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Stellenbosch Organic Refuse Transfer Station –VIA 
Addendum Report 

September 2020 

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 as a means 

to decrease and divert waste from the landfill, which is urgently required.  

In 2019 a Visual Impact Assessment was undertaken to evaluate the visual impacts of the 

proposed Stellenbosch Refuse Transfer Station (RTS). Three alternative sites were 

considered: Alternative A is situated south of R310 (Adam Tas Rd), 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 in VIA report).  

Subsequent to the VIA report, plans have been refined and further detail regarding visual 

mitigation developed. An addendum comment/statement was requested to fully consider 

these measures. 

2 Findings of the 2019 VIA: 

For ease of reference the main findings of the VIA done in 2019 were as follows: 

 

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. 
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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; 

 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 
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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 all three sites can be considered visually acceptable. 

3 Summary of additional information 

Site Alternative C has become the developer’s preferred site due to residential development 

which is planned for the other pockets of land. A layout plan for Alternative C has therefore 

been developed in greater detail, as indicated in the main Environmental Impact Assessment 

Report. 

Additionally architectural and landscaping concept plans have been developed. 

3.1 ARCHITECTURAL CONCEPT (OSMOND LANGE, 2020): 

 The concept for the Organic Waste Transfer Station was to use an architecture that is 

reminiscent of historic Stellenbosch and industrial barn building typologies. 

 The building façade is broken down into the traditional base, middle facade and roof/ gable 

edge. 

 A red brick base at the retaining structures lends a robust looking edge to the building and 

is also easy to clean from a maintenance point of view. This acts as a plinth to the building. 

 A modern pattern façade using historic Stellenbosch building proportions was explored. It 

has a combination of smooth and rough textures. Smooth precast concrete panels offset 

with textured bagged brickwork speaks of a rustic wine farm style architecture found in the 

area. 

 This façade faces onto one of the main roads into Stellenbosch and will create visual 

interest. 

 Shadows will fall off the pattern relief and create a perception of depth (Osmond Lange, 

2020) 
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3.2 LANDSCAPE CONCEPT (ADELE TURNEF, 2020) 

A landscape concept has been developed to provide screening from the R310. It includes a 

planted berm along the R310 and planting along the facility edges. The planting palette 

consists of a variety of indigenous shrubs and small trees of varying sizes. 

3.3 LOCATION AND CONCEPT PLAN 

The location and concept plan for site alternative C have been refined, as indicated in the 

environmental assessment report. The locations of the structures are at an elevation of 

about 84 - 87masl. The original viewshed was taken from a location very close to this (just to 

the north west) at an elevation of around 91 masl. The location of the site is therefore at a 

slightly lower elevation. Given the very close proximity of the location points the viewsheds 

remain the same and visibility is very similar, with the new location of the main structure at 

a slightly lower in elevation. 

4 Findings based on additional information: 

The visual character and historical significance of the greater landscape remains to be of 

high scenic and historic value with the existing landfill, residential suburbs, retail and semi-

industrial activities detracting from the visual character and quality of the area (see full 

report for additional detail).  

Visual Absorption Capacity (VAC) remains high, primarily due to the hilly topography, the 

existing landfill and the clusters and avenues of trees, which provide screening. Within 

residential areas existing houses and retail facilities also provide screening. 

The Zone of Visual Influence 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. This remains unchanged. 

Visibility  

Alternative A: The visibility of this site is reduced by the low elevation of the land. However, 

it is close to the R310 at the entrance to Stellenbosch. This can be mitigated to some degree 

by the proposed architecture and screening. 

Alternative B: The visibility of this site is reduced by the low elevation of the land, the high 

VAC and its location further away from the R310. 

Alternative C:  The visibility of this site is higher than site A and B due to the higher 

elevation. However, the viewshed areas are very similar for all three sites and visibility 
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impacts will be mitigated to an extent by the proposed architecture and landscaping 

measures. 

Visual congruency and integration 

As previously concluded 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.  However, given the size and scale of the proposed facility and the proposed 

architectural measures it is visually relatively consistent with other facilities and structures 

related to the wine industry visible along the R310. 

 

In summary, with reference to the additional information: 

1. From a visual perspective the No-Go Alternative remains the preferred alternative with 

least impact.  

2. Alternative B is still marginally preferred from a visual perspective as it is set back further 

from the R310 (an important gateway to a historically significant landscape) and there is 

more space available for screening from the R310. Please note however, it will be more 

visible from properties to the south-west.  

3. Alternative C is likely to be more visible from sections of the R310. However, grouping the 

facility with similar activities and sharing infrastructure does curtail the visual clutter from 

sprawling into the landscape. 

4. The proposed architectural guidelines and landscaping plans will help to reduce the visual 

impact of the facility on the landscape and should be included as conditions of approval 

for any of the alternatives. 

 

 

Belinda Gebhardt 


