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24 July 2019 

 
Kim Williams 
The Environmental Partnership 
PO Box 945, 
Cape Town,  
8000 
 
Dear Kim 

 

Visual Impact Comment for the Proposed Housing Development on Portion 35 of Farm 918 in Somerset 
West. 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background and Scope of Work 

 
The proponent, Asrin Property Developers, proposes to construct a mixed-use, largely residential 
development on Portion 35 of Farm 918 in Somerset West, Cape Town. The proposed development 
includes listed activities which require a Basic Assessment in terms of The NEMA Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) Regulations. This is being conducted by the Environmental Partnership and is currently 
in process.  
 
Following the release of the Draft Basic Assessment Report additional visual input was requested. Due to 
the nature of the current visual environment and the proposed development, a full visual impact 
assessment was not deemed necessary and the following report includes a visual comment and overall 
visual rating. To provide this input the following was undertaken: 

1. All the required data were collected, which included data on topography, existing visual 

character and quality, plans of the proposed development and other background information; 

2. Fieldwork (a site visit) was conducted on the 16 July 2019. 

3. Landscape characterisation was done by mapping the site location and context and describing 

the landscape character and quality. This considered geological and topographical features, 

vegetation and land-use.  

4. The visual zone of influence (viewshed) was calculated using 25m contours in Google Earth Pro. 

5. Visual sampling was undertaken using photography from a number of viewpoints in a ~3km 

radius of the site. The location of the viewpoints was recorded with a GPS and mapped on 

Google Earth Pro and photographs were taken at a depth of field between 45-55mm. A selection 

of these are used in the assessment phase of the VIA to illustrate the likely zone of influence and 

visibility.  

6. The potential magnitude of the visual impact was assessed using a methodological framework 

provided by the Environmental Partnership.  
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1.2 Project Description 

 
Portion 35 of Farm 918 in Somerset West lies north-west of the N2 Freeway and east of Onverwacht 
Road and Chris Nissen Village. A railway line bounds the north-eastern portion of the site.  
 
The intention is to develop Portion 35 of Farm 918 into an affordable housing development with some 
commercial space included. Two design alternatives are proposed. Alternative 1 proposes ground floor 
mixed-use units and Alternative 2 is residential only. Both alternatives are divided into three sections (A, 
B and C) each with their own gatehouse for vehicle and pedestrian access.  
 
Section A and B are Sectional Title, predominantly three-storey apartment blocks with four-storey 
apartment blocks on either side of the new main access road through the site. The unit size for Section A 
and B is 60m

2
. Section C consists of freestanding houses each with a single garage and will be on freehold 

erven of 190m
2
. Please see the Draft Basic Assessment Report for further details and layout plans. 

 

2 VISUAL CONTEXT 

 
The site is situated in the Lourens River Valley in an area known as the Helderberg Basin, which is 
surrounded by an amphitheatre of mountains. The landscape of the area is geologically derived from the 
Cape Fold belt, consisting of a band of parallel ranges of quartzitic sandstone ridges with undulating 
valleys of shale and outcrops of Cape granite.  
 
Topographically, the site is situated on the Cape Flats Plain, with the Lourens River running north of the 
site. The site itself is generally flat, sloping gently from north-east to south-west at an elevation of around 
40 -50 mamsl. To the south-west the landscape falls very gradually to the coast and to the north rises to 
the foothills of the Helderberg. Stretching from the Helderberg all the way around in a large arc to the 
coast are the scenic Hottentots Holland Mountains (Mapping and Survey).   
 
While historically the vegetation on site was Swartland Shale Renosterveld, this has been very heavily 
transformed. The site is currently dominated by alien grasses, herbs, shrubs (Acacia saligna) and trees 
(Eucalyptus). According to Helme (2018) the botanical sensitivity of the site is very low. Visually the tall 
clusters of Eucalyptus trees provide vertical interest and visual screening.  
 
There are also some wetlands near the northern border of the site. These have been mapped and 
assessed by the Freshwater Specialists (Swanepoel & Marais, 2019) and include an Unchannelled Bottom 
Valley Wetland along the north-western border of the site and an artificial wetland just south of the 
Unchannelled Valley Bottom Wetland. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate i: Over-looking the proposed site – grass and shrubs with tall trees and framed by mountains. 
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Land use also contributes to the visual character of the area. The site is bordered by the busy N2 to the 
west and a railway line to the north-east. The surrounding area includes two schools (Reddam and 
Nomzamo High), a business park, some warehouses and light industrial activities as well as the residential 
areas of Chris Nissen, Lwandle and other more recent housing developments and housing estates (on the 
eastern side of the N2).  
 
Overall the visual character is defined at a larger scale by the he impressive Helderberg/Hottentots 
Holland Mountain Range which frames the backdrop. At a smaller scale the visual character is not well 
defined with differing textures, architecture and uses. When driving along this stretch of the N2 the visual 
character is dominated by light industrial activities alternating with lower income housing, housing 
estates and large clusters of trees. Signage and visual clutter along the N2 is prominent. Overall the visual 
quality of this stretch of the N2 is not of high value. Plate ii below gives some idea of the visual character 
in the vicinity of the site. 
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Plate i: Visual character 
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3 VISUAL IMPACTS 

 

3.1 Visual impacts 

Visual impacts may result from the clearing of vegetation, construction activities, signage, lighting and the 
proposed buildings. The highest buildings will be near the center of the site (4 storeys). 
 
Generally the proposed residential / mixed use development is congruent with many other similar 
developments close to the site. The urban texture and height are visually not out of context with the 
surrounding area. There are a large number of residential developments in the vicinity and the urban 
texture is fairly dense in residential areas, with a larger grain in industrial areas and schools. The 
proposed development is likely to integrate well with this existing visual character. 
 
Undulations in the topography, other housing developments and warehousing / office parks and the tall 
clusters of eucalyptus trees both on the site and on bordering sites provide good visual screening and the 
visual absorption capacity of the area is relatively high. The site is on flat land and not on the slopes of a 
hill or ridgeline. 
 
The most sensitive viewers will be motorists on the N2 and residents directly across from the site and 
possibly some residences higher up the slopes to the north-east of the site. It should be noted that views 
from these locations currently include many housing estates and developments and visibility from the N2 
is for a relatively short stretch (approximately 3km). 
 

3.2 Visibility 

 
Viewshed 
 
As can be seen from the viewshed (Figure 1), the area of possible visibility is fairly extensive covering 
most of the ground in a 3km radius to the north-west, west and south-west. In reality, the proposed 
development is likely to be obscured from most viewpoints within this area by the large clusters of trees 
and other building and will only be visible for about a 3-4km stretch of the N2.  
 
Viewpoints 
 
The potential visibility of the proposed project was briefly gauged by photographs, taken from within a 
radius of about 3km of the site. From these photographs 6 viewpoints were included below. These are 
indicated on Figure 1, represented in the accompanying photographs (Plates iii - ix) and discussed in 
Table 1 below. 
 
Table 1: Viewpoints: 

VIEWPOINT WAYPOINT 
REFERENCE 

DIRECTION DISTANCE FROM 
SITE 

LOCATION 
DESCRIPTION 

VISIBILITY 

VP 1 355 NE 300m Lwandle Visible 

VP 2 349/358 SE 1km N2 near Reddam May be marginally visible 
through gaps in buildings on 
eastern side of road, visible 
from western side of road. 

VP 3 357 SE 200m Chris Nissan 
Village 

Visible 

VP 4 363 S 1,4km Residential area 
to the east 

Not visible 

VP 5 354 NW 500m N2 near Mondeor 
Eco Center 

May be marginally visible 

VP 6 360 NW 2,2km N2 near Shell 
Garage 

Not visible 
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Plate iii: VP 1: From Lwandle  
 

 
Plate iv: VP 2a: From N2 near to Reddam (on eastern side of N2) 
 

 
Plate v: VP 2b: From N2 near to Reddam (on western side of N2) 

SITE 

SITE (just in front 
of tree line 
behind building) 

SITE 
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Plate vi: VP 3: From Chris Nissen Village 
 

 
Plate vii: VP 4: From residential area east of site (up the slope) – site can’t be seen  
 

 
Plate viii: VP 5: From N2 near Mondeor Eco Center - site beyond trees, can’t be seen 
 

SITE 
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Plate ix: VP 6: From N2 at Shell Garage – site can’t be seen beyond bend/trees 
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Portion 35 Farm 918 Mixed Use Development 
Viewshed and View Points 

Date:  
July 2019 

Revision: 
1 
1 

Fig No: 
1 
3 

Complied 
by: GEBH 
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3.3 Visual Impact Rating 

 

The overall visual impact was rated using rating methodology, as provided by the Environmental Partnership and explained in the Basic Assessment Report.  
 
The visibility, visual absorption capacity, visual integration and quality of the current visual environment, as discussed above, was used to inform the magnitude of the visual 
impact. From a visual perspective the impacts of the two alternatives are the very similar; the mixed use development may be visually less monotonous and more vibrant, 
depending on the shop fronts, architecture and type of commercial development. The difference of the visual impact on viewers will not be significant enough to make any 
difference to the ratings. 
 
Table 2: Visual Impact Assessment 

 
ALTERNATIVE 1 

Residential and mixed-use 
development 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
Residential development only 

ALTERNATIVE 3 
Do-nothing option 

(no-go) 

 IMPACT: Visual Impact  

Potential impact and risk:  

Visual impact of buildings and 
structures 
Visual impact from clearing of 
vegetation 
Visual impact from construction 
activities 
Visual impact from lighting and 
signage 

Visual impact of buildings and 
structures 
Visual impact from clearing of 
vegetation 
Visual impact from construction 
activities 
Visual impact from lighting and 
signage 

No impact, but the area is not visually 
pristine. 

Nature of impact:  Negative Negative Neutral 

Extent and duration of impact: 

Local / long term Local / long term n/a 

Consequence of impact or risk: 

The consequence of the visual 
impact will be a change in what is 
currently visible from some 
viewpoints and a stretch of road 
along the N2. As well as a loss of 
open space. 

The consequence of the visual 
impact will be a change in what is 
currently visible from some 
viewpoints and a stretch of road 
along the N2. As well as a loss of 
open space. 

The site will remain as it is, invasive 
alien plants and dumping may 
increase, further detracting from 
visual quality. 

Probability of occurrence: Definite definite - 
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Degree to which the impact may 
cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources: 

N/A – there will be a change to the 
visual resource, but the environment 
is not currently of high visual value. 

N/A – there will be a change to the 
visual resource, but the environment 
is not currently of high visual value. 

n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be 
reversed: 

The impact is fully reversible if all 
buildings and structures were to be 
removed and the site rehabilitated. 
Note this is not the intention. 

The impact is fully reversible if all 
buildings and structures were to be 
removed and the site rehabilitated. 
Note this is not the intention. 

n/a 

Indirect impacts: N/A n/a n/a 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation: 

The proposed development will 
contribute to the visual impact of the 
existing sprawling, visually 
monotonous housing estates in the 
vicinity (particularly to the east of the 
N2) and general visual clutter in the 
area. Given the position and size of 
the proposed development, the 
contribution of this residential 
development to the cumulative 
impact is not considered highly 
significant. 

The proposed development will 
contribute to the visual impact of the 
existing sprawling, visually 
monotonous housing estates in the 
vicinity (particularly to the east of the 
N2) and general visual clutter in the 
area. Given the position and size of 
the proposed development, the 
contribution of this residential 
development to the cumulative 
impact is not highly significant. 

n/a 

Intensity of impact  Low Low n/a 

Significance rating of impact prior 
to mitigation  

Low Low  

Degree to which the impact can be 
avoided: 

The visual impact cannot be avoided. The visual impact cannot be avoided. n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be 
managed: 

The visual impact can be managed to 
some extent with effective mitigation. 

The visual impact can be managed to 
some extent with effective mitigation. 

n/a 

Degree to which the impact can be 
mitigated: 

The visual impact can be mitigated to 
some extent. 

The visual impact can be mitigated to 
some extent. 

n/a 

Proposed mitigation: 
See section 3.4 below See section 3.4 below No mitigation required. Removal of 

invasive alien vegetation would 
improve visual quality. 

Residual impacts: 
The impact can be screened from 
some viewpoints but the building and 
structures remain. 

The impact can be screened from 
some viewpoints but the building and 
structures remain. 

n/a 
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Cumulative impact post mitigation: 

Screening and other mitigation 
measures can help to reduce visual 
clutter contributing to the cumulative 
impact, but the difference is not 
significant enough to alter the rating 

Screening and other mitigation 
measures can help to reduce visual 
clutter contributing to the cumulative 
impact, but the difference is not 
significant enough to alter the rating 

n/a 

Significance rating of impact after 
mitigation  

Low Low n/a 
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3.4 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures should be implemented to reduce the visual impacts and enhance visual 
benefits: 
 
Design Phase 

1. Employ a landscaper/ landscape architect to plan and supervise the planted/open spaces in 

the development. 

2. Sufficient budget must be allowed for the implementation and maintenance of planting. 

3. Indigenous, water-wise vegetation must be used as far as possible.  

4. Buffer the wetlands as per Freshwater Specialist’s recommendation. 

5. Ground level at site boundary must remain natural ground level. 

6. Any construction offices/temporary ablutions and related facilities must be sensitively 

placed on the site where they will be least visible from key viewpoints and N2. 

7. Low level, unobtrusive and contextually appropriate signage must be used.  

8. Outdoor lighting should be fitted with reflectors to minimise light spillage and the use of 

motion sensor or self-dimming lights used where possible. 

9. Lighting poles and mounting height must be high enough to ensure light is well directed 
with as little light spill as possible.  

Construction Phase 

1. Site perimeter (building zone) must be clearly demarcated. 

2. The construction footprint must be kept as small as possible, to avoid unnecessary 

disruption.  

3. No blanket clearing or removal of vegetation outside of the building zone is allowed, unless 

for rehabilitation purposes. 

4. The handling and transportation of materials which may generate dust must be avoided 

during high wind conditions. 

5. The building site and construction facilities must be well maintained and strictly controlled. 

6. Dust and litter control measures must be included in the Environmental Management 

Programme (EMPr) 

7. No dumping in unauthorised and/or highly visible areas is permitted.  

 
Operational Phase 

1. Sufficient funds must be allocated to ensure ongoing maintenance of buildings and 

landscaped areas. 

 
Given the nature of the receiving environment, the visual absorption capacity of the surrounding area and the nature of 
the proposed development the visual impacts were rated as low and can be mitigated to further reduce the visual impact. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  

 

 
 
Belinda Gebhardt (BL Hons. Landscape Arch, SACLAP Prof Reg: 99098; MPhil Environ. Man. CEAPSA certified) 
PO Box 749, Rondebosch, 7701 
belinda@gebhardt.co.za 
0843052119 

mailto:belinda@gebhardt.co.za

