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CONSIDERATION OF THE DEA NEED AND DESIRABILITY GUIDELINE (2017) (QUESTIONS ON 

PAGES 10 TO 18) IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL BASIC ASSESSMENT PROCESS FOR THE 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF THE WASTE TRANSFER FACILITY ON A PORTION OF FARM 

279/RE IN THE STELLENBOSCH MUNICIPALITY 

 

According to the DEA Need and Desirability Guideline (2017), the need for and desirability of a 

proposed activity should specifically and explicitly be addressed throughout the EIA Process. The 

following points address how the need and desirability of the proposed development were considered 

during the environmental process. 

 

Guideline Question Response 

Section 1: Securing Ecological Sustainable Development and Use of Natural Resources 

1. How will this development (and its 

separate elements/aspects) impact on the 

ecological integrity of the area? 

The proposal is to develop a waste transfer facility on a portion 

of Farm 279/RE in Stellenbosch in order to divert and reduce 

the amount of waste taken to the Stellenbosch Landfill Site 

located in Devon Valley. Ecological impacts of this 

development have been assessed as described in the Basic 

Assessment Report (BAR), by terrestrial and aquatic 

biodiversity specialists. Impacts on freshwater ecology are 

likely be of a low negative significance in the case of 

Alternatives 1 and 2 due to the potential degradation of the 

Veldwagters River and the wetlands on the site, primarily as a 

result of litter and spillage of waste. Alternative 3 would have 

no direct impacts on any aquatic ecosystems. The site is of 

very low botanical diversity and sensitivity and poses no 

ecological constraints to the proposed development. In the 

case of Alternative 3, no botanical impact is anticipated as 

there is no natural vegetation in the Alternative 3 area. 

1.1 How were the following ecological 

integrity considerations taken into account? 

 

1.1.1 Threatened Ecosystems 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The original natural vegetation on site (prior to human 

influence) would have been Swartland Granite Renosterveld, 

which is classified as Critically Endangered. However, as 

noted by the botanical specialist, indigenous plant diversity is 

very low, and no plant Species of Conservation Concern are 

known from the area. Thus, due to the site’s long history of 

degradation and agricultural activities, it has been altered and 

disturbed to the point where the vegetation on the site is not 

representative of this Critically Endangered vegetation type. 
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1.1.2 Sensitive, vulnerable, highly 

dynamic or stressed ecosystems, such as 

coastal shores, estuaries, wetlands, and 

similar systems require specific attention in 

management and planning procedures, 

especially where they are subject to 

significant human resource usage and 

development pressure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1.1.3 Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs”) 

and Ecological Support Areas (“ESAs”) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.1.4 Conservation Targets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed development is not located within close 

proximity to sensitive, vulnerable, highly dynamic, or stressed 

ecosystems in the form of coastal shores and estuaries. 

However, the findings of the Freshwater Assessment Report 

(Appendix G(i)) compiled by Dr Liz Day, indicate that the 

following aquatic features are located on the site: 

 

• the Veldwagters River, traversing the site in the east; 

• floodplain wetlands on the eastern portion of the site, 

south of the R310; 

• Settlement Ponds 1, 2 and 3 located on the southern 

portion of the site, south of the R310; and 

• an artificial channel located along the southern 

boundary of Settlement Pond 2. 

 

With reference to Site Alternative 1, no aquatic features will 

be infilled or disturbed by the proposed facility. However, the 

facility is located within 20 m of remnant Settlement Pond 1. 

With reference to Site Alternative 2, the ramp and access road 

will be constructed over a portion of Settlement Ponds 2 and 

3. Site Alternative 3 will not impact any freshwater features as 

there are no surface aquatic features (wetlands or other 

watercourses) on the site, and it is separated from the 

Veldwagters River and floodplain by the Material Recovery 

Facility (MRF). 

 

The Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan does not map any 

Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) or Ecological Support Areas 

(ESAs) on the site for Alternative 3. However, the Biodiversity 

Spatial Plan does show ESA2 (wetland) and very small 

terrestrial CBA1 (vegetation) areas on the sites for 

Alternatives 1 and 2. According to the botanical specialist, the 

terrestrial CBA1 areas are, however, only artefacts of the 

automated mapping process (digital image interpretation) and 

are not supported by what is present on site. 

 

As stated under Section 1.1.2 above, the Swartland Granite 

Renosterveld originally found on the site has been removed 

due to the site’s long history of human use and degradation. It 

is stated in the Revised Botanical Input (Appendix J) that “less 

than 300 m2 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”. Thus, the development on the site will not 

impact on conservation targets. 
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1.1.5 Ecological Drivers of the System 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.1.6 Environmental Management 

Framework 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.1.7 Spatial Development Framework 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ecological drivers are any natural or human-induced factors 

which directly or indirectly causes a change in an ecosystem. 

The primary aquatic ecosystem on the site, the Veldwagters 

River, has been influenced significantly by its passage 

through the Stellenbosch urban areas. According to the 

freshwater specialist, “the river receives not only runoff from 

roads and parking areas but also effluent from industrial areas 

as well as, most significantly, runoff from poorly serviced 

formal and informal settlements, with high levels of human 

faecal material, other organic waste and high levels of 

suspended sediments, litter and general waste.” The 

Stellenbosch Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) also 

discharges into the Veldwachters River. The primary 

ecological drivers are thus human-induced and have resulted 

in the degradation of the river, the poor condition of which is a 

concern from an economic / tourism perspective as well as 

from an ecological perspective.  

 

The Stellenbosch Municipality Environmental Management 

Framework (EMF) identifies waste management as a 

Municipal Key Focal Area. It further notes that the municipality 

must follow an integrated hierarchal approach to waste 

management – avoidance/reduction, reuse, recycling, 

composting, treatment, disposal. In response to the 

implementation of the waste hierarchy system, the proposed 

facility will provide an opportunity for reuse thorough 

beneficiation before disposal. This also responds to Policy 

8.3.5 of the EMF which notes that the recycling of waste is a 

priority. The proposed development is thus directly in line with 

the specifications of the municipality’s EMF. 

 

The Western Cape Provincial Spatial Development 

Framework (SDF) notes under Section 3.1.6.1.1 that 

increasing waste generation will result in the need for more 

waste disposal sites. However, it notes that new waste 

disposal sites would not be required if recovery/recycling 

facilities are established. Thus, the development of a transfer 

facility is a methodology in response to the need to recycle 

and reduce the amount of waste going to landfill sites. The 

proposed activity is thus aligned with the PSDF as it will allow 

the Stellenbosch Municipality to reduce the amount of organic 

waste going to the Devon Valley Landfill Site, thereby 

prolonging the lifetime of this landfill site. The development is 

also in line with the Municipal SDF as one of the key policy 

imperatives of this SDF is waste minimisation and recycling.  
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1.1.8 Global and international 

responsibilities relating to the environment 

(e.g. RAMSAR site, Climate change, etc.) 

 

 

 

 

The proposed development is not anticipated to impact on any 

global or international commitments. The freshwater and 

botanical specialists commissioned for the proposed 

development did not find that the site formed part of a 

RAMSAR area. According to www.ramsar.org, the nearest 

area to the site considered to be a RAMSAR site is the False 

Bay Nature Reserve, which is a unique area on the Cape Flats 

consisting of about 50% permanent wetland and 49% 

terrestrial vegetation including the critically endangered Cape 

Flats Sand Fynbos and Cape Flats Dune Strandveld. 

1.2 How will this development disturb or 

enhance ecosystems and/or result in the 

loss or protection of biological diversity? 

What measures were explored to firstly 

avoid these negative impacts, and where 

these negative impacts could not be avoided 

altogether, what measures were explored to 

minimise and remedy (including offsetting) 

the impacts? What measures were explored 

to enhance positive impacts? 

The Revised Botanical Input (Appendix J) indicates that the 

proposed development is unlikely to result in the loss of 

biological diversity as, in the case of Alternatives 1 and 2, the 

botanical sensitivity of the site is very low and no plant Species 

of Conservation Concern occur on the site. In the case of 

Alternative 3, there is no natural vegetation on the site, as the 

area is a cultivated vineyard. Thus, no impact of biological 

diversity is anticipated. Due to these findings, the botanical 

specialist concludes that “no specific mitigation is required to 

minimise the botanical impacts of development of this area”. 

1.3 How will this development pollute 

and/or degrade the biophysical 

environment? What measures were 

explored to firstly avoid these impacts, and 

where impacts could not be avoided 

altogether, what measures were explored to 

minimise and remedy (including offsetting) 

the impacts? What measures were explored 

to enhance positive impacts? 

The development of Alternative 3 would have no direct 

impacts on any aquatic ecosystems and would thus not result 

in the degradation of the biophysical environment. However, 

as per the Freshwater Assessment Report (see Appendix 

G(i)), the proposed development is anticipated to have the 

following negative impacts on the aquatic ecosystems in the 

case of Alternatives 1 and 2: 

 

• Loss of artificial wetland habitat 

• Disturbance / contamination of wetland flats and the 

Veldwagters River during pond drainage and infilling 

• Seepage / runoff of contaminated water from the site 

into the floodplain wetlands, the Veldwagters River 

and / or the Eerste River via groundwater or surface 

pathways 

• Degradation of the river and wetlands as a result of 

litter and waste spilled or dumped from transport 

trucks or blown from the site, and runoff of sediment 

from access roads 

 

The biophysical environment will thus potentially be degraded 

as a result of the proposed development. However, mitigation 

measures have been proposed in the Freshwater Assessment 

Report and incorporated into the BAR for the various phases 

of the development. The applicable mitigation measures have 

also been incorporated into the Environmental Management 

http://www.ramsar.org/
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Programme (EMPr) for the development (see Appendix E of 

the BAR). 

1.4 What waste will be generated by this 

development? What measures were 

explored to firstly avoid waste, and where 

waste could not be avoided altogether, what 

measures were explored to minimise, reuse 

and/or recycle the waste? What measures 

have been explored to safely treat and/or 

dispose of unavoidable waste? 

During the construction phase, building rubble and general 

waste associated with the construction activities will be 

generated. However, due to the lack of existing built structures 

at the site, this waste is expected to be minimal. Furthermore,  

the EMPr (Appendix E) deals in length with the management 

of waste, indicating that the waste management hierarchy 

must be implemented as far as possible. This will assist in 

reducing the waste produced on the site and will enable the 

reusing and/or recycling what waste is produced. 

 

During the operational phase, general waste will be generated 

since there will be employees at site overseeing the various 

activities process. Waste will include paper, cardboard, 

plastic, tins and glass. In terms of waste disposed on site, the 

facility will accept organic waste brought to the facility that will 

be taken by authorised off-takers. The facility will not be a 

public-drop off facility and off-takers will take the waste to their 

sites where the waste will be sorted. Waste will not be stored 

on site for a period longer than 24 hours.  

1.5 How will this development disturb or 

enhance landscapes and/or sites that 

constitute the nation’s cultural heritage? 

What measures were explored to firstly 

avoid these impacts, and where impacts 

could not be avoided altogether, what 

measures were explored to minimise and 

remedy (including offsetting) the impacts? 

What measures were explored to enhance 

positive impacts? 

Input from the heritage specialists (see Appendix I: HIA) 

indicates that the proposed waste transfer facility will impact 

negatively on the area which is part of the significant cultural 

landscape of the Cape Winelands and is located along a 

scenic route that has been assessed as having high local 

significance. The development of the proposed facility, 

particularly immediately adjacent to the R310 (Site 

Alternatives 1 and 3) may begin to erode the distinct and 

characteristic views obtained along this edge of the roadway, 

which take in the entire valley floor and surrounding hills and 

mountain ranges.  

 

While all three site alternatives fall within the 500 m scenic 

route corridor on plan, in reality the localised conditions of 

topography make Site Alternatives 1 and 3 far more visually 

exposed. The character of Site Alternative 2 is different as this 

site is located in the valley bottom and is “tucked between” the 

dam walls/berms and an established screening hedge line. As 

a result, Site Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative in terms 

of heritage. However, as indicated in the VIA, Alternative 3 is 

partially hidden and is located immediately adjacent to similar 

waste management activities with which infrastructure will be 

shared. Thus, out of the two alternatives located the closest to 

the R310 (Alternatives 1 and 3), Alternative 3 is preferred from 
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a cultural heritage perspective. Site Alternative 1 is the least 

preferred alternative from a cultural heritage perspective. 

 

The fact that Site Alternative 1 is not recommended for 

environmental authorisation shows one of the key ways in 

which measures were explored to avoid impacts on cultural 

heritage in the area. Furthermore, where the impacts could 

not be avoided, landscaping and architectural concepts have 

been compiled in order to mitigate the visual impacts of the 

facility. The recommendations made by the heritage and 

visual specialists also contribute to this, and together, these 

mitigation measures are deemed to have reduced the 

potential impact of the facility on cultural heritage to an 

acceptable level in the case of Site Alternatives 2 and 3. In 

fact, the establishment of berms and treelines consisting of 

indigenous vegetation even presents a positive impact. 

1.6 How will this development use 

and/or impact on non-renewable natural 

resources? What measures were explored 

to ensure responsible and equitable use of 

the resources? How have the consequences 

of the depletion of the non-renewable natural 

resources been considered? What 

measures were explored to firstly avoid 

these impacts, and where impacts could not 

be avoided altogether, what measures were 

explored to minimise and remedy (including 

offsetting) the impacts? What measures 

were explored to enhance positive impacts 

The development will likely use non-renewable resources as 

it will require electricity for the operation of the waste transfer 

facility, most of which is sourced from coal in South Africa. 

There are no known electrical services on the site alternatives 

south of the R310. Thus, a new electrical connection would be 

required for Site Alternatives 1 and 2 to be developed. For Site 

Alternative 3, the electrical grid connection at the MRF 

entrance would also serve the waste transfer facility.  

 

The consequences of the use of some non-renewable 

resources have been considered and weighed up against the 

potential benefits of the development for the beneficiation of 

waste. As the generation of large quantities of waste can have 

detrimental impacts on the environment if poorly managed, 

the use of electricity at the facility was deemed necessary.  

1.7 How will this development use 

and/or impact on renewable natural 

resources and the ecosystem of which they 

are part? Will the use of the resources 

and/or impact on the ecosystem jeopardise 

the integrity of the resource and/or system 

taking into account carrying capacity 

restrictions, limits of acceptable change, and 

thresholds? What measures were explored 

to firstly avoid the use of resources, or if 

avoidance is not possible, to minimise the 

use of resources? What measures were 

taken to ensure responsible and equitable 

use of the resources? What measures were 

explored to enhance positive impacts? 

The proposed development is in response to the rapidly 

decreasing airspace at the Stellenbosch Landfill Site as it will 

assist with the task of diverting and reducing the amount of 

waste taken to this landfill site. Furthermore, the proposed 

facility provides an opportunity for waste beneficiation by the 

private sector. Waste taken from the facility by off-takers 

would be taken for beneficiation into valuable products such a 

methane, electricity, compost or refuse derived fuels. 

Furthermore, since authorised off-takers will receive the 

organic waste from the facility for beneficiation, the proposed 

facility responds to the need to recycle waste. 

 

As a result, the waste transfer facility is anticipated to reduce 

resource dependency insofar as it enables the private sector 

to benefit from resources which would otherwise serve no 
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1.7.1 Does the proposed development 

exacerbate the increased dependency on 

increased use of resources to maintain 

economic growth or does it reduce resource 

dependency (i.e. de-materialised growth)? 

(note: sustainability requires that 

settlements reduce their ecological footprint 

by using less material and energy demands 

and reduce the amount of waste they 

generate, without compromising their quest 

to improve their quality of life)? 

 

1.7.2 Does the proposed use of natural 

resources constitute the best use thereof? Is 

the use justifiable when considering intra- 

and intergenerational equity, and are there 

more important priorities for which the 

resources should be used (i.e. what are the 

opportunity costs of using these resources 

this the proposed development 

alternative?)? 

 

1.7.3 Does the proposed location, type, 

and scale of development promote a 

reduced dependency on resources? 

positive purpose. The proposed use of the organic waste 

(which is a natural resource) constitutes the best use thereof 

as it will enable this waste to be recycled.  

 

The 2017 – 2022 IDP of the Stellenbosch Municipality notes 

the need to involve industry/private sector in waste 

minimisation and management (page 122). “The recycling 

service provider is currently raising awareness to the private 

sector to be included in the separation-at-source programme 

and has had major inroads with the winery sector. A separate 

collection of food waste from the restaurant industry is at 

present tested in order to divert this for beneficiation”. This will 

form part of the operations of the waste transfer facility where 

restaurant organic waste will be brought to the facility and off-

takers take the waste. Off-takers included in the operation of 

the facility will allow for entrepreneurial activities too for those 

within the Stellenbosch community, which could very well 

result in additional employment opportunities. 

 

The potential impacts on the aquatic ecosystem on and 

around the site have been assessed in terms of the limits of 

acceptable change, and mitigation measures provided to 

ensure that the integrity of these resources is not 

unacceptably compromised. Thus, the proposed location, 

type, and scale of development is deemed ideal and is found 

not to promote a reduced dependency on resources. 

1.8 How were a risk-averse and 

cautious approach applied in terms of 

ecological impacts? 

 

1.8.1 What are the limits of current 

knowledge (note: the gaps, uncertainties 

and assumptions must be clearly stated)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Environmental Partnership assumes that information 

gathered from the applicant, specialists, and consulting 

engineer is accurate and adequate for the assessment of 

potential impacts that may arise from the proposed 

development. It is also assumed that all mitigation, 

management, and monitoring measures prescribed in the 

BAR and the accompanying EMPr will be implemented by the 

proponent. There are no significant gaps in knowledge 

beyond the details of the design which are to be determined 

at a later stage. 

 

Detailed assessments of the potential ecological impacts were 

undertaken to reduce uncertainties, assumptions, and gaps. 

Analysis of the freshwater ecosystems was undertaken 

according to nationally developed methodologies as defined 

by the Department of Water and Sanitation. The assessment 

of the site was based on several site visits undertaken by the 

specialist and is deemed by the independent specialist to be 

sufficient for the study. 
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1.8.2 What is the level of risk associated 

with the limits of current knowledge? 

 

1.8.3 Based on the limits of knowledge 

and the level of risk, how and to what extent 

was a risk averse and cautious approach 

applied to the development? 

 

A risk averse and cautious approach, as per the principles in 

Section 2 of NEMA, has been applied in the identification and 

assessment of potential impacts. The consequences of all 

impacts have been identified in the impact assessment, and 

mitigation measures provided to ensure the impacts are as 

low as possible. In so doing, the precautionary principle of 

environmental management has been applied throughout the 

Basic Assessment Process to ensure that all potential 

negative (and positive) ecological and socio-economic 

impacts are assessed. The level of risk associated with the 

limits of current knowledge described above is therefore 

considered to be low. 

1.9 How will the ecological impact 

resulting from this development impact on 

people’s environmental right in terms of the 

following: 

 

 

1.9.1 Negative impacts: e.g. access to 

resources, opportunity costs, loss of amenity 

(e.g. open space), air and water quality 

impacts, nuisance (noise, odour, etc.), 

health impacts, visual impacts, etc. What 

measures were taken to firstly avoid 

negative impacts, but if avoidance is not 

possible, to minimise, manage and remedy 

negative impacts?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.9.2 Positive impacts: e.g. improved 

access to resources, improved amenity, 

improved air or water quality, etc. What 

measures were taken to enhance positive 

impacts? 

The proposed waste transfer facility is not anticipated to have 

significant negative impacts on people’s environmental right. 

In fact, the site (Farm 279/RE) has no sensitivities of high 

importance or sensitivity as it was previously used for 

agriculture and for Settlement Ponds for the WWTW.  

 

Nevertheless, some negative impacts are anticipated as a 

result of the proposed development. These can be 

summarised as follows: 

 

• Loss of artificial wetland habitat 

• Degradation and contamination of the river and 

wetlands 

• Visual impact on the physical landscape as a result of 

buildings and infrastructure 

• Potential health risks to employees on site due to 

contaminated groundwater 

• Potential noise, odour and dust impacts 

• Increased traffic congestion 

 

The above listed negative impacts have, however, been 

assessed in detail and comprehensive mitigation measuring 

and monitoring specifications have been provided. 

Furthermore, the negative construction and operation phase 

impacts can be mitigated to an acceptable degree of impact 

and risk if the provisions of the Environmental Management 

Plan (Appendix E) are implemented and enforced. 

 

The development will positively impact on people’s 

environmental right as it will enable the recycling and reusing 

of waste, thus reducing the amount of waste which is dumped 

into or pollutes the environment. Additionally, the facility 

provides an opportunity to not only add to the landfill airspace, 

but also to provide employment opportunities both at the 
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facility itself as well as in the green job sector (through 

beneficiation and recycling of waste). The facility will provide 

integrated waste management infrastructure, waste as a 

resource and a growing market for waste materials. 

1.10 Describe the linkages and 

dependencies between human wellbeing, 

livelihoods and ecosystem services 

applicable to the area in question and how 

the development’s ecological impacts will 

result in socio-economic impacts (e.g. on 

livelihoods, loss of heritage site, opportunity 

costs, etc.)?  

Human wellbeing, livelihoods and ecosystem services are 

inextricably linked. The proposed waste transfer facility is 

anticipated to impact negatively on ecosystem services in the 

case of Alternatives 1 and 2, which will result in a negative 

impact on human wellbeing. At the same time, however, the 

development will also create new livelihoods for the residents 

of the Stellenbosch Municipality, thereby positively impacting 

human wellbeing. As such, the negative and positive impacts 

on human wellbeing as a result of the development are 

anticipated to counterbalance each other. 

1.11 Based on all of the above, how will 

this development positively or negatively 

impact on ecological integrity 

objectives/targets/considerations of the 

area? 

The proposal’s impacts on ecological integrity is anticipated to 

minimal. This is particularly the case for Alternative 3, which 

is the preferred alternative. While there are several aquatic 

features and ESA2 (wetland) and very small terrestrial CBA1 

(vegetation) areas on the sites for Alternatives 1 and 2, there 

are no aquatic features, CBAs or ESAs on the site for 

Alternative 3. Furthermore, this site alternative is separated 

from the Veldwagters River and the floodplain by the MRF and 

the R310.  

 

However, even in the case of Alternatives 1 and 2 the 

conclusion of the Freshwater Assessment Report (Appendix 

G(i)) states that “there is no reason from an aquatic 

ecosystems perspective that the proposed development 

should not be approved in terms of NEMA”. The Revised 

Botanical Input concludes that none of the site alternatives 

“presents any botanical constraints to the development”.  

1.12 Considering the need to secure 

ecological integrity and a healthy biophysical 

environment, describe how the alternatives 

identified (in terms of all the different 

elements of the development and all the 

different impacts being proposed), resulted 

in the selection of the “best practicable 

environmental option” in terms of ecological 

considerations?  

Overall, recommended mitigation measures result in 

satisfactory post mitigation impact significance. Therefore, 

any site alternative could be approved. However, Alternative 

3 has been identified as the preferred alternative. This is 

partially due to the lower impacts regarding botanical, 

freshwater aspects. The preferred layout alternative 

acknowledges the presence of aquatic features on the portion 

of Farm 279/RE south of the R310 and has thus been located 

in an area where negative impacts on freshwater systems are 

minimised. Furthermore, there is no natural vegetation in the 

area in which Alternative 3 is proposed as this area comprises 

cultivated vineyards. Thus, the preferred alternative 

represents the best practicable environmental option” in terms 

of ecological considerations. 
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1.13 Describe the positive and negative 

cumulative ecological/biophysical impacts 

bearing in mind the size, scale, scope and 

nature of the project in relation to its location 

and existing and other planned 

developments in the area? 

Cumulative impacts are included as part of each impact 

assessed in Section G of the BAR. As part of these, the 

primary cumulative ecological/biophysical impacts considered 

in the BAR are taken from the Freshwater Assessment 

Report. The specialist’s assessment indicates that long-term 

seepage / runoff of contaminated water from the site into the 

floodplain wetlands, the Veldwagters River and / or the Eerste 

River via groundwater or surface pathways would be 

considered a significant cumulative effect as it would undo any 

efforts to improve water quality in these ecosystems. 

Degradation of the river and wetlands as a result of litter and 

waste spilled or dumped from transport trucks or blown from 

the site would also contribute to the cumulative impact of 

aquatic ecosystem degradation which is already occurring on 

the site. However, all of the individual impacts assessed in the 

Freshwater Assessment Report have an impact significance 

of no more than very low to low at the most. Thus, the 

cumulative ecological / biophysical impacts on the area 

surrounding Farm 279/RE also not anticipated to be of more 

than low negative significance.  

 

In addition to the above, it must be stated that the above 

cumulative impacts apply to the “worst case scenario”, which 

from an aquatic ecology perspective is the construction of 

Alternative 2. This alternative is located closest to the 

Veldwagters River and has existing flow pathways to the river 

such as the open channel. The cumulative impacts of 

Alternative 1 and in particular Alternative 3 are lower due to 

inter alia an increased distance to the Veldwagters River. In 

fact, the cumulative ecological / biophysical impacts of 

Alternative 3 are negligible to none as per the findings of both 

the freshwater and botanical specialists. 

Section 2: Promoting Justifiable Economic and Social Development 

2.1 What is the socioeconomic-context of 

the area, based on, amongst other 

considerations, the following 

considerations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The development site, Farm 279/RE, is located in Ward 11 of 

the Stellenbosch Local Municipality. Census data for the 

greater Stellenbosch Municipality, as recorded by Stats SA 

(2011), indicates the following socio-economic context: 

 

• The population is predominantly Coloured (52.2%). 

• Of the economically active population, 84,8% is 

employed. 

• 20,6% of the population has no income. 

• 75,1% of households live in formal dwellings. 

• 72,4% of households have piped water inside their 

dwelling or in their yard. 
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2.1.1 The IDP (and its sector plans’ vision, 

objectives, strategies, indicators and 

targets) and any other strategic plans, 

frameworks of policies applicable to the area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1.2 Spatial priorities and desired spatial 

patterns (e.g. need for integrated of 

segregated communities, need to upgrade 

informal settlements, need for densification, 

etc) 

 

2.1.3 Spatial characteristics (e.g. existing 

land uses, planned land uses, cultural 

landscapes, etc) 

 

 

 

 

2.1.4 Municipal Economic Development 

Strategy 

 

 

 

• 87,1% of households have access to a flush toilet 

connected to the public sewer system. 

• 87% of households have their refuse removed at least 

once a week. 

• 92,9% of households use electricity for lighting in their 

dwelling. 

 

 

The 2017 – 2022 IDP of the Stellenbosch Municipality notes 

that the municipality is facing a waste crisis due to limited 

landfill disposal space. In response to this, the IDP proposes 

the construction of the waste transfer facility which the subject 

of this Basic Assessment Process. The objective of this facility 

is to reduce waste to the landfill and therefore use less landfill 

airspace which will allow for longer operation of the landfill. 

This objective is directly in line with the municipality’s 

Integrated Waste Management Plan (Chapter 7.6 of the IDP). 

 

The proposed waste transfer facility does not necessarily 

respond to spatial priorities such as the need to integrate 

segregated communities or upgrade informal settlements. 

However, the facility does, especially in the case of Site 

Alternative 3 (the preferred alternative), create a desired 

spatial pattern in the grouping of similar waste management 

facilities and the sharing of infrastructure between these 

facilities. The placement of a new waste management facility 

immediately adjacent to existing similar land uses shows how 

the spatial characteristics of the area have been taken into 

account and how consideration has been given also to the 

impact of the facility on the cultural landscape of the area.  

 

The Stellenbosch Municipality’s Local Economic 

Development Strategy and Action Plan dated June 2014 

identifies the following aims: 

 

• Increase the overall size of the economy. 

• Make it easier for small enterprises to succeed. 

• Grow citizen net worth by increasing property values. 

• Build an enabling and responsive public sector  

 

The proposed facility responds to the first two aims listed 

above by providing opportunities for small enterprises to 

benefit from the beneficiation of waste from the transfer site, 

thereby contributing to the municipality’s green economy and 

creating a growing market for waste materials. 
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2.2 Considering the socio-economic context, 

what will the socio-economic impacts be of 

the development (and its separate elements 

aspects) and specifically also on the socio-

economic objectives of the area? 

 

2.2.1 Will the development complement the 

local socio-economic initiatives (such as 

local economic development (LED) 

initiatives), or skills development programs? 

 

2.3 How will this development address the 

specific physical, psychological, 

developmental, cultural and social needs 

and interests of the relevant communities?  

 

As stated under Section 2.1.4 of this document, the proposed 

waste transfer facility responds directly to some of the aims of 

the Stellenbosch Municipality’s Local Economic Development 

Strategy by providing opportunities for small enterprises to 

benefit from the beneficiation of waste from the transfer site. 

Furthermore, the following positive socio-economic impacts 

are anticipated as a result of the facility, many of which are in 

line with the socio-economic objectives of the area: 

 

• The facility will contribute to the meeting of DEA&DP’s 

waste diversion goals, which are “a 50% diversion of 

organic waste from landfill by 2020 and a landfill ban 

on organic waste to landfill by 2027” (Appendix D).  

• The proposed facility responds to the need to recycle 

waste and will prolong the lifespan of the Devon 

Valley landfill site. 

• The 2017 – 2022 IDP of the Stellenbosch Municipality 

notes the need to involve industry/private sector in 

waste minimisation and management (page 122). 

The proposed development responds to this need. 

• The facility will contribute to the green economy and 

market opportunity within the green sector. 

2.4 Will the development result in equitable 

(intra- and inter-generational) impact 

distribution, in the short- and long-term? Will 

the impact be socially and economically 

sustainable in the short- and long-term? 

 

The DEA Need and Desirability Guideline (2017) defines intra- 

and intergenerational equity as ensuring that development is 

sustainable enough to ensure that the needs of the present 

generation are met without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs. On condition that the 

recommendations of the EAP and the various specialists are 

implemented, the development is sustainable in that it will not 

impede the ability to meet the needs of the present generation 

(intragenerational equity) or of future generations 

(intergenerational equity). In fact, it aims to meet both the 

long-term and short-term needs of the people of Stellenbosch 

by reducing the waste going to the landfill (a long-term benefit 

as the lifespan of the landfill site will be extended) and creating 

employment and beneficiation opportunities (a short-term 

benefit during both the construction and operational phases). 

 

While there are some negative impacts for future generations 

as the cultural landscape will be impacted upon by the 

proposed facility, sufficient mitigation measures have been 

incorporated into the BAR and EMPr (Appendix E) to mitigate 

this impact to an acceptable level.  

2.5. In terms of location, describe how the 

placement of the proposed development will:  
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2.5.1. result in the creation of residential and 

employment opportunities in close proximity 

to or integrated with each other,  

 

 

 

 

2.5.2. reduce the need for transport of 

people and goods 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.3. result in access to public transport or 

enable non-motorised and pedestrian 

transport (e.g. will the development result in 

densification and the achievement of 

thresholds in terms of public transport) 

 

 

 

2.5.4 Compliment other uses in the area  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.5. be in line with the planning for the area 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.6. for urban related development, make 

use of underutilised land available with the 

urban edge 

 

 

 

 

 

The proposed development will not include residential 

development but will create employment opportunities along 

the R310. With the future development of the Adam Tas 

Corridor for high density residential and commercial uses, the 

employment opportunities created by the facility is anticipated 

to be located in close proximity to residential areas.  

 

The proposed development will reduce the need for transport 

of goods as the facility, in the case of all site alternatives, is 

located close to the existing landfill site and MRF. The location 

of the facility on Farm 279/RE thus enables the easy 

movement of materials between the three waste management 

facilities as and when needed without transport costs or a 

large carbon footprint.  

 

The development is located in close proximity to public 

transport routes. As per the findings of the Traffic Impact 

Statement [TIS] (Appendix F), “minibus taxis and buses 

operate along the R310” and “an informal taxi stop is located 

approximately 550m east of [Farm 279/RE]”. As a result, the 

TIS notes that “the provision of public transport [for the 

proposed facility] is deemed adequate”.  

 

As one drives along the R310, the facility would not be out of 

place since it is compatible with the current surrounding land 

uses such as the landfill site, the MRF and the waste water 

treatment works. However, in terms of the surrounding land 

uses to the immediate east, west and south of Farm 279/RE, 

which are predominantly agricultural activities, the facility 

would be out of place. 

 

Section D of the BAR specifies the planning context and need 

and desirability for the proposed development. Consequently, 

please see Section E of the BAR for details regarding the 

alignment of the development with the various planning 

policies, plans and frameworks of relevance to the site. 

 

As per the November 2019 Approved Municipal SDF, the 

urban edge line crosses through Farm 279/RE. However, with 

reference to the Locality Map (Appendix B), it can be seen that 

all three site alternatives are located mostly outside the urban 

edge. Nevertheless, Site Alternatives 1 and 2 do make use of 

underutilised land previously used by the municipality as part 

of the WWTW. 
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2.5.7. optimise the use of existing resources 

and infrastructure 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.8. opportunity costs in terms of bulk 

infrastructure expansions in non-priority 

areas (e.g. not aligned with the bulk 

infrastructure planning for the settlement 

that reflects the spatial reconstruction 

priorities of the settlement) 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.9. discourage "urban sprawl" and 

contribute to compaction/densification  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.10. contribute to the correction of the 

historically distorted spatial patterns of 

settlements and to the optimum use of 

existing infrastructure in excess of current 

needs 

 

 

 

 

While Site Alternatives 1 and 2 require the construction of 

entirely new infrastructure due to their location south of the 

R310, the proposed facility and the adjacent MRF would share 

infrastructure such as the weighbridge, ring road and access 

control in the case of Site Alternative 3. Appendix W confirms 

that the MRF infrastructure can also accommodate the service 

demand of the adjacent waste transfer facility This will 

optimise the use of existing infrastructure in the case of the 

preferred alternative.  

 

As indicated in the Engineering Report (Appendix M), access 

to a water connection for Site Alternatives 1 and 2 is proposed 

to be taken from an existing water pipeline which runs along 

the gravel road south of the R310. However, there are no 

suitable connections to a foul sewer network for Site 

Alternatives 1 and 2, as a result of which a conservancy tank 

would need to be used. Bulk infrastructure for site services 

would be easier to come by in the case of Site Alternative 3 

as the MRF infrastructure can also accommodate the service 

demand of the adjacent waste transfer facility (Appendix W). 

 

The HIA (Appendix I) indicates that Farm 279/RE “is located 

on an important threshold “line” between the peri-urban 

industrial sprawl and consolidated agriculture. In terms of a 

“tipping point” (the point at which a series of small changes 

becomes significant enough to cause a larger, more 

substantial change) for the erosion of the agricultural and 

visual environment through the expansion of urban 

infrastructure, this line should preferably not be breached.” 

The proposed facility will result in the breaching of this line and 

thus may lead to further urban sprawl. However, the HIA does 

state that Site Alternative 3 is preferred to Site Alternative 1 

due to the consolidation of waste-associated facilities and 

structures on one side of the road. This will compact waste 

management activities in one area and thus lead to less urban 

sprawl than in the case of Site Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

While the development is unlikely to have a significant impact 

on spatial patterns, it does provide a desired community utility 

as well as short-term and long-term employment opportunities 

in an area in which these opportunities are needed. It will 

consolidate existing and new waste management 

infrastructure for more efficient functioning of the Stellenbosch 

Municipality’s waste management branch and will provide 

opportunities for members of the private sector to benefit from 
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2.5.11. encourage environmentally 

sustainable land development practices and 

processes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.12. take into account special locational 

factors that might favour the specific location 

(e.g. the location of a strategic mineral 

resource, access to the port, access to rail, 

etc.) 

 

 

2.5.13. the investment in the settlement or 

area in question will generate the highest 

socio-economic returns (i.e. an area with 

high economic potential) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.5.14. impact on the sense of history, sense 

of place and heritage of the area and the 

socio-cultural and cultural-historic 

characteristics and sensitivities of the area  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

the beneficiation and reusing of the organic waste from the 

facility. 

 

The nature of the proposed development is sustainable in that 

it enables the reusing and recycling of organic waste, thereby 

reducing the amount of waste going to landfill. Further social 

and environmental features of the development have been 

considered in Sections B and F of the BAR report. Based on 

this, it is found that the development will result in sustainable 

and consistent employment for the local area while ensuring 

that negative impacts on the natural environment are averted. 

The mitigation measures proposed and incorporated into the 

EMPr (Appendix H) also contribute to the development being 

sustainable and the minimising of negative impacts while 

optimising positive impacts. 

 

This section is not directly applicable to the proposed 

development as there are no special locational factors in the 

area in which it is located. Apart from the R310 and the railway 

line located south of Farm 279/RE, there are no strategic 

mineral resources or strategic transport assets such as ports 

in the immediately adjacent area. 

 

As indicated in Section B (9) of the BAR, a relatively large 

portion (20.6%) of the population of Ward 11 of the 

Stellenbosch Local Municipality, in which Farm 279/RE is 

located, had no income in 2011 when the census was taken. 

Investment in this area is accordingly likely to generate socio-

economic returns for people who may have been previously 

unemployed. This will manifest both in the job opportunities 

created during the construction phase as well as the 

entrepreneurial opportunities created for off-takers. 

 

As stated under Section 1.5 of this document, input from the 

heritage specialists (see Appendix I: HIA) indicates that the 

proposed waste transfer facility will impact negatively on the 

area which is part of the significant cultural landscape of the 

Cape Winelands and is located along a scenic route that has 

been assessed as having high local significance. However, 

mitigation measures have been provided by the specialists for 

Site Alternatives 2 and 3 and have been incorporated into the 

BAR and EMPr for the project. As the HIA states that the 

negative impacts on heritage resources for Site Alternative 1 

are not able to be mitigated, this alternative has not been 

recommended for approval by the EAP.  
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2.5.15. in terms of the nature, scale and 

location of the development promote or act 

as a catalyst to create a more integrated 

settlement?  

The nature and scale of the development is not such as to be 

likely to catalyse settlement integration. However, with the 

future development of the Adam Tas Corridor, the 

development will be connected with an area to be used for 

high density residential and commercial uses. This will 

integrate the facility with the town of Stellenbosch and will 

enable future off-takers from the facility to be located close to 

their course of employment and income. 

2.6. How were a risk-averse and cautious 

approach applied in terms of socio-

economic impacts? 

 

 

 

 

 

2.6.1. What are the limits of current 

knowledge (note: the gaps, uncertainties 

and assumptions must be clearly stated)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.6.2. What is the level of risk (note: related 

to inequality, social fabric, livelihoods, 

vulnerable communities, critical resources, 

economic vulnerability and sustainability) 

associated with the limits of current 

knowledge? 

 

2.6.3. Based on the limits of knowledge and 

the level of risk, how and to what extent was 

a risk-averse and cautious approach applied 

to the development? 

 

As stated in Section 1.8 of this document, a risk-averse and 

cautious approach was applied in the impacts that were 

identified as a result of the proposed development. The 

mitigation measures provided also indicate the 

implementation of a risk-averse approach in order to avoid 

significantly negative impacts on the surrounding 

environment.  

 

The Environmental Partnership assumes that information 

gathered from the applicant, specialists, and consulting 

engineer is accurate and adequate for the assessment of 

potential impacts that may arise from the proposed 

development. It is also assumed that all mitigation, 

management, and monitoring measures prescribed in the 

BAR and the accompanying EMPr will be implemented by the 

proponent. There are no significant gaps in knowledge 

beyond the details of the design which are to be determined 

at a later stage. 

 

No levels of risk are identified as it is assumed that all 

mitigation measures and recommendations will be 

implemented by the proponent and any persons working for 

the proponent, thereby acceptably decreasing the significance 

of all identified potential impacts. 

 

 

The scale and nature of the development, and the fact that 

socio-economic impacts are anticipated to be primarily 

positive while negative biophysical impacts are mitigable to 

acceptable levels, means that any limitation in knowledge is 

acceptable and does not pose a risk. Nevertheless, a risk-

averse approach was applied to the development in the 

assessment and identification of impacts. 

2.7. How will the socio-economic impacts 

resulting from this development impact on 

people’s environmental right in terms 

following: 

 

The proposed development will result in both positive and 

negative socio-economic impacts. Significant odour impacts 

are not anticipated due to the temporary nature of the storage 

of organic waste as well as the odour control system which 

will be installed as part of the proposed facility. Furthermore, 
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2.7.1. Negative impacts: e.g. health (e.g. 

HIV-Aids), safety, social ills, etc. What 

measures were taken to firstly avoid 

negative impacts, but if avoidance is not 

possible, to minimise, manage and remedy 

negative impacts?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.7.2. Positive impacts. What measures 

were taken to enhance positive impacts?  

 

health impacts such as HIV-Aids and social ills are not 

expected to be a result of the development. The only health 

impact which may result from the facility is during the 

construction phase when there may be health risks to the 

employees on site due to contaminated groundwater. This 

will, however, be carefully managed and monitored for the 

duration of the construction phase.  

 

Furthermore, during the construction phase, noise, dust, and 

vibration impacts are highly anticipated due to trucks and 

machinery being used on site. However, these impacts are 

short term, reversible and mitigatable impacts. Furthermore, 

the proposed development will create job opportunities during 

the construction phase. This is a positive impact as it will result 

in the development providing a much needed short term socio-

economic return. 

 

During the operational phase, noise levels may increase as 

there would be delivery to the facility by 10 trucks undertaking 

two to three trips per day. However, since particularly Site 

Alternative 3 not located immediately adjacent to a residential 

area, it is not anticipated that this will be a nuisance to many 

individuals. 

 

Please see Section H of the BAR in which the various positive 

and negative socio-economic impacts of the proposed 

development are assessed and mitigation measures are 

outlined. 

2.8. Considering the linkages and 

dependencies between human wellbeing, 

livelihoods and ecosystem services, 

describe the linkages and dependencies 

applicable to the area in question and how 

the development’s socio-economic impacts 

will result in ecological impacts (e.g. over 

utilisation of natural resources, etc.)?  

 

As stated in Section 1.10 of this document, human wellbeing, 

livelihoods, and ecosystem services are inextricably linked. 

The proposed facility will result in positive socio-economic 

impacts as it will contribute to the creation of new livelihoods 

for the residents of the Stellenbosch Municipality, thereby 

positively impacting on human wellbeing. However, this 

positive socio-economic impact is also anticipated to impact 

negatively on ecosystem services in the case of Alternatives 

1 and 2, primarily due to the proximity of the sites to aquatic 

ecosystems. Nevertheless, as a result of the mitigation 

measures proposed, it is not envisaged that the socio-

economic impacts of the development will result in 

unacceptable negative ecological impacts such as an over 

utilisation of natural resources. 

2.9. What measures were taken to pursue 

the selection of the “best practicable 

environmental option” in terms of socio-

economic considerations? 

As well as being the “best practicable environmental option” 

in terms of ecological considerations (see Section 1.12 of this 

document), the preferred alternative (Site Alternative 3), is 

also the “best practicable environmental option” in terms of 
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socio-economic considerations. This is due to the fact that this 

alternative will result in the grouping of waste management 

activities and the relative prevention of development sprawl. 

Furthermore, the construction of the facility north of the R310 

would require no additional road infrastructure and no 

additional turn-off to be upgraded from the R310, as the 

proposed facility and the adjacent MRF would share 

infrastructure such as the weighbridge, ring road and access 

control. The sharing of infrastructure also applies to services. 

2.10. What measures were taken to pursue 

environmental justice so that adverse 

environmental impacts shall not be 

distributed in such a manner as to unfairly 

discriminate against any person, particularly 

vulnerable and disadvantaged persons (who 

are the beneficiaries and is the development 

located appropriately)? 

Due to the nature of this development as a public utility run by 

the Stellenbosch Municipality, it is not expected that any 

persons within or outside of the development will be unfairly 

discriminated against as a result of the distribution of 

environmental impacts. In fact, the development may assist in 

addressing past injustices by providing low-income families 

with the opportunity to find employment at the facility or as an 

off-taker engaging in beneficiation activities with the organic 

waste from the facility. As waste will be available to approved 

off-takers for free, the proposed facility will provide an 

opportunity for previously disadvantaged individuals to use 

waste for beneficiation and to enter the green job economy. It 

is also stated in Section F of the BAR that the project manager 

would need to include a clause in the tender conditions of the 

contract for the construction of the facility so that provision is 

made for a certain percentage of employment opportunities to 

be solely for previously disadvantaged individuals. 

2.11. What measures were taken to pursue 

equitable access to environmental 

resources, benefits and services to meet 

basic human needs and ensure human 

wellbeing, and what special measures were 

taken to ensure access thereto by 

categories of persons disadvantaged by 

unfair discrimination? 

2.12. What measures were taken to ensure 

that the responsibility for the environmental 

health and safety consequences of the 

development has been addressed 

throughout the development’s life cycle? 

An EMPr has been compiled for the development, providing 

the measures to be taken to ensure that the environmental 

health and safety consequences of the development are 

adequately addressed during the construction and operational 

phases. The mitigation measures provided by specialists are 

representative of the measures that have been taken to 

ensure that the responsibility for the environmental health and 

safety consequences are addressed. 

2.13. What measures were taken to:  

 

2.13.1. ensure the participation of all 

interested and affected parties 

 

2.13.2. provide all people with an opportunity 

to develop the understanding, skills and 

capacity necessary for achieving equitable 

and effective participation 

 

2.13.3. ensure participation by vulnerable 

and disadvantaged persons 

The Public Participation Process undertaken as part of the 

Basic Assessment is detailed in section C of the BAR. 

Comprehensive public participation measures have been 

employed to ensure an equal opportunity for all potential 

Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) to participate and 

comment, including vulnerable and disadvantaged persons, 

regardless of understanding, skills and capacity.  

 

For the First Iteration of Public Participation the draft BAR was 

made available to the broader public, identified I&APs and 

Organs of State for their perusal and comment from 26 

November 2018 until 17 January 2019 by the following means: 
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2.13.4. promote community wellbeing and 

empowerment through environmental 

education, the raising of environmental 

awareness, the sharing of knowledge and 

experience and other appropriate means 

 

 

 

 

 

• A media notice was placed in the Eikestadbuus 

inviting members of the pubic to provide comment on 

the BAR. 

• Site notices were placed in conspicuous locations 

around the site. 

• A hardcopy of the BAR was placed at the 

Stellenbosch Public Library for public viewing.  

• An electronic copy of the BAR was be placed on The 

Environmental Partnership’s website 

• An information sheet summarizing the content of the 

BAR was compiled and distributed to adjacent 

landowners and occupiers of the site, as well as other 

interested and affected parties (I&APs) and the Ward 

Councillor. Where applicable, the information sheet 

was be emailed, faxed, posted or hand delivered to 

the aforementioned persons. 

• A public forum was held on 12 December 2018 at 

Doornbosch Landbou Saal to provide an opportunity 

for members of the public to view and comment on 

the proposal. 

• A focus meeting was held on 19 February 2019 at 

Lottosaal Huis Horison during which presentations 

were held by various members of the team and an 

opportunity was provided for questions to be asked. 

• All commenting authorities were provided with a 

hardcopy and/or electronic copy of the BAR. 

 

For the upcoming Second Iteration of Public Participation the 

draft BAR, all measures required as per the COVID-19 

Directions of 05 June 2020 have been taken into account and 

a Public Participation Plan has been approved by the 

competent authority. The Public Participation Process will be 

undertaken in accordance with this plan to ensure that all 

interested and affected parties can participate, regardless of 

their understanding, skill, or any potential disadvantage. 

 

As stated in Section 2.3.24 of the EMPr (Appendix E), training 

and environmental awareness is fundamental to the 

successful implementation of the EMPr and to the protection 

of the environment. Therefore, all personnel whose work may 

result in an impact on the environment must receive 

appropriate training on the environmental procedures to be 

followed. The EMPr indicates that regular environmental 

awareness talks during toolbox talks with employees should 

be held, educating them of the impacts of incorrect use of 

machinery, littering etc. These measures will raise 
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2.13.5. ensure openness and transparency, 

and access to information in terms of the 

process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.13.6. ensure that the interests, needs and 

values of all interested and affected parties 

were taken into account, and that adequate 

recognition were given to all forms of 

knowledge, including traditional and 

ordinary knowledge 

 

2.13.7. ensure that the vital role of women 

and youth in environmental management 

and development were recognised and their 

full participation therein were promoted? 

 

environmental awareness and thereby contribute to 

community wellbeing by decreasing environmental 

degradation of the area surrounding Farm 279/RE. 

 

To ensure transparency, all specialist information is attached 

to the BAR. The public are notified that their comments will be 

addressed and that they will be able to view their comments 

with responses in the next version of the BAR. All information 

received from all public participation iterations is included in 

the next draft of the report so that the registered public have 

sight of all comments received and how comments have been 

addressed.  

 

Every comment received will be addressed and considered, 

and where necessary, changes will be made to the 

development proposal. In this way, the public participation 

process will take cognisance of the interests, needs and 

values expressed by all I&APs based on all forms of 

knowledge. 

 

Participation by all I&APs, including women and youth, is 

promoted and opportunities for engagement provided during 

the environmental assessment process. All comments 

received from Interested and Affected Parties will be given 

due consideration and will be addressed. No Interested and 

Affected Parties will be discriminated against based on their 

gender or age or any other factor. 

2.14. Considering the interests, needs and 

values of all the interested and affected 

parties, describe how the development will 

allow for opportunities for all the segments of 

the community (e.g. a mixture of low-, 

middle-, and high-income housing 

opportunities) that is consistent with the 

priority needs of the local area (or that is 

proportional to the needs of an area)? 

 

It is anticipated that construction phase employment will 

provide opportunities primarily for low-income individuals. As 

stated in Section 2.10 of this document, it is recommended by 

the EAP that the project manager include a clause in the 

tender conditions of the contract for the construction of the 

facility so that provision is made for a certain percentage of 

employment opportunities to be solely for previously 

disadvantaged individuals. During the operational phase, 

waste will be available to approved off-takers for free. Thus, 

the proposed facility will provide an opportunity for all persons, 

both previously disadvantaged individuals but also middle- 

and high-income individuals, to use the organic waste for 

beneficiation and income generation. 

2.15. What measures have been taken to 

ensure that current and/or future workers will 

be informed of work that potentially might be 

harmful to human health or the environment 

or of dangers associated with the work, and 

what measures have been taken to ensure 

An EMPr (Appendix E) has been compiled which details the 

potential impacts of the facility, including the potential health 

risks to employees on site due to contaminated groundwater. 

The EMPr also specifies the extent to which workers will be 

informed of the work to be undertaken. For example, the EMPr 

states that “Contractors shall make allowance for site staff to 
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that the right of workers to refuse such work 

will be respected and protected? 

attend an initial environmental awareness training session of 

approximately one (1) hour. Also, the Contractor shall ensure 

that all new staff attend an environmental awareness training 

session within five working days of commencement of work on 

the site.” In addition to the environmental awareness 

programme included in the EMPr, health and safety concerns 

will also be addressed by the implementation of occupational 

health and safety legislation. An Environmental Control Officer 

will be appointed to monitor compliance. 

2.16. Describe how the development will 

impact on job creation in terms of, amongst 

other aspects:  

 

2.16.1. the number of temporary versus 

permanent jobs that will be created 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.16.2. whether the labour available in the 

area will be able to take up the job 

opportunities (i.e. do the required skills 

match the skills available in the area) 

 

 

 

 

2.16.3. the distance from where labourers 

will have to travel 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.16.4. the location of jobs opportunities 

versus the location of impacts (i.e. equitable 

distribution of costs and benefits) 

 

 

 

The proposed development will result in job creation during 

both the construction and operational phases of the proposed 

development.  

 

Approximately 10 – 20 temporary jobs are anticipated to be 

created during the construction phase depending on the 

contractor as well as on the tender specifications. During the 

operational phase it is anticipated that less than 5 persons will 

be permanently employed at the waste transfer facility. The 

exact number of off-takers who will find employment as a 

result of the facility cannot be determined at this stage in time. 

 

During the construction phase, labour available in the area will 

be able to take up the job opportunities as their skills are highly 

likely to be sufficient to match those needed for the 

construction of the waste transfer facility. The same applies to 

the off-takers during the construction phase as local 

individuals are likely to be able to reuse the organic waste 

from the facility. 

 

The proposed development is located approximately 4.5 km 

outside the city centre of the town of Stellenbosch. However, 

an informal taxi stop is located only approximately 550 m east 

of Farm 279/RE and the Stellenbosch Railway Station on 

Adam Tas Street is located approximately 2.8 km east of the 

property. Thus, should local labourers and previously 

disadvantaged individuals be prioritised as recommended by 

the EAP, they will have a short distance to travel with public 

transport readily available for them to use. 

 

Impacts will be local and primarily low to medium in 

significance. Job creation during both the construction and 

operational phases is also anticipated to be primarily local. It 

is thus considered that the distribution of costs and benefits 

will be relatively equitable.  
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2.16.5. the opportunity costs in terms of job 

creation (e.g. a mine might create 100 jobs, 

but impact on 1000 agricultural jobs, etc.) 

 

No opportunity costs are anticipated if the authorisation is 

granted. The creation of jobs during the construction phase, 

along with other positive socio-economic impacts such as the 

benefits for future off-takers, will counterbalance the negative 

biophysical (and socio-economic) impacts identified. 

2.17. What measures were taken to ensure:  

 

2.17.1. that there were intergovernmental 

coordination and harmonisation of policies, 

legislation and actions relating to the 

environment 

 

 

 

 

 

2.17.2. that actual or potential conflicts of 

interest between organs of state were 

resolved through conflict resolution 

procedures?  

 

 

The Basic Assessment Process considered all legislation and 

policy applicable to the development and endeavoured to 

ensure coordination between the requisite processes. Please 

see Section B (11) of the BAR. Furthermore, as shown on 

pages 94 to 95 of the PPP Report (Appendix R), the 

Stellenbosch Municipality, Drakenstein Municipality and Cape 

Winelands Municipality are in conversation about facilities 

feeding off of each other instead of developing in silos. 

 

No conflicting comments were issued by various organs of 

state during the first iteration of the Public Participation 

Process. However, should this happen during the upcoming 

commenting period, any conflicts will be considered and 

addressed. The way in which conflicts are addressed will be 

made available in the next draft of the report (more specifically 

in the PPP Report) so that the registered public and the 

conflicting organs of state have sight of all comments received 

and how conflicts have been addressed. 

2.18. What measures were taken to ensure 

that the environment will be held in public 

trust for the people, that the beneficial use of 

environmental resources will serve the 

public interest, and that the environment will 

be protected as the people’s common 

heritage? 

The proposed waste transfer facility is a public utility which will 

serve the public by reusing and recycling waste and reducing 

the waste which will go to landfill. Thus, the primary purpose 

of the facility is to serve the public interest and to ensure the 

beneficial use of environmental resources for all. While the 

waste transfer facility will impact negatively on the cultural 

heritage of the area, should the facility not be constructed, a 

new landfill site may need to be constructed which would 

result in several negative impacts and would take up space 

which could be otherwise beneficially used. 

2.19. Are the mitigation measures proposed 

realistic and what long-term environmental 

legacy and managed burden will be left? 

The mitigation measures proposed are considered to be 

realistic, and through the implementation of the mitigation 

measures, a long term environmental burden will be avoided. 

While the findings of the HIA (Appendix I) and the VIA 

(Appendix H) indicate that the proposed facility will change 

and affect the cultural landscape and the scenic route into 

Stellenbosch, the mitigation measures provided by the 

heritage and visual specialists are deemed adequate to 

mitigate these impacts to an acceptable level without leaving 

an unmanaged burden / legacy behind. 
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2.20. What measures were taken to ensure 

that the costs of remedying pollution, 

environmental degradation and consequent 

adverse health effects and of preventing, 

controlling or minimising further pollution, 

environmental damage or adverse health 

effects will be paid for by those responsible 

for harming the environment? 

No severe pollution and environmental degradation are 

expected as a result of the development. However, should any 

pollution event or similar occur during the construction phase, 

provision has been made in the EMPr for the issuing of fines 

to both individuals as well as the contractors as a whole. This 

possibility of fines will assist in ensuring compliance to the 

mitigation measures outlined in the EMPr, thereby preventing 

pollution, environmental degradation and any resultant 

adverse health effects. Should environmental authorisation be 

granted for the project, adherence to the EMPr will form a 

condition of authorisation. Responsibility for the 

implementation of the specifications of the EMPr and for 

compliance with any authorisations lies with the Applicant. 

2.21 Considering the need to secure 

ecological integrity and a healthy bio-

physical environment, describe how the 

alternatives identified (in terms of all the 

different elements of the development and 

all the different impacts being proposed), 

resulted in the selection of the best 

practicable environmental option in terms of 

socio-economic considerations? 

As stated in Section 2.9 of this document, the preferred 

alternative (Site Alternative 3) is the “best practicable 

environmental option” in terms of both socio-economic and 

ecological considerations. From an ecological perspective, 

the preferred alternative acknowledges the aquatic features 

on the portion of Farm 279/RE south of the R310 and has thus 

been located in an area where negative impacts on freshwater 

systems are minimised. Furthermore, there is no natural 

vegetation in the area in which Site Alternative 3 is proposed. 

From a socio-economic perspective, Site Alternative 3 will 

result in the grouping of waste management activities and the 

relative prevention of development sprawl. Furthermore, the 

construction of the facility north of the R310 would require no 

additional road infrastructure or turn-off from the R310, as the 

proposed facility and the adjacent MRF would share 

infrastructure such as the weighbridge, ring road and access 

control. 

2.22. Describe the positive and negative 

cumulative socio-economic impacts bearing 

in mind the size, scale, scope and nature of 

the project in relation to its location and other 

planned developments in the area?  

 

The proposed development will result in both positive and 

negative socio-economic impacts. However, the overarching 

socio-economic cumulative impact anticipated as a result of 

the proposed development is its positive contribution to the 

municipality of Stellenbosch due to the diversion of waste from 

the landfill as well as the creation of employment opportunities 

during both the construction and operational phases of the 

development. Certain negative socio-economic impacts are 

also anticipated such as the impact of the facility on the 

cultural landscape or the potential health risks during the 

construction phase due to contaminated groundwater. 

However, the positive impacts counterbalance the negative 

impacts, and it is not anticipated that the proposed 

development will result in unacceptable negative cumulative 

socio-economic impacts. 

 


