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1. Background 

The Sibaya Development Project has been subject to an EIA process for the past few 
years. Key issues have been identified by Interested and Affected Parties covering a range 
of themes through this process. This brief report attempts to address two specific issues 
relating to the proposed urban form. These issues are: 

·  Related to density, where IAP’s suggest that the overall of density, based on the 
hilltop concept is excessive and not compatible with surrounding development. The 
urban design framework suggests that development be clustered on hilltops, 
having a greater density and compactness with a lower density of development 
proposed on the valley sides, and river edges. 
 

·  Related to height, where IAP’s have requested clarity on why specific heights are 
proposed. The urban design framework suggests that a general 4-6 storey height 
be applied on key hilltops and additional height is granted to key sites on certain 
hilltops to serve as landmarks and iconic structures. A maximum height of 15 
storeys is proposed for these sites. 
 

2. The Density Issue 

2.1 Understanding Density: The Development Approach 

A fundamental design driver for Sibaya is the clustering of development on certain hilltops 
to reduce the overall physical footprint to enable a more urbane hilltop development, which 
is played against a more generous open space system. The designers suggest that there 
are several benefits to this, including inter alia: 

·  Compact development creates an urban intensity that delivers an environment that 
offers diverse opportunities by creating threshold to support a wider range of 
activities; 
 
 

 
 

·  Clustering of development on hilltops together with landmarks, would create a 
more legible and visually diverse environment, as opposed to the perpetual 
sameness of suburbia, 

·  Greater density encourages greater efficiencies in terms of infrastructure and 
provides an important basis to sustain a diverse offering in terms of services, 
facilities and economic activity. 

·  Compact and clustered development reduces the spatial footprint and therefore 
reduces the impact on the environment. It is argued that ironically the converse 
applies in low density environments that perpetuate suburban sprawl whilst 
perceived to have a lower impact. 

From a sustainability perspective, the Sibaya development project is on a One Planet Living 
(OPL) trajectory, where it is proposed that future development subscribes to OPL principles. 
It is argued that compact development offers far greater possibilities to achieve the core 
principles of OPL, and in turn sustainability, as found in the Case Study of the City of 
Vancouver in Canada, where the following was found: 

TABLE 1: OPL AND DENSITY 

OPL Principles Benefits of Density / Compact Development 
Zero Carbon Greater energy efficiencies resulting in lowered carbon 

emissions 
Zero Waste More innovative waster management strategies result form 

dense developments 
Sustainable Transport Better public transport use in dense developments 
Local and Sustainable 
Food 

Allows for prime agricultural production closer to urban 
consumers 

Natural Habitats and 
Wildlife 

Concentrates settlement preserving habitats 

Culture & Heritage Creates vibrant neighbourhoods in which arts, culture  heritage 
thrive 

Equity and Fair Trade Greatly enhances opportunities for local economic development 
Health & Happiness Walkable, greener, job-environments offer higher quality of life 
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 2.2 The Proposed Development: Response to Density Question 

The following Map1 provides an analysis of Floor Area Ratio (FAR) factors to be applied in 
Sibaya in terms of the current framework plan.  Map 1 indicates a gradation of intensity of 
development with lower intensity proposed closer to the river corridor and vice versa.  

Although the designers argue for density and compact development, it is interesting to 
compare actual densities planned with those achieved in other developments. Table 2 
below provides a comparison of densities in recent development project s undertaken within 
the northern subregion.  

TABLE 2: COMPARISON OF DENSITIES     

 

GROSS 
AREA 
(HA) UNITS 

GROSS 
DENSITY 

SUNNINGDALE 46 468 10.2 
UMHLANGA RIDGE 43 261 6.1 
MOUNT EDGECOME  GOLF ESTATE 1 105 232 2.2 
MOUNT EDGECOME  GOLF ESTATE 2 209 920 4.4 
LA LUCIA RIDGE 55 760 13.8 
SOMERSET PARK 80 900 11.3 
GARDENS 23.4 154 6.6 
EDGEVIEW 6.1 135 22.1 
ILALA RIDGE 25 620 24.8 
IZINGA RIDGE  21.1 157 7.4 
UMHLANGA ROCKS NEW TOWN CENTRE 25 2800 112.0 
EXECUTIVE VILLAGE 18.5 100 5.4 
KINDLEWOOD 86 600 7.0 
    
    

In order to establish the proposed density for the Sibaya development, the planners 
calculated the density achieved in portion of the study (nodes 1& 5) where more detailed 
design had been undertaken and extrapolated this across the overall study area. The 
information box on the right indicates the calculation process: 
  
 

Density Calculation: 
 
Nodes 1 and 5   - Nett Area (excl M4 and Forests + wetlands) = approx. 140 Ha 
                        - Footprint Area (building coverage) = 16.55 Ha = 11.8%  
                          - Area of individual sites = 58.93Ha = 42.56% 
                          - Total No. of units = 2324 = 16.6Du/Ha NETT Density  
Including the forest areas (portion of Mhlanga Forest) and wetlands - area = 189Ha = Gross 
Density = 12.3Du/Ha 
  
Extrapolating that to the area west of the M4 :  
  
Nett Area = 360Ha approx (excl Casino, Forest 31, Hawaan & River) 
                    - Total No. of Units = 3676 = 10Du/ha NETT Density-  
                    - Footprint area = 39.34 Ha 
                    - Area of individual sites = 117Ha 
  
Adding the conservation areas = 635Ha  
 
Gross Density = 5.8Du/Ha 

 

The above indicates that at a gross density of 5.8 du/ha is proposed for Sibaya which is far 
lower than most of the new residential developments planned within the northern corridor. 
Furthermore, although based on a compact and clustered form of development, Sibaya is 
still much lower than the above examples which are conventionally considered to be 
suburban and generally low rise development s.  

The Umhlanga New Town Centre, while although not explicitly stated, is seen as a close 
parallel to the urban components of Sibaya by some. The town centre, like Sibaya urban 
hilltops contains medium rise compact development. However the Town Centre has a much 
higher density at 112du/ha than Sibaya at 5.8 du/ha. This points to urban structure and 
coverage at the level of the whole, in the case of Sibaya, dense hilltops but generous open 
space which generates a lower density. 



Sibaya Development Framework Density and Height Report 

 

Prepared By: Iyer Rothaug Collaborative          4 |  

 

Proposed Bulk Factors (FAR) 
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Several issues come to fore through the above analysis, including: 

·  Compact development and medium rise development does not necessarily 
translate into higher densities, 

·  Settlement structure, clustered development with generous open space, produces 
similar densities as traditional suburban formats of development 

The key outcomes of the analysis of density in this section, suggests: 

·  pursuing compact and clustered development in Sibaya allows for the benefits 
associated with density, including achieving OPL principles,  and importantly,  

·  the overall density target for Sibaya is not dissimilar to current projects within the 
Northern Corridor, yet has the added advantage of a reduced footprint and a 
generous open space system, in comparison with traditional low density suburban 
development. 
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3. The Height Issue 

3.1 The Approach to Height 

The urban design framework for Sibaya proposes a range of building heights from 2 to 4 
and 6 storeys as the general height and in certain cases where a landmark development is 
sought, greater height is envisaged for what is termed Iconic Structures in the framework 
plan. The height of these structures would vary depending on the position and context, but a 
maximum height of 15 stories is proposed. Map 2 indicates the proposals for height within 
the precinct. 

3.2 Responding to the Height Issue 

The main queries that have emerged through the EIA process relating to height are: 

·  The development of 4-6 storey buildings are suggested to be incompatible for the 
context, and 

·  Clarity is required on the rationale and motivation for a 15 storey Icon building as 
proposed on certain hilltops. 

The keys aspects to the approach to height include: 

·  Achieving the goals for density and reduced development footprint, as described in 
2 above, requires that particular heights are achieved to create more compact 
environments. Therefore, one cannot separate height from the overall approach to 
density for Sibaya. 

·  The use of different heights to reinforce the natural topography is also a key aspect 
of the approach 

·  A fundamental generator of approach is the concept of enhancing legibility at the 
local level and at the overall precinct level by having landmarks as reference points 
within the urban system. 

·  Varying heights are used as a means to achieving a particular urban form whereby 
greater height is given to the hilltops, with a gradation from the hilltop to the lower 
lying open space systems and valleys, where a reduced height is proposed.   

 
 
 
These objectives are illustrated in the diagrams below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above diagrams indicate that the concept of height as a tool to guide urban form and 
must be viewed in the context of the overall approach and design philosophy. These also 
illustrate that the application of height within the overall area would vary and it is not 
intended that large scale parts of the precinct would have the same height. 
 

 Compact and Clustered development with a gradation of height and massing toward valleys  
 

Iconic Building on hilltop allowing for 
orientation and legibility  

Urban form responding to topography  
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Proposed Height Plan 
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The following 2 pages provide more overall views which indicate the approach to height. 

Hilltop with Icon Building Hilltop with Icon Building 

Gradation of height 
reinforcing natural 
topography and hilltop 
approach 

Icon serves as landmark and reference points between nodes adding to 
legibility at the scale of the overall area and gives distinctiveness to each node 

Note: This image is not intended to indicate Architectural approach and language.  
It is intended to convey proposed urban form and massing only. 
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Hilltop with Icon Building Hilltop with Icon Building 

In order to serve as a landmark between nodes and across the overall precinct, a 15 storey height is required to enable a slender 
building of landmark proportioning.  A lower height would result in a perimeter block slab building which would not deliver a landmark. 

Note: This image is not intended to indicate Architectural approach and language.  
It is intended to convey proposed urban form and massing only. 
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4. Concluding Comments 
 
This report has highlighted the approach to density and height in response to the queries 
raised through the EIA process. It is argued that: 
 

·  In order to achieve broader development goals of compactness reduced spatial 
footprint and sustainability, the Sibaya projects aims at clustering development on 
hilltops and having a more generous open space system. 
 

·  This requires that greater density and height be developed in certain portions of 
the study area, however this report highlights that from a density perspective, 
similar overall or gross densities are delivered through the Sibaya project when 
compared with other recent projects within the northern corridor. Hence the overall 
densities applied at Sibaya, that being 5.8 du/ha gross is not inconsistent with 
surrounding development. 
 

·  In terms of height, it is argued that achieving a more interesting and legible 
environment requires a varied approach to height across the precinct. In addition, 
to ensure legibility and identity to various nodes, a landmark building is proposed 
for certain hilltops. Generally however, the dominant heights across the precinct 
are not inconsistent with surrounding projects within the northern corridor. In the 
more compact hilltop areas, the medium rise heights of 4-6 storeys are in line with 
trends that seek a shift toward more urbane environments. 
 

At an overall level it must be understood that the Sibaya Project aims at creating a new 
urban form and identity as a reaction to the problems (social, environmental and economic) 
related to placeless low density suburban sprawl. Therefore this demands that a unique set 
of conditions for density and height be created to generate a more responsive urban 
environment. This cannot then be judged upon what is effectively the weakness of 
contemporary suburban development, i.e. standardised low density development controls.  
 
 
 

 
 


