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1 Introduction 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The Waste Department of the Stellenbosch Municipality is planning the development of a Refuse 

Transfer Station (RTS) near the existing Devon Valley Stellenbosch Landfill. The remaining airspace at 

the Stellenbosch landfill is decreasing and measures to divert waste from the landfill are urgently 

required. The RTS is intended to receive organic-rich waste streams from the ‘Separation-At-Source’ 

programme. This waste will then be beneficiated in order to reduce the quantity of waste going to 

landfill.  

The sites initially proposed for the construction of the facility were shown to be unsuitable following 

further site investigations together with the findings of the Specialist Aquatic Ecosystems Report and 

the 100-year floodline study. These sites were collectively referred to as Alternative A in the 

Engineering Report (JG Afrika, 2018). Two layout and location alternatives on municipal-owned land 

(on remainder of Farm 279) were then considered, referred to as Alternatives A and B in impact 

assessment1. Following the release of the draft Basic Assessment Report (BAR) and initial public 

meetings an additional site, adjacent to the existing landfill site, was included in the assessment 

process. This site is referred to as Alternative C.  

Alternative A is situated south of R310 (Adam Tas) road, opposite the Stellenbosch Landfill and 

immediately north of the old Waste Water Treatment Works maturation pond, which is no longer in 

use (“Pond 1”). Alternative A is situated to the west of Pond 1, straddling Ponds 2 and 3. Alternative 

C is located on the northern side of the R310 adjacent to the existing landfill (see Figure 1).  

The National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) and NEMA: Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) Regulations, as amended, require that Basic Assessment (BA) process be 

undertaken for the proposed development, since it includes listed activities in terms of these 

regulations. The environmental assessment is being conducted by The Environmental Partnership.  

This Visual Impact Assessment should be viewed in conjunction with the BAR, engineering 

drawings/plans and other specialist studies. 

1.2 SCOPE OF WORK 

The principal objectives of the study were to establish a visual baseline description of the project’s 

zone of influence, evaluate the landscape character and scenic value of the study area and to 

identify and assess visual concerns. The scope of the visual study includes:  

                                                           
1
 Referred to as Alternative B and C in the Engineering Report 
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 Description of the existing visual character and sense of place (baseline) of the area, with an 

emphasis on the character and sensitivity of the visual landscape, significant views and any 

other key visual resources; 

 Identification of potential visual impacts resulting from the proposed facility; 

 Discussion of visual concerns based on:  

- Visual quality; 

- Visual absorption capacity 

- Visibility and visual exposure (viewshed determination); 

- Visual intrusion or integrity with the existing landscape/townscape; and 

- Sensitivity of the viewers. 

 Assessment of the significance of the visual impacts; and 

 Development of mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts and enhance any positive 

visual benefits. 
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Figure 1: Location Plan  Stellenbosch RTS 
Location Plan 
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1.3 APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

There is little legislation relating directly to visual impact assessment. However there are guidelines 

that provide direction for visual assessment as well as a number of laws which aim to protect visual 

resources and others that apply to specialists in general. The most relevant guidelines are the 

Guidelines for Involving Visual and Aesthetic Specialists in EIA Processes (2005). The approach to this 

VIA has been based on the guiding principles outlined in this document. 

Given the nature of visual issues, describing and assessing visual impacts in absolute terms is not 

achievable. Thus, both qualitative and quantitative techniques are required. In this study emphasis 

has been placed on ensuring that the methodology and criteria are clearly stated and transparent.  

In order to meet the terms of reference, the following methodology was applied: 

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 (two site visits) was conducted on the 20 September 2018 and the 11 June 2019. The 

objectives of the fieldwork were to: 

 familiarise the author with the site and its surroundings; 

 to identify key viewpoints/ corridors and visual receptors;  

 groundtruth the sensitivity of the landscape; and  

 determine the distance from which visual impacts are likely to become discernible. 

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 landscape quality was described using visual appeal criteria, based on Ramsay, Crawford, 

Arriaza and Young and is explained in the text below.  

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

radius of the sites. 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 zone of influence was determined. The visual zone of influence (viewshed) is defined as the 

area, including all the major observation sites, from which the proposed activities will be visible. 

This area varies for each visual intrusion or impact.  
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7. ArcGIS Spatial Analyst extension was used to calculate the viewshed making use of a 20m 

contour interval SRTM Digital Elevation Model (DEM) as the input raster. 

8. Visual concerns and potential impacts were identified;  

9. The potential magnitude of visual impacts were evaluated using standard VIA criteria and rating 

methodologies, explained briefly in Chapter 5 below and further explained in Annexure A; and  

10. Potential visual impacts were assessed using a methodological framework developed by The 

Environmental Partnership. This methodology is explained in Chapter 6. 

1.4 ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

The following assumptions and limitations are pertinent: 

1. The VIA report is based on background information provided by The Environmental Partnership 

and JG Afrika and is assumed to be accurate and representative of the project.  

2. Determination of the viewshed does not consider vegetation and built structures. It therefore 

represents an exaggerated visibility and can be considered the maximum theoretical area from 

which the proposed development may be visible.  

3. Comments and concerns pertaining to visual issues from interested and affected parties (I&APs) 

have not yet been tabulated and will be considered if required. 

4. Planning and heritage implications, although informative of the baseline, are not directly 

assessed within the scope of the visual study. 
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1.5 DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 

 

I Belinda Gebhardt, as the appointed independent visual specialist, do hereby declare that: 

 I act/have acted as the independent specialist in this application; 

 I have perform the work relating to the application in an objective manner, even if this results/has 

resulted in views and findings that are not favourable to the applicant; 

 I declare that there are no circumstances that may compromise my objectivity in performing such 

work; 

 I have expertise in conducting the specialist report relevant to this application, including knowledge 

of the Act, Regulations and guidelines that have relevance to the proposed activity; 

 I have complied with the Act, Regulations and all other applicable legislation; 

 I have no, and will not engage in, conflicting interests in the undertaking of the activity; 

 I have disclosed/will disclose to the applicant and the competent authority all material information 

in my possession that reasonably has or may have the potential of influencing  

- any decision to be taken with respect to the application by the competent authority; and  

- the objectivity of any report, plan or document to be prepared by myself for submission to the 

competent authority; 

 all the particulars furnished by me in this form are true and correct; and 

 I realise that a false declaration is an offence in terms of regulation 48 and is punishable in terms of 

section 24F of the Act. 

 

Signature of Specialist 

15 June 2019 

Date 

Specialist experience and expertise detailed within Annexure C. 
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2 Project Description 

The following section provides a brief overview of the proposed facility primarily as it pertains to 

visual issues; please refer to the engineer’s plans and reports and the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) 

for more detailed information. 

The proposed RTS will form part of a larger integrated waste management system for the 

Stellenbosch Local Municipality. The purpose of the facility is to divert organic waste (excluding 

garden or green waste) from the landfill and is split into two operational activities namely; drop-off 

activities and diversion activities. These will involve the collection of Organic-Rich Mixed Waste and 

Pure Organic Waste.  

The Organic-Rich Mixed Waste will be brought to the RTS and transferred to open-top, roll-on roll-

off skips/containers and will be collected daily by authorised offtakers, who will beneficiate the 

waste. The proposed RTS therefore has no long term storage facility.  

Similarly, the Pure Organic Waste from the Pure Organic Waste transfer area will be stockpiled 

(daily) in the receptacles used for transport from the collection drop-offs or alternatively transferred 

into larger receptacles for transportation to the offtaker(s) (JG Afrika, 2018). Please see BAR for 

further detail (Environmental Partnership, 2018).  

Conceptual layouts for the proposed RTS have been developed for Site Alternatives A and B, which 

are shown in Figures 2 and 3 respectively. The building layout is the same for both alternatives, but 

the external layouts were determined by the required vehicle movements for both drop-off and 

collection activities, together with the dimensions and shape of the proposed sites (JG Afrika, 2018).  

Site Alternative C is approximately 6.4 hectares in extent but the waste transfer facility will only be 

1.2 hectares maximum. No site plan is available yet however, the facility will look similar to the 

facility proposed in the first two alternatives. Adjacent to Site C is an approved Material Recovery 

Facility (MRF). The refuse transfer facility and the MRF would therefore share a weighbridge, ring 

road, access control etc.  

The proposed facility will have a total footprint area of approximately 1.2 hectares (Alternative A and 

C) and 0.9 hectares (Alternative B). The facility will include: 

 A guardhouse with access control at the entrance to site; 

 An access road off the R310, with a single dual-direction weighbridge on the incoming lane; 

over which the drop-off vehicles will drive on entry/exit; 

 An access ramp to a raised platform approximately 3m above handling/storage area;  

 The container handling and skip storage area which is an enclosed and roofed building with 

one day’s waste storage capacity, a tipping hall and future compaction/loading hall, with a 

footprint are of about 1,200m2 (approximately 11,5 m high from ground level to top of roof 

ridge); 
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 Site offices, ablution buildings and mess-room (single storey); 

 Container storage area; 

 Space allowance for an additional transfer bay; 

 An on-site conveyer/compactor system (which is excluded from the initial project but may 

be built at a later date); and  

 Stormwater catchpits. 

Detailed designs have not yet been completed but the facility will look very similar to the existing 

RTS at Klapmuts (see plate i to vi below). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate i - vi: Klapmuts RTS 
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Figure 2: Site Layout and Cross-Section Alternative A (JG Afrika, 2018)  Stellenbosch RTS 
Layout and Cross-Section Alternative A (JG Afrika, 2018) 

Date:  
Oct 2018 

Revision: 
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Fig No: 
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Figure 3: Site Layout and Cross-Section Alternative B (JG Afrika, 2018) Stellenbosch RTS 
Layout and Cross-Section Alternative B (JG Afrika, 2018) 

Date:  
Oct 2018 

Revision: 
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Fig No: 
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3 Understanding the Visual Context and Character 

Landscape character can be defined as the distinct and recognisable pattern of elements, or 

characteristics, resulting from particular combinations of natural (physical and biological) and 

cultural (land use) factors (Tudor, 2014). Landscapes are an important resource and significant 

component of our cultural heritage.  

Before the visual character of a landscape can be established, the layers that make up the landscape 

need to be understood. These layers include climate, geology, topography, vegetation and land use 

(man-made elements). 

3.1 GEOLOGY, CLIMATE AND TOPOGRAPHY 

The Cape Winelands landscape in the greater area has a strong correlation with the underlying 

geology (predominantly the occurrence of granites), the unique combination of soils and the climate 

which have made this region the centre of viticulture and fruit farming (Oberholzer, 2013).The 

region has a mild Mediterranean climate influenced by the warm Indian Ocean currents. Summers 

are dry and hot, with February and March days sometimes rising to over 40 C. Winters are cool, rainy 

and sometimes windy. Snow is usually seen a couple of times in the winter on the surrounding 

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 granites. The 

earliest deposits are over 400 million years old, but the mountain ranges are more recent, having 

been formed some 200 million years ago.  

The area is dominated by the striking Hottentots-Holland sandstone mountains of the Table 

Mountain Group (here represented by the Stellenbosch, Jonkershoek and Groot Drakenstein 

Mountains). Their rugged peaks form a visually impressive backdrop to the south and south-east.  

To the north-east is a hill called Papegaaiberg, beyond which is the Simonsberg Mountain. North-

west of the site the undulating Malmesbury Shales and Cape Granites extend into the Swartland. To 

the south-west of the site Cape Flats Alluvium extends to the peninsula.  

Topographically, the sites are located in a hilly region of the Cape Winelands, in the sheltered valley 

at the entrance to the town of Stellenbosch. Site alternatives A and B are relatively flat and situated 

at a low elevation around 80 to 70 mamsl (see Figure 4 below). The land falls very gradually to the 

south, towards the Eerste River (Mapping and Survey). To the east of these sites is the Veldwagters 

River, which flows southwards to where it joins with the Eerste River. There are steep man-made 

berms surrounding the edges of the old maturation ponds.  

Site alternative C is situated on the lower slopes of the hilly ground to the north of the R310 at a 

higher elevation than the other two sites. It slopes from north-west to south-east around 110 to 85 

https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Papegaaiberg&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cape_Winelands
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mamsl. It is directly adjacent to the existing landfill site which is a prominent hill-like feature in the 

landscape (see Figure 4). 

3.2 VEGETATION 

According to the SANBI National Vegetation Map (2012) the prominent vegetation type in the area is 

Swartland Granite Renosterveld (critically endangered), with some Swartland Shale Renosterveld 

and Cape Winelands Shale Fynbos in the surrounding area (SANBI, 2012 and Mucina and Rutherford, 

2006). However, the site and immediate surrounds have been transformed and consist 

predominantly of agricultural lands, mostly vineyards. Site A and B are disturbed areas, presumably 

once used for agriculture and then converted into a series of settlement /maturation ponds, which 

were used by the Stellenbosch Waste Water Treatment Works. 

Visually these sites are open, grassy areas with reeds surrounding the bodies of water. Of the three 

settling ponds only the one near the eastern boundary has a significant amount of water (Pond 1). 

The wetland marshes are artificial wetlands, with the vegetation largely dominated by bulrushes 

(Typhus Capensis). Although not pristine, the wetland vegetation on site offers habitat for bird and 

animal life and is visually pleasing. On the eastern side of the site, there is an area of in-filled land, 

downstream of which are broad floodplain flats, which although impacted are considered natural 

wetland features, classified as “floodplain flats” and comprising broad areas of seasonal and 

perennial marshland (Day, 2018). The wetland extends south out of the site, towards the railway 

line. Some trees, mostly eucalypts and pines, are dotted around the site, as well as some invasive 

alien vegetation (see Plate vii and vii). 

Site C is also no longer covered in natural vegetation and vegetation here consists of planted 

vineyards. The symmetry of the planted rows of vines with their russet orange colouring in the 

autumn and green in the summer is visually pleasing and typical of the Cape Winelands area (See 

Plate ix). 

Colours of the vegetation display in various shades of green, with the grass and reeds particularly 

vivid in the winter months. The wetlands and vineyards are of moderate height and offer little 

screening but clusters and avenues of trees (in the surrounding areas) provide vertical interest and 

screening (see Plate x). Invasive alien vegetation generally detracts from the visual quality but does 

also provide screening. 
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Figure 4: Elevation of surrounding area 
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Plate vii: Typha Capensis and clusters of trees  plate viii: Vivid green colours 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate ix: Site C with planted vineyards and rows of windbreaks. 

 

Plate x: Fields and vineyards with avenues/shelterbelts of tall trees 
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3.3 LAND USE 

Also contributing to the visual character of the area are the predominant land uses, which vary 

across the greater study area.  

The greater Cape Winelands area is a cultural landscape of very high scenic value and has been 

nominated for World Heritage status. Stellenbosch was the second town to be established in South 

Africa and is a significant tourist attraction known for its Cape Dutch Architecture, broad oak-lined 

roads and the its close association with the surrounding viticultural landscape. 

The sites are situated on the one of the main entrance routes into Stellenbosch, which is considered 

to be a sensitive scenic resource. Landuse in the surrounding area includes a number of wine 

estates, some with associated tourism and hotel facilities including Asara, Neethlingshof, Brodyke 

and Vredenheim. North of the R310 are the Stellnebosch Landfill, a power transfer station and a 

office/shopping complex (The Woodmill). 

The suburb of Onder-Papagaaiberg, is situated north-east on the slopes of the Papegaaiberg 

Mountain with middle to upper income houses. These vary in architectural style and are single to 

double storey with a low density. They are interspersed with trees, open spaces and wide roads. The 

suburb of Khayamandi is situated further towards the north-east and has a finer urban texture with 

smaller properties. Other industries and facilities (many related to the vitcultural industry) are 

situated alongside the R310 into Stellenbosch as well as the Oude Libertas Theatre. 

South of site alternatives A and B runs the railway line. East of these sites are housing and offices 

occupied by the Dept of Forestry as well as a riding farm/school and other small pockets of houses. 

Site C is located adjacent to a material Recovery Facility, which lies to the east and vineyards of the 

Asara Hotel and Wine Estate to the west. Directly north of the site is the Stellenbosch Landfill site, 

which is a prominent and visible feature in the landscape. South of the site is the R310. 

The mixed use of the area has a typically semi-urban character with many industries and facilities 

having a strong association with the surrounding agricultural activities. Visually the vineyards, tourist 

facilities and activities related to agricultural hinterlands integrate well and provide a scenic route 

into the town. The existing landfill is very prominent and this and some of the other infrastructure 

detract from the scenic quality. 

3.4 VISUAL CHARACTER 

Based on these patterns the landscape character can be described. Visually the sites are defined by 

the mountains that form a prominent backdrop and the surrounding Cape Winelands landscape 

which is of significant scenic value and high quality. Sites A and B are bounded by the busy R310 and 

visually prominent landfill that borders the site to the north; the railway line to the south and the 

Verwagters River to the east. Site C is bounded by the R310 to the south, landfill facility to the north, 

Material Recovery Facility to the east and Asara Wine Estate to the west. The R310 (Adam Tas Road) 
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is one of the main entrance routes into the historic and picturesque town of Stellenbosch and is an 

important visual corridor.  

In the immediate surrounds (particularly close to Site C) the existing landfill, the electrical sub-

station and other semi-industrial activities detract from the visual quality along this stretch of the 

road.  

Natural vegetation has been significantly transformed, but the vivid greens of the grass and reeds 

surrounding the water bodies, the rolling hills covered in vineyards and clusters and avenues of trees 

together with the magnificent mountain scenery surrounding the area provide beautiful views. In 

places there are stretches of alien invasive vegetation and urban visual clutter which are visually less 

appealing.  

The overall character can be described as being semi-urban situated along a scenic entrance route 

into Stellenbosch and set within the broader visual context of the splendid mountain and agricultural 

scenery (see Plate xi). The existing landfill and other urban visual clutter detract from the visual 

quality. 
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Plate xi: Visual Character    



Stellenbosch RTS_VIASept2018_final_rev 2  June 2019 

P a g e  | 21 

4 Identification of Potential Visual Issues and Impacts 

Potential visual issues and impacts identified by the visual consultant are summarised in Table 1 

below.  

Table 1: Potential Visual Impacts  

Visual Issue Comment 

Visual impact of vegetation 

clearing and construction. 

Dust, construction materials, vehicles and plant will have a temporary impact for the 

duration of the construction period.  

Vegetation clearing and cut and fill results in visual scarring, visible due to the change 

in landform and the contrast of colour and texture between the stripped land and 

existing vegetation.  

Visual impact on the physical 

landscape. 

Given the relatively flat nature of sites A and B, the proposed development is not 

anticipated to impact on any natural landforms. These sites have also already been 

previously filled / modified and water bodies are man-made. Site C is situated at a 

slightly higher elevation on sloping ground. It may have a local impact on the physical 

landscape (slope). 

Visual impact of buildings and 

infrastructure on surrounding 

residents and motorists. 

For sites A and B the proposed RTS will be visible from the short stretches of the R310 

but is not likely to be visible from Baden Powell Road. It will also be visible from some 

residential residences close to the site. Most affected will be properties to the south-

west of the site with visibility from the east and north-east limited. 

The visibility the proposed RTS on site C will be mostly from the south of the site, and 

may have limited visibility from some viewpoints on Papegaaiberg. It will be visible 

from short stretches of the R310 but not highly visible from Baden Powell Road. 

Visibility to the north is limited by the landfill site and visibility from Asara is limited 

by local undulations in the topography. Visibility will also be dependent on where the 

facility is located on the site. 

Visual impact on the entrance 

to Stellenbosch 

Given the scenic and tourism value of Stellenbosch and the surrounding agricultural 

lands, the visual quality of the entrance to the town is considered highly sensitive. 

The visual nature of the RTS is not highly compatible with this landscape and may 

impact on this scenic entrance. However, due to the low elevation of site A and B it 

will not be highly visible if screened. Site C is likely to be more visible but will be 

located adjacent to existing landfill and waste facilities. 

Cumulative impacts resulting in 

the fragmentation of the rural 

landscape. 

The sites are all located close to the existing landfill site and other semi-industrial 

types of activities on the outskirts of the urban area. The footprint area of the 

proposed RTS is relatively small, in comparison to housing estates / shopping malls 

and other types of urban development. Therefore while it may contribute to the 

fragmentation of the rural landscape, this is reduced by the size and elevation (site A 

and B). 
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5 Evaluation of the Magnitude of the Visual Impact 

The following section outlines the evaluation that was done to inform the magnitude (or severity) of 

all of the identified visual impacts resulting from the proposed development activities. Various 

quantitative and qualitative factors were considered in the evaluation including; visual quality, visual 

absorption capacity, visibility, integrity with the existing landscape and sensitivity of viewers.  

These criteria are explained and applied below and the visual criteria rating tables that were utilised 

in the study are included in Annexure A. 

5.1 VISUAL QUALITY 

Visual value is frequently addressed by reference to international, national, regional and local policy 

designations determined by statutory and planning agencies. Absence of such a designation, 

however, does not imply that the landscape lacks quality or value. People’s perceptions and 

experiences of landscapes vary. In addition to responding to the visual qualities of landscapes, 

people also perceive landscapes through the senses of hearing, smell, touch and taste. Memory and 

association are also important. As such, value is difficult to quantify in absolute terms. Studies in 

perceptual psychology have shown that humans prefer landscapes with higher complexity and 

landscape quality can be said to increase when:  

 Natural landscape increases and man-made landscape decreases;  

 Well-preserved, compatible man-made structures are present; 

 Diverse or vivid patterns of grasslands and trees occur;  

 Water forms are present; 

 Topographic ruggedness and relative relief increases; and 

 Where land use compatibility increases (Crawford, 1994; Arriaza, 2004). 

Greater aesthetic value is also attached to places where: 

 Rare, distinguished or uncommon features are present; 

 The landscape/townscape evokes particularly strong responses in community members or 

visitors; 

 The landscape/townscape has existing, long-standing meaning or significance to a particular 

group; and 

 Landmark quality features are present. (Ramsay, 1993). 

The visual quality of the area is summarised in Table 2 below:  
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Table 2: Visual Quality  

VISUAL CRITERIA COMMENT RATING 

Visual Quality  The Stellenbosch, Jonkershoek and Groot Drakenstein Mountains 
provide a rugged and scenic backdrop to the rolling hills covered 
in fields and vineyards. 

 The town of Stellenbosch and the Eerste River Valley are of high 
historic and cultural value and meaning, with long-standing 
relevance. Much of their evocative significance is due to the 
beauty of the landscape. 

 The Stellenbosch winelands landscape is a renowned feature of 
the Western Cape, known for its scenic quality and is a popular 
tourist destination.  

 Signage, lighting and other visual clutter along the R310 detracts 
from the visual quality. 

 In the immediate vicinity the existing landfill, electricity transfer 
station and other semi-industrial and retail activities, detract 
from the scenic quality. 

 On sites A and B, the wetland areas, although not pristine or of 
ecological concern, provide diversity and visual value. Planted 
vineyards on the slopes of site C are visually attractive and 
typical of the winelands landscape. 

The site is situated 

within the greater Cape 

Winelands area (of high 

scenic value) but the 

visual quality of the site 

and immediate 

surrounds is rated as 

medium to high. 

5.2 VISUAL ABSORPTION  

Visual absorption capacity (VAC) is the potential for an area to conceal additional human 

intervention (activities and structures) without significant loss of character or visual quality. 

Landscapes or townscapes that have a high VAC (i.e. are able to conceal activities and structures) are 

visually less sensitive than environments that have a low VAC (i.e. are unable to conceal activities 

and structures). 

Factors contributing to the VAC include: 

 Topography and vegetation that is able to provide screening in a landscape. A 

topographically diverse landscape is better able to absorb visual impacts and is less 

sensitive;  

 The degree of urbanisation compared to open space / undeveloped land. A highly urbanised 

landscape is better able to absorb the visual impacts of similar developments; and 

 The scale and density of surrounding development. A developed urban fabric that is dense 

or where buildings and structures are large is better able to offer visual screening. 

The VAC of the landscape around the site is summarised in Table 3 below. 

Table 3: Visual Absorption Capacity  

VISUAL CRITERIA COMMENT RATING 

Visual Absorption 

Capacity 

 The topography is hilly and sites A and B are located at a low 
elevation. This significantly increases the VAC, as visibility is 
obscured from many viewpoints. Site C is at a higher elevation 
which increases its visibility but is also surrounded by undulating 

High (site A and B) 

Medium (site C) 
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topography, providing good screening. 

 Clusters of shade trees and planted avenues of trees, many of 
which serve as windbreaks, provide good screening.  

 The surrounding area is partially urbanised, particularly to the 
east and north-east of the sites. Houses, retail and semi-industrial 
activities help to absorb the visual impact. 

 The existing landfill is high and visually prominent and 
contributes to the high visual absorption capacity, screening the 
sites from many viewpoints. Site C is well screened from the 
north and north-east by the landfill, which is directly adjacent. 

5.3 VISIBILITY AND VISUAL EXPOSURE 

Visibility is partially determined by the Zone of Visual Influence (ZVI) and viewshed area.  

Zone of Visual Influence (ZVI) 

The distance of a viewer from an object is an important determinant of the visibility, sometimes 

referred to as the visual exposure. This is due to the visual impact of an object 

diminishing/attenuating as the distance between the viewer and the object increases. The ZVI is the 

maximum extent around an object, beyond which the visual impact will be insignificant, primarily 

due to distance.  

Due to the relatively low elevation of the proposed site and the nature and height of the proposed 

facility, the project components will appear so small at a distance of ~3km that the visual impact is 

insignificant. From about 500m the proposed development is likely to be highly visible if not 

obstructed from view. For the purposes of this project the ZVI was therefore defined as a 3km 

radius. This is further defined as follows (See Figures 5 and 6): 

 less than 500m – likely to be highly/clearly visible; 

 between 500m and 1,5km – may be visible but unlikely to dominate perception;  

 between 1,5km and 3m - even if visible, will not dominate perception; and 

 more than 3km – visually of low significance. 

The Viewshed  

The viewshed is the topographically defined area, including all the major observation sites, from 

which proposed structures/activities may be visible. The boundary of the viewshed connects high 

points in the landscape and demarcates an area of potential visibility. The viewshed calculations are 

based on worst-case scenario using 360o line-of-sight calculations on a Digital Elevation Model (at 

20m contour intervals). The height of existing buildings, trees and small undulations in the 

surrounding area are not included in the calculation of the viewshed. It is therefore important to 

remember that the proposed development will not be visible from all points within the viewshed, as 

many views are obstructed by visual elements such as built structures, minor local variations in 

topography and vegetation. For this reason it is often referred to as the ‘zone of theoretical 

visibility’.  
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The viewshed for the proposed development is indicated in the pink shaded area in Figure 5 

(Alternative A), Figure 6 (Alternative B) and Figure 7 (Alternative 7) below.  
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Figure 5: Viewshed Area Alternative B 

  

A 
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Figure 6: Viewshed Area Alternative B 
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Figure 7: Viewshed Area Alternative C 
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 The viewshed areas for the for site alternatives A and B are almost identical, with Alternative 

B having marginally more visibility to the north-west on the slopes of Drieheuwels and a few 

other small, isolated patches to the north-west. 

 The viewshed area for site alternative C is also very similar, with marginally more visibility 

along the R310 and Baden Powell Road.  

 The viewshed area is relatively confined and predominantly concentrated to the south-east, 

south and south-west of the sites. 

 The south-western slopes of the Papegaaiberg are included in the viewshed area, but from 

most viewpoints within this area the site is screened by existing vegetation, buildings and 

the landfill. 

 Khayamandi is excluded from the viewshed area.  

 About a 3km stretch of R310 (Adam Tas) adjacent to the sites is included in the viewshed 

area. Another 2km stretch further west falls within the viewshed, but visibility of site 

alterative A and B from this stretch is very limited by undulations in the road. Site alternative 

C is likely to be more visible from the R310 than alternative A and B due to its elevation. 

 A short stretch of Baden Powell road is included in the viewshed near Vlottenburg; but in 

reality visibility is limited by buildings, trees and minor undulations.  

 Farmsteads and residential areas that fall within the viewshed area closest to the site are 

those that lie to the south and south-west. These include the Brodyke Farm, Troughend 

Farm, housing next to the Dept. Forestry, Libertas Estate and sections of Die Boord. From 

many of the viewpoints within these areas views of the proposed RTS will be obscured. 

Sections of Asara are also included in the viewshed area. From higher elevations and certain 

viewpoints the proposed facility on all three sites may be visible. Alternative C is in closer 

proximity but to the east out of the main line of view. Alternative A and B may be visible to 

the south-east but further away and more likely to be obscured by vegetation. 

 The golf course, Kleine Zalze and Techno Park are excluded from the viewshed area, 

although glimpses of the proposed development will be visible from the road on the north-

western road boundary road of the Techno Park. 

 Although the viewsheds for all three sites are very similar, due to the elevation of site 

alternative C, more of the facility is likely to be more prominently visible from much of the  

visible area, particularly the R310. 

 

Visibility from Viewpoints 

The potential visibility of the proposed project was further gauged by photographs, taken from 

within a radius of about 5km of the site. From these photographs 16 viewpoints were included in the 

report. These are indicated on Figure 7, represented in the accompanying photographs (Plates xii - 

xxx) and discussed in Table 4 below. 
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Figure 7: Location of Viewpoints 

 

Stellenbosch RTS 
Location of Viewpoints 

Date:  
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Revision: 
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Table 4: Viewpoints and Visibility 

SECTION A 

VIEWPOINT WAYPOINT 

REFERENCE 

LOCATION DESCRIPTION DIRECTION APPROX 

DISTANCE  

VISIBILITY 

VP 1 205 Techno Park NW 2km Site A and B Visible. Site C highly 

visible 

VP 2 203 Road past Libertas Estate NWW 1,7km May be marginally visible. 

VP 3 200 R310 at Oude Libertas 

Theatre 

SWW 1,8km Not visible. 

VP 4 199 Onder Papegaaiberg – 

entrance to Middelvlei 

SW 2km Not visible. 

VP 5 190 Devon Valley Road SW 1km Not visible. 

VP 6 197 Stellenbosch Landfill S 900m Site A and B visible. Site C not visible 

from this side of landfill. 

VP 7 214 Dept. Forestry housing 100m  W Not visible from houses (behind 

berm). Sites A and B will be highly 

visible from top of berm 

VP 8 218 Troughend Horse Farm 500m NW Not visible due to fall of land and 

trees - may be visible from some 

elevated positions on farm. 

VP 9 176 Brodyke Farm 400m NE Sites A and B highly visible where it is 

not screened by tall trees that 

surround most of the dwellings. Site C 

visible where not screened by trees. 

VP 10 223 Barrique Restaurant at 

Vredenheim 

1,6km NE Not visible. 

VP 11 184 Intersection Baden Powell 

Drive and M12/R310 

(Adam Tas) 

900m NEE Sites not visible as road dips down. 

VP 12 181 Asara Hotel 1km SE Sites A and B visible from dam wall, 

obscured from many viewpoints by 

vegetation and undulations. Site C 

obscured by undulations in 

topography. 

VP 13 225 Vlottenburg Rd off Baden 

Powell Drive  

2,2km NE Not visible. 

VP 14 221 Corner M12 and 

Stellenbosch Kloof Rd 

2km NEE Not visible. 

VP 15 - R310 250m NW Site C highly visible. 

VP 16 - Close to eastern boundary 

of site A overlooking 

wetlands. 

200m from 

site C 

220m from 

site  B 

62m from 

site A 

NW All sites highly visible 
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Plate xi: VP1: From edge of Techno Park 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xii: VP2: Road past Libertas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xiii: VP3: R310 (Adam Tas) just opposite Oude Libertas Theatre (site not visible): 

Proposed sites 

Proposed sites hidden 
behind tree line in 
distance 
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Plate xix: VP4: Onder Papegaaiberg (site not visible) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xv: VP5: From Devon Valley Road (site not visible) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xvi: VP6: Stellenbosch Landfill 

Proposed site 

A and B Proposed site C 

(Behind/hidden by landfill) 
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Plate xvii: VP7: Housing near Dept. Forestry facility (site not visible behind berm – sites highly 
visible from top)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xviii: VP8: Troughend Farm  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xix: VP9: Brodyke Farm 

Proposed sites A and B 

behind trees in dip – not 

visible 

Proposed sites 

Proposed site C– not 

visible behind trees 
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Plate xx: VP10: Barrique Restaurant at Vredenheim (site not visible behind trees)  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xxi: VP11: Intersection of Baden Powell and Adam Tas (site not visible due to dip in road) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed sites A and B 
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Plate xxii: VP12: Asara dam wall (sites A and B) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xxiii: VP12: Asara dam wall (site C) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xxiv: VP13: Just off Baden Powell near Volttenberg (site not visible)  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xxv: VP14: Corner R310 and Stellenbosch Kloof Road (site not visible) 

Proposed site C (behind undulation) 
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Plate xxvi: VP 15 R310, Site C highly visible 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xxvii: VP 16: close to boundary of site A looking north-west 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plate xxviii: VP 16:  close to boundary of site A looking at site C 

Proposed site C  
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5.4 VISUAL INTRUSION (INTEGRITY) 

The previous section considers how visible the proposed activities will be in the landscape. This 

should be considered together with what effect this visibility will have on the existing visual 

character/landscape. This is referred to as the level of visual intrusion (or visual integrity). Thus 

landscape (or visual) intrusion refers to the compatibility of the proposed activities with the existing 

landscape and/or townscape. 

Factors which influence visual intrusion include: 

 Consistency of type of development with the existing land use of the area; 

 Sensitivity of the natural environment to proposed development; 

 The extent to which the texture (density) and layout of the proposed design is congruent 

with the current built environment; 

 Congruency of proposed buildings with other buildings and architectural styles, if relevant; 

and 

 The scale and size of the activities in comparison to nearby existing activities. 

The visual intrusion or integrity is summarised in Table 5 below. 

Table 5: Visual Intrusion  

VISUAL CRITERIA COMMENT RATING 

Visual Intrusion  The proposed facility is not generally congruent with the rural 
and natural components of the surrounding landscape.  

 The route into Stellenbosch is scenic and considered to be 
sensitive to visual intrusion. 

 The proposed facility (especially at site C) is more congruent 
with the existing landfill, electric transfer station and other 
semi-urban activities in the vicinity. 

 The size and scale of the proposed facility and associated 
buildings is consistent with other facilities and structures 
related to the wine industry visible along the R310 (mostly to 
east of site). 

 Although not completely dissimilar to agricultural storage/ 
workshed spaces, the proposed facility is less congruent with 
the texture and density of the surrounding farmsteads (mostly 
to the west of the site) and residential suburban pockets.  

 The proposed facility is about 11,5m high - the approximate 
equivalent to a ~3 storey dwelling. Higher than most 
farmsteads and residential homes, but as high, or lower, than 
some of the hotels and other buildings in the area. 

Moderate  

5.5 VIEWER SENSITIVITY  

Visual receptors are important insofar as they inform visual sensitivity. They can include human 

viewers or valued viewpoints. The level of visual impact considered acceptable is dependent to some 

degree on the sensitivity of the visual receptors.   
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Table 6 below indicates the categories of viewer sensitivity as identified in the DEA&DP Guidelines of 

2005. 

Table 6: General categories of sensitivity for visual receptors (DEA&DP, 2005): 

HIGH MODERATE  LOW  

 Residential areas 

 Nature reserves 

 Scenic routes / trails 

 Sporting and recreational areas 

 Places of work 

 

 Industrial areas 

 Active mining areas 

 Visually severely degraded areas 

Various groups of viewers have been identified for the proposed upgrades and their sensitivity is 

summarised in Table 7 below. 

Table 7: Viewer Sensitivity  

VISUAL RECEPTOR COMMENT RATING 

Residents   Residents living in the surrounding area are considered sensitive 
viewers as the scenic quality of the landscape is a big motivating 
factor for living the area. 

 Residents most likely to be directly affected will be farmsteads to 
the south-east, south and south-west within a 3km radius.  

 Visibility from the closest two residential areas (Oner-
Papegaaiberg and Khayamandi) is very limited. Views from most 
properties are obscured by vegetation other buildings, the 
existing landfill and other undulations in the landscape. 

Moderate 

Tourists  Tourists coming into Stellenbosch and staying in the surrounding 
area are considered to be sensitive viewers as the scenic quality 
of the landscape is a big motivating factor for visiting the area. 

 Asara Wine Estate is situated adjacent to site C and overlooks 
sites A and B. Visibility is however limited by vegetation and 
undulations in the topography. 

Moderate 

Motorists   The R310, Baden Powell Drive and Devon Valley Road, are busy 
roads with high viewer numbers. The sites are located adjacent 
to the R310, which is one of the main entry roads into 
Stellenbosch and is considered to be a sensitive scenic route. 
However, the proposed development is only likely to be visible 
for very short stretches of the R310 and is not highly visible from 
the other two roads. Screening is also possible, and will be 
particularly effective at site A and B, given their low elevation. 

 The sites may also be visible from some of the smaller farm and 
residential roads in the immediate vicinity, but these are less 
highly trafficked and visibility is often limited by trees and 
undulations.  

Moderate-high 
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6 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

6.1 ASSESSMENT OF THE SIGNIFICANCE OF VISUAL IMPACTS 

6.1.1 Methodology 

The following rating methodology, as provided by the Environmental Partnership was used to assess 

the visual impact: 

Table 8: Impact Rating Methodology (Environmental Partnership, 2017) 

Rating Criteria 

Extent   Immediate (the site and immediate surrounds); 

 Local (adjacent residential areas); 

 Regional (Western Cape); 

 National (Country wide); and 

 International. 

Duration  Short term (0-5 years); 

 Medium term (5-15 years); and 

 Long term (operational life of the development). 

Intensity   Low (where natural, cultural and social functions and processes are not affected); 

 Medium (where the affected environment is altered but natural, cultural and social functions 

and processes can continue); and 

 High (where the affected environment is altered but natural, cultural and social functions 

and processes are altered to the extent that it will temporarily or permanently cease). 

Probability   Low probability (possibility of impact occurring is low); 

 Probable (where there is a distinct possibility that it will 

 occur); 

 Highly probable (where the impact is most likely to occur); and 

 Definite (where the impact will occur). 

Significance   Very Low (where natural, cultural and social functions and processes are essentially 

unaffected or insignificantly affected); 

 Low (where natural, cultural and social functions and processes are slightly affected); 

 Low to Medium (where natural, cultural and social functions and processes are slightly 

affected causing a minor change in functions and processes but are still able to continue); 

 Medium (where the affected environment is altered but natural, cultural and social functions 

and processes can continue); 

 Medium to High (where natural, cultural and social functions and processes are altered and 

most likely the impact will not allow functions and processes to continue, but in some cases, 

the function or process may continue); and 

 High (where the affected environment is altered but natural, cultural and social functions 

and processes are altered to the extent that it will temporarily or permanently cease). 

Reversibility   Irreversible(the activity will lead to an impact that is permanent); 

 Partially reversible (The impact is reversible to a degree e.g. acceptable re-vegetation 

measures can be implemented but the pre-impact species composition and/or diversity may 

never be attained. Impacts may be partially reversible within a short (during construction), 

medium (during operation) or long term (following decommissioning) timeframe; and 

 Fully reversible (The impact is fully reversible, within a short, medium or long term 
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timeframe). 

In all instances (-) indicates a perceived negative / adverse impact and (+) is a perceived positive / 

beneficial impact. 

The identified visual impacts are assessed according to this methodology in Tables 9 to 13 below: 
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6.2 ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL IMPACTS 

Table 9: Visual Impact of Construction Activities 

IMPACT  Visual impact of construction activities and vegetation clearing. 

 ALTERNATIVE A and B  ALTERNATIVE C  

NO-GO ALTERNATIVE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

DESCRIPTION:  Dust, vehicles, plant and equipment as well as vegetation clearing and cut and fill 

(scarring) will have a temporary impact for the duration of the construction period. If 

mitigation measures are not implemented these impact can persist. Additionally alien 

plant seed in the topsoil used for construction can infest natural vegetation. However with 

effective mitigation measures these impacts can be reduced and reversed post 

construction. This impact is the same for all alternatives. 

No construction activities. 

NATURE OF IMPACT Negative negative negative negative Neutral 

EXTENT OF IMPACT 
Local Local Local Local N/A 

DURATION OF IMPACT 
Short term Short term Short term Short term N/A 

INTENSITY OF IMPACT 
Medium  Medium - Low Medium Medium – Low N/A 

PROBABILITY OF 

OCCURENCE 

Definite Definite Definite Definite N/A 

SIGNIFICANCE RATING 

OF IMPACT 

Medium Medium - Low Medium Medium - Low N/A 

REVERSIBILITY 
Fully reversible if all plant and 

construction materials removed post 

construction and affected areas re-

Fully reversible if all plant and construction 

materials removed post construction and 

affected areas re-vegetated where 

N/A 
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vegetated where appropriate. appropriate. 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

See section 6.3  

 

Table 10: Visual Impact on Physical Landscape 

IMPACT  Visual impact on the physical landscape. 

 ALTERNATIVE A and B ALTERNATIVE C  

NO-GO ALTERNATIVE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

DESCRIPTION:  Cut and fill activities can have an impact on natural landforms. The proposed sites A and 

B are relatively flat and have already been previously filled / modified and the water 

bodies are man-made. Given these factors the proposed development is not anticipated 

to significantly impact on any natural landforms. Alternative B may require more cut and 

fill activities as it is straddling two of the ponds, but visually the impact is not significant 

enough to alter the rating and was rated the same for both these alternatives. Site C is 

located on sloping ground at a higher elevation. Cut and fill activities may therefore result 

in changes to the landform and these are likely to be fairly visible due to the elevation of 

the site. However, the area is relatively small and impacts will be limited. Ensuring that 

cut and fill activities are managed to limit erosion and impacts on surrounding land is 

important. 

No construction activities. 

NATURE OF IMPACT Negative Negative Negative negative Neutral 

EXTENT OF IMPACT 
Immediate Immediate Immediate Immediate N/A 

DURATION OF IMPACT 
Long term Long term Long term Long term N/A 

INTENSITY OF IMPACT 
Low Low Low Low N/A 
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PROBABILITY OF 

OCCURENCE 

Low probability Low probability Low probability Low probability N/A 

SIGNIFICANCE RATING 

OF IMPACT 

Very Low Very  Low  Low Low N/A 

REVERSIBILITY 
It is possible but highly improbable that 

the natural physical landscape would be 

re-created, especially given that the site 

has already been altered. 

It is possible but highly improbable that the 

natural physical landscape would be re-

created. 

N/A 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

See section 6.3  

 

Table 11: Visual Impact of buildings and infrastructure on residents and motorists 

IMPACT  Visual impact of buildings and infrastructure 

 ALTERNATIVE A and B ALTERNATIVE C  

NO-GO ALTERNATIVE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

DESCRIPTION:  The proposed RTS will be visible from the short stretches of the R310 but is not likely to 

be visible from Baden Powell Road. It will also be visible from some residential 

residences close to the sites. Most affected will be properties to the south, south-west 

and west of the sites with visibility from the east and north-east limited. The proposed 

infrastructure has a maximum height of 11,5m with a footprint area of 1,200m
2
. Site A 

and B are at a relatively low elevation and are lower than the R310, which reduces 

visibility and will make mitigation measures such as screening with berms and trees 

possible. Alternative B will be less visible from the R310 but more visible from properties 

to the west. Overall the impact was rated as the same for both these alternatives. 

No buildings and infrastructure. 
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Alternative C is at a higher elevation. It will therefore be more visible and screening 

possible, but not as effective. It will however be close to the existing landfill and waste 

facilities and share some of this infrastructure, this will increase visual congruency and 

lessen the visual impact. Visibility of infrastructure on site C will also depend on its 

location on the site. Architectural guidelines that help integrate the facility with existing 

buildings (cellars etc.) along this route can also significantly mitigate this impact. 

NATURE OF IMPACT Negative negative Negative Negative Neutral 

EXTENT OF IMPACT 
Local Local Local Local N/A 

DURATION OF IMPACT 
Long term Long term Long term Long term N/A 

INTENSITY OF IMPACT 
A: Medium  

B: Medium-Low 

A: Medium-Low 

B: Medium-Low 

Medium Medium-Low N/A 

PROBABILITY OF 

OCCURENCE 

Definite Definite Definite Definite N/A 

SIGNIFICANCE RATING 

OF IMPACT 

Medium Medium-Low  Medium  Medium-Low N/A 

REVERSIBILITY 
This visual impact can be fully reversed if 

all the buildings and infrastructure were 

removed from the site and the land 

rehabilitated.  

This visual impact can be fully reversed if all 

the buildings and infrastructure were 

removed from the site and the land 

rehabilitated. 

N/A 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

See section 6.3  

 

Table 12: Visual Impact on the Entrance to Stellenbosch 

IMPACT  Visual impact on the entrance to Stellenbosch. 
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 ALTERNATIVE A and B ALTERNATIVE C  

NO-GO ALTERNATIVE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

DESCRIPTION:  Given the scenic and tourism value of Stellenbosch and the surrounding agricultural 

lands, the visual quality of the entrance to the town is considered highly sensitive. The 

visual nature of the RTS is not highly compatible with this landscape and may impact on 

this scenic route. However, the proposed facility (particularly if located at site C) is next to 

the existing landfill and other semi-urban activities which lie between the site and the 

town. Alternative B is set back further from the R310 and so will have a slightly lower 

impact on this route. The low elevation of the sites A and B will also make effective 

mitigation possible. Mitigation at site C is also possible particularly if it is well located on 

the site. 

No buildings and infrastructure. 

NATURE OF IMPACT Negative Negative Negative Negative Neutral 

EXTENT OF IMPACT 
Local Local Local Local N/A 

DURATION OF IMPACT 
Long term Long term Long term Long term N/A 

INTENSITY OF IMPACT 
A: Medium-High 

B: Medium 

A: Medium  

B: Medium-Low 

Medium-high Medium N/A 

PROBABILITY OF 

OCCURENCE 

Definite Definite Definite Definite N/A 

SIGNIFICANCE RATING 

OF IMPACT 

A: High  

B: Medium - high 

A: Medium – High 

B: Medium 

High Medium-high N/A 

REVERSIBILITY 
This visual impact can be fully reversed if 

all the buildings and infrastructure were 

removed from the site and the land 

rehabilitated. 

This visual impact can be fully reversed if all 

the buildings and infrastructure were 

removed from the site and the land 

rehabilitated. 

N/A 
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PROPOSED MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

See section 6.3  

 

Table 13: Cumulative impacts resulting in the fragmentation of the rural landscape. 

IMPACT  Cumulative visual impacts resulting in the fragmentation of the rural landscape. 

 ALTERNATIVE A and B ALTERNATIVE C  

NO-GO ALTERNATIVE 
WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

WITHOUT 

MITIGATION 
WITH MITIGATION 

DESCRIPTION:  
Visually incongruent elements outside the urban edge can lead to the visual 

fragmentation of the Winelands landscape. The sites are located close to the existing 

landfill site and other semi-industrial types of activities on the outskirts of the urban area 

(particularly site C). The footprint area of the proposed RTS is relatively small, in 

comparison to developments which often lead to the fragmentation of the rural landscape 

such as housing estates and shopping malls. Therefore while the proposed facility may 

contribute to the fragmentation of the rural landscape, it is a limited contribution of 

relatively low significance. 

No buildings and infrastructure. 

NATURE OF IMPACT Negative Negative Negative negative Neutral 

EXTENT OF IMPACT 
Local Local Local Local N/A 

DURATION OF IMPACT 
Long term Long term Long term Long term N/A 

INTENSITY OF IMPACT 
Cumulative visual impacts are difficult to assess in absolute terms or according to 

standard rating criteria as detailed in Section 6.1. 

The proposed facility is not highly congruent with the Cape Winelands rural landscape 

N/A 

PROBABILITY OF 

OCCURENCE 

N/A 
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SIGNIFICANCE RATING 

OF IMPACT 

and is situated on a visually sensitive route into Stellenbosch. However the size and 

scale of the facility is in keeping with the semi-industrial, retail and other activities, many 

of which are already visible along this route towards the east (as is the existing landfill 

site). Additionally the proposed facility is not dissimilar to some agricultural sheds and 

workshop areas, although the scale is generally larger. The elevation and height of the 

facility will also make screening possible. If approved, the landscaping layout should aim 

at screening the facility and visually integrating the site with the surrounding rural areas. 

This impact is the same for both alternatives. 

N/A 

REVERSIBILITY 
This visual impact can be fully reversed if 

all the buildings and infrastructure were 

removed from the site and the land 

rehabilitated. 

This visual impact can be fully reversed if all 

the buildings and infrastructure were 

removed from the site and the land 

rehabilitated. 

N/A 

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

MEASURES 

See section 6.3  

 



Stellenbosch RTS_VIASept2018_final_rev 2  June 2019 

P a g e  | 49 

6.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures should be implemented to reduce the visual impacts: 

Design Phase 

1. Appoint a landscape architect with experience in cultural landscapes to prepare landscape 

plans, details and specifications for the proposed facility and to monitor the 

implementation thereof. 

2. If site C is selected the facility should be sensitively placed on the site – at as low an 

elevation as possible and close to the existing materials recovery facility. 

3. Employ an architect to review the facility plans and implement design changes that will 

assist in integrating the facility with the landscape. 

4. Sufficient berms and tree planting must be implemented to reduce the visual impact of the 

facility from the R310. 

5. Sufficient budget must be allowed for the implementation and maintenance of the tree 

screens. 

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

7. 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 the R310. 

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

9. Natural wetland areas, as delineated by the fresh water specialist (east of site A and B), 

must be left unaffected. 

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

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

motion sensor or self-dimming lights used where possible. 

12. 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 as per a rehabilitation plan. 

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.  
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Operational Phase 

1. All areas disturbed or affected by construction activities, must be rehabilitated (including 

topsoil and re-vegetation) after construction.  

2. Internal roads and drainage for runoff should be appropriately stabilised to avoid erosion 

and visual scars. 

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

landscaped areas. 
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7 Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.1 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following key findings are pertinent to the visual issues considered for the proposed project: 

1. The visual character of the greater landscape is dominated by the rugged mountains and the 

highly scenic agricultural landscapes that make up the Cape Winelands. The town of 

Stellenbosch and the Eerste River Valley have cultural value and meaning of long-standing 

relevance and are of high scenic and historic value. In the more immediate area (to the east 

and north-east) the landfill, residential suburbs, retail and semi-industrial activities detract 

from the visual character and quality of the area. 

 

2. VAC is high primarily due to the hilly topography, the existing landfill and the clusters and 

avenues of trees, which provides excellent screening. Within residential areas existing 

houses and retail facilities also provide screening. 

 

3. Visibility of the proposed facility is reduced at sites A and B by the flat topography, low 

elevation and the high visual absorption capacity of the surrounding landscape. Alternative B 

is likely to be less visible from the sensitive R310, but both alternatives could be screened. 

Alternative C is likely to be more visible, given the elevation of the site but the viewsheds are 

very similar for all three sites. Visibility of site C will also depend on where the facility is 

placed on the site. 

 

4. The ZVI was defined as being highly visible within approximately 500m, with visibility beyond 

1,5km unlikely to dominate perception and visibility beyond 3km of low significance. 

 

5. The proposed development is generally not congruent with the rural landscape and the 

route into Stellenbosch is scenic and considered to be sensitive to visual intrusion. The 

proposed facility is more congruent with the existing landfill, electric transfer station and 

other semi-urban activities in the vicinity. The size and scale of the proposed facility and 

associated buildings is consistent with other facilities and structures related to the wine 

industry visible along the R310 (mostly to east of site). Visual intrusion with the existing 

townscape/landscape is therefore considered moderate, with site C being in closer proximity 

to similar visual elements but more visible. 

 

6. Sensitive viewers include tourists, residents and motorists, particularly on the R310 into 

Stellenbosch. 

 

7. The most significant visual risks or impacts include:  

 The impact of construction and particularly vegetation clearing, which was rated as a 

medium-low impact with mitigation; 
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 The impact on the physical landscape form, which was rated as a very low; 

 Visual impact of the buildings and associated infrastructure on residents and motorists 

was rated as medium impact and medium-low impact with mitigation; 

 Visual impact on the entrance to Stellenbosch was rated as a medium-high impact for 

Alternative A and a medium impact for Alternative B, with mitigation; and  

 The cumulative visual impact - visually incongruent elements outside the urban edge can 

lead to the visual fragmentation of the Winelands landscape. The site is located close to 

the existing landfill site and other semi-industrial types of activities on the outskirts of the 

urban area. The footprint area of the proposed RTS is relatively small, in comparison to 

developments which often lead to the fragmentation of the rural landscape such as 

housing estates and shopping malls. Therefore while the proposed facility may contribute 

to the fragmentation of the rural landscape, it’s contribution is relatively limited. 

 

8. Careful landscaping, which focuses of ameliorating the visual effects of the hard surfaces and 

screens the facility from the R310, can effectively mitigate many of these impacts.  

 

9. From a visual perspective the No-Go Alternative is the preferred alternative with least 

impact. Alternative B is marginally preferred from a visual perspective as it is set back 

further from the R310 and there is more space available for screening from the R310. 

However, it will be more visible from properties to the south-west. Site C is at a higher 

elevation and likely to be more prominently visible from short sections of the R310. However 

grouping the facility with similar activities and sharing infrastructure makes sense and may 

help to reduce the visually intrusive elements / visual clutter. 

 

10. If site C goes ahead, the facility must be placed at as low an elevation as possible and close 

to the landfill and MRF.  

 

11. Planted screening along the R310 is important to reduce the visual impact for all three sites 

and space should be allowed for this and it must be included in budgeting. Clever 

architectural design of the facility (particularly for site C) will also help to ameliorate the 

visual impact of the facility. 

 

12. With effective mitigation provided in Section 6.3 of this report, all three sites can be 

considered visually acceptable. 
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Annexure A 

Visual Assessment Rating Criteria   
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Visual Assessment Methodology 
 

Quality 

 

Criteria 

Visual quality is high when: 

 The landscape offers dramatic, rugged topography and /or visually appealing water forms are present; 

 Pleasing, dramatic or vivid patterns and combinations of landscape features and vegetation are found;  

 The landscape is without visually intrusive or polluting urban, agriculture or industrial development (i.e.it reveals a 

high degree of integrity); and/or 

 Outstanding or evocative features and landmarks are present; and 

 The landscape/townscape is able to convey meaning. 

 

VAC 

 

High   Moderate  Low 

The area is effectively able to screen 
visual impacts: 

 Undulating or mountainous 
topography and relief; 

 Good screening vegetation (high 
and dense);  

 Is highly urbanised in character; 
and 

 Existing development is of a scale 
and density to absorb the visual 
impact. 

The area is partially able to screen 
visual impacts: 

 Moderately undulating 
topography and relief; 

 Some or partial screening 
vegetation; 

 A relatively urbanised 
character; and 

 Existing development is of a 
scale and density to absorb the 
visual impact to some extent.  

The area is not able to screen the 
visual impacts: 

 A flat topography; 

 Low growing or sparse 
vegetation; 

 Is not urbanised; and 

 Existing development is not of 
a scale and density to absorb 
the visual impact to some 
extent. 

 

Visibility 

 

Not Visible Marginally Visible Visible Highly visible 

Proposed activities cannot 
be seen 

Proposed activities are 
only just visible / partially 
visible  

Proposed activities are 
visible although parts may 
be partially obscured  

Proposed activities are 
clearly visible (usually in 
foreground) 
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Visual Intrusion 

 

High  Moderate  Low  

The development/activity results in a 
noticeable change or is discordant with 
the surroundings: 

 Is not consistent with the existing 
land use of the area; 

 Is not sensitive to the natural 
environment; 

 Is very different to the urban 
texture and layout; 

 The buildings and structures are 
not congruent / sensitive to the 
existing architecture / buildings; 
and 

 The scale and size of the activities 
are different to nearby existing 
activities. 

The development/activity partially 
fits into the surroundings but is 
clearly noticeable : 

 Is moderately consistent with 
the existing land use of the 
area; 

 Is moderately sensitive to the 
natural environment; 

 Is moderately consistent with 
the urban texture and layout; 

 The buildings and structures 
are moderately congruent / 
sensitive to the existing 
architecture / buildings; and 

 The scale and size of the 
activities are moderately  
similar to nearby existing 
activities. 

The development/activity results in 
a minimal change to the 
surroundings and blends in well: 

 Is consistent with the existing 
land use of the area; 

 Is highly sensitive to the 
natural environment; 

 Is consistent with the urban 
texture and layout; 

 The buildings and structures 
are congruent / sensitive to 
the existing architecture / 
buildings; and 

 The scale and size of the 
activities are similar to nearby 
existing activities. 

 

Viewer Sensitivity  

 

High  Moderate  Low  

 Residential areas 

 Nature reserves 

 Scenic routes / trails 

 Sporting and recreational areas 

 Places of work 

 

 Industrial areas 

 Active mining areas 

 Visually severely degraded 
areas 
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BELINDA GEBHARDT 

Curriculum Vitae 

I have over 15 years working experience in the environmental and 

development sectors. During this time I have had extensive experience in 

conducting and managing a broad range of environmental projects. I have 

particularly focussed on Visual Impact Assessment (VIA), Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA), State of the Environment Reporting and 

Environmental Management Frameworks. I also have experience in 

environmental training, capacity building and materials development, 

including experience with illiterate and semi-literate communities. I was also 

involved with voluntary work for the Botanical Society of South Africa for a 

period of 5 years. 

Personal Details: 

Physical Address: 15 Rover Road, Rondebosch, 7700 

Postal Address: PO Box 749 Rondebosch, 7701 

Tel: 021 6863750 / 084 3052119 

Email:  belinda@gebhardt.co.za 

Nationality: South African  (ID No: 7406270049085) 

Marital Status: Married 

Qualifications and Professional Affiliation: 

 BL Hons (Landscape Architecture): University of Pretoria, 1996. 

 MPhil in Environmental Management: University of Cape Town, 2003. 

 SACLAP (South African Council for Landscape Architecture Professionals) Reg. No.: 99098. 

 CEAPSA (Certified with the Board of Environmental Assessment Practitioners, South Africa). 

Employment History: 

 2015 - current Independent Consultant, Visual Impact Assessment. 

 2009 – 2011 Independent Consultant, Visual & Environmental Impact Assessment. 

 2003 - 2009 SRK Consulting Environmental Department Cape Town: Environmental Scientist. 
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Environmental Planning and Monitoring, Environmental Impact Assessment, Visual 

Impact Assessment, State of the Environment Reporting. Primary duties included 

project management, management of specialist teams, conducting public 

participation processes, report writing and compilation, basic GIS, onsite 

inspections, assessment and analysis of environmental and social factors, budget 

management and client liaison. 

 2002 - 2003 University of Cape Town: Full-time student (MPhil). 

 1998 - 2002 Abalimi Bezekhaya, Khayelitsha Office, Cape Town: Greening Co-ordinator. Co-

ordination and implementation of school and community greening projects and 

events, training and material development. Primary duties included management 

of the School and Community Greening Programme, facilitating workshops and 

training courses for children, teachers, caretakers and other community members. 

Planning and implementation of greening projects and community events such as 

Arbour Day and assistance with the running of the garden centre and urban 

agriculture programmes. 

 1997 - 1998 South African Environmental Project, Cape Town: Assisted in the Development of 

the draft EIA Guidelines for the Kingdom of Lesotho, assisted with the running of 

the volunteer programme and compilation of articles for the website and 

newsletter. 

Summary of Expertise: 

 Visual Impact Assessment;  

 Project Management; 

 Report Writing; 

 Editing and Proof Reading; 

 Public Consultation; 

 Environmental Impact Assessment; 

 Environmental Management Frameworks and State of the Environment Reporting;  

 Environmental Management and Monitoring Plans and Guidelines; and 

 Material Development and Training. 

Key Skills: 

 Excellent communication skills, verbal and written; 

 Computer skills including working knowledge of MSWord, Excel, Photoshop Elements 9, PowerPoint; 
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 Outstanding organisational and administrative skills; 

 Ability to work well in a team, as team leader or in support role; and 

 Ability to take initiative. 

Hobbies and Interests: 

Gardening, reading and creative writing. 

Key Projects : 

A list of key project experience available on request. 

References: 

1. Chris Dalgliesh:  SRK Consulting. CDalgliesh@srk.co.za   021 6593060 

2. Tim Hart: ACO. tim.hart@aco-associates.com 021 7064104 

3. Kate Steyn: Independent Consultant. Katesteyn24@gmail.com 084 5730723 
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Belinda Gebhardt: Key Project Experience 

Key Experience: 

Visual Impact Assessment 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for Somerset West Casino (Somerset West, Western Cape) 
Client: 

Abland 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2017  
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for Upgrades to the N2 Kraaibosch to De Vleie (Wilderness, 

Western Cape) 
Client: 

The Environmental Partnership 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2017 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for Re-Development of the Athlone Power Station (Cape Town, 

Western Cape) 
Client: 

WSP, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2017 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for Development of  Site 460 (St Helena Bay, Western Cape) 
Client: 

ACO Associates 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2017 
  
Name of Project: Application for Exception for a Visual Impact Assessment for the Vette Rivier Prospecting 

(Western Cape) 
Client: 

Eco Impact 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2016 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for the BioTherm Esizayo Wind Farm (Matjiesfontein) 
Client: 

WSP, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2016 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessments for the BioTherm Maralla Wind Farms (x2) (Sutherland) 
Client: 

WSP, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2016 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessments for the BioTherm Solar Projects (x7) (Aggeneys, Northern Cape) 
Client: 

WSP, Parsons Brinckerhoff 
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Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2016 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for the Robben Island Photovoltaic Plant (Cape Town) 
Client: 

WSP, Parsons Brinckerhoff 

Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2016 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for the Portion 15 of Farm 281, Suidestrand (Agalhas, Overberg) 
Client: Luchrist Eiendomsbeleggings 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2015 
  
Name of Project: Visual Impact Assessment for the Exxaro Eerstelingsfontein Coal Mine 
Client: WSP, Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2011 
  
Name of Project: Proposed Upgrade of R310 Corridor between the N2 and Polkadraai Road (Stellenbosch) 
Client: SRK Consulting 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2011 
  
Name of Project: Stellenbosch Landfill  (Stellenbosch, Western Cape) 
Client: Stellenbosch Municipality 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2010 
  
Name of Project: Gamsberg Zinc Project  (Aggeneys, Northern Cape) 
Client: Black Mountain Mining (Pty) Ltd 
Project Description: Visual Baseline 
Project duration/date: 2009 
  
Name of Project: Worcester Hills Development (Worcester, Western Cape) 
Client: Worcester Land Trust 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2008 
  
Name of Project: Levendal (Suider-Paarl, Western Cape) 
Client: Levendal Developments 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2007 
  
Name of Project: Ben Schoeman Dock: Berth Deepening EIA (Cape Town) 
Client: Transnet Projects 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2007 
  
Name of Project: BRWM Municipal Landfill (Western Cape) 
Client: BRWM Municipality 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2006 
  
Name of Project: Anura Winelands Estate (Klapmuts, Western Cape) 
Client: Thymen Bothma 
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Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2005 
  
Name of Project: Pulp United Paper Mill (Richards Bay, KZN) 
Client: Pulp United 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2005 
  
Name of Project: Redevelopment of several municipally owned precincts near the Mossel Bay Beachfront 

(Mossel Bay, Western Cape) 
Client: AttPower Developments 
Project Description: Visual Sensitivity  
Project duration/date: 2005 
  
Name of Project: Pearly Beach Waste Water Treatment Works (Pearly Beach, Western Cape) 
Client: Overstrand Municipality 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2003 – 2004 
  
Name of Project: Erf 324 (Rooi Els, Western Cape) 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2003 
  
Name of Project: NDC Mining EIA (West Coast, Western Cape) 
Client: NDC Mining Company 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2003 
  
Name of Project: St Francis Bay Golf Estate (St Francis Bay, Eastern Cape) 
Project Description: Visual Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2003 
  

Environmental Impact Assessment 
  
Name of Project: Klue Street Link Road (Worcester, Western Cape) 
Client: Worcester Land Trust 
Project Description: Basic Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2008 – 2009 
  
Name of Project: Rochester Road (Philippi, Cape Town) 
Client: Rochester Park Pty. Ltd 
Project Description: Basic Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2007 – 2009 
  
Name of Project: Altona Developments (Worcester, Western Cape) 
Client: Altona Developments Pty Ltd. 
Project Description: Environmental Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2006 – 2009 
  
Name of Project: Levendal Developments (Suider Paarl, Western Cape) 
Client: Levendal Developments Pty Ltd. 
Project Description: Environmental Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2006 – 2009 
  
Name of Project: Bakhuis Bauxite Mining ESIA (Suriname, South America) 
Client: BHP Billiton 
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Project Description: Environmental and social impact assessment 
Project duration/date: 2005 – 2009 
  
Name of Project: BHP Billiton Coermotibo Three Hills Bauxite Deposits (Coermotibo, Suriname, South America) 
Client: BHP Billiton 
Project Description: Environmental and Social Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2005 
  
Name of Project: Bordjiesrif Environmental Experiential Centre (Cape Point, Table Mountain National Park) 
Client: South African National Parks 
Project Description: Environmental Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2003-2005  
  
Name of Project: Buffels Bay Recreational Area Upgrade (Cape Point, Table Mountain National Park) 
Client: South African National Parks 
Project Description: Environmental Impact Assessment 
Project duration/date: 2003-2004  
  
Name of Project: Vodacom Base Station Installations (Cape Town and surrounds) 
Client: Vodacom 
Project Description: Environmental Impact Assessments 
Project duration/date: 2003 – 2006 
  
Name of Project: NDC Mining EIA (West Coast, Western Cape) 
Client: NDC Mining Company 
Project Description: EIA for the proposed diamond mining on the West Coast 
Project duration/date: 2003 
  
Name of Project: Vissershok Landfill Extension (Cape Town) 
Client: City of Cape Town 
Project Description: EIA for the proposed landfill extension 
Project duration/date: 2003 – 2004 
  
Name of Project: Worcester Effluent Disposal Site and Pipeline (Worcester, Western Cape) 
Client: KWV, Distell and Brenn-O-Kem 
Project Description: EIA for the proposed effluent disposal site and pipeline in Worcester 
Project duration/date: 2004 
  

State of the Environment Reporting and Environmental Management Frameworks 

  
Name of Project: City of Cape Town Environmental Management Frameworks (Districts A,D,G,H) 
Client: City of Cape Town 
Project Description: Environmental Management Frameworks 
Project duration/date: 2009  
  
Name of Project: City of Cape Town Environmental Management Frameworks (Districts B, C , E) 
Client: City of Cape Town 
Project Description: Environmental Management Frameworks 
Project duration/date: 2008 – 2009 
  
Name of Project: Western Cape State of the Environment Report (Western Cape) 
Client: Dept. Of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning 
Project Description: Management and compilation of Western Cape State of the Environment Report 
Project duration/date: 2004 – 2005 
  
Name of Project: Knysna State of the Environment Report Framework (Knysna, Western Cape) 
Project Description: State of the Environment Report Framework and Guideline Document 
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Project duration/date: 2004 – 2005 
  

Environmental Management and Monitoring Plans, Guidelines and Auditing 

  
Name of Project: Hopewell Conservation Project (Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, Eastern Cape) 
Client: Hopewell Conservation Project Pty Ltd. 
Project Description: Landscaping Guidelines 
Project duration/date: 2010 
  
Name of Project: Rochester Road EMP (Philippi, Cape Town) 
Client: Rochester Park Pty Ltd. 
Project Description: Environmental Management Plan 
Project duration/date: 2008 
  
Name of Project: Kristensen Oceanfront Restaurants Environmental Audits (Cape Town) 
Client: Kristensen Oceanfront Restaurants 
Project Description: Environmental Audit 
Project duration/date: 2004 / 2005 / 2006 
  
Name of Project: Kwanonquaba EMP (Mossel Bay, Western Cape) 
Project Description: Environmental Management Plan 
Project duration/date: 2007 
  
Name of Project: Coermotibo Three Hills Bauxite Deposits EMP (Coermotibo, Suriname, South America) 
Client: BHP Billiton 
Project Description: Environmental Management Plan 
Project duration/date: 2006 

 

 


