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ATT: Alma Kuspert 

 

Dear Alma 

 

Specialist Botanical Opinion – proposed development of a Waste Transfer 

Facility on a Portion of Farm RE/279, Stellenbosch.  

 

My original opinion on this site was dated 9 May 2018, and is here updated to 

include Alternative 3, plus comments on the amount of natural vegetation that is 

likely to be lost.  

 

This botanical opinion was requested to help inform the environmental 

authorisation process being undertaken for the development of a Waste Transfer 

Facility (WTF) on a portion of Farm Re/279, Stellenbosch. The southern study area 

is about 15ha in extent, and the Alternative 3 study area is about 6.5ha. The 

alternatives 1 & 2 lie south of the R310 west of Stellenbosch, as shown in Figure 1, 

with Alternative 3 north of the R310.  No specific fieldwork was undertaken for this 

overview, as it was not deemed necessary given the long history of disturbance on 

the site, and it was instead informed by numerous drive-by observations, satellite 

imagery and some recent colour photographs of the site (see Plate 1).  

 

It is clearly evident from time series Google Earth imagery that the study area has 

all been cultivated or dammed since at least 2005 (the date of the earliest imagery), 

although the Alternative 1 area has evidently lain fallow since about then. The 

lowlands around Stellenbosch generally have a long history of agriculture and 

associated soil disturbance, going back about 350 years, and it would thus indeed 

be very surprising if there were any undisturbed patches of natural vegetation 

either within or nearby the study area.  
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Figure 1: Satellite image showing the study area (as provided by TEP).  

 

 

There is no natural vegetation in the Alternative 3 area, as this area is a cultivated 

vineyard, plus an old landfill and current waste transfer station. The vegetation in 

the southern study area (Alternatives 1 & 2) is a mix of wetland and dryland 

elements, with the former largely restricted to the various dams on site. Indigenous 

species within the dams include common and widespread species such as Typha 

capensis (bulrush), Zantedeschia aethiopica (arum lily), Cyperus spp. and 

Bolboschoenus maritimus. The dryland areas are dominated by alien invasive and 

cultivated species, including Erodium moschatum, Echium plantagineum 

(patterson’s curse), Pennisetum clandestinum (kikuyu grass), Lolium sp. 

(ryegrass), Plantago lanceolata (ribwort) and Acacia saligna (Port Jackson). 

 

Indigenous plant diversity is very low, and no plant Species of Conservation 

Concern are known from the area, and none are likely to occur here. Vegetation 

rehabilitation potential is low. The botanical sensitivity of this site is deemed to be 

Very Low.  

 

The CapeNature Spatial Biodiversity Plan does not map any Critical Biodiversity 

Areas of Ecological Support Areas on Alternative 3, but does show ESA2 (wetland) 

along the eastern boundary (Pence 2017; see Figure 2)). Very small terrestrial 

CBA1 (vegetation) areas are mapped in Alternatives 1 & 2, and these are really 

just artefacts of the automated mapping process (digital image interpretation) and 

are not supported by what is present on site. About 30% of the Alternative 1 & 2 
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sites are mapped as ESA2 (wetland), reflecting the heavily degraded wetland 

nature of much of the site, and this mapping is supported by observations.  

 

 

Figure 2: Extract of CapeNature Spatial Biodiversity Plan for the study area. 

 

 

 

Plate 1: Photo of portion of the southern study area (Alternative 1 & 2), looking 

north.  (Photo supplied by TEP). 

 

 

Less than 300m2 of natural vegetation is likely to be present in all proposed 

development alternative sites, and what there is would all be woody, widespread 

species of no ecological significance.  
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In conclusion, neither of the 3 site alternatives presents any botanical constraints 

to the proposed development, and no specific mitigation is required to minimise 

the botanical impacts of development of this area (deemed to be Very Low negative 

before mitigation). Alternative 3 would have a marginally lower botanical impact 

than Alternatives 1 & 2, as it is currently mostly cultivated rather than fallow.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Nick Helme 


