network  Source : Cycle Routes for the University of Cape Town.  
Pendulum Consulting (2014) 
 
Author’s Note: The cycle network needs to be extended along the proposed ‘north-south’ boulevard 
to Health Sciences Campus, proposed in this report; shown in red dashed line above. 
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Figure 29.  UCT Shuttle Bus Services Routes and North and South Termini   (Source Aurecon, 2014) 
Note: Locations of both the North and South Stops have been amended since this work. 
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10.5  Current Parking Requirements and PT Zones 

Item 137 of the City of Cape Town DMS prescribes parking, loading and infrastructure requirements.  

• ‘Standard areas’ are areas with standard parking needs, or where public transport is not 
specifically promoted or available.  

• ‘PT1 areas’ are areas where the use of public transport is promoted, but where the City 
considers the provision of public transport inadequate or where the use of motor vehicles is 
limited.  

• ‘PT2 areas’ are areas where the use of public transport is promoted and the City considers the 
provision of public transport good, or where the use of motor vehicles is very limited. 

  

 
 

Figure 30.  DMS Public Transport Areas (Source: City of Cape Town Zoning Viewer, January 2023) 
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In terms of item 137(c) of the DMS, “the City may approve and shall maintain a plan or plans which 
indicate the areas it deems to be PT1 and PT2 areas. Such plans shall be recorded in Annexure C and 
may be amended from time to time upon approval by the City as required.” 
 

For a ‘Place of Instruction’ (post-school level), the off-street parking reqirements in terms of the 
DMS are 0,1 bays per student, plus 1 bay per classroom and 1 bay per office in Standard areas and 
PT1 areas, while the parking requirement is zero in PT2 areas. 
 
Following a public consultation process, Council officially approved a map of PT1 and PT2 areas on 
27-10-2022 and the Amendment to Annexure C of Chapter 21 of the DMS was gazettted on 04-11-
2022. This had the following implications for the IDF study area: 
 

• The Health Sciences Campus and most of Mowbray Residence Precinct, including Forest Hill, 
became PT2 areas, where no off-street parking is required.  

• Rosebank Residence Precinct and Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus became PT1 areas; 
• Upper Campus has remained a Standard area. 25 

 
Refer to to Figure 30 above for a map of the Standard, PT1 and PT2 areas. 
 
10.6 Current Parking Demand 
 
The 2021 Parking Supply Management Plan, prepared by ITS Engineers found that there are 3 650 
bays in total on Upper, Lower & Middle Campuses combined, with the combined peak parking 
demand of 3 028 vehicles in formal parking areas. This increases to 3 634 assuming a 20% increase in 
parking demand to account for informal and/ or illegal parking, as well as variations in parking 
demand. 
 
ITS found that the current parking demand ratio varies between 0.11 -0.13 bays/ person on Upper 
Campus and 0.2- 0.24 bays/ person on Lower & Middle Campus. In total, it results in a ratio of 0.12‐
0.14 bays/ person. 
 
The City of Cape Town’s parking requirement in the DMS s expressed as 0.1 bay per student and 
1 bay per office and lecture theatre (in the Standard area). This converts to 0.25 bays per person, 
applying UCT’s student/ staff ratio for the purpose of comparing with the UCT parking ratio. 
Accordingly, UCT’s current parking ratio in formal parking areas, is approximately half of what is 
required in terms of the DMS.  
 
  

 
25 This is odd, given that Upper Campus is the main campus and is well-served by the UCT Shuttle service. 
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10.7 Current Modal Split 
 
The combined model split for persons entering and exiting Upper and Lower & Middle Campuses 
indicates that UCT’s combined modal split is in favour of sustainable forms of transport with 43% 
of persons using cars. ITS found that the proposed developments will result in additional parking 
required and some proposals are in fact located on current at‐grade parking areas, which will result 
in a loss in parking. The overall impact of increased parking demand and loss in parking have been 
assessed for each campus.  
 

• The current parking ratio on Upper Campus is 0.12 bays / person. It is proposed that a 
parking ratio of 0.1 bays / person be approved, which is aligned with a 30% modal share of 
private transport; ie. UCT’s future envisaged private modal share. 

• The current parking ratio on Middle & Lower Campus is 0.33 bays / person. It is proposed 
that a parking ratio of 0.12 bays / person be achieved, which is also aligned with the future 
modal share envisaged for private vehicles. 

 
As stated in the Parking Supply Management Plan (ITS, 2021), “achieving the desired modal shift 
away from private vehicle usage and over time, decrease the demand for parking per person, will 
require significant interventions towards sustainable transport operations by UCT. This includes the 
continuation of the UCT Shuttle, promoting walking and cycling as transport modes on Campus, and 
to manage the provision of parking on Campus as excessive parking provision can further encourage 
private car usage.” 

 
10.8 Proposed Parking Ratios 
 
A parking ratio of 0.1 bays / person is proposed for Upper Campus (‘Parking Zone 1’) and 0.12 bays / 
person for Middle & Lower Campus (‘Parking Zone 2’). 
 
 

Figure 31. Map indicating the two proposed ‘Parking Zones 1 and 2’.  
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Campus
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Parking 
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The following mechanisms exist to manage parking in terms of the Municipal Planning By-law. 
 

• Section 100(2)(l) of the MPBL allows for the City to impose conditions of approval on the IDF 
planning application, including on parking supply, based on the high-level development 
proposals submitted. The attached Parking Supply Management Plan provides a sound, 
evidence-based motivation for the proposed parking rates on Upper, Middle and Lower 
Campus. The nature and wording of such conditions will be informed by the public and 
departmental comments received during the comment process.  

• Consolidations i.t.o. Section 42(f) or exempted consolidations i.t.o. Section 42(s), read with 
Section 67 of the MPBL. Numerous consolidations are included in the IDF application, (1) to 
remove cadastral anomalies and straddling of boundaries and (2) to enable a greater sharing of 
parking between the erven on each campus, thereby reducing the number of potential parking 
departure applications in the future. 

• At building plan stage, application for alternative parking supply in terms of Item 138 of the 
DMS by means of a notarial tie of one or more properties and the registration of such notarial 
tie or servitude against such land at the Deeds Office to link the properties concerned for the 
purpose of parking. 

• If, at building plan stage, despite the mechanisms above, the off-street parking requirements of 
Item 137 can still not be complied with, application can be made i.t.o. Section 42(b) for a 
permanent departure.  
 

10.9 Road Widening Project 

In November 2022, the City’s Urban Mobility Directorate embarked on a public participation process  
for an environmental Basic Assessment for the proposed upgrading of the M3 (Rhodes Drive) 
between Princess Anne Avenue and Hospital Bend. This proposed project entails the widening of the 
route in order to accommodate a third northbound lane.  

Following public participation, the proposals were revised and on 01-03-2024, Environmental 
Authorisation was issed by the Western Cape DEA&DP for:  

• Cutting of slopes on the western side of the route between Woolsack Drive Interchange and 
Hospital Bend, and the construction of a retaining wall to accommodate a widened road surface 
on the western side of the route.  

• Construction of a new sloped, stone pitched retaining wall to replace the existing stone pitched 
wall below the road surface on the M3 behind the Summer House, which is consistent with the 
existing stone-pitched wall. (This revised alternative retains a sense of visual connection from 
Middle Campus to Upper Campus, which is supported by Heritage Western Cape).  

• Demolition of the existing A!kunta pedestrian bridge over the M3 and replacement thereof with 
a new wider span on the same alignment, as well as a new pedestrian route to Woolsack Drive 
along the off-ramp and down Woolsack Drive to the existing footbridge. Pedestrian access to 
the University and the mountain will be maintained. 

 
The slight widening of the M3 road reserve meant that the properties on both side of the road were 
reduced in extent, and the subdivision and consolidation plans contained in Annexure F were 
updated to reflect this approved road reserve. While the proposed floor space allocation per 
precinct has remained unchanged since advertising , the floor area ratio / floor factor for each 
precinct has increased marginally, due to the reduction in the extent of the precincts.  
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11. SPORTS FRAMEWORK  

11.1 Review of Requirements – Shortfalls in Facilities 

A review of the UCT sports facilities was conducted in 2013 by means of a comparative analysis of 
major sporting codes with UCT’s ‘peer’ universities including Pretoria University, Rhodes, Kwazulu-
Natal, Stellenbosch and Wits.  At the time, the analysis was conducted on weighted averages based 
on a projected student population of 28,500 students.  Should the university grow to 32,000 
students, as anticipated in the IDF, the projected shortfalls below will be greater. 

The following shortfalls at UCT were described for the following codes based on this analysis. 

Sport Code   Shortfall 
Cricket    4 cricket fields 
Football    8 football fields 
Hockey    3 hockey fields (need to be artificial turf) 
Netball    4 netball courts 
Rugby    6 rugby fields 
Swimming   2 (1 indoor heated and 1 recreational) 
Tennis    16 courts 
Volleyball   4 volleyball courts 

 

Note that there are 36 different sporting codes catered for at UCT, many of which are also 
significantly underprovided with facilities  

It is recommended that ongoing investigations relating to the sharing of facilities with other sporting 
codes continues, as well as possible after hours use of surrounding schools’ facilities. 

11.2 Objectives 

1. To recognise that UCT is significantly under-provided with sports facilities across a wide 
range of sporting codes when compared to other SA Universities, which leads to over-use 
and competition for limited space;  

2. To recognise that sport forms an important part of student life, and therefore to strive to 
upgrade and improve the sporting amenities both on and off campus 

3. To pursue the “FFACT” vision of the UCT Sports Council (Funding, Facilities, Admissions, 
Coaching and Transformation) 

4. To pursue the Hartleyvale Precinct opportunity as shared space with the City of Cape Town 
and other interested sporting associations and surrounding schools, and to improve 
transport links to Hartleyvale from Campus. 

5. To pursue other opportunities with the City of Cape Town, such as access to underutilised 
halls for sports use. 

6. To pursue more efficient use of the Rhodes Recreation Ground, and to investigate a new 
small scale multifunctional sports centre on the bowling club area which can be shared with 
the surrounding community. 
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Figure 32.  Sports Framework  .  Indicates location of existing facilities.  The University is largely 
underprovided with sports facilities.   The potential redevelopment at Hartleyvale represents the 
only opportunity to enhance the provision of sports facilities. 
 

 

Figure 33.  Possible Solution for a Shared Sports Facility at Hartleyvale.  (Prepared by Davis Langdon, 
Ariya Projects and Gapp Architects September 2011) 
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12. LANDSCAPE FRAMEWORK  

 

12.1 Objectives 

To implement landscape and open space improvements across all components of the Main Campus 
and the satellite campuses, curating the campus cultural landscape environment towards and 
identifying opportunities for transformation. 

12.2 Compliance with Green Campus Policy Framework 

This policy framework for responsible resource use and environmental sustainability for the 
University entailed an initial scoping exercise towards integrated sustainable planning, development 
and management and a comment period. The policy framework is based on a vision of shifting UCT 
towards a carbon neutral, sustainable institute, and places energy savings alongside water 
conservation and waste management and re-cycling as factors that, when combined, can contribute 
to a targeted reduction in carbon emissions - approaches that are increasingly accepted as good 
practice for universities and other institutions both internationally and in South Africa.  The 
responsibility for the overall management and monitoring of a Green Campus Plan will rest with 
Properties and Services. However, the success of the plan will depend on its adoption across all 
sectors of the University. (Source : Energy Management News, September 2008) 

12.3 Summary Recommendations 

The recommendations summarised below include those from the Landscape Framework Plan 
(Oberholzer, December 2006), the UCT Heritage Park Management Framework (Laros, July 2012), 
the Upper Campus Landscape Plan (OvP, 2014 and the Draft Landscape Framework (UCT Properties 
and Services, June 2015, updated in 2018). 

1. Recognise the multifunctional role of landscape and open space which plays an ecological, 
an educational and a recreational role. 

2. Budget for and implement a programme of ‘greening’ across campus to repair the 
environment and improve open space amenity.   

3. Review and reinstate, where necessary, the parkland areas that provide the backdrop and 
transition to the upper slopes of Table Mountain, in particular above Ring Road and around 
the Reservoir. Cognisance should however be taken of the City’s Veldfire Related Planning 
Guidelines (2004). 

4. Consider the creation of an arboretum.    
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5. Ensure that open spaces between buildings are provided with shade, wind shelter, are safe, 
accessible to the disabled, and are pedestrian friendly, and to repair and replant these 
spaces.  (Note the PPLC has prepared a detailed vertical and horizontal movement plan for 
Upper Campus) 

6. Improve the campus landscape by implementing a concerted planting programme that 
includes a greater diversity of species, particularly local endemic species.  

7. Implement planting with clear reference to historic themes and indigenous themes 
(deciduous trees being recommended to maximise winter sun). 

8. Soften the intrusion of vehicles on Campus by restricting cars to the perimeter, and treating 
parking areas as attractive ‘paved courts’, 

9. Ensure that storm-water is effectively and environmentally managed. 
10. Restore and reinforce historical precincts and gardens, many of which are obscured, such as 

Welgelegen, Glenara, and Japonica Walk to maximise amenity and educational value, and 
investigate linkages by means of a heritage walking trail.   

11. Ensure a consistent ‘language’ of street furniture and signage, particularly lighting and waste 
bins to avoid visual clutter; consider increased seating in outdoor spaces, and improved 
facilities for bicycles. 

12. Implement bold planting of suitable trees, particularly around sports fields and along arterial 
routes such as Woolsack Drive, and implement tree belts along Rhodes Avenue to provide 
visual screening and an environmental buffer for noise and air pollution. 

13. Prepare more detailed plans on a project basis for the landscape projects identified in the 
Oberholzer and OvP reports, including: 
a. Improvements to the woodlands below Bremner and along Stanley Road, and 

improvements to the Bremner arrival forecourt. 
b. Heritage landscape restoration around the Summer House, Glenara, Baxter, Welgelegen 

and Cadboll House, and the implementation of a heritage trail. 
c. Removal of vehicles and parking from University Avenue and improvement of public 

space, particularly the forecourt between Smuts and Fuller.    
d. Infill planting on avenues with shade trees, and attention to outdoor spaces with surface 

improvements, shade planting and seating. 
e. Improvements to hard landscaping and the implementation of consistent materials and 

surfaces, as well as elements such as seating and lighting, included in a proposed 
landscape design manual and operational and maintenance manual. 

14. At development stage, design informants, such as toad-friendly fencing and in particular, the 
Cape Rain Frog (Breviceps gibbosus) habitat on Lower and Middle Campus, must be be taken 
into consideration.  

15. To review the role of the various committees relating to the campus environment (including 
the Environmental Management Group and the PPLC) including the review and approval 
process for all landscape works, both large and small to ensure consistency and adherence to 
the overall principles and landscape policies. 

16. To incorporate the Landscape Framework Plan as a critical ‘layer’ in the Development 
Framework for the University. An updated Landscape Framework Plan has been prepared by 
UCT’s Properties & Services Department in 2018 and is currently being reviewed. 
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Figure 34.  Landscape Framework Plan - composite diagram (UCT P&S, 2018) 
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12.4 Tree Planting and Veldfire Considerations 

The Table Mountain / Rhodes Memorial Fire of April 2021 drastically transformed the landscape to 
the north and west of Upper Campus, with hectares of mature trees destroyed. This can be seen 
when comparing the 2021 and 2022 aerial photographs below.  
 

 
 

January 2021 aerial photo (left) and January 2022 aerial photo (right), showing the forest above 
Upper Campus before the fire, and the clearing of the mountain slopes after the fire. (Source: City 
of Cape Town)   
 
 
Prior to the fire, the ‘UCT Forest’ above Upper Campus, consisted of mature Pinus pinea (Stone Pine) 
and Pinus pinaster (Cluster Pine), with some Acacia melanoxylon (Blackwood) and an avenue of 
Eucalyptus diversicolor (Karri) and Eucalyptus ficifolia (Flowering Gum). These trees formed a dense 
canopy, but many were senescent, if not moribund. 
 
From a visual perspective, the UCT Forest canopy has been described as a series of ‘eyebrows’, 
which served as the vegetated backdrop to the Upper Campus architectural ‘set piece’. The 
management of the UCT Forest, particularly the the Cluster Pines (an invasive alien species) has been 
under discussion for some time time, but there has not been consensus on what the nature of this 
precinct should be in the future – (a) a continuation of the cultural landscape, with large trees 
forming a high tree canopy, or (b) an indigenous, natural landscape, e.g. fynbos, or (c) a combination 
of the two.    
 
Further studies and consultation regarding tree management, including succession planting, should 
now be prioritised – not only for the UCT Forest, but for the entire campus. 
 
This requires close collaboration with SANParks and compliance with the City’s Veldfire Related 
Planning Guidelines (2004), including firewise planning and urban design,  the establishment and 
maintenance of an Asset Protection Zone and Fuel Modification. 
  



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  90 | P a g e  

13. LEGAL FRAMEWORK  

Recommendations in terms of the Municipal Planning By-Law and Development Management 

Scheme, as well as the National Heritage Resources Act. 

13.1 Approvals Required : City of Cape Town 
 
It is recommended that this report, which constitutes the University’s Development Framework, is 
approved by the City of Cape Town in terms of its Municipal Planning By-law, as read with the 
Development Management Scheme. 

The following approvals are required: 

1. The approval of Rondebosch Upper Campus, Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus, 
Rosebank Residence Precinct, Mowbray Residence Precinct and Health Sciences Campus as a 
Special Planning Area in terms of Item 136(1) of the Development Management Scheme 
(DMS). 
 

2. Approval of the UCT Development Framework and Precinct Plans as components of a 
Package of Plans in terms of Item 136(3) of the DMS. 
 

3. The rezoning of the following properties in terms of section 42(a) of the MPBL: 
(a) A ±7 853m² portion of Erf 28366 Cape Town from Single Residential SR1 to 

Community Zone CO2; 
(b) A ±17 770m² portion of Erf 28367 Cape Town from General Residential GR4 to 

Community Zone CO2; 
(c) A ±1 200m² portion of Erf 28369 Cape Town from General Residential GR4 to 

Community Zone CO2; 
(d) A ±2 524m² portion of Erf 28365 Cape Town from General Residential GR4 to 

Community Zone CO2; 
(e) Erf 166381 Cape Town (591m² in extent) from Transport Zone TR2 to Community 

Zone CO2.  
 

4. The subdivision of the following properties i.t.o. Section 42(d) of the MPBL: 
(a) Erf 28366 Cape Town into two portions; 
(b) Erf 28367 Cape Town into two portions; 
(c) Erf 28369 Cape Town into two portions; 
(d) Erf 28365 Cape Town into two portions. 

 
5. The consolidation of the following properties i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the MPBL: 

(a) Remainder of Erf 44201-0-1, Remainder 1 of Erf 44201-0-2, Erf 30332 and Erf 30349 
Cape Town; 

(b) Portion 2 of Erf 44201-0-2, Erf 108992 and Erf 44217-0-2 Cape Town; 
(c) Erf 10329 and Erf 44230 Cape Town; 
(d) Portion 1 of Erf 28366, Remainder of Erf 28367, Erf 28368 and Portion 1 of Erf 28369 

Cape Town; 
(e) Remainder of Erf 28369 and Erf 30334 Cape Town; 
(f) Remainder of Erf 28365, Erf 166381, Remainder of Erf 27431‐0-1, Erf 27432 and 

Portion 2 of Erf 27431-0-2 Cape Town. 
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6. Exemption i.t.o. Section 42(s), read with Section 67(3) of the MPBL for the following 
subdivisions and consolidations: 

(a) Subdivision of Erf 44201-0-1 Cape Town into two portions; 
(b) Subdivision of Erf 44201-0-2 Cape Town into four portions; 
(c) Subdivision of Erf 44278 Cape Town into two portions; 
(d) Consolidation of Portion 1 of Erf 44201-0-1, Portion 1 of Erf 44278 and Portion 1 of 

Erf 44201-0-2 Cape Town; 
(e) Consolidation Erf 44217-0-1, Erf 30803 and Erf 30804 Cape Town; 
(f) Subdivision of Erf 27431‐0-1 Cape Town into two portions;  
(g) Subdivision of Erf 27431‐0-2 Cape Town into three portions. 

 
13.2 Approvals Required : Heritage Western Cape 

In parallel with the City’s consideration of the Package of Plans and the related approvals described 
above, it is recommended that Heritage Western Cape (HWC): 
 

1. Endorses the Conservation Framework; 
2. approves the Heritage Inventory and its gradings i.t.o. section 30 of the NHRA and  
3. approves the Heritage Agreement in terms of section 42 the NHRA. 

 
HWC was also requested to endorse the Development Framework and Precinct Plans contained in 
this report in principle, as the guiding conservation and development framework for the University’s 
Rondebosch Upper Campus, Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus, Rosebank Residence Precinct, 
Mowbray Residence Precinct and Health Sciences Campus, in order that the City may fulfil its 
mandate set out in section 13.1 above. 
 
On 21-06-2023, HWC’s Impact Assessment Committee (IACom) endorsed:  

• The UCT Conservation Framework and the Heritage Agreement in the context, prepared by 
Stephen Townsend and Claire Abrahamse, dated April 2023 and recommended that HWC 
Council approve the Heritage Agreement and UCT Conservation Framework.  

• The IDF as prepared by Bluegreen Planning & Design and MLH Architects and Planners, 
dated January 2023.  

 
On 17-08-2023, HWC’s Inventories, Grading and Interpretation Committee (IGIC) approved the UCT 
Heritage Inventory. 

 
As mentioned in Section 6 above, more detailed Precinct / Urban Design Plans and Site Development 
Plans will, in some intances, be required in the future and will be submitted to Heritage Western 
Cape for approval, as is standard in a Package of Plans process. 
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14. CONCLUSION 

This report constitutes the Integrated Development Framework (IDF) for the University of Cape 
Town’s Main Campus and is submitted to the City of Cape Town, as a formal application in terms of 
the MPBL, and in parallel to HWC, as described above. 

In the context of the rapidly changing terrain in education and technology, particularly in the context 
of shifting budget priorities and resource constraints, both human and capital, the fundamental 
objectives of ‘Growth Management’, being flexibility and the ability to respond to change, underpins 
the philosophy of this ‘Package of Plans’.   

Most importantly, the IDF speaks to the VISION of the University, as described in the Size and Shape 
Report, namely to be a “medium sized, research based, residential university”.  The plan has thus 
been founded on a growth trajectory to 32,000 students and the additional academic and 
administrative support staff required to support this growth.  The realisation of this vision needs 
ongoing iteration and testing, not only in spatial terms, but in financial terms, to ensure appropriate 
allocations are made in the budget to ensure implementation of the recommendations of this 
report.  

The IDF described in this report is comprised of an interrelated set of frameworks, dealing with the 
overlapping, and often competing, aspects of development, conservation, transport, infrastructure, 
sports, recreation, housing, open space and the related, but critical components of management and 
budgeting.  The IDF is therefore intended to provide the University with the range of tools that it 
needs to plan, develop, conserve and manage ongoing growth and change. It further provides, most 
importantly, the legal framework to provide more predictability to the University in that future 
approval processes, at Site Development Plan (SDP) and Building Plan level, will be more 
streamlined. 

Whilst a considerable amount of infill development is proposed (± 63,000m² of academic floor space 
and ± 48,000m² of residential development), these proposals remain well within the permissible 
development rights in terms of the current zoning, i.e. the IDF is, in the main, not making application 
for enhanced rights - it is guiding the location, nature and scale of infill development on campus.  

The preparation of this report has relied on an extensive background of work by the Properties and 
Services Department of the University, as well as an extensive volume of various specialist reports.  
It has been the subject of extensive deliberation within the various management committees within 
the University, in particular the University Building and Development Committee. 

It is hoped that the IDF will be instrumental in the realisation of the vision expressed in this report, 
namely that UCT strives to create a liveable, pedestrian dominated, well connected, legible, green 
and efficient campus, where its identity and unique sense of is celebrated, and to carefully expand 
and develop the university as a place of vibrancy, safety, accessibility, residency, high quality of open 
space and buildings, intricacy and human scale. 

Derek Chittenden 
Cape Town 

December 2018 (updated May 2024) 
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ANNEXURE B : RELEVANT EXTRACTS FROM MUNICIPAL PLANNING BY-LAW 
AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT SCHEME   

Item 136 of the DMS : Package of Plans 

 
(1)   The general purpose of a package of plans is to provide for a mechanism to plan and manage 
the development of large or strategic urban development areas. It is a phased process of 
negotiation, planning and approvals, whereby increasing levels of planning detail are approved 
together with conditions for such approvals. Areas where the package of plans approach are used 
will be generally referred to as Special Planning Areas (SPA), and must be recorded in Annexure B. 
 
(2) The City may require a package of Plans to be submitted for approval in respect of the following 
base zonings and overlay zonings: …  
 

(a) General Residential Subzonings GR2-GR6;  
(b) Community Zoning 2: Regional;  
(c) General Business Subzonings;  
(d) Mixed Use Subzonings;  
(e) General Industry Subzonings;  
(f) Risk Industry Zoning; and  
(g) Subdivisional Area Overlay Zoning.  

 
(3)  A package of plans consists of the following components that are listed in a hierarchy from 
higher-order to lower-order plans, and the lower-order plans must be in compliance with  
the higher-order plans.  
 
(4)  The City may require all or any of the following components of the package of plans. 
 
(a)  Contextual framework: 
A contextual framework lays down broad land use policy for the development and the surrounding 
area. It may include principles or heads of agreement summarising the general obligations of the 
City and the developer in relation to the development. The contextual framework may be prepared 
by the City, or by a land owner or development agency under supervision of the City, and may not be 
in conflict with a spatial development framework or structure plan approved by the City. 
 
(b)  Development framework: 
A development framework identifies overall policy, broad goals,  and principles for development 
within the development. The development framework identifies the range of uses, general spatial 
distribution of uses, major transport and pedestrian linkages, infrastructure and any limits within the 
development, including but not limited to density and floor space. 
 
(c)  Precinct plans: 
Precinct plans apply to specific areas within the development framework that have common 
features, functional relationships or phasing requirements. There may be several precinct plans that 
make up a development. A precinct plan describes in more detail the development objectives and 
intentions for a specific area in the development, as well as principles for urban form, land use, 
pedestrian links, traffic movement, floor space and environmental management. 
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(d) Subdivision plans 
Subdivision plans, if required, are processed in terms of this By-Law to establish new cadastral 
boundaries and to facilitate the transfer of land units. Subdivision plans may be approved at any 
stage after the development framework has been approved, and the provisions of sub-item (6) shall 
apply.  
 
(e) Site development plans:  
Site development plans depict more detailed design and development provisions for one or more 
land units within a development. These provisions may include, but are not limited to, details 
relating to land use, floor space, building lines, height, parking requirements, municipal services and 
landscaping, as well as details relating to the position and appearance of buildings, open space, 
pedestrian links and traffic movement. A site development plan may be required before or after a 
subdivision plan, and should provide for the information as required in item 123(2). (See below) 
 
(f) Building plans:  
Building plans contain detailed specifications as required by the National Building Act, and once 
approved by the City, authorise building work to be performed. 
 
(5)   The City may require that the area covered by a contextual framework shall extend beyond the 
land under consideration if, in its opinion, the proposed development will have a wider impact, and 
the City may determine the extent of such area.  
 
(6)  In approving any component of a package of  plans,  Council shall determine the total floor space 
or density permitted within the development which must be imposed as a condition of approval. 
 
(7)   The allocation of floor space shall take into account the carrying capacity of internal and 
external infrastructure including but not limited to roads and utility services, and any urban design 
principles approved by the City as part of a rezoning or contextual framework. 
 
(8)  The approved floor space may remain as ‘floating floor space’ assigned to the overall 
development for later allocation, or may be assigned to particular precincts or properties when a 
precinct plan is approved; and in either case shall be allocated in individual subdivisions or site 
development plans. 
 
(9)  When a package of  plans is required in terms of this development management scheme, the 
relevant components shall be submitted to the City for its approval before any development on a 
land unit can commence, provided that: 
 
(a)  Approval shall not be refused if it is consistent with the development rules of a base zone, 
overlay zone, or condition of approval; but 
 
(b)  The City may require amendments of detail to the relevant component to address reasonable 
concerns relating to access, parking, architectural form, urban form, landscaping, environmental 
management, engineering services or similar concerns. 
 
(10) The provisions as contained in item 123 shall apply with regard to site development plans.  
 
(11) An approval granted for a component of a package of plans referred to in sub-item (4)(a) to (c) 
does not lapse.  
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Item 123 : Site Development Plans 

 
This Item is of particular importance for the following stages of design of the IDF.  Items of 
particular relevance to the University are highlighted. 
 
(1)  In addition to the zonings that specifically require a site development plan, the City may 
require a site development plan in respect of the following development types:  

…….. 
(d) developments in conservation areas;  
…….. 
(g) major developments where there are concerns relating to urban form, heritage, traffic or 
spatial planning in general.  
 

(2)  The City may require some or all of the following information for a site development plan:  
(a) existing bio-physical characteristics of the property;  
(b) existing and proposed cadastral boundaries;  
(c) the layout of the property, indicating the use of different portions thereof;  
(d) the massing, position, use and extent of buildings;  
(e) sketch plans and elevations of proposed structures, including information about 

external finishes;  
(f) cross-sections of the site and buildings on site;  
(g) the alignment and general specification of vehicle access, roads, parking areas, loading 

areas, pedestrian flow and footpaths;  
(h) the position and extent of private, public and communal space;  
(i) typical details of fencing or walls around the perimeter of the land unit and within the 

property;  
(j) electricity supply and external lighting proposals;  
(k) provisions for the supply of water, management of stormwater, and disposal of sewage 

and refuse;  
(l) external signage details;  
(m) general landscaping proposals, including vegetation to be preserved, removed or to be 

planted, external paving, and measures for stabilising outdoor areas where applicable;  
(n) the phasing of a development;  
(o) the proposed development in relation to existing and finished ground levels, including 

excavation, cut and fill;  
(p) statistical information about the extent of the proposed development, floor space 

allocations and parking supply;  
(q) relationship of the proposed development to the quality, safety and amenity of the 

surrounding public environment;  
(r) relationship of the proposed development to adjacent sites, especially with respect to 

access, overshadowing and scale;  
(s) illustrations in a three-dimensional form depicting visual impacts of the proposed 

development on the site and in relation to surrounding buildings; and  
(t) any other details as may reasonably be required by the City.  
 

(3)  The City may require that the area covered by a site development plan shall extend beyond the 
site under consideration if, in its opinion, the proposed development will have a wide impact. 
The City may determine the extent of such area.  

 
(4)  When required in terms of this development management scheme, a site development plan 

shall be submitted to the City for its approval before any development on a land unit may 
commence.  
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(5)  A site development plan shall not be refused if it is consistent with the development rules of a 
base zoning, overlay zoning, or condition of approval.  

 
(6)  The City may require amendments of detail to the site development plan to address reasonable 

concerns relating to access, parking, architectural form, urban form, landscaping, 
environmental management, engineering services or similar concerns.  

 
(7)  The following provisions shall apply with regard to site development plans:  

(a) Development of the property shall be generally in accordance with an approved site 
development plan;  

(b) If the City considers it necessary, a transport or traffic impact statement or assessment 
may be required in conjunction with a site development plan, the extent of which shall 
be determined by the City depending on the magnitude of the development;  

(c) If the City considers it necessary, a stormwater impact assessment and/or stormwater 
management plan may be required in conjunction with a site development plan, the 
extent of which shall be determined by the City depending on the magnitude of the 
development;  

(d) In circumstances where a site development plan is required in terms of this 
development management scheme, no application for building plan approval in terms 
of the National Building Act shall be granted by the City, unless a site development plan 
has first been approved; and  

(e) An approved site development plan shall be considered as setting additional 
development rules applicable to the base zoning, and any application for amendment 
shall comply with the City’s requirements for such amendments.  

 
(8)  A site development plan will only lapse if replaced by another site development plan.  
 
Chapter 6.  General Residential Zonings  
\ 

The general residential zonings are designed to provide a healthy, safe, and pleasant environment for 
urban living at higher densities, in order to promote efficient urban development, manage the 
pressure of urban growth and reduce urban sprawl. Different zonings and subzonings permit 
different levels of development intensity, particularly relating to height and floor space. Within these 
zonings there are controlled opportunities for home employment and low-intensity mixed-use 
development. 

Part 2: General Residential Subzoning GR4 (items 40 - 45)  

The GR zonings promote higher-density residential development, including blocks of flats. Different 
development rules apply to different subzonings, particularly with regard to height and floor space, in 
order to accommodate variations of built form. GR2 accommodates flats of relatively low height and 
floor space, GR3 and GR4 cater for flats of medium height and floor space, while GR5 and GR6 
accommodate high-rise flats. The dominant use is intended to be residential, but limited mixed-use 
development is possible.  
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Item 40 Use of the property  

The following use restrictions apply to property in these subzonings:  

(a) Primary uses subject to paragraph (c) are dwelling house, second dwelling, group housing, 
boarding house, guest house, flats, private road and open space.  (author’s emphasis) 

(b) Consent uses are utility service, place of instruction, place of worship, institution, hospital, 
place of assembly, home occupation, shops, hotel, conference facility, rooftop base 
telecommunication station and veterinary practice. (author’s emphasis) 

Item 41 Development rules for flats, boarding houses and hotels  

The following development rules apply to flats, boarding houses and hotels:  

(a) Coverage (GR4 subzone): 60%  
 

(b) Floor factor (GR4 subzone): 1.5  
 

(c) Height (GR4 subzone) 
 

(i) The maximum height of a building, measured from the existing ground level to the top 
of the roof, shall be 24m.  

(ii) Earth banks and retaining structures are subject to item 126.  
 

(d) Building lines (GR4 subzone) 

Street boundary building line  

• Points up to 25,0 m above existing ground level : 4,5m 
• Points over 25,0 m above existing ground level:  N/a  

Common boundary building line  

• Points up to 25,0 m above existing ground level: 4,5 m or 0,6 H (0,0 m up to 15,0 m in 
height where intersecting a street boundary, for a distance of 18,0 m measured 
perpendicular from such street boundary)  

• Points over 25,0 m above existing ground level: N/a (unless a departure permitted in 
terms of this development management scheme has been approved)  

(e) Parking and access  

Parking and access shall be provided on the land unit in accordance with Chapter 15.  

(f) Screening  

The City may require screening in accordance with item 125.  

(g) Wind mitigation  

The City may:  
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(i) require an assessment of how wind will affect the proposed building and its surroundings; 
and  

(ii) impose conditions to mitigate adverse wind effects  

Item 44 Institution, place of instruction and place of assembly  

The development rules which apply to an institution, place of instruction and place of assembly in 
item 47 [i.e. Community Zoning 1: Local (CO1)] shall apply to these uses in this [GR4] zoning; 
provided that where the institution, place of instruction or place of assembly is situated within a 
building which is also used for flats or a boarding house, then the coverage, height and building line 
requirements for the flats or boarding house shall apply. 

Item 45A Development rule for all uses in GR2-GR6, except dwelling house and second dwelling  

Vehicle access to the property must be from an adjacent road reserve of at least 9m wide. 

 
Chapter 7.  Community Zonings 

 
Community zonings are intended for social uses directed at community needs, such as educational, 
religious, welfare or health services. Community buildings are important social and urban design 
focal points, and prominent architectural forms should be encouraged. There are two community 
zonings, with CO1 serving predominantly local community needs, and CO2, which caters for a wider 
community and potentially a greater intensity of development. (author’s emphasis) 

Part 2: Community Zoning 2: Regional (CO2)   (items 48 - 49)  

The CO2 zoning provides for a full range of institutional and community needs, which can be of a 
local or regional scale, and includes health and welfare as well as religious and educational services.  

Item 48 Use of the property  

The following use restrictions apply to property in this zoning:  

(c) Primary uses are institution, hospital, place of instruction, place of worship, place of 
assembly, rooftop base telecommunication station, filming and open space.  

(d) Consent uses are boarding house, conference facility, cemetery, crematorium, funeral 
parlour, freestanding base telecommunication station, wind turbine infrastructure, 
veterinary practice and urban agriculture.  

Item 49 Development rules.   The following development rules apply:  

(a)  Floor factor.  The floor factor on a land unit shall not exceed 2,0.  

(b)  Coverage.  The coverage for all buildings on a land unit shall not exceed 60%.  
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(c)  Height  

(i) The maximum height of a building, measured from base level to the top of the roof, shall 
be 18 m, provided that there is no height limit for a bell tower, steeple, minaret or similar 
architectural feature designed to accentuate the significance of a building.  

(ii) Earth banks and retaining structures are subject to item 126.  

(d)  Street boundary building line.  The street boundary building line is 5 m, subject to the 
general building line encroachments in item 121.  

(e)  Common boundary building line.  Common boundary building lines are 5 m, subject to the 
general building line encroachments in item 121.  

(f)  Parking and access.  Parking on and access to a property shall be provided in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter 15.  

(g)  Loading.  Loading bays shall be provided on a land unit in accordance with item 144.  

(h)  Screening.  The City may require screening in accordance with item 125.  

(i)  Noise mitigation.  The City may require the owner to implement noise mitigation measures 
if excessive noise is created or likely to be created. 

Item 126 Earth banks, retaining structures, support structures and similar devices  

Without the approval of the City:  

(a) no earth bank, retaining structure, column, suspended floor, other device or series of such 
devices shall be constructed that enables a ground floor of a building to be raised more 
than 1,5 m above existing ground level, provided that where such raising takes place, the 
height thereof shall still be measured from existing ground level;  

 
(b) no earth bank or retaining structure used for holding back earth or loose rock, whether 

associated with a building or not, shall be constructed to a height of more than 2 m above 
existing ground level; and  

 
(c) no series of earth banks or retaining structures shall be constructed to a cumulative height 

of more than 2,5 m above existing ground level, unless an approximately level area of at 
least 2 m wide is incorporated between successive embankments or retaining structures for 
every 2 m of cumulative height.  
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ANNEXURE C  : SCHEDULE AND MAP OF PROPERTIES TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 

SPECIAL PLANNING AREA 

1 Erf 44201 Cape Town  Upper & Middle Campus, M3 road 
reserve 

443 933 m² 

2 Erf 44278 Cape Town Upper Campus 3 813 m² 
3 Erf 30332 Cape Town Upper Campus Reservoir 38 635 m² 
4 Erf 30349 Cape Town Upper Campus parking P1 27 439 m² 
5 Erf 46339 Cape Town La Grotta 11 138 m² 
6 Erf 47242 Cape Town Cambria House 1 479 m² 
7 Erf 46041 Cape Town Stanley Road parking area 2 904 m² 
8 Erf 108992 Cape Town Woolsack Residence 41 827 m² 
9 Erf 44217 Cape Town Cricket Oval; School of Dance; Kopano, 

UCT Gym and Swimming Pool  
42 334 m² 

10 Erf 103239 Cape Town Graca Machel Hall; Baxter Hall; Tugwell, 
Leo Marquard, Isaac Albow, Glenara, 
Old Admin Building, Research & 
Innovaton, The Cottage, College of 
Music, Baxter Theatre 

102 271 m² 

11 Erf 32100 Cape Town Welgelegen 24 764 m² 
12 Erf 30803 Cape Town Kopano 5 640 m² 
13 Erf 30804 Cape Town Kopano and Soccer Field 23 330 m² 
14 Erf 44230 Cape Town ExAir 1 125 m² 
15 Erf 176381 Cape Town Avenue Residence  42 029m² 
16 RE Erf 28366 Cape Town Astroturf Hockey Field; parking area, 

M3 road reserve 
18 169m² 

17 Erf 28543 Cape Town 18 Rhodes Avenue 1 488 m² 
18 Erf 28503 Cape Town 6 Avenue Road 653 m² 
19 Erf 28495 Cape Town 8 Avenue Road 592 m² 
20 Erf 28445 Cape Town 15 Osborne Road 502 m² 
21 Erf 28368 Cape Town Varietas 4 067m² 
22 Erf 28367 Cape Town Astroturf Hockey Field 17 986 m² 
23 Erf 28369 Cape Town Forest Hill A, B, C, D, E Blocks; 

Meulenhof 
31 084 m² 

24 Erf 30334 Cape Town Forest Hill G Block 3 607 m² 
25 Erf 30306 Cape Town Forest Hill F Block 1 282 m² 
26 Erf 30295 Cape Town North Grange 1 634 m² 
27 Erf 28365 Cape Town Lung Institute; N2/M3 road reserve  10 982 m² 
28 Erf 166381 Cape Town Private Road 591 m² 
29 Portion of Erf 27431 Cape Town 26 (1) Anatomy Building; parking; M3 road 

reserve  
(2) Groote Schuur Hospital, M3, Anzio 
and Falmouth Road reserves 

13 539 m²  
 

17 147 m² 

30 Erf 27432 Cape Town Health Sciences Campus 31 960 m² 
    
   967 973 m² 
   96,7 ha 

 
26 The portion of Erf 27431 to the north of Anzio Road, which accommodates the Groote Schuur Hospital and is 
± 168 098m² in extent, is excluded from the proposed Special Planning Area. 
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Figure C1.  Proposed UCT Special Planning Area (SPA)  
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ANNEXURE D  :  APPLICABLE TITLE CONDITIONS 
Erven 30332, 30349 and 108992 Cape Town are subject to a notarial servitude i.t.o. the Rhodes Will, 
which requires that:-  

“No buildings for suburban residences shall at any time be erected on the said property and 
any buildings which may be erected thereon shall be used exclusively for public purposes and 
shall be in a style of architecture similar to or in harmony with [Rhodes’s] residence [Groote 
Schuur].”  

 
This condition is interpreted to mean that sururban development shall not be allowed and that 
buildings shall be for public purposes (including education) and shall be dignified in architectural 
style. It does not impact on the high-level development proposals contained in the IDF and Precinct 
Plans. 
 
 

Erven 44201, 44278, 46041, 103239, 30803, the western portion of Erf 176381, Erven 28366, 27431 

and 27432 Cape Town are subject to a notarial servitude i.t.o. the Rhodes Will, which requires, inter 
alia, that:-  

“All buildings that shall at any time in the future be erected on the land above described shall 
be of a public character and shall be used for the purpose of and associated with the 
development and extension of the life and work of the university; such buildings shall in 
architectural dignity preserve in every way possible, the spirit of the Rhodes Will.”  

 
This condition is interpreted to mean that buildings shall be for university purposes and shall be 
dignified in architectural style.  
 
It is also required that:- 

“All plans for any buildings proposed to be erected on any part of the land above described 
shall first be submitted for approval to the Rhodes Trustees in their preliminary sketch stage 
with particular reference to elevational treatment and no such buildings shall be proceeded 
with until such approval has been given.”  

 
The Rhodes Trustees have delegated this role to the President of the Cape Institute for Architecture 
(CIfA) and sketch plans for new buildings on the above properties are submitted to CIfA) for 
Architecture for endorsement. This condition does not impact on the IDF and Precinct Plans at this 
early planning stage, but is relevant at building plan stage. 
 
 

Erf 30334 Cape Town is subject to a title condition, dating back to 1925:- 
“That a space of not less than 4,72 metres in width be left in front of all lots fronting or 
abutting Osborne Road; such space may be utilised as gardens or forecourts” 
and  
“That not more than one building be erected on anyone lot and that not more than half the 
area of anyone lot be built upon."  
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Since the 1960s, this property has accommodated Forest Hill G Block, a four-storey block of flats, 
and it is unclear how the construction of this multi-unit block of flats had been permitted, given 
these restrictive conditions. The property was purchased by UCT in 1991. No new or additional 
development is however envisaged on this property. 
 
 

The south-eastern portion of Erf 176381 (formerly Erf 28426) is subject to a condition requiring:- 
“That the property hereby transferred shall be used only for educational purposes, and that in 
the event of the land no longer being required for such purposes, the land shall revert to the 
Western Cape Government and the Transferee will be bound to retransfer the land to the 
Western Cape Government free of all costs and without payment of compensation for any 
improvements.”  

 
This portion currently accommodates the Edwin Hart Annex and will in the future accommodate 
Phase 2 of the approved Avenue Residence. 
 
 

In addition to being subject to the requirements in terms of the Rhodes Will, mentioned above, 
several servitudes traverse the northern portion of Erf 103239 on Lower Campus, where the title 
conditions state that- 

“No buildings or filling shall be erected” and “no excavation or filling shall be carried out on the 
property without the prior consent of the City Electrical Engineer”.  

 

 
Extract from the SG Diagram for Erf 103239, with various servitudes indicated in red and green. 
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However, these servitudes are all circumvented by the existing buildings (Graca Machel, Baxter Hall, 
Leo Marquard and Tugwell) and they do not impact on any development proposals in terms of the 
IDF and relevant Precinct Plan. 
 
 
The south-western portion of the Avenue Residence, consolidated Erf 176381 Cape Town, the 
former Erf 28426, depicted by figure s D E F on SG Diagram No.2735/2012 is subject to a 
reversionary clause imposed by the Western Cape Government, as amended in 2019:- 

“That the property hereby transferred shall be used only for educational purposes, and that in 
the event of the land no longer being required for such purposes, the land shall revert to the 
Western Cape Government and the Transferee will be bound to retransfer the land to the 
Western Cape Government free of all costs and without payment of compensation for any 
improvements.” 

 
This condition is complied with, with the site currently accommodating the Edwin Hart student 
residence and will in the future accommodate the approved Phase 2 of the Avenue Residence. 
 
 
By Notarial Tie Agreement No. K616/2004S between the City of Cape Town and the University of 
Cape Town, Erf 28365 Cape Town (the UCT Lung Institute) is notarially tied with Erf 166381 Cape 
Town (extension of George Street) held by University of Cape Town by Deed of Transfer No. 
T57223/2004.   
 
A portion of Erf 28365 is also subject to a 40 year leasehold in favour of the UCT Lung Institute, 
which commenced on 28 July 1999.  
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ANNEXURE E  :  PROPOSED REZONINGS 

Fundamental to the calculation of residual floor area available for development in each Precinct 
making up the University’s landholdings, and in accordance with the requirements of Item 136(6) of 
the DMS, it is necessary to amend and rectify a number of anomalies in the underlying base zones.  

Once all land belonging to the university has been appropriately zoned, and the site areas of each 
precinct and sub-precinct calculated (after the required subdivisions and consolidations per 
Annexure E), the applicable floor area ratios can be applied. 

The following diagrams, illustrated at Precinct level, indicate the existing zoning, and highlight those 
portions of land requiring rezoning, or rectifications to the zoning map. 

 

E1 Rondebosch Upper Campus  

 

Fig E1. Rondebosch Upper Campus. Existing Zoning 

Most of Upper Campus is zoned Community Zone CO2; except for a portion of Erf 30332, which is zoned Open Space OS2.   

An application for the rezoning of the 17 200m² lower portion of Erf 30332 (below the UCT dam) to Community Zone CO2, 
to facilitate the construction of a UCT Shuttle ‘North Stop’ (Case ID 70504849), was approved by the City in April 2021.  

No zoning rectifications or rezonings are required in this precinct. 

 

OS2 portion 

CO2 portion 

OS2 

CO2 
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E2 Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus.   
 

 

Fig E2. Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus. Existing Zoning 
 
Middle and Lower Campus are zoned Community Zone CO2, but the Summer House portion is, and will remain CO1.   
 

No zoning rectifications or rezonings are required in this precinct.  

CO2 

CO1 
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E3 Mowbray Residence Precinct. 

 

Fig. E3. Proposed Rezonings in Mowbray Residence Precinct 

Summary 
 
The Avenue Road sub-precinct is appropriately zoned Community Zone CO2.   
 
Veritas (Erf 28368), North Grange (Erf 30295), most of Forest Hill (Erf 30306, Erf 30334 and portion of Erf 28369) are zoned 
General Residential GR4, but since they accommodate blocks of flats, which are not Primary or Consent Uses in the 
Community Zone CO2, it is proposed that they retain their GR4 zoning. 
 
The portion of Erf 28369 fronting onto Main Road accommodates shops and offices (Meulenhof) and flats, which are not 
Primary or Consent Uses in the Community Zone CO2, and it is proposed that it retains its GB1 zoning.  
 
Many of the individual UCT erven in the vicinity enjoy a variety of business and residential zonings, and it proposed that 
they retain their zoning. 
 
The following rezonings are proposed: 
 

1. The sliver of land adjacent to the M3, portion of Erf 28366 (±7 853m² in extent), which forms part of the Astroturf 
hockey field has a Single Residential SR1 zoning and it is proposed that it be rezoned to Community Zone CO2. 

2. Most of the Astroturf hockey field is currently zoned General Residential GR4 and since it is a university-related 
sports facility, it is proposed that portion of Erf 28367 (±17 770m² in extent) and a portion of Erf 28369 (±1 200m² 
in extent) be rezoned from GR4 to Community Zone CO2. 

 
Several erven require subdivision to exclude areas covered by public roads. Refer to Table F4 and Figure F4. These roads to 
be ceded to City of Cape Town and assume a Tansport Zone TR2 zoning. 
 
  

Rezone from GR4 to CO2 

Rezone from 
SR1 to CO2 

Rezone from GR4 to CO2 

Ptn of  
28369 
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 E4 Health Sciences Campus 

Fig. E4. Proposed Rezonings on Health Sciences Campus 
 

Summary 

The majority of this campus is appropriately zoned Community Zone CO2, with only the following rezonings required: 
 

1. Rezone a portion of Erf 28365 (Lung Institute), ± 2 524m² in extent from General Residential GR4 to Community 
Zone CO2. 

2. Rezone Erf 166381 (Private Road), 591m² in extent from Transport Zone TR2 to Community Zone CO2.  
 
Several erven require subdivision to exclude areas covered by public roads. Refer to Table F5 and Figure F5. These roads to 
be ceded to City of Cape Town and assume a Transport Zone TR2 zoning. 

 

  

Cede to City –  
To assume TR2 

zoning 

Rezone 
portion of Erf 
28365 from 
GR4 to CO2 

27431-0-1 

27432 

Rezone Erf 
166381 from 
TR2 to CO2 
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ANNEXURE F  :  PROPOSED SUBDIVISIONS AND CONSOLIDATIONS  

The diagrams overleaf indicate the applications for subdivision in terms of Section 42(d) of the MPBL 
to provide for the subdivision of erven, primarily those that are traversed by metropolitan roads, the 
consolidation of certain erven in terms of Section 42(f) and, where applicable, exemptions in terms 
of Section 42(s) of the MPBL, read with Section 67(1) of the MPBL. These diagrams are a critical 
informant to the calculation of precinct areas, and thereby the calculation of permissible floor area 
allowed in terms of the underlying zoning.  This will also allow for the cession of road reserves to the 
City of Cape Town. 
 

Survey diagrams for the proposed subdivisions and consolidations will be submitted in due course. 
 

Table F1 below and Figure F1 overleaf indicate the cadastral applications required on Rondebosch 
Upper Campus. 

Table F1. Rondebosch Upper Campus 

1. Exempted subdivision of Erf 44201-0-2 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(s) of the MPBL, 
as contemplated in Section 67(1) of the MPBL into four portions: 
• Remainder Erf 44201-0-2 (Upper Campus): 
• Portion 1 (M3): 
• Portion 2 (Middle Campus): 
• Portion 3 (below the M3, adjacent to La Grotta):  

 
 

± 320 117m² 
  ± 20 674m² 
  ± 80 444m² 
    ± 5 793m² 

 

2. Exempted subdivision of Erf 44201-0-1 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(s) of the 
MPBL, as contemplated in Section 67(1) of the MPBL into two portions: 
• Remainder (Upper Campus): 
• Portion 1 (M3): 

 
 

± 16 274m² 
       ± 401m² 

 

3. Exempted subdivision of Erf 44278 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(s) of the MPBL, 
as contemplated in Section 67(1) of the MPBL into two portions: 
• Remainder (Upper Campus): 
• Portion 1 (M3): 

 

 
 

    ± 3 445m² 
       ± 355m² 

 

4. Consolidation i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the MPBL of the following land parcels:  
• Remainder Erf 44201-0-1 Cape Town (Upper Campus): 
• Remainder Erf 44201-0-2 Cape Town (Upper Campus): 
• Erf 30332 Cape Town (Reservoir site): 
• Erf 30349 Cape Town (Parking P1 & portion of Sports Centre): 

 

Total: 
 

 
  ± 16 274m² 
± 320 117m² 

± 38 543m² 
± 27 448m² 

 

± 402 382m² 

5. Exemption i.t.o. Section 42(s) of the MPBL, as contemplated in Section 67(1) of 
the MPBL, for the consolidation of the following land parcels: 
• Portion 1 of Erf 44201-0-2 Cape Town (M3): 
• Portion 1 of Erf 44278 Cape Town (M3): 
• Portion 1 of Erf 44201-0-1 Cape Town (M3): 
 

Total:  
 

This consolidated property (proposed M3 road reserve) to be ceded to the City. 
 

 
 

  ± 20 674 m² 
± 355m² 

        ± 401m² 
 

  ± 21 430m² 
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Table F2 below and Figure F2 overleaf indicate the required cadastral applications on Rondebosch 
Middle and Lower Campus. 

Table F2. Rondebosch Middle Campus 

1. Consolidation i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the MPBL of the following land parcels:  
• Portion 2 of Erf 44201-0-2 Cape Town (Middle Campus): 
• Erf 108992 Cape Town (Woolsack Residence): 
• Erf 44217-0-2 Cape Town (south of Woolsack Drive): 
 

Total:  

 
  ± 80 494m² 
  ± 41 882m² 
  ± 31 606m² 

 

± 153 982m² 
 

 

Table F3 below and Figure F3 overleaf indicate the required cadastral applications in Rosebank 
Residence Precinct.   

Table F3. Rosebank Residence Precinct 

1. Exemption i.t.o. Section 42(s) of the MPBL, as contemplated in Section 
67(1) of the MPBL, for the consolidation of the following land parcels, 
straddled by existing buildings, to form Sub-Precinct ‘A’: 
• Erf 44217-0-1 Cape Town (north of Woolsack Drive): 
• Erf 30803 Cape Town: 
• Erf 30804 Cape Town: 
 

Total: 
 

 
 
 

± 10 726m² 
  ± 5 640m² 
± 23 327m² 

 

± 39 683m² 
 

2. The consolidation i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the MPBL of the following land 
parcels to form Sub-Precinct ‘B’: 
• Erf 103239 Cape Town (north of Woolsack Drive): 
• Erf 44230 Cape Town (ExAir): 

 

Total: 
 

 
 

± 49 728m² 
± 1 127m² 

 

± 50 855m² 
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Table F3 below and Figure F4 overleaf indicate the required cadastral application in Mowbray 
Residence Precinct.   

Table F4. Mowbray Residence Precinct 

1. The subdivision of Erf 28366 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(d) of the MPBL 
into two portions, to exclude the M3, resulting in the following land 
parcels: 
• Portion 1 (portion of hockey field): 
• Remainder (M3): 

 

Remainder of Erf 28366 Cape Town (M3) to be ceded to the City. 
 

 
 
 

  ± 7 112m² 
± 9 916m² 

 

2. The subdivision of Erf 28367 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(d) of the MPBL 
into two portions, to exclude the M3, resulting in the following land 
parcels: 
• Portion 1 (M3): 
• Remainder (portion of hockey field): 
 

Portion 1 of Erf 28367 (M3) to be ceded to the City. 
 

 
 

± 249m² 
± 17 790m² 

3. The subdivision of Erf 28369 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(d) of the MPBL, 
into two portions: 
• Portion 1(portion of hockey field): 
• Remainder (Forest Hill):  

 

 
 

± 1 114m² 
± 29 940m² 

4. The consolidation of the following land parcels i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the 
MPBL to form Sub-Precinct ‘A’: 
• Portion 1 of Erf 28366 Cape Town (portion of hockey field): 
• Remainder  of Erf 28367 Cape Town (portion of hockey field): 
• Erf 28368 Cape Town (Varietas): 
• Portion 1 of Erf 28369 Cape Town:  
 

Total: 
 

 
 

  ± 7 112m² 
± 17 790m² 

± 4 014m² 
  ± 1 114m² 

 

± 30 030m² 

5. The consolidation of the following land parcels i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the 
MPBL to form Sub-Precinct ‘B’: 
• Remainder of Erf 28369 Cape Town (Forest Hill): 
• Erf 30334 Cape Town (Forest Hil G Block): 
 

Total: 
 

 
 

± 29 968m² 
± 3 606m² 

 

± 33 575m² 
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Table F5 below and Figure F5 overleaf indicate the required cadastral applications on the Health 
Sciences Campus.   

Table F5. Health Sciences Campus 

1. The subdivision of Erf 28365 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(d) of the MPBL, into 
two portions: 
• Portion 1 (Lung Institute): 
• Remainder (M3): 

 

Remainder of Erf 28365 (proposed M3 road reserve) to be ceded to the City. 
 

 
 

    ± 2 981m² 
± 7 992m² 

2. The exempted subdivision of Erf 27431-0-1 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(s) of 
the MPBL, as contemplated in Section 67(1) of the MPBL into two portions: 
• Portion 1 (M3): 
• Remainder (Anatomy and parking): 
 

Portion 1 of Erf 27431-0-1 (proposed M3 road reserve) to be ceded to the City. 
 

 
 

    ± 3 374m² 
± 10 180m² 

3. The exempted subdivision of Erf 27431-0-2 Cape Town i.t.o. Section 42(s) of 
the MPBL, as contemplated in Section 67(1) of the MPBL, into three portions: 
• Remainder (portion of Groote Schuur Hospital & Anzio Road): 
• Portion 1 (portion of Falmouth Road & Anzio Road):  
• Portion 2 (straddled by Medical Residence):  
 

Portion 1 of Erf 27431-0-2 (Falmouth & Anzio Road) to be ceded to the City. 
 

 
 

± 168 039m² 
± 2 932m² 

     ± 597m² 

4. The consolidation of the following land parcels i.t.o. Section 42(f) of the MPBL 
in order for the entire Health Sciences Campus to form one property: 
• Portion 1of Erf 28365 Cape Town(Lung Institute): 
• Erf 166381 Cape Town (private road): 
• Remainder of Erf 27431-0-1 Cape Town(Anatomy and parking): 
• Erf 27432 Cape Town: 
• Portion 2 of Erf 27431-0-2 Cape Town (straddled by Medical Res): 
 

Total: 
 

 
 

± 2 981m² 
± 602m² 

± 10 180m² 
± 31 772m² 

± 597m² 
 

  ± 46 132m² 

 

Note:  The Remainder of Erf 27431-0-2 Cape Town (Groote Schuur Hospital and portion of Anzio Road), ± 168 039m² in 
extent, is excluded from the proposed Special Planning Area and the planning precincts. 
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ANNEXURE G  :  FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS PER PRECINCT 

1. Introduction 

As per the requirements of the DMS identified in Annexure B, one of the requirements of the 
Package of Plans is to identify a “basket of permissible floor area.” 

As described in the DMS (Item 136) one of the key requirements of the Package of Plans, as 
described in 136(6) is that, “the City shall determine the total floor space or density permitted within 
the development which must be imposed as a condition of approval.”  This requirement was also 
highlighted in the pre-application consultations with the City.   

This section of the report consequently provides the calculations of existing floor area deals in detail 
with the existing floor area calculations), proposed floor area as per the development framework 
proposals, and compares these figures to ‘permissible floor area’ as per an assumed zoning for all 
UCT land. These calculations are presented below in summary form at Precinct level, rather than the 
entire Development Framework level, as this would be extremely unwieldy. 

Note that the figures for proposed infill accommodation in the Residence Precincts, dealt with in the 
following section of this report, are also included in these tables. 

2. Methodology 

The tables following, presented per Precinct, employ the following methodology: 

• The University’s Properties and Services Department provided detailed schedules of each 
building on university land, and the internal gross assignable areas were captured to the 
spreadsheets on a building by building basis.  

• Existing floor space (bulk) was calculated by adding 10% to the existing assignable areas. 
• All information was compiled into Precinct level analysis –and directly related to the 

subdivision and consolidation diagrams which provided a net land area per Precinct. 
• The total permissible floor space / bulk (total site area of each Precinct  multiplied by the 

applicable floor area factors was calculated 
• From this total permissible figure, the existing floor areas were subtracted. 
• An estimate of the proposed infill floor areas as per the Development Framework/Precinct 

Plans was indicated. 
• A total floor space (existing + proposed) and floor area factor were then calculated. 
• The net residual floor area per Precinct was then calculated once existing + proposed floor 

space had been subtracted from the permissible floor space. 

3. General Findings 

Given the large land holdings of the University, and the relatively high permissible floor area factor, 
allied to the relative low development density on all the Campuses and Precincts, there is generally a 
high residual floor area left for the University to consider its longer term development, beyond the 
horizon of this Development Framework (approximately 2030). 

 



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  117 | P a g e  

4. SUMMARY - Existing, Proposed, and Residual Floor Areas per Precinct 

Refer to Annexures G1 - G5 for a detailed breakdown of existing development.  

❖ Rondebosch Upper Campus 
 

• Precinct extent    38,9483 ha zoned CO2 
2,1438 ha zoned OS2   
Total: 41,0921 ha 

• Permissible floor space   CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 778 966 m² 
     OS2 portion (FF 0.0): 0 m² 

Total:  778 966 m² 
• Existing assignable floor area   approx. 216 100 m² 
• Existing floor space   approx. 237 700 m² 
• Current floor factor   0.58 
• Proposed floor space    approx. 22 350 m²  
• Total floor space   260 050 m²    

• Proposed floor factor   0.67            

 
❖ Rondebosch Middle and Lower Campus  

 

• Precinct extent    0,3321 ha zoned CO1 
20,3072 ha zoned CO2 
Total:  20,6393 ha  

• Permissible floor space    CO1 portion (FF 0.8): 2 657 m² 
CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 406 144m² 
Total: 408 801m² 

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 63 320 m²   
• Existing floor space   approx. 69 650 m²  
• Current  floor factor   0.34 
• Proposed floor space    approx. 26 480 m² 
• Total floor space    96 130 m²    

• Proposed floor factor   0.47    

 

❖ Rosebank Residence Precinct  

• Precinct extent    11,4159 ha zoned CO2 
0,1125 ha zoned GR4 
Total: 11,5284 ha 

• Permissible floor space    CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 228 318 m² 
GR4 portion (FF 1.5): 1 687 m² 
Total: 230 005 m²  

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 36 233 m² 
• Existing floor space   39 856 m² 
• Current floor factor   0.35 
• Proposed floor space   approx. 7 500 m² 
• Total floor space   47 356 m² 

• Proposed floor factor   0.41      
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❖ Mowbray Residence Precinct  

• Precinct extent     4,2029 ha zoned CO2 
 5,6514 ha zoned GR4 and GB1 
 0,5853 ha zoned SR1 
Total:  10,6396 ha 

• Permissible floor space    CO2 portion (FF 2.0): 84 058 m² 
GR4 and GB1 portion (FF 1.5): 84 771 m² 
SR1 portion (FF 1.0): 7 853 m² 
Total: 176 682m² 

• Existing assignable floor area  approx. 51 378 m²  
• Existing floor space   approx. 56 516 m²  
• Current floor factor   0.53 
• Proposed floor space   approx 40 582 m²  
• Total floor space   97 098 m²  

• Proposed floor factor:   0.91  

 

❖ Health Sciences Campus  

• Precinct extent    4,2697 ha zoned CO2 
0,2540 ha zoned GR4 
0,0591 ha zoned TR2 
0,0509 ha zoned OS2   
Total: 4,6337 ha 

• Permissible floor space (FF 2.0)  CO2 portion (FF 2.0) 85 394 m² 
GR4 portion (FF 1.5) 3 810 m² 
TR2 portion (FF 0.0) 0 m² 
OS2 portion (FF0.0) 0 m²  
Total:  89 204 m² 

• Existing assignable area   approx. 54 668 m² 
• Existing floor space   approx. 60 130 m² 
• Current floor factor   1.30  
• Proposed floor space   approx. 14 210 m² 
• Total floor space   74 340 m²       

• Proposed floor factor   1.60 

Note: 
 
The above tables comply with the requirements of the DMS by establishing the total permissible 
floor space (bulk) in each precinct, based on the applicable zoning and floor factor. 
 
All proposed future development indicated in this Development Framework and Precinct Plans is 
well within the permissible floor area of the applicable zoning for each precinct. 
 
Detailed Urban Design studies and Site Development Plans will further confirm the actual floor space 
per development, as well as compliance with the other restrictions of the base zone, as detailed in 
Annexure B. 
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G1. RONDEBOSCH UPPER CAMPUS 
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G2. RONDEBOSCH MIDDLE AND LOWER CAMPUS 
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G3 ROSEBANK RESIDENCE PRECINCT  
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G4 MOWBRAY RESIDENCE PRECINCT 
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G5. HEALTH SCIENCES CAMPUS 

 

 

  



UCT Integrated Development Framework - BlueGreen Planning & MLH – Final Report, February 2025  124 | P a g e  

ANNEXURE H  :  DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA I.T.O. S.99 OF THE MPBL 

Section 99 of the Municipal Planning By-law sets out the decision-making criteria that the City 
have to consider. 
 

Section 99(1) of the Cape Town Municipal Planning By-Law (MPBL) 

(a) the proposed use or development of land must comply with or be consistent with the municipal 
spatial development framework, or if not, a deviation from the municipal spatial development 
framework must be permissible;  

The proposals comply with the MSDF, with the exception of being the proposed bus stop on 
Erf 30332 and this deviation is being dealt with as part of a separate land use application. 

(b) No departues for floor space or height are sought and Item 9(2) of the DMS, which relates to 
rezoning to the appropriate subzone, is not relevant.  

 
 
Section 99(2) of the MPBL 

 

In terms of this subsection, if an application is not refused under subsection (1), the decision maker 
must consider all relevant considerations, including the following:  
 
(a) The proposal complies with all applicable spatial development frameworks, with the exception of 
the the proposed bus stop on Erf 30332. This deviation from the MSDF and Southen District Plan, 
which is largely due to a mapping error, is being dealt with as part of a separate land use application. 
 
Most of the study area of the IDF is situated in the Urban Inner Core of the metropolitan area and 
within Transport-accessible Precincts (TAP) where land use intensification and residential densities 
are encouraged and supported so as to achieve a compact and vibrant city where public transport is 
sustained.  
 
(b) The application complies with the relevant criteria contemplated in the Development 
Management Scheme, i.e. the proposal is desirable when assessed in terms of the adjudication 
criteria.  
 
(c) The proposed densification is compliant with all applicable policy or strategy approved by the City 
to guide decision making, which includes the Social Development Strategy and the Economic Growth 
Strategy;  
 
(d) the proposed developments and land uses meet the criteria for desirability, as contemplated in 
subsection (3);  
 
(e) the proposed development does not impact on existing rights; 
  
(f) The proposed applications for the consolidation are merely for the purposes of rationalising 
cadastral boundaries and to create integrated precincts –  
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(i) the scale and design of the development is considered appropriate and based on heritage 
informants;  
(ii) the resultant building massing will not be increased as a result of consolidation;  
(iii) the consolidations will not impact on surrounding properties. 

 
(g) In terms of other considerations prescribed in relevant national or provincial legislation, which 
includes the development principles as contained in section 7 of the Spatial Planning and Land Use 
Management Act, 2013 (Act no. 16 of 2013) and . The following should be noted: 
 

• Spatial justice, including the redress of past spatial and other development imbalances 
through improved access to, and utilisation of, land, whilst also recognising the right of owners 
to develop land in accordance with current use rights. SDFs and policy at all spheres of 
government should address the inclusion of persons and areas that were previously excluded. 

 
The proposed  development and and additional teaching space and student residences will enable 
access for more citizens to tertiary education and quality accommodation and will assist in achiving 
the inclusion of persons that were previously excluded. 
 

• Spatial sustainability, whereby spatial planning and land use management systems must 
promote land development that is spatially compact, in locations that are sustainable and limit 
urban sprawl; and result in communities that are viable. 

 
The proposed infill development within the local area will promote a compact campus, efficient use 
of land, is at a highly accessible location and will achieve a viable, integrated student community. 
 

• Efficiency, whereby land development optimises the use of existing resources and 
infrastructure, where the availability of residential and employment opportunities in close 
proximity to, or integrated with, each other is promoted, where a diverse combination of land 
uses is promoted, as well as the quality and functionality of the public spatial environment. 

 
The proposed densification of development on campus promotes diversity and integration. The 
proposed upgrades to the urban environment, pedestrian and NMT routes and hard and soft 
landscaping will improve the quality and functionality of the public spatial environment. 
 

• Spatial resilience, whereby flexibility in spatial plans, policies and land use management 
systems are accommodated to ensure sustainable livelihoods. 
 

The Development Framework and Precinct Plans are merely high level proposals and some flexibility 
remains for design development, as part of future land use management and heritage approval 
processes.  
 

• Good administration, including an integrated approach to land use planning and transparent 
processes of public participation. 

 
The Integrated Development Framework is a good example of integrated development, which 
incorporates heritage, socio-economic, transport, urban design and landscape considerations. A 
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comprehensive and transparent public participation process will be followed – both for the heritage 
component and the land use component – which will overlap and ensure efficiency. 
 

(h) whether the application complies with the requirements of this By-law.  
 
The various proposals, including the Special Planning Area, Package of Plans, Development 
Framework and Precinct Plans, rezonings, subdivisions and consolidations comply with the etailed 
requirements of the MPBL. 
 

 

Section 99(3) of the MPBL 

This subsection requires that the decision maker must consider the extent of desirability of the 
proposed land use in terms of the criteria listed in this subsection, being: 

(a) Socio-economic impact  

The densification of campus and additional opportunities for tertiary eduction will have a long-term, 
positive socio-economic impact. More students in residence at accessible locations and good internet 
connectivity will enhance their chances of academic success, especially students with a previously-
disadvantaged background.  

The proposed future construction projects will create empoloyment and the growth in the student 
population will benefit the local economy of Cape Town. 

(b) Compatibility with surrounding uses  

The proposed academic, administrative and residential infill developments are entirely compatible 
with the existing campus environment and with surrounding land uses, immediately beyond campus. 

(c) Impact on the external engineering services 

The proposed densification will have some impact on engineering services – particularly electricity 
demand -  but it will be managed through more efficient technology and alternative power sources. 
The same principles apply to the efficient use and recycling of water and attenuating stormwater run-
off, so as to reduce downstream impacts. 

It should also be borne in mind that  

• UCT’s campus is located in a mature urban area with well-established municipal service 
infrastructure available (it is not an extension of the urban area) and 

• The floor space / bulk of the proposed development is well below the current permissible floor 
space of the study area in terms of the existing CO2 and GR4 zoning. With the exception of 
the rezoning of a portion of the Astroturf (‘Hare’s) hockey field, the Lung Institute and a 
private road (section of George Street), no enhanced zoning rights are applied for. 
Furthermore, no additional development is envisaged on these three land parcels to be 
rezoned.  
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(d) Impact on safety, health and wellbeing of the surrounding community 

Additional development and pedestrian movement will create increased activity and surveillance, 
which will enhance safety and security. The promotion of public transport via the free UCT Shuttle 
Service and encouragement of pedestrian and NMT movement will reduce pollution and enhance the 
health of and wellbeing of students and surrounding community.  

(e) Impact on heritage  

The Heritage Inventory and the Conservation Framework by Townsend & Abrahamse were the 
primary informants of the IDF and its development proposals. All five campuses / precincts contain 
significant heritage resources and through this proactive forward planning process and future scrutiny 
of more detailed Site Development Plans, heritage impacts will be minimised. 

(f) Impact on the biophysical environment 

There will be no significant impact on the biophysical environment.  
 
The green network which links the different campuses and the tree-lined avenues are important 
character elements of UCT and these are to be preserved and enhanced. The proposed infill 
development will only take place where appropriate. As discussed in section 12, one of the proposal 
of the Landscape Framework is to implement a programme of ‘greening’ across campus to improve 
the environment and improve open space amenity.   

An updated Landscape Framework is currently being prepared by UCT’s Properties and Services 
Department and should inform future detailed development proposals. 

At development stage, the context of specific sites may require that cognizance be taken of contextual 
informants, such s the City’s Veldfire Related Planning Guidelines (2004) for sites abutting the TMNP. 

(g) Traffic impacts, parking, access and other transport related considerations  

Whilst a considerable amount of infill development is proposed on campus, these proposals will 
remain well within the permissible development rights in terms of the current zoning, i.e. the aim of 
this IDF is not to apply for enhanced rights, but to provide more certainty in forward planning. 

The UCT Shuttle , which serves students and staff, is an exemplary initiative by the University to 
provide equitable and safe transport to and from campus, while at the same time discouraging 
private car usage. 

A Parking Supply Management Plan by ITS Engineers has proposed an appropriate, evidence-based 
parking ratio for Upper, Middle and Lower Campus. This strategy, in conjunction with UCT’s other 
access and parking management tools, including the desired modal shift away from private vehicle 
usage and over time, decreasing the demand for parking, will encourage more sustainable transport 
modes, including public transport and non-motorised transport (NMT). This includes the 
continuation of the UCT Shuttle, promoting walking and cycling as transport modes on Campus, and 
to manage the provision of parking on Campus. 

The potential traffic impacts of the development proposals have not been assessed at this high-level 
planning stage, as the actual occupancies (and associated trip generation and parking requirements) 
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of the proposed development parcels will only be finalised when SDPs or building plans are 
developed. At that stage, the discretion will lie with the City of Cape Town as to whether or not a 
Traffic Impact Assessment is required for the larger infill developments. 

(h) The imposition of conditions in mitigation of impacts 

As with any land use management application, the City may impose any conditions that it may deem 
necessary and reasonable. In this case, it is envisaged that while the approval of the Development 
Framework and Precint Plans will provide a degree of certainty to the University with regard to 
future development, the City (and Heritage Western Cape) may elect to require the submission and 
scrutiny of more detailed Site Development Plans (SDPs) in the future, where warranted. 

The future assessment of SDPs will not only mitigate potential heritage impacts, but also 
potential traffic impacts of the larger-scale infill developments, as mentioned in subsection (g) 
above. 

 

It is concluded that the that the decision-making criteria in Sections 99 (1), (2) and (3) of the 

MPBL have been complied with and that the proposed land uses are desirable. 
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