
 

 

8th June 2020  
 
Attention: Ms Carmen Du Toit 
The Environmental Partnership 
Cape Town 
 
Dear Carmen 
 
Comments on the implications of Alternative C of the proposed Stellenbosch Waste Transfer Site  

This document has been compiled as an informant of the Basic Assessment process for the proposed 
Stellenbosch Waste Transfer site.  It is intended as an Addendum to the specialist Aquatic Ecosystems 
Basic Assessment Report produced by me (previously working as part of Freshwater Consulting cc) and 
dated November 2018 (referred to hereafter as Day 2018).   

The latter report assessed the implications of three site alternatives, all located on the southern portion 
(south of the R310) of the Remainder Portion of Farm 279 Stellenbosch, as indicated in Figure 1.  The 
report concluded that: 

• Of the three development alternatives, the “original infill alternative” would be least preferred.  
Neither Alternative footprint 1 nor Alternative footprint 2 were however considered problematic 
from an aquatic ecosystem perspective, assuming full implementation of mitigation measures; 

• Alternative footprint 1 would however be the preferred option, as it lies further away from the 
river, and unlike Alternative 2 does not have existing flow pathways to the river (e.g. the open 
channel shown in Figure 1);  

• Construction of the proposed facility could however impact on the (already impacted) 
Veldwagters River, which flows along the eastern site boundary, as well as areas of ecologically 
sensitive floodplain flat wetland, associated with the river; 

• Operational phase impacts identified revolved around possible seepage impacts into the 
Veldwagters River, its wetlands and/or the Eerste River, through surface or groundwater routes, 
as well as the dumping / other accumulation of litter and other waste along the river floodplain 
and corridor.  Essential mitigation measures were recommended to prevent such impacts, noting 
that although the Veldwagters River and the Eerste River downstream are both considered 
degraded in terms of their water quality, further impacts to water quality are not desirable and 
fly in the face of active efforts to improve water quality in the river catchment, including through 
the upgrading of the Stellenbosch Waste Water Treatment Works.   
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Figure 1 
Alignment of the three development footprint alternatives with regard to mapped wetland areas.   

Figure after Day (2018) 

 

Figure 2 
Area in which the new Alternative C would be located (red polygon) with Alternatives 1 and 2 (assessed in Day 

2018) and the existing former fill platform shown as white polygons south of Baden Powell Drive / R310 
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In 2020, an additional site was suggested for consideration in the Basic Assessment Process, being run by 

The Environmental Partnership (TEP).  The location of this site (referred to by TEP as Alternative C) is 

shown in Figure 2, in relation to the previously assessed site alternatives.  It also lies on the Remainder 

Portion of Farm 279, but is located north of the R310.  The additional site alternative was assessed in June 

2020, by myself (an aquatic ecosystems specialist with over 24 years’ experience in river and wetland 

assessments) and the TEP Environmental Assessment Practitioners, Ms Carmen Du Toit and Ms Alma 

Kuspert.   

Alternative C would be sited within the larger area mapped in Figure 2.  The whole area is transformed 

from natural, and comprises vineyards on a hill slope.  There are no surface aquatic features (wetlands or 

other watercourses) on the site, and it is separated from the Veldwagters River and floodplain by a waste 

recycling depot, under construction at the time of the site assessment.   

It was evident from the site visit that development of Alternative C would have no direct impacts on any 

aquatic ecosystems, and would be the preferred alternative for this development, from an aquatic 

ecosystems perspective. 

Indirect impacts to water courses as a result of the construction or operational phases of the Waste 

Transfer Facility on this site could include the passage of windblown waste or seepage from the site into 

the river.  An important assumption of this report is however that the facility would be constructed on a 

sealed surface and would be a covered building (i.e. roofed).  As such, this impact is highly unlikely and is 

not assessed further. 

I trust that the above comments assist in decision-making around the selection of site alternatives, if any, 

for the proposed Stellenbosch Waste Transfer Facility.  Please contact me if you have any concerns or 

issues of clarity in this matter. 

Yours sincerely  

 

 
Dr Liz Day  
PhD; Pr Nat Sci 


