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SUMMARY AND INTRODUCTIONARY NOTE: 
 
It was intended for this report and engagements with stakeholders occur earlier in 2020. 
This has been delayed because of the Covid 19 Lockdown and non-availability of the 
Provincial Heritage Resource Agency (PHRA) Eastern Cape for this period. We have 
discussed this project with the PHRA EC. It is proposed that, so to not further delay the 
process, that the stakeholder engagement be undertaken at this stage.  
 
This would include: 
 
1.  Issuing this Stakeholder Summary Report. 
2. Identifying potential Stakeholders and giving them the option to comment. 
3. Collating the response and issuing as part of the Application to the PHRA EC. 
 
This report responds to a request by the Mandela Bay Development Agency (MBDA) for The 
Workplace Agency to provide a Heritage Consultancy for Fort Frederick and related 
structures and make recommendations with regards to proposed development options and 
approval processes. 
 
This relates to the possible alterations, additions and / or restoration to Erf 3596 Central, 
Port Elizabeth. This is an erf of heritage significance and includes an existing structure 
known as Fort Frederick and a known grave site. 
 
The site is a previously declared national monument in terms of the National Monuments 
Act, 1969 and a Provincial Heritage Site in terms of Section 27 of the National Heritage 
Resources Act (1999) (NHRA).1 
 
Further, Erf 3596, Central is also the grave site of Sir Francis Evatt. Burial grounds and graves 
are managed by Section 36 of the NHRA. 
 
The Authorised representative of the owner, The Mandela Bay Development Agency 
(MDBA), as an entity of the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM), are contemplating 
certain alterations, additions and / or restorations to Erf 3596, Central, Port Elizabeth. In 
December 2019, they employed The Workplace Agency to undertake the various heritage 
work in respect to this.  
 
This application relates specifically to the proposal for the installation of a Zip Line facility 
at Erf 3596, Central. A detailed feasibility report has recently been concluded2 and this 
application is the next step in the process of this project. 
 

 
 

 
1 See https://sahris.sahra.org.za/search/site/fort%20frederick. Published declaration and ‘proclaimed as monument’ on 11 September 1936. 
2 See Baakens Valley Zipline Feasibility Study and Business Plan, Urban Econ, September 2019. 
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1 CONTACT PERSON 
 
If there are any comments or queries on the report, you can contact the below person:  
 
THE WORKPLACE AGENCY 
 
Contact: Bryan Wintermeyer 
Address : 215 Villiers Road  
  Walmer 
  Port Elizabeth 
  6065 
Telephone  041 581 4390  
Cell   083 258 9817  
E-mail:  bryan@theworkplaceagency.co.za 
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1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 
 
This report responds to a request by the Mandela Bay Development Agency (MBDA) for The 
Workplace Agency to provide a Heritage Consultancy for Fort Frederick and related structures and 
make recommendations with regards to proposed development options and approval processes. 
 
This relates to the possible alterations, additions and / or restoration to Erf 3596 Central, Port 
Elizabeth. This is an erf of heritage significance and includes an existing structure known as Fort 
Frederick and a known grave site. 
 
The site is a previously declared national monument in terms of the National Monuments Act, 1969 
and a Provincial Heritage Site in terms of Section 27 of the National Heritage Resources Act (1999) 
(NHRA).3 
 
Further, Erf 3596, Central is also the grave site of Sir Francis Evatt. Burial grounds and graves are 
managed by Section 36 of the NHRA. 
 
The Authorised representative of the owner, The Mandela Bay Development Agency (MDBA), as an 
entity of the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM), are contemplating certain alterations, 
additions and / or restorations to Erf 3596, Central, Port Elizabeth. In December 2019, they employed 
The Workplace Agency to undertake the various heritage work in respect to this.  
 
This application relates specifically to the proposal for the installation of a Zip Line facility at Erf 3596, 
Central. A detailed feasibility report has recently been concluded4 and this application is the next step 
in the process of this project. 
 
This application is to be made in terms of Section 27 of the NHRA that indicates: 
 

‘(18) No person may destroy, damage, deface, excavate, alter, remove from its 
original position, subdivide or change the planning status of any heritage site without 
a permit issued by the heritage resources authority responsible for the protection of 
such site.’5 

 
Further, this application is made in terms of Section 36 that indicates: 

 
(3) (a) No person may, without a permit issued by SAHRA or a provincial heritage 
resources authority— 

 
(a) destroy, damage, alter, exhume, or remove from its original position or 
otherwise disturb the grave of a victim of conflict, or any burial ground or 
part thereof which contains such graves. 
(b) destroy, damage, alter, exhume, remove from its original position, or 
otherwise disturb any grave or burial ground older than 60 years which is 
situated outside a formal cemetery administered by a local authority; or 
(c) bring onto or use at a burial ground or grave referred to in paragraph (a) 
or  
(b) any excavation equipment, or any equipment which assists in the 
detection or recovery of metals. 

 
In terms interest party participation, Section 5 of the NHRA indicates: 

 
3 See https://sahris.sahra.org.za/search/site/fort%20frederick. Published declaration and ‘proclaimed as monument’ on 11 September 1936. 
4 See Baakens Valley Zipline Feasibility Study and Business Plan, Urban Econ, September 2019. 
5 National Heritage Resources Act, Section 27. 
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(5) SAHRA or a provincial heritage resources authority may not issue a permit for any 
activity under subsection (3)(b) unless it is satisfied that the applicant has, in 
accordance with regulations made by the responsible heritage resources authority— 

(a) made a concerted effort to contact and consult communities and 
individuals who by tradition have an interest in such grave or burial ground; 
and 
(b) reached agreements with such communities and individuals regarding 
the future of such grave or burial ground.6 

 
The client representative for this application is: 
 
Tamlynn David 
Project Manager: Operations Department 
Mandela Bay Development Agency 
041 811 8207 
Tamlynn.david@mbda.co.za 
 

2 OUR SCOPE OF WORK 
 
The Workplace Agency has been appointed to, ‘… perform a heritage impact assessment, and report 
on the findings to Sports, Recreation, Arts and Culture as the custodian of the heritage site.’7  
 
There are a wide range of services possible and required from the Heritage Practitioner at different 
parts of a project and depending on the nature of the works and the significance of the structure / 
site. For this report, we understand the procedures highlighted below form part of this report: 
 

• Inception. This includes meeting with the various role players and finalising the appointment, brief 
and legal parameters.  

• Assessment of Heritage resources. This includes a desktop survey of potential Heritage resources, 
a limited Heritage timeline and the preparation of base information.  

• Stakeholder Engagement. Special interest and public engagement as described further in this 
document. This is the focus of this current report. 

• Section 27 and Section 36 Application documentation. 

• Engagement with Client to define Development Scenarios. This allows for the potential outcomes 
of the processes above to inform the development of the project. 

• Heritage Construction Management Plan and Monitoring. We do not believe that this is required 
at this stage unless additional information is uncovered or there is a request by the authority. 

 
2.1 Assumptions 
 
We are undertaking this work with the following assumptions: 
 

• This application is limited to the ‘Zip Line’ proposal for the site. It is acknowledged that there are 
other suggestions for the redevelopment of this and other sites on the area by the property owner 
and other bodies. Although we believe it is important to acknowledge the development context 
of the site, this particular report is limited to the ‘Zip Line’ proposal. 

• In the absence of a directive or guideline form the EC PHRA, the stakeholder engagement is based 
on best practice advisories. 8 

• There is only limited information relating to the proposed development of the Zipline facility.  

 
6 National Heritage Resources Act, Section 36. 
7 Letter of Authority, 7 February 2020. 
8 Notably, is the Heritage Western Cape ‘Public Consultation Guidelines’ of June 2019. 
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3 POTENTIAL HERITAGE RESOURCES 
 
The Heritage resources are Fort Frederick and the grave of Captain Francis Evatt. They are on erf 3596 
in the allotment area of Port Elizabeth Central at co-ordinates S 33.966529°, E 25.621414° on the 
corner of Athol Fugard Terrace (formerly Belmont Terrace) and Fort Street in the suburb of Central in 
Port Elizabeth. Erf 3596 is owned by the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality. 
 
The erf covers 4.8 hectares and is irregularly shaped, situated near the edge of a precipitous rockface 
overlooking the Lower Baakens Valley. The height difference from the erf to the river valley is 
approximately 50 meters. 
 

 
Figure 1: Location of the Heritage resources in context within Port Elizabeth. 

 
Figure 2: Detailed Location Plan of the Site. 
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4 INFORMATION 
 
For this report, several sources have been reviewed including: 
 
Several documents have been considered including: 
 

• Baakens Valley Zipline Feasibility Study and Business Plan, undertaken by Urban Econ 
Development Economists, September 2019. This document sets out the economic context for the 
proposed project and its possibilities as a tourist product for the NMBM. It includes some 
preliminary proposals for the extent of the proposed development. 

• Proposed Development Framework for South End Mixed Use Precinct, undertaken by Engineering 
Advice and Services, June 2019. This is a wide-ranging report, with a focus on the Environmental 
Impact aspects of possible redevelopment of the Baakens Valley with a focus on housing. It does 
include commentary on the heritage significance of the area and the Zip Line project. 

• The Development Framework process indicated above had a significant stakeholder process that 
will be commented on in this report. 

• The Mandela Bay Development Agency undertook a Stakeholder Process for the Zip Line project, 
dated 10 October 2019. This gives insight to stakeholder comments regarding the site. 

 

5 DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS 
 
This is a declaration of independence that built environment Heritage Specialist, Bryan Wintermeyer, 
has no financial or any other personal interests in the project for the proposed development on a 
portion of Erf 3596, Port Elizabeth Central, aside from the production of this report. 
 
Bryan Wintermeyer was appointed on a strictly professional basis to conduct a Heritage Report in line 
with the South African national Heritage legislation, the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 
(NHRA) and in response to the recommendations provided by the Department of Environmental 
Affairs and according to general environmental impact assessment regulations. 
 
Bryan Wintermeyer is an Architect and Heritage Practitioner who has had eleven years of full time 
experience in built environment Heritage in the Eastern and Western Cape. He has a M. Phil 
(Conservation on the Built Environment) from University of Cape Town, 2015 and is a registered 
Heritage Practitioner with the Association of Professional Heritage Practitioners (APHP). 
 
6 SOME KEY IDEAS ABOUT HERITAGE 
 
In order to have a conversation or to report on Heritage, we believe that it is important to define some 
key ideas in contemporary Heritage and how they are then enacted within the relevant law. What is 
Heritage? Who decides about what is heritage and what decisions need to be made regarding this 
heritage? 
 
6.1 Different Types of Cultural Heritage 
 
It is becoming increasingly difficult to define what ‘Heritage’ is in the rapidly changing environments 
that we live in. 
 
Cultural Heritage includes firstly, tangible culture such as buildings, monuments, landscapes, books, 
works of art, and artefacts and secondly, intangible culture such as folklore, traditions, language, and 
knowledge and thirdly natural Heritage including culturally significant landscapes, and biodiversity. It 
is an all-encompassing notion that needs to be considered in its widest sense (and as a series of 
connected elements) as opposed to the often narrow view taken of it in some public debate. 
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The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) sets out a series of concepts that define a starting 
position for a discussion regarding Heritage significance. Important to this is the concept of a ‘national 
estate’ 9 that notes that a place or object can be considered part of the national estate if it has cultural 
significance or other special value by virtue of a number of attributes. With regard to the NHRA, of 
interest and relevance from a general point of view and specifically from the point of view of the 
potential changes to the Heritage resource, some of the ‘General Principles’ of Section 5 such as, 
‘…management of the Heritage resources of South Africa must contribute to social and economic 
development’, are notable and important.10   
 
Within the context of the developmental state and the economic value locked in cultural built 
Heritage, there is an imperative to allow for economic value to be more closely aligned to cultural 
values.  The Getty Conservation Institute attends to a wide range of issues related to this in their 
report, Economics and Heritage Conservation of 199811 where it is noted, ‘Economic factors shape the 
possibilities of conservation practice in fundamental ways, by influencing decisions, shaping policy, 
encouraging or discouraging the use of Heritage, enabling conservation work through financing…’12  
 
This is elaborated on by Mason13 who defines two types of economic values – use values (market 
values) and non-use values (non-market values), where use values are more easily allocated financial 
value and non-use values are defined by ideas of socio cultural economic value and ‘public good’.14 
There are contemporary notions of the tension between ‘public good’ and market values that are 
useful to summarise here. Market dynamics are those forces, linked to economy and political structure 
that drive development and national agendas. It comes in the form of budget allocations, tax benefits 
and/or focus areas (such as deliberately focussing on certain Heritage infrastructure that will benefit 
tourism). Public good is often introduced as a control to focus on particular ‘nonmarket’ elements of 
Heritage.  
 
Within the context of this proposal, the public nature (physical and visual) has been highlighted as 
important by various parties and this is directly related to the public good elements noted above.  
 
6.2 Role and Functions of Heritage 
 
We understand that Heritage has different roles and functions, depending on circumstance, context, 
community, and time period. For example, the notions as to how to respond to artefacts and old 
buildings, has changed dramatically over time and is dealt with differently by different communities 
and cultures. A few useful points at this stage, within the context of this report, are: 
 

• Heritage is a Process and is not a thing. We see Heritage as a happening in the present, whereby 
value is given to things. As defined by Harvey, ‘Heritage itself is not a thing and does not exist by 
itself’, and that it has ‘material consequences.’ It is these material consequences that we are really 
interested in. How are they valued today and by valuing them, what does it say? 

 

• Heritage Changes. Although Heritage can be seen as valuable from a global scale (as World 
Heritage), we also see Heritage as something that can change value over time, be localised and 
change meaning between communities.  

 

• Heritage is Intrinsically Linked to Development. We do not believe that old things need to be 
protected at all costs simply because they are old. But rather that Heritage value needs to be 

 
9 Section 3 (3) National Heritage Resources Act, 25 of 1999. The national estate is defined in Section 3 of the NHRA as,’ … those Heritage 
resources of South Africa which are of cultural significance or other special value for the present community and for future generations must 
be considered part of the national estate and fall within the sphere of operations of Heritage resource authorities.’ 
10 Section 5 (7) (d) of the National Heritage Resources Act, 25 of 1999. 
11 De la Torre and Mason, Economics and Heritage Conservation, 4.  
12 De la Torre and Mason, Economics and Heritage Conservation, 4.  
13 Mason, Assessing Values in Conservation Planning: Methodological Issues and Choices, 12 – 13. 
14 Ibid, 13. 
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defined and used in the present in some way. This can be realised in property development, 
alterations and additions, renovations, restorations, recycling, and urban upgrades, for example. 

 
6.3 Heritage needs a Community 

 
Who is this community? In the NHRA, the term ‘cultural significance’ is specifically linked to 
importance in the community or pattern of South Africa’s history, possession of rare aspects of cultural 
Heritage, importance in exhibiting particular aesthetic characteristics valued by a community and 
potentially strong association with a particular community. 15  
 
6.4 How is Heritage Significance Decided Upon?  
 
 A detailed, and locally relevant approach to defining significance is found in Heritage Western Cape’s 
(HWC) Short Guide and South African Heritage Resource Agency’s (SAHRA) National Heritage Site 
Nomination form. The Short Guide refers to Section 30 and 27 of the NHRA that define ideas relating 
to grading and registers and the term ‘cultural significance’ previously mentioned. The SAHRA 
application form, sets out the types of significance under four general headings: 
 

• Historical value.  

• Aesthetic value.  

• Scientific value  

• Social value. 
 
It then describes the ‘degree of significance’ by the terms ‘rarity’ and ‘representivity’.  
 
These are by no means fixed, universal or even commonly agreed to values but are becoming a 
standard starting point for talking about Heritage in South Africa. For example, ICOFORT, the sub-
committee of the international Heritage organisation, ICOMOS, highlights the following four values: 
 

• Architectural/Technical value. 

• Territorial/Geographical value. 

• Human/Social value. 

• Educational value.16 
 
6.5 The Notion of ‘Authenticity ‘  
 
An overarching concept in the discussion of Heritage significance in structures of this nature and 
within a broader landscape context, could be that of ‘authenticity’.  
 
This is an idea with wide ranging implications and is sometimes contested, but the debate of the idea 
does raise valuable points of reference for a more detailed critical review of the Heritage asset 
concerned. A perhaps conservative definition of this value is noted by UNESCO (of 1993) as a resource 
that is, ‘materially original or genuine,’ 17 that has four aspects: 
 

• Authenticity in design. 

• Authenticity in materials. 

• Authenticity in workmanship. 

• Authenticity of setting.  
 
The structures and remains of structures of concern all respond positively to these aspects. 

 
15 These attributes have been paraphrased from Section 3 (3), National Heritage Resources Act. 
16 ICOMOS, ICOFORT Charter on Fortresses and Related Structures, June 2017. 
17 ICCROM, Management Guidelines for World Cultural Heritage Sites, 17. 
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The outcomes of the UNESCO Nara Conference of 1994 contested the materiality of the earlier 
definition and widened the idea to include a range of new elements such a ‘spirit and feeling.’18 A 
range of commentators have responded positively to this such as, ‘this document proposed a doctrinal 
shift towards recognition of the relativity of concept of authenticity…. It also places greater emphasis 
on the credibility of traditional information sources as well as associative, intangible values of Heritage 
sites. 19  
 
Related to this is the expanding awareness of place over ‘monument’ in the built Heritage 
environment. ‘Perhaps the most important principle enshrined in the Burra Charter is that it relegates 
the emphasis on monumentality of Heritage. Instead, it emphasises the idea of a ‘place’ which 
incorporates the fabric and landscape in which Heritage resources are located.20 21 
 
7 MILITARY HERITAGE PLACES 
 
The discussion of military structures as Heritage is often an under reported and contested arena. 
ICOMOS established the International Scientific Committee on Fortifications and Military Heritage 
(ICOFORT) in 2005 to facilitate discussion regarding where structures of this nature fit into 
contemporary Heritage as well as attending to practical and technical aspects of how to maintain 
these structures.  
 
7.1 Some Definitions 
 
The definition of Military Heritage Places is succinctly put as follows: 

 
“Military Heritage places are part of the cultural Heritage which according to the 
UNESCO World Heritage Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural 
and Natural Heritage consist of:  
 
Monuments: Architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, 
elements or structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and 
combinations of features, which are of outstanding universal value from the point of 
view of history, art or science;  
 
Sites: Works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including 
archaeological sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, 
aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view.  
 
Structures: Including fortifications, (including fortified towns), works of military 
engineering, arsenals, harbours, barracks, military, and naval bases, testing fields, 
and other enclaves and constructions built and/or used for military purposes”22 
 

Within the definitions above, this project can be classified as both as all the above. 
 
7.2 Military Structures Within an International Context 
 

‘A military remnant like a concrete bunker, for instance, is not by definition Heritage: 
it is humans who ascribe such Heritage values to the soulless concrete.’23 

 

 
18 UNESCO, Nara Document of Authenticity. 
19Cameron, C, The evolution of the concept of Outstanding Universal Value, 133. 
20 Ndoro, W and Kirikure, Developments in the Practice of Heritage Management in Sub Sahara Africa, 73. 
21 It is significant that this relation between the FOP and landscape was noted at the public meeting of 18 July 2017. 
22 The Spirit of the Military Heritage Places, Lidia Klupsz. 
23 The future of Relics from a Military Past, W Van Vliet, March 2016. 
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The recently released ICOFORT Charter of Fortifications and Related Heritage of 10 June 2017, is timely 
and useful international context to this report. A summary of some of the useful ICOFORT notions 
relate to issues of Heritage nature and definition, how to value these structures and their role of 
emerging importance with regard to culture generally. In this, various statements are made with 
regards to the uniqueness of these structures, how their ‘sphere of influence’ is greater than their 
walls, as defined by their geographic reach in observation for example, and their relation to 
international event context. This lends itself to value described by different indicators, as noted in this 
report. Interestingly, it also states the need for works to be undertaken within the context of a 
masterplan (arguably a future vision?).24 
 
In the South African context, these structures and what they mean to us as South Africans, are often 
much contested. Some identify these structures as a useful and meaningful part of the body of the 
country’s historical experience, while others see them as symbols of oppression or as invalid 
(Tunbridge and Ashworth speak of ‘dissonant Heritage’ and Tumarkin coined the term ‘traumascapes’ 
to describe this situation).  
 
Within the context of military Heritage studies, contemporary literature has some notable 
observations are made that are relevant to this report: 
 

• With regards to rarity:  
 

‘Being a rare survival of its type will strengthen the case. In some cases, for example 
with experimental sites, many buildings are by definition rare or unique. Where this 
is the case, structures with rarity and uniqueness may warrant designation if they 
survive relatively intact and represent developments of national significance.’.25 

 

• With regards to tourism opportunities: 
 

‘Numerous studies exist to the touristic reuse and Heritage-related aspects of post-
military landscapes. John Tunbridge, for instance, has studied the potential of British 
colonial naval Heritage on Malta as a resource for the tourism economy and local 
identities. In the case of military Heritage from periods of occupation, the notions of 
‘dark tourism’ and ‘dissonant Heritage’ are applied to the military remnants in some 
studies.’26 

 
8 LEGISLATION 
 
The notion of Heritage begins in the South African Constitution. Section 24 of the South African 
Constitution notes: 

 
‘Everyone has the right to an environment that is not harmful to their health and 
well-being; and to have the environment protected for the present and future 
generations, through reasonable legislative and other measures that prevent 
pollution and ecological degradation, promote conservation and secure ecologically 
sustainable development and use of natural resources whilst promoting justifiable 
economic and social development’. 

 
The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) of 1999 is specifically aimed towards Heritage and 
includes the built environment. It describes what is applicable to this law and what procedures need 
to be undertaken in order to do work to a Heritage structure. It also indicates that these structures 
need to be kept in a certain condition and allows the authority to act if this is not done.  

 
24 ICOFORT Charter on Fortifications and Related Heritage, Draft 10 June 2017. 
25 Military Structures, Historic England, April 2011. 
26 The future of Relics from a Military Past, W Van Vliet, March 2016. 
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The Preamble to the NHRA summarizes the intention of the Act that includes the following: 
 

• ‘To introduce an integrated and interactive system for the management of the national Heritage 
resources 

• To nurture and conserve their Heritage resources so that they may be bequeathed to future 
generations 

• To lay down general principles for governing Heritage resources management throughout the 
republic  

• To introduce an integrated system for the identification on, assessment and management of the 
Heritage resources of South Africa 

• To provide for the protection and management of conservation-worthy places and areas by Local 
Authorities.’27 

 
8.1 Sections 2 and 35 
 
Section 2 (ii) (d) of the NHRA makes provision for the protection of military objects, classifying them 
under the grouping of ‘archaeological’: 

 
(d) Features, structures and artefacts associated with military history which are older 
than 75 years and the sites on which they are found. 

 
Following from this, Section 35 (2) provides inter alia as follows:  
 

‘... all archaeological objects, paleontological material and meteorites are the 
property of the State.’ 

 
8.2 Section 27 
 
Section 27 of the NHRA deals with Provincial Heritage Sites. 
 
These are defined as: 

 
‘(18) No person may destroy, damage, deface, excavate, alter, remove from its 
original position, subdivide or change the planning status of any heritage site without 
a permit issued by the heritage resources authority responsible for the protection of 
such site.’28 

 
8.3 Section 36 
 
Section 36 of the NHRA deals with grave sites.  
 
Section 36 (3) of the NHRA states: 
 

‘(3) (a) No person may, without a permit issued by SAHRA or a provincial heritage 
resources authority— 

(a) destroy, damage, alter, exhume, or remove from its original position or 
otherwise disturb the grave of a victim of conflict, or any burial ground or part 
thereof which contains such graves. 

 
27 National Heritage Resources Act. 
28 National Heritage Resources Act, Section 27. 
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(b) destroy, damage, alter, exhume, remove from its original position, or 
otherwise disturb any grave or burial ground older than 60 years which is 
situated outside a formal cemetery administered by a local authority; or 

(c) bring onto or use at a burial ground or grave referred to in paragraph (a) or (b) 
any excavation equipment, or any equipment which assists in the detection or 
recovery of metals.’ 

 
8.4 The Approval Process 
 
In the absence of any directive or guideline from the EC PHRA for Section 27 and Section 36 
applications, we suggest basing our heritage work on the application process as detailed by Heritage 
Western Cape. The process that we have to date undertaken and are to still complete is as follows: 
 

• Notification to the PHRA EC regarding the intention to make the application. 

• This report to Stakeholders is to be circulated and commented on. 

• Comments included in heritage report to be issued to the PHRA EC Permit Committee. 

• Comments received from the PHRA EC. 

• Finalisation of comments and outcome to application process. 
 
8.5 The Approval Authority 
 
The Approval authority for this project will be the Eastern Cape Provincial Heritage Resources 
Authority (ECPHRA). This is a Provincial authority under the auspices of the Department of Sports 
Recreation Arts and Culture (DSRAC). Our understanding of their current approval process is: 
 

• Their permit committee adjudicates permits on a monthly basis and is currently unfortunately not 
fully functional. 

• It is noted that archaeological and military artefacts found on the site will be under the authority 
of section 35 of the NHRA and this is managed by SAHRA. 

 
We have been in discussion with the PHRA EC regarding this project and anticipate presenting this to 
them at the earliest opportunity. 
 
9 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
 
It is noted that the MBDA has already undertaken a stakeholder process for this (and other projects 
in the area) and any public participation envisioned for this heritage application process would be in 
addition to what has already been undertaken.  
 
A summary of the comments by the public at the stakeholder engagement of 10 October 2019 are: 
 

• “Clean up and sort security, we are losing big business.” 

• “No capital projects without sustainable incomes.” 

• “Get military equipment.”  

• “Please consider looking at all heritage in the precinct including the Sanlam Building.” 

• “We need security and cleanliness first.” 

• “We need to improve our existing facilities to make ....” 

• “Tourism is vital to our City for it to flourish.” 

• “This is a brilliant idea. It is good for tourism and for hospitality.” 

•  “The park and monument need to be developed in conjunction.” 

• “It must not be ‘A tourist only’, the locals need to buy into the site.” 

• “Must get local buy-in for changes.” 

• “Must preserve heritage value and consult architects and heritage architects.” 
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• “There is already a zip line at Pine Lodge, so I feel like it will be Pine Lodge versus Fort, a Giant 
swing for kiddies and adults is a better idea.” 

• “Thank you for the initiative, I fully agree to the planning and separating the park.”  
 

At that stakeholder engagement, eight questions were asked. There were 19 participants including 
those from business, heritage and city administration. Those questions, and the results of those 
questions are as follows: 
 

 
Figure 3: Summary of Stakeholder comments from engagement already undertaken. 

 
It would be useful and important to any stakeholder engagement envisioned for this heritage 
application process to include the following: 
 

• Allow stakeholders and the public the ability to comment. 

• Allow for a process that ascribes to best practice and is recorded. 

• Ask stakeholders and the public why these groups feel interest and concern for the Heritage 
resources concerned and why they believe that their association that the group has with the 
resource is important? 

 
The process above would need to be directed to at least the following: 
 

• Interest Bodies. 

• The Local Authority. 

• The parties who took part in the previous stakeholder engagement. 
 
10 HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION 
 
The Fort was built in 1799. It is close to the edge of the rockface and overlooks the harbour and Lower 
Baakens Valley. Approximately 5 meters from the outside of the north wall is the grave of Captain 
Francis Evatt. He died in 1850 and was buried in the Russell Road Cemetery. Due to the vandalising of 
this cemetery, his remains were re-interred to the present location in 1956. 
 

Question 

Number
Question Agree Dis-agree

Not 

Applicable

1 I frequently visit Fort Frederick monument 7 8 4

2 I feel safe when I visit the monument 2 15 2

3
I support the idea of developing a safe open public park 

separate from the monument
14 2 3

4 I am willing to pay entrance fee from the monument 14 2 3

5 I support fencing off the monument 7 9 3

6
I support the development of a zip line as a commercial 

tourism product connected to the monument
14 4 1

7 The monument needs a security on site 19 0 0

8 I am happy with the maintenance of the site 3 15 1

TOTALS



 
 
FORT FREDERICK, ERF 3596, PORT ELIZABETH CENTRAL: PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

  

PAGE 16 OF 29 

 

 
Figure 4: Fort Frederick dated 12 March 1905. Note the structures in the foreground, now demolished.  29 

 
The Fort was built by British troops under the command of Major-General Francis Dundas and named 
after Frederick, Duke of York, Commander-in-Chief of the British Army. Construction started in 1799 
and it was completed in February 1800. The design was done by The Royal Engineers. 
 
10.1 The First Fortifications in Algoa Bay 
 
There is quite extensive historical writing on the Settler landings in Algoa Bay and the development of 
the new colonial town. This writing also has significant writing on the key role players of this period of 
the late 1700’s to the late 1800s.  
 
It is not intended for this report to be an extensive historical review but rather a directed technical 
Heritage process for the use of this in its potential redevelopment.  
 
Below are some extracts from those that summarise the historical context of this site. 
 

‘The “Camel“30  left [from Cape Town] for Algoa Bay "with a [wooden] blockhouse for 
50 men and 30 artificers aboard to erect it.”31 The blockhouse was erected near the 
mouth of the Baakens [River] and armed with two five pounders. 
 

 
Figure 5: The original timber blockhouse on the north bank of the Baakens River. 

 
29 http://thecasualobserver.co.za/port-elizabeth-yore-captain-francis-evatt/, 2 April 2020 
30 This was a ship. 
31 Authors note: This was a prefabricated fortification. The building was demolished – date unknown. 

http://thecasualobserver.co.za/port-elizabeth-yore-captain-francis-evatt/
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Before the blockhouse was completed, a French frigate “Preneuse” entered the Bay 
under false colours and exchanged fire with the sloop "Rattlesnake" and store ship 
"Camel”. The masts of the “Camel" were damaged and the quartermaster and a 
carpenter were killed. Although having the advantage the French ship left the Bay 
and was later sunk off Mauritius. when her true identity became known. 

 

  
Figure 6: Annexure to the title deed in favour of the Port Elizabeth Municipality 
dated 7 November 1889 

Figure 7: One of the documents 
pertaining to the transfer of the land. 

 

 
 

 

Figure 8: Original plans of the Fort. 

 
Maj-Gen Francis Dundas, Commander of the troops at the Cape, reported that peace 
had been restored and that he was establishing a permanent military post here. The 
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anchorage is good, there was water and there is shelter from the prevailing 
westerlies, though not from south-easters. The stone fort which Dundas had built, 
and which was completed in February 1800, was named Fort Frederick after 
Frederick, Duke of York, Commander-in-Chief of the British Army. It was built 
overlooking the landing place and was armed with two 8-pounders. Maj Edward 
Lemoyne of the Royal Artillery was the first Commander. Regiments stationed at the 
Cape at this time and from which troops were sent to this area, were the 61st. 81st. 
91st (Argyllshire Highlanders) and the 8th Light Dragoons. It is not possible to say 
precisely which men built the Fort and the garrison left at the blockhouse came from 
more than one Regiment. 
 
In 1803 with the Treaty of Amiens, the Cape was handed over to the Batavian 
Government and the Fort with it. The Waldeck Regiment, German mercenaries, were 
stationed here under Captain Ludwig Alberti, who wrote a book containing the first 
panoramic view of the settlement and a plan. In 1806 the Cape became British again 
and Captain Jacob Glen Cuyler was made Commander. He was succeeded by Captain 
Francis Evatt in 1817. After1862 there were no further Commanders. In 1889 the Fort 
and its land were given to the Municipality and in 1956 it was declared a National 
Monument.’32 

 

 
Figure 9: Inscription on the Fort wall. 

 

 
32 Margaret Harradine, Port Elizabeth, 3rd Edition, EH Walton Packaging (Pty)Ltd, Port Elizabeth, 2002, pp 11-13 
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Figure 10: Map of Port Elizabeth in 1849. The Fort and nearby Police barracks can be seen in the red circle. 

 

  
Figure 11: The Fort viewed from the north. The rondawel in 
the foreground no longer exists. 

Figure 12: The entrance. 

  
Figure 13: The entrance to the right and the powder magazine 
to the left. 

Figure 14: The internal blockhouse. 

 
‘No shot was fired in anger from the stone bastions of Fort Frederick, the oldest 
surviving British fortification in the Eastern Cape. It overlooked Algoa Bay at the 
mouth of the Baakens River, which at one time was wide, opening out into a lagoon. 
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In 1799 General Dundas ordered a blockhouse to be erected near the beach in order 
to command both the landing place and the ford across the Baakens River. At the 
same time, on the hill above, he built a fort consisting of another wooden 
blockhouse, surrounded by a massive square redoubt of stonework, with walls 24m 
long and 2,7m high. Both wooden forts were constructed in Cape Town and then 
taken round to Algoa Bay by sea - early examples of prefabricated military buildings 
ready-made for erection on site. Just without the walls is the grave of Captain Francis 
Evatt, who commanded the Fort from 1817-1850. The fort was named after 
Frederick, Duke of York, Commander-in-Chief of the British Army.’33 

 
10.2 Captain Francis Evatt 
 

‘Regardless of how and why Captain Evatt came to be stationed there, his civic-
minded mien ensured that he would forever be feted as the “Father of Port 
Elizabeth.”  

 
Francis was of Irish descent having been born at Carlow, Ireland in 1770. As his father, 
Captain Henry Evatt, had a military background, being a member of the Monaghan 
Militia, perhaps Francis was destined himself to join the military. 
 
Even though no record exists of when Francis joined the 21st Light Dragoons, it was 
probably in early 1792 at the age of 22 as his military service was recorded as having 
spanned 56 years. It was as a Lieutenant in this Regiment that Evatt arrived at the 
Cape in 1806. He would be dispatched, together with his brother, to the frontier for 
several years. 
 
The first reference to Francis being in Port Elizabeth was his arrival on the 
20th January 1810 aboard the Oxford, together with a company of his Regiment, the 
21st Light Dragoons. The troops had been sent in response to an urgent appeal by the 
Landdrost Major Cuyler to Lord Caledon. He requested assistance on account of the 
increasing depredations of the Xhosa tribes. 
 
Between 1810 and 1817, Evatt was posted to various remote parts of the Colony. 
Evatt’s promotion to Captain occurred on the 25th March 1813 when he accepted a 
transfer to the Royal Garrison Company as Captain, the rank at which he would 
remain until his retirement. Finally, Evatt’s stay in the loneliest parts of the hinterland 
came to an end when he was appointed as Commandant at Fort Frederick in 1817. 
He held this post until 1848, two years before his death. Evatt arrived with his young 
wife whom he had married in 1811, when she was only seventeen years old, Elizabeth 
Frederica Petronella Kirsten. 
 
In a proclamation dated 8th April 1825, Port Elizabeth became a seat of magistracy 
and Captain Evatt was awarded the title of “Government Resident of Port Elizabeth” 
 
One of Captain Francis Evatt’s numerous hallmarks was that as a staunch 
abolitionist. In his informative book, “Algoa Bay in the Age of Sail (1488 to 1917) – 
A Maritime History, Colin Urquhart records that “in 1823, Captain Francis Evatt, 
decided to take action under the Act against a ship’s captain whom he suspected of 
clandestinely importing two child slaves into the colony. He had noticed the captain 
of the Cape-owned schooner Stedcombe boarding the vessel in Algoa Bay 
accompanied by a small black boy. On further investigation, he learnt that the boy 
belonged to a Mr. Chabaud and that there was also a nine-year-old girl aboard whom 

 
33 https://www.artefacts.co.za/main/Buildings/bldgframes.php?bldgid=65, 3 April 2020 

https://www.artefacts.co.za/main/Buildings/bldgframes.php?bldgid=65
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the captain had reportedly purchased in Mozambique. Captain Evatt, tried in vain, at 
his own expense to have those involved prosecuted, going so far as to declare the 
schooner a ‘prize of war’ and sent her to Cape Town where he hoped the Admiralty 
Court would take action. Amid some embarrassment, the court declined, and the two 
children were duly handed over to the vessel’s owner, Nesbit & Co, for whom they 
became ‘domestic servants in a state of freedom”.  

 
“It is believed that Evatt’s actions and efforts over the next four years through the 
Royal Commission of Enquiry to establish why no action was taken and to recover his 
expenses (all £135s’ worth), went some way to ending the illegal importation of 
slaves to the Colony. It most certainly marked Port Elizabeth as a port which slave 
traders would want to avoid.” 
 
According to his Death Notice, Francis Evatt married Elisabeth Frederica Petronella 
Kirsten on 2nd September 1794 but got divorced during September 1823 whilst living 
in Port Elizabeth. On 2nd December 1831, Evatt married a widow, Anna de la Harpe, 
of Uitenhage. The ceremony was performed by the Colonial Chaplain, Rev. Francis 
McCleland at the Residency. Erroneously, St. Mary’s register records the marital 
status of the bridegroom as bachelor. 
 
Captain Francis Evatt died on 21st March 1850 aged 80. He was buried with full 
military honours due to his rank by the Rev. A. Robson in the Russell Road 
Cemetery. Evatt owned various farms and lots of land during his life including 
Draaifontein from 1815 to 1819 and a Lot at the top of Prospect Hill from 1835 to 
1849. Yet when he died, he owned no land and was living in a cottage at the bottom 
of Military Road. 
 
The original tombstone of Francis Evatt is now in the porch of St Mary’s Church.’34 

 

 
Figure 15: The grave of Captain Francis Evatt35 

 
11 THE HERITAGE RESOURCES TODAY 
 
Following a site visit in early 2020, a brief summary of the Heritage resources to-day is as follows: 
 

 
34 http://thecasualobserver.co.za/port-elizabeth-yore-captain-francis-evatt/, 3 April 2020 
35 http://thecasualobserver.co.za/port-elizabeth-yore-captain-francis-evatt/, 2 April 2020 

http://thecasualobserver.co.za/port-elizabeth-yore-captain-francis-evatt/
http://thecasualobserver.co.za/port-elizabeth-yore-captain-francis-evatt/
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11.1 The Fort and Captain Evatt’s Grave 
 

 
Figure 16: Showing commanding view over the 
harbour. The Fort is highly visible from different 
positions in the city including from the harbour 
and Settler’s Freeway. 

 
Figure 17: View from the north. Captain Evatt's grave can be seen 
below the flagpole in the foreground. . 

 

 
Figure 18: One of the gun positions that was to protect 
the Fort from inland attack. Fort House is in the 
background. 

 
Figure 19: The internal stone blockhouse. It is no longer roofed. 

 

 
Figure 20: The south wall with the powder magazine 
visible in the corner. 

 
Figure 21: The entrance to the right, powder magazine to the 
left. 
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Figure 22: Signage at the entrance. Fort House in the 
background. 

 
Figure 23: Aerial view from the north 

 
11.2 Nearby Heritage Significant Building 
 
Fort House lies immediately to the west of the Fort. The buildings are approximately 50 metres apart, 
separated by a well-established row of Strelizia Nicolai (Natal Wild Banana) on the common boundary. 
 

‘The house was built for William Messina in about 1884. It was official known as 'The 
Moorings' but was often referred to as 'Harbour Masters House', which refers to the 
occupation of its former owner. It had been used as a guest house since at least the 
1980s and was called 'Casa Mia' but now trades under the name 'Island Vibe (2019). 
In the 1990s the upper floors were badly damaged by fire, but it is unclear to what 
extent the fine interiors were destroyed. Fortunately, however the building was 
saved. It is widely attributed to the architect George Dix-Peek.’36 

 
‘According to an article by AG Oberholster, George Dix Peek designed the second 
Standard Bank, Main St, Port Elizabeth in 1874 (opened May 1876). The building was 
extended in 1878 to designs of the same architect and was known as 'the bank with 
the bulge', an error having been made on the correct angle of construction. 
 
It remains his best known building.  
 
He was apparently a soldier by inclination and served for many years in Prince 
Alfred's Guard, taking part in frontier wars with distinction. He appears to have been 
in practice from 1868. In June 1879 he was briefly in partnership with WH Miles. 
When Dix Peek died in Port Elizabeth he was described by the papers as being the 
'oldest architect in Port Elizabeth ... if not exactly a celebrity, a prominent and useful 
member of our community'.’37 

 

 
36 https://www.artefacts.co.za/main/Buildings/bldgframes.php?bldgid=14664, 6 April 2020 
37 https://www.artefacts.co.za/main/Buildings/archframes.php?archid=1252, 6 April 2020, Abridged 

https://www.artefacts.co.za/main/Buildings/bldgframes.php?bldgid=14664
https://www.artefacts.co.za/main/Buildings/archframes.php?archid=1252


 
 
FORT FREDERICK, ERF 3596, PORT ELIZABETH CENTRAL: PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

  

PAGE 24 OF 29 

 

 
Figure 24: Street view of Fort House with access to the Fort Frederick site to the left.  

 
11.3 Views of the Site from Various Parts of the City 
 
It is noted here that the Visual Impact of the proposed redevelopment of the site is a key 
consideration. The site is very visible from various key positions of this section of the city, including 
from the harbour and Settler’s Freeway. 
 
A summary of some of these views is as follows: 
 

 
Figure 25: View from Athol Fugard Terrace looking south. 

 

 
Figure 26: View from Lower Valley Road in the Baakens Valley looking westwards. 
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Figure 27: View from the Settler’s Freeway looking south west. 

 

 
Figure 28:  View from Lower Valley Road in the Baakens Valley looking westwards. 

 
12 COMMENT ON HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE VARIOUS ELEMENTS 
 
12.1 Summary of Significances 
 
Although Fort House is not on the same erf as Fort Frederick and is not physically connected, it is 
included here because of its close proximity to the proposed development. 
 
Please note this is currently PROVISIONAL and ISSUED HERE BEFORE STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

SIGNIFICANCE 
VALUE 

THE HERITAGE RESOURCES 

1 
THE FORT 

2 
THE GRAVE 

3 
FORT HOUSE 

Historical 
High.  
Part of a significant 
international event. 

High.  
Captain Evatt is a well-
known figure in the 
history of the colonial 
town of Port Elizabeth. 

High. 
Built by a harbour master 
in about 1884. In those 
times, the harbour master 
was an important member 
of the community. 

Aesthetic 
(Architectural) 

Medium. Medium. High. 

Aesthetic 
(Visual Spatial) 

High.  
Very visible and a 
landmark. 

High.  
Very visible. 

High. 
Very visible. 

Scientific Medium. Low. Low. 

Degree of 
significance 

High.  
This Fort is the oldest 
remaining building of 
its type in the Eastern 
Cape.  

High.  High. 
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Please note that the above values are preliminary at this stage and are recorded here for comment. 
 
13 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  
 
This application relates specifically to the proposal for the installation of a Zip Line facility at Erf 3596, 
Central. 
 
13.1 Locality of the Proposal 
 
The site is adjacent to Athol Fugard Terrace (formerly Belmont Terrace). It a 4.8 hectare irregularly 
shaped erf situated near the edge of a precipitous rockface overlooking the Lower Baakens Valley. The 
height difference from the erf to the river valley is approximately 50 meters. 
 
Fort Frederick, built in 1799, is close to the edge of the rockface and overlooks the harbour and Lower 
Baakens Valley. Approximately 5 meters from the outside of the north wall is the grave of Captain 
Francis Evatt. He died in 1850 and was buried in the Russell Road Cemetery. Due to the vandalising of 
this cemetery, his remains were re-interred to the present location in 1956. 
 
A detailed feasibility report has recently been concluded38 and this application is the next step in the 
process of this project. 
 
The following are extracts from the Baakens Valley Feasibility Study and Business Plan by Urban Econ.  
 
13.2 Introduction and Background to the Proposed Interventions 
 

‘In 2014, the Mandela Bay Development Agency (MBDA) commissioned a plan for 
the redevelopment of the Baakens River Precinct. This precinct covers an area of over 
120 hectares and consists of the area from the port boundary up Baakens River Valley 
as far as Brickmakers Kloof and including the lower parts of Settlers Park, Vuyisile 
Square, St George's Park, together with linkages and connections to Route 67, 
Western Road, South End and the Port of Port Elizabeth. 
 
As part of this plan, several sports-oriented activities were identified for further 
development within the precinct, focusing on the Settlers Park area. These included 
an outdoor gym, mountain biking and trail running, water sports (e.g. canoeing), and 
ziplines. 

 
 

 
38 See Baakens Valley Zipline Feasibility Study and Business Plan, Urban Econ, September 2019. 
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Figure 29: Diagram of Zip Line proposal indicating the start point in the vicinity of Fort Frederick and the end point lower 
down in the Valley to the north of the existing ‘WERK’ Lifestyle and Commercial Hub. 

 

 
Figure 30: Diagram of possible development to the Fort Frederick site. 
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Figure 31: Proposed facilities (and their structures) to the Fort Frederick site. 

 

 
Flowing from this, the MBDA seeks to test the feasibility of potentially establishing a 
zipline within the Baakens Valley Precinct. The aim of this feasibility study is to 
demonstrates the sustainability and financial viability of a zipline operation within 
the precinct as well as to make recommendations on what development option 
should be pursued by the MBDA. The MBDA envisions the zipline as a unique element 
within the Baakens Valley Precinct that offers a unique experience to tourists, both 
local and international.’ 
 
‘The tourism industry is seen as key vehicle for growth and development in the 
NMBM as highlighted in several planning documents. The key focus of these 
documents is on increasing the number of tourists as well as their length of through 
events and the upgrading of municipal tourist attractions. Along with this is the need 
to improve the quality and service of new and existing tourism products so as to 
position NMBM as world class destination. As such, there is a need to develop 
products that speak to the needs of both domestic and international tourists. 
 
An estimated 5.8% of the total foreign tourists visiting South Africa in 2017 undertook 
some form of adventure related activity. This equates to a total potential market of 
just under 600 000 foreign tourists. The Eastern Cape was particularly popular in this 
regard, with 24.5% of the foreign tourists that visited the province in 2017, 
undertaking some form of adventure related activity. The Eastern Cape specific 
market is therefore estimated at approximately 100 800 foreign tourists. 

 
[The table below] illustrates a selection of popular attractions visited by tourists the 
Eastern Cape in 2016 and 2017. From the table it is evident that adventure orientated 
attractions were particularly popular, attracting over 150 000 visits in 2017, slightly 
higher than the 148 000 recorded in 2016. 

 

VENUE ANNUAL VISITORS - 
2016 

ANNUAL 
VISITORS - 2017 

Addo Elephant Park 170 000 217 000 

Storms River 90 000 144 000 

Bloukrans Bridge Bungy 57 000 71 000 
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Tree Top Canopy Tour/ 
Tsitsikamma Forest 

57 000 56 000 

Boardwalk Shopping Mall 55 000 53 000 

Wild Fly Fishing -Somerset East 36 000 40 000 

Nelson Mandela Museum 
(Mthatha) 

34 000 35 000 

Tiffendel Ski Resort 36 000 26 000 

Visitor numbers for selected Eastern Cape attractions 
 
14 SUGGESTED DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES AND MITIGATING FACTORS 
 
At this stage, the primary focus is in enabling comments form stakeholders. As part of a process of this 
nature is an understanding of the proposed development of the site and the Impact that this will have 
on the heritage of the site. Some factors for consideration here are: 
 

• View of the proposed development from various places in the city. The fort is (by its nature) on a 
visible cliff edge and highly visible. 

• Scale of the  proposed development. 

• Height of the proposed development. 

• What would the positive and negative impact of increased tourists on the site be? 

• What would the positive and negative impact of increased vehicles close to the site have on the 
site? 

• How are tour busses to be accommodated? 
 
15 WAY FORWARD 
 
We suggest a way forward as follows: 
 

• This document is circulated with stakeholders who then have an opportunity to comment. 

• These comments are recorded into the heritage report that is then submitted to the PHRA EC  for 
consideration. 

 
Please contact me if you would like to discuss further. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 

 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….………….. 
Bryan Wintermeyer For the Workplace Agency  


