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Attention: Stephanie-Anne Barnardt 

 

 

PROPOSED WASTE TRANSFER FACILITY ON FARM 279/RE IN STELLENBOSCH, 

WESTERN CAPE – SITE SELECTION 

 

Dear Stephanie-Anne 

 

The Environmental Partnership has been appointed as the environmental consultants to undertake 

the Environmental Assessment Process for the proposed waste transfer facility on a portion of Farm 

RE/279 along Adam Tas Road (R310). The Stellenbosch Municipality plans to divert 50% of its 

organic waste from landfill by the year 2022. Three site alternatives are proposed for a waste transfer 

facility, all of which are located on Farm RE/279. 

 

In response to a Notice of Intent to Develop (NID) submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) in 

June 2020, a response was received, dated 14 July 2020, indicating that a heritage practitioner with 

cultural landscape experience be appointed to undertake a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) to 

clearly identify the heritage resources potentially impacted upon by the proposed activity. 

Consequently, Claire Abrahamse Architecture, Urban Design, Heritage, together with Jenna Lavin 

of Cedar Tower Services, have compiled the HIA which underwent a 30-day commenting period and 

is now being submitted to HWC for final comment.  

 

We acknowledge the importance of the R310 as a Grade IIIA scenic route which serves as a primary 

entrance to the historic town of Stellenbosch. Furthermore, we note that the findings of the HIA 

indicate that Site Alternative 2, located the furthest away from the R310 and below the dams, is the 

preferred development alternative in terms of impacts on heritage resources.  

 

 

In the Environmental Assessment Process, the environmental assessment practitioner has the task 

of evaluating the full spectrum of relevant environmental aspects that may have negative and positive 
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impacts for a proposed development. Potential biological, physical and socio-economic impacts of 

the proposed waste transfer facility are required to be assessed in line with the principles of 

sustainable development. Based on this comprehensive assessment, Site Alternative 3 has been 

deemed the preferred alternative from an overall environmental perspective. This is due to the 

following reasons: 

 

• The findings of the botanical specialist input indicate that while there are both Critical 

Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) and Ecological Support Areas (ESAs) on the sites for Alternatives 

1 and 2 (south of the R310), there is no natural vegetation on the site north of the R310 as 

the area is a cultivated vineyard. There is thus no botanical impact anticipated as a result of 

the construction of the facility on Site Alternative 3. 

 

• The freshwater specialist’s assessment concludes that apart from the No-Go Alternative, Site 

Alternative 3 is preferred from an aquatic ecosystems perspective as it would have no direct 

impacts on any aquatic ecosystems. Of the remaining alternatives, the assessment notes 

that Site Alternative 1 is preferred “as it lies further away from the river, and does not have 

clear existing flow pathways to the river (e.g. the open channel)”. Site Alternative 2 is thus 

anticipated to have the greatest negative impacts on the aquatic ecosystems on and around 

Farm 279/RE. 

 

• Site Alternative 3 will be located immediately adjacent to the Materials Recovery Facility 

(MRF) and will thus result in the grouping of similar waste management activities and the 

prevention of development sprawl. As a result, Site Alternative 3 will be significantly more 

compatible with directly adjacent land uses. Noteworthily, Site Alternative 3 was identified 

and assessed as a result of the first public consultation period for the Basic Assessment 

Report. During this period, residents of Stellenbosch indicated that they preferred the 

grouping of waste management activities. 

 

• From a sharing of services and sharing of an access road perspective, with 

Site Alternative 3, the proposed facility and the adjacent MRF facility will share infrastructure 

such as the weighbridge, ring road and access control. Site Alternatives 1 and 2 would, 

however, be accessed off the existing gravel service road on the southern portion of Farm 

279/RE which would need to be formalised. This would result in trucks and heavy duty 

vehicles turning off and onto the R310 on both sides (the MRF to the north and the waste 

transfer facility to the south). The negative traffic, access management and safety related 

impacts would thus be more significant in the case of Site Alternatives 1 and 2 as the 

construction of the facility north of the R310 (Site Alternative 3) would require no additional 

road infrastructure and no additional turn-off from the R310. 

 

• Site Alternatives 1 and 2 are located in proximity to the current residents on the Droë Dyke 

Farm south of Farm 279/RE, with Alternative 2 being the nearest to the residents. 

Furthermore, the Stellenbosch Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) identifies 

the Adam Tas Corridor as an area in which high density residential and commercial land uses 

are proposed in the future. These land uses would extend to the property immediately east 
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of Farm 279/RE, on the southern site of the R310. Site Alternatives 1 and 2 would thus be 

located closer to land users whose wellbeing may be negatively affected by potential noise, 

dust and odour impacts of the proposed facility. In the case of Site Alternative 3, no impacts 

on dwellings / residents will occur. 

 

• The potential health risks to employees on site due to contaminated groundwater is assessed 

as one of the potential impacts of the proposed facility, with the impact deemed of greatest 

negative significance in the case of Site Alternative 2. This is based on the findings of the 

geohydrological specialist, whose report notes the presence of compounds such as E. coli, 

sulphate, sodium, and chloride in the settlement ponds located on the site, south of the R310. 

The aforementioned compounds are generally considered to be harmful to humans and may 

have adverse health effects for those working on site, particularly when excavations are being 

undertaken for the construction of Site Alternative 2 partially located within settlement ponds 

2 and 3. As there are no surface aquatic features on the site for Site Alternative 3, this 

alternative would present no risk to employees as a result of contaminated groundwater. 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that the HIA has identified Site Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative 

from a cultural heritage perspective, we note that the complete evaluation of potential impacts of the 

four alternatives obliges the EAP to select Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative.  

 

The implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in the HIA, the recommendations of 

the Visual Impact Assessment undertaken, and the recommended Architectural and Landscaping 

guidelines to improve the aesthetics of the facility and decrease its negative visual impact, will be 

included as recommended Conditions of Approval.   

 

 

Kind regards 

 

 

 

 

Carmen du Toit 

Pri Sci Nat 


