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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

ACO Associates was requested by Savannah Environmental (Pty) Ltd to conduct a Heritage 

Impact Assessment for the proposed Vredendal Inca Solar Energy Facility on the Remainder of 

Farm Bakleiplaas 277 in the Vredendal Magisterial District. The site is some 60 ha in extent and a 

power line of less than 2 km would be required to link the proposed on site substation to the 

nearby Juno Substation. The study includes specialist input from palaeontological and visual 

specialists. 

 

The site has low undulating topography and is covered by low vegetation dominated by spiny 

grass. Heuweltjies occur in places. 

 

Palaeontological heritage is known to occur in the region and many fossils of limited importance 

may be present within the uppermost sandy deposits of the area. More important fossils occur 

deeper down. Archaeological remains occur frequently in the local landscape but are generally in 

poor context and of low significance. Some sites of higher significance occur along rivers and in 

rock shelters in the region. The area is characterised by two dominant features, the wide open 

spaces of the Namaqualand plains and the agricultural landscape along the Olifants River valley. 

 

The palaeontological assessment finds that excavation on the site are unlikely to penetrate deep 

enough to impact upon the more significant material but that fossils may nonetheless be 

impacted within the surface sands. These are generally of low significance. A number of 

archaeological occurrences were documented on the site, some of which are significant enough to 

merit limited mitigation measures to enhance our understanding of them. These latter are 

associated with heuweltjies and accorded medium significance which reduces to low with 

mitigation. Isolated artefacts of very low significance occur throughout the site. Built structures 

and visible graves are absent from the site. Visual impacts are considered medium both before 

and after mitigation but will be reduced to some degree through implementation of mitigation 

measures. 

 

It is concluded that the project may proceed. The site location is somewhat secluded from the 

general region by virtue of the local topography which is a significant positive factor, particularly 

from a visual perspective. Archaeological material will be easily mitigated. 

 

It is recommended that the project be allowed to proceed subject to the following: 

• Paleontological monitoring and reporting should occur; 

• Archaeological mitigation as described in the report must be carried out; 

• If any unmarked burials are located during excavations then these should be reported 

immediately and an archaeologist contracted to remove the remains; and 

• Visual mitigation measures as described in the visual study must be implemented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Declaration: 

 

Mr Jayson Orton is an independent specialist consultant who is in no way connected with the 

proponent, other than in the delivery of consulting services. He has an MA in Archaeology and 11 

years of working experience in heritage throughout the western half of South Africa, including 

several wind energy facility projects. He is accredited with the Association of Professional 

Archaeologists of Southern Africa (Membership No. 233) as follows: 

• Principal Investigator: Shell Middens and Stone Age archaeology 

• Field Director:  Colonial period, Grave relocation, Rock art. 

He has also engaged in several archaeological research projects along the west coast of South 

Africa. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

ACO Associates was requested by Savannah Environmental (Pty) Ltd to conduct a Heritage 

Impact Assessment for the proposed Vredendal Inca Solar Energy Facility on the Remainder of 

Farm Bakleiplaas 277 in the Vredendal Magisterial District. The site is located midway between 

Vredendal and Lutzville, on the northern side of the Olifants River (Figure 1). The proponent 

wishes to establish a solar energy facility that will cover an area of approximately 60 ha and have 

a small substation alongside it. A power line of between about 1.25 and 2.0 km would link into 

the existing Juno substation located to the southwest. 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Map showing the location of the proposed solar energy facility (red polygon) and the 

nearby Juno Substation (yellow dot). (Mapsheet 3118CB sourced from Chief Directorate Surveys 

and Mapping). 

 

A Notification of Intent to Develop (NID) was submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) and 

they in turn requested a Heritage Impact Assessment that included specialist palaeontological, 

archaeological and visual studies. While the archaeological aspect is captured wholly within the 

present report, the other two specialist studies were conducted by John Almond (2011) and 

Lourens Du Plessis (2011) respectively and their findings and recommendations have been 

integrated into this report. Their reports are, nonetheless, appended in full. 

 

2. HERITAGE LEGISLATION 

 

The National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) No. 25 of 1999 protects a variety of heritage 

resources including palaeontological, prehistoric and historical material (including ruins) more 

than 100 years old (Section 35), human remains (Section 36) and non-ruined structures older 

than 60 years (Section 34).  Landscapes with cultural significance are also protected under the 

definition of the National Estate (Section 3 (3.2d)). 
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The project is being conducted under the auspices of an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).  

As such, final decision making would rest with the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) 

with Heritage Western Cape being required to provide comment. 

 

3. METHODS 

 

The study area was surveyed on foot on the 12th and 14th of October 2011 with the landscape and 

all heritage occurrences recorded photographically. The positions of sites were taken by means of 

a hand-held GPS receiver on the WGS datum and walk paths were also created via GPS. The 

palaeontologiocal assessment by Almond (2011) was conducted from the desktop only. 

 

3.1. Limitations and assumptions 

 

The alignment of the power line between the facility and the Juno Substation was unknown at the 

time of the survey. As a result, an approximate route between the facility substation and Juno 

was examined. 

 

Almond (2011) notes further that paleontological assessments are limited primarily by the limited 

fossil data on record in South Africa, the variable accuracy of geological mapping and the quality 

of information presented on them and on which palaeontological studies are based. 

 

4. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 

The eastern part of the site is relatively flat and coated predominantly with Cladoraphis spinosa, a 

spiny grass that dominates the veld type called Namaqualand Spinescent Grassland (Mucina et al. 

2006; Figure 2). Areas with this grass are very sandy. The western part of the site is undulating 

and is underlain by heuweltjies. Heuweltjies are ancient termiteria that occur as harder soil in low 

mounds; they are typical of South Africa’s drier parts. They are generally lightly calcretised 

through interaction of groundwater with the more alkaline soil of the mound (Moore & Picker 

1991). Vanrhynsdorp Gannabosveld grows here, although spinescent grass is also present in 

places (Figure 3). The heuweltjies result in a harder substrate here as they are frequently partly 

calcretised. 

 

5. HERITAGE CONTEXT 

 

Almond and Pether (2008) report very broadly on Western Cape fossil heritage. They identify the 

Gariep Supergroup sediments that underlie this area as being of low palaeontological significance 

with few fossils recorded. No palaeontological studies are recommended in such areas. North of 

this one finds the Vanrhynsdorp Group which is more significant. The Knersvlakte Subgroup is 

part of the Vanrhynsdorp Group and contains important trace fossils that span the Pre-Cambrian / 

Cambrian boundary. These consist of a low diversity of marine trace fossils. Columnar 

stromatolites also occur in limestones. They regard the entire Vanrhynsdorp Group as being of 

high palaeontological significance and suggest that developments on this substrate be subjected 

to a desktop study and possibly even a field scoping study. Almond (2011) notes that the entire 

stuidy area is mantled by fine-grained aeolian sands of Pleistocene to recent origin. Beneath this 

one may find alluvial gravels similar to those exposed along the nearby Hol River. A range of 

terrestrial fossils has been recovered from deposits in the region and it is even possible that 

marine sediments may underlie lower parts of the study area, but possibly not specifically this 

site. Almond (2011) lists numerous possible fossils and trace fossils that might be found within 

the overlying wind-blown sands including root castes, rhizoliths, fossil snails and ostrich eggshells 

and freshwater gastropods. 
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Figure 2: View towards the east across the eastern part of the site showing Namaqualand Spinescent Grassland. The Sishen-Saldanha 

railway line is visible by the train on it. 

 

 
 

Figure 3: View towards the south from the undulating part of the site where Vanrhynsdorp Gannabosveld is present. Note the more varied 

vegetation compared to Figure 2. The Juno Substation is visible in the background. 
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Pre-colonial archaeological remains are common throughout the Knersvlakte. However, their 
distribution and significance are strongly guided by the kind of landscape under consideration. 
Within the very sandy areas covered by Namaqualand Spinescent Grassland one finds isolated 
artefacts only (Orton 2010, 2011) with proper archaeological sites not yet reported. As soon as 
one examines the Gannabosveld areas with heuweltjies one finds many more artefacts, often 
concentrated along the eroding edges of heuweltjies or in hollows formed between them. 
Although these occurrences are delafted and in relatively poor context, the accumulation of 
artefacts provides a cross-section of the ages of material present on the landscape. The vast 
majority of artefacts on heuweltjies appear to date to the Middle Stone Age (MSA) but Early 
Stone Age (ESA) artefacts also occur in places. The artefacts of both these periods tend to be 
heavily weathered due to their very long period of exposure. Later Stone Age finds are less 
frequent, although in one area near Klawer several hollows between heuweltjies seem to have 
been locations chosen as LSA camp sites since the artefacts in them were all unweathered (Orton 
2011). 
 
Archaeological material is significantly more common along river channels (Orton et al. 2011). 
Particularly significant are an LSA site (VR048) on an ‘island’ between the braided streams of the 
Varsche River and an MSA site (SFT001) dating to a period known as the ‘Still Bay’ (Mackay et al. 
2010). This is perhaps to be expected in an arid zone where access to water would be an 
important determining factor in deciding settlement location. Rock shelters are rare, as indeed is 
standing rock, but recent excavations in shelters along the Varsche Rivier have revealed a rich 
archive of pre-colonial occupation (Orton et al. 2011; Steele et al. in prep.). 
 
Although the area has been occupied by European farmers for at least 200 years, historical 
artefacts are rarely found. This is perhaps related to the extremely arid climate which has 
resulted in occupation being focused along rivers and in towns. 
 
Most structures in the area relate to farming and are of recent origin. Fransen (2004) found just 
one building, in Vredendal, worth listing in his book on significant historical structures in the 
Cape. This is well away from the current study area. A few ruined buildings do occur on the 
Knersvlakte but none are known in close proximity to the study area. It is also significant that the 
colonial frontier essentially skipped the Knersvlakte moving from the Olifants River directly to the 
Kamiesberg Mountains and Bokkeveld to the north and northeast respectively (Penn 1995). 
 
The rural parts of Namaqualand are highly valued for their pristine landscapes and sometimes 
very extreme sense of remoteness. The Knersvlakte in particular is a relatively accessible area 
where this remoteness can be experienced by anyone passing through. Despite the presence of a 
few ruined houses, the Knersvlakte has been regarded as an inhospitable, harsh and unforgiving 
landscape ever since the time of the first European explorers who crossed its gravel plains in the 
late 17th century.  
 

6. Findings 

 
6.1. Palaeontology 

 
Almond (2011) notes that the fossils that might be found within the sandy deposits on the site 
are of generally low palaeontological significance. Although potentially more important fossils may 
be present deeper down, it is not anticipated that excavations will penetrate deep enough to 
affect the relevant deposits. 
 
6.2. Archaeology 

 
Pre-colonial archaeological material, in the form of stone artefacts, was found in low densities 
over the entire site (Figure 4). The vast majority of artefacts were isolated artefacts (white icons 
on Figure 4) but of more concern are a number of denser scatters associated with heuweltjies. 
With these scatters plotted on their own the picture is different (Figure 5). It can be seen from 
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the aerial photograph that these artefact scatters are clustered in the bare patches where the 
heuweltjies are. 
 
The isolated artefacts in the spinescent grassland areas were both weathered and fresh in 
appearance indicating a range of ages for the material (Figures 6 & 7). Figures 8 to 12 show the 
types of artefacts found in these areas. Each photograph shows artefacts collected over a small 
area, while the core in Figure 12 is interesting in that it was rested on an anvil and struck 
alternately on opposite faces resulting in a bruised area on each face near the base of the 
artefact. 
 
The artefacts associated with heuweltjies are far denser than those on the sand. Whether these 
occurrences actually represent occupation sites is dubious, but they certainly can be regarded as 
archaeological exposures in that there are good quantities of artefacts over limited areas of land. 
These occurrences have been given site numbers as per Table 1 and the series of photographs in 
Figures 13 to 20 illustrate the sites and the artefacts found on them. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4: Aerial view of the study area showing the locations of all artefacts and artefact clusters 
seen. The red line is the property boundary, the purple line is the area of the proposed 
development, the blue lines indicate walk-paths and the yellow bar for scale is 300 m. 
 
 
 
 
 

1-2 artefacts 
3-7 artefacts 
10-14 artefacts 
15+ artefacts 
mitigation-worthy sites 
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Table 1: List of archaeological occurrences deemed worthy of listing as sites. 
 
GPS 

point 

Site number Description Mitigation 

90 BKP2011/001 Quartz, quartzite & silcrete artefacts on heuweltjie, 15-
20 artefacts. 

 

91 BKP2011/002 Quartz and quartzite artefacts in a 30 m by 40 m pan-
like area between heuweltjies, 70+ artefacts. 

 

92 BKP2011/003 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts in a 5 m by 5 m 
deflated area between heuweltjies, 100+ artefacts. 

YES (2 hrs) 

93 BKP2011/004 Quartz and ‘other’ artefacts on edge of heuweltjie, 1 
hammerstone, 15+ artefacts. 

 

94 BKP2011/005 Quartz, quartzite and ‘other’ artefacts on a 25 m by 25 
m calcretised heuweltjie, 2 quartzite hand-axes, 100+ 
artefacts. 

YES (2 hrs) 

95 BKP2011/006 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on calcretised 
heuweltjie, 50+ artefacts. 

 

96 BKP2011/007 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on calcretised 
heuweltjie, 20+ artefacts. 

 

97 BKP2011/008 Quartz and quartzite artefacts on calcretised heuweltjie, 
20+ artefacts. 

 

101 BKP2011/009 Quartz and quartzite artefacts on heuweltjie in track, 1 
hammer stone, 15+ artefacts. 

 

102 BKP2011/010 Quartz artefacts on heuweltjie in track, 20+ artefacts.  
119 BKP2011/011 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on heuweltjie, 1 

manuport, 15+ artefacts. 
 

120 BKP2011/012 Quartz and quartzite artefacts on heuweltjie, lots of 
manuports, 100+ artefacts. 

 

121 BKP2011/013 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts in hollow 
between heuweltjies, 30+ artefacts. 

 

122 BKP2011/014 Quartz, quartzite, silcrete and CCS artefacts in pan-like 
area between heuweltjies, 300+ artefacts. 

YES (10 hrs) 

123 BKP2011/015 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on heuweltjie, 
40+ artefacts. 

 

127 BKP2011/016 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on eroding slope 
around a large heuweltjie (multiple points recorded 
around the heuweltjie), several manuports, variable 
15+ to 40+ artefacts in each of five area. 

 

133 BKP2011/017 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on eroding area 
(? heuweltjie), 30+ artefacts. 

 

145 BKP2011/018 Quartz and quartzite artefacts in eroding area, 15+ 
artefacts. 

 

146 BKP2011/019 Quartz and quartzite artefacts on heuweltjie, 40+ 
artefacts. 

 

147 BKP2011/020 Quartz, quartzite, silcrete and CCS artefacts in pan-like 
area between heuweltjies, very dense in small area, 
300+ artefacts. 

YES (10 hrs) 

148 BKP2011/021 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on eroding area 
(? heuweltjie), 15+ artefacts. 

 

149 BKP2011/022 Quartz, quartzite and silcrete artefacts on heuweltjie, 
15= artefacts. 
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Figure 5: Aerial view of the study area showing the locations of all scatters with more than 15 
artefacts. Key as in Figure 4. 
 

    
 
Figure 6: Close-up photo of a weathered  Figure 7: Close-up photo of a fresh artefact 
artefact which is likely of great age.  which is probably relatively recent in age. 
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Figure 8: Artefacts from Point 049.  Figure 9: Artefacts from Point 061. 
 

       
 
Figure 10: Artefacts from Figure 11: Artefacts from Point 072. Figure 12: A core from 
Point 066. .        Point 067. 
 

    
 
Figure 13: The deflated area at BKP2011/003. Figure 14: The surface of BKP2011/003. 
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Figure 15: The surface of BKP2011/005.  Figure 16: The surface of BKP2011/005. 
 

    
 

Figure 17: A crude hand-axe with  Figure 18: A bifacial artefact in situ at 
broken tip from BKP2011/005.  BKP2011/005. 

   

 
 
Figure 19: The deflated area containing the artefacts at BKP2011/014. This is a hollow between 
heuweltjies. 
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Figure 20: The surface of BKP2011/014. All the white spots are quartz artefacts. 
 
 
6.3. Built environment 

 
No structures or ruins were located on the site. 
 
6.4. Graves 

 
No graves were located on the site, but the chance of unmarked pre-colonial burials existing in 
the sandy areas does exist. The likelihood of this is, however, considered very low. 
 
 
6.5. Cultural landscapes and sense of place 

 
No cultural landscape elements are present. The Knersvlakte is a wide, open plain with a great 
sense of remoteness and much valued for its rich botanical heritage. However, the quartz-fields 
are perhaps the most valued areas. This sense of place is quite distinctive. The present site is 
located away from areas most frequented by those wishing to study the plants or see the annual 
flower displays and is also fairly well hidden by topography from the agricultural areas of the 
Olifants River Valley.  
 
6.6. Visual impacts and scenic routes 

 
The following points are taken from the visual specialist study conducted by Du Plessis (2011) but 
the full report is appended for reference purposes: 
 
Potential visual exposure 

• A small core area of visual exposure exists close to the site (within 2 km) while other 
proximate areas of exposure lie to the southwest within about 4 km. A few farms to the 
southwest, a short stretch of the R362 and both railway lines fall within this 4 km zone. 

• In the middle to long distance (4 km to 8 km) the visual exposure is relatively contained 
by topography but several areas in the northwest, southwest and southeast will be 
exposed to the proposed development. Some farms, a stretch of the R363 and part of the 
Lutzville Nature Reserve are exposed within this zone. 

• Although some areas will be exposed at distances of greater than 8 km, it is unlikely that 
the facility would actually be visible at that distance. 

• Neither Vredendal nor Lutzville are visually exposed to the site. 
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Visual absorption capacity (VAC) 
• Owing to the very low natural and agricultural vegetation cover in the region, VAC is 

considered low to negligible. 
• VAC is elevated in towns due to the presence of buildings, tall vegetation nd other visual 

clutter. 
 
Viewer incidence 

• The highest incidence of viewers will be along the roads through the area. Both 
commuters and tourists would use these roads. 

• Other than these roads, viewer incidence is highest in towns, settlements and farmsteads, 
all of which tend to be concentrated along the river valley. 

• The severity of visual impact decreases with distance from the facility and it should be 
noted that both proximate towns, Lutzville and Vredendal, fall within the long distance (> 
8 km from facility) zone. 

 
Visual impact index 

• High impacts will only be experienced along a short stretch of the R362 that runs past the 
site. 

• Moderate impacts will be felt locally within 2 km of the site. The extent of these impacts is 
constrained by the local topography (Figure 21). 

• Low impacts will be felt in areas to the southwest of the site within the 2 km to 4 km zone, 
but occasional homesteads in this area would receive a moderate visual impact. 

• Further afield, between 4 km and 8 km from the site, very low impacts will be experienced 
although the R363 and a few homesteads in this region would experience low impacts. 
Most land at this distance and further is screened from the site by topography. 

• Impacts beyond 8 km are considered negligible. 
 
Further to the above, the site was not found to be directly visible from the main road (the R362) 
to the south and the scenic value of this road has already been heavily compromised by the 
presence of the Juno Substation, various power lines and the Sishen-Saldanha railway line. The 
primary vehicular artery through the lower Olifants River valley is the R363 which, in this area, 
runs along the southern bank of the river some 5 km away. 
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Figure 21: Map showing the extent of visual impacts. Source: Du Plessis 2011: Map 5. 
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7. ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS 

 
 
7.1. Palaeontology 

 
Because of the presence of the low sensitivity wind-blown sands on the site, the potential impacts 
to fossil heritage are likely to be low. Furthermore, deep excavations into potentially more 
significant deposits are highly unlikely. 
 

Table 2: Assessment of potential palaeontological impacts. Data taken directly from Almond 
(2011: table 1). 

 
Nature:  
 Before mitigation After mitigation 

Extent Local (1) Local (1) 

Duration Permanent (5) Permanent (5) 

Magnitude Low (4) Low (2) 

Probability Improbable (2) Improbable (2) 

Significance Low (20) Low (16) 

Status Negative Negative (loss of fossils) 

& positive (improved 

fossil database following 

mitigation) 

Reversible Irreversible 
Irreplaceable loss 
of resources? 

Yes (minor) 

Can impacts be 
mitigated? 

Yes 

Mitigation Monitoring of all substantial excavations for 
fossil remains by ECO, with reporting of new 
finds to SAHRA and / or a professional 
palaeontologist for possible specialist mitigation 
(i.e. recording, judicious sampling of fossil 
material).   

Cumulative 
impacts 

Unknown (Insufficient data on local 
developments available). N.B. Several 
alternative energy projects have been proposed 
for the Vredendal area. 

Residual impacts Partially offset by positive impacts resulting from 
mitigation (i.e. improved palaeontological 
database). 

 
Note that although no further palaeontological work is required at this stage, this may become 
necessary should significant fossil material be noted during excavations on site. Significant finds 
made on site should be safeguarded and reported. 
 
7.2. Archaeology 

 
Archaeological remains were found across the site but certain areas contained dense 
concentrations. These areas are of the greatest significance because their association with the 
heuweltjies is currently not understood. These are assessed in Table 3. The remaining areas are 
all considered to be of very low significance. The concentrations are of medium archaeological 
significance since they preserve a record of at least part of the pre-colonial occupation of the 
area. 
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Table 3: Assessment of archaeological impacts. 
 

Nature: The movement and/or destruction of artefacts and their 
context through construction activities. 
 Before mitigation After mitigation 

Extent Local (2) Site (1) 
Duration Permanent (5) Permanent (5) 
Magnitude Moderate (6) Minor (1) 
Probability Highly probable (4) Improbable (2) 
Significance Medium (52) Low (14) 

Status Negative Negative 
Reversible No No 
Irreplaceable loss 
of resources? 

Yes No 

Can impacts be 
mitigated? 

Yes 

Mitigation Archaeological excavation and sampling of 
certain sites as identified in the report. 

Cumulative 
impacts 

The archaeological material of significance here 
is thought to be widespread but is poorly 
understood. With mitigation the cumulative 
impacts are deemed insignificant. 

Residual impacts None. All impacts will occur during construction. 
 
The mitigation should involve excavation and/or sampling of certain of the identified sites. A grid 
would need to be established across the sites with artefacts collected from the squares. Limited 
excavation should take place in order to try to understand the nature of the relationship between 
the artefacts and the heuweltjies. 
 
7.3. Built environment 

 
No built structures will be affected by the proposed development. 
 
7.4. Graves 

 
No known graves will be affected by the proposed development. Isolated pre-colonial graves may 
be uncovered during development and these would be deemed to have very high significance. 
This eventuality is considered highly unlikely however. 
 
7.5. Cultural landscapes and sense of place 

 
Cultural landscape elements are lacking on the site. The sense of place will be affected, however, 
but, due to the relatively limited extent of the visual impacts in the area, this impact is not 
considered very significant. Impacts to the sense of place are likely to be generally low due to the 
already altered state of the local area. Power lines, railway lines and the Juno Substation are all in 
proximity (Du Plessis 2011: table 11). 
 
 
7.6. Visual impacts and scenic routes 

 
The solar panels will present a visual impact to people in the vicinity due to the imposition of built 
structures into an otherwise predominantly natural environment. The impacts are assessed in 
Table 4. Note that Du Plessis (2011) appears to have interpreted the assessment criteria slightly 
differently to the present author and his data are thus used in their entirety. Note that Du Plessis 
(2011: table 2) provides a second table indicating impacts to receptors in the wider region to be 
Low both before and after mitigation. 
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Similarly, impacts to conservation areas and railway lines are considered Low both before and 
after mitigation (Du Plessis 2011: tables 3 & 4). The visual impacts posed by access roads, the 
substation, power lines and other ancillary infrastructure is also considered to be Low before and 
after mitigation (Du Plessis 2011: tables 5 - 7). The impacts of lighting at night and of 
construction activities would both be Medium before and Low after mitigation (Du Plessis 2011: 
tables 8 & 9). Visual impacts to tourist routes and destinations, including the Olifants River Valley 
wine route are considered to be low before and after mitigation (Du Plessis 2011: table 10). 
 
Table 4: Assessment of visual impacts for receptors close to the site. Data drawn directly from 

Du Plessis (2011: Table 1). 
 

Nature: Potential visual impact on sensitive visual receptors in close 
proximity to the proposed PV facility. 
 Before mitigation After mitigation 

Extent Local (4) Local (4) 
Duration Long term (4) Long term (4) 
Magnitude High (8) High (8) 
Probability Probable (3) Improbable (2) 
Significance Moderate (48) Moderate (32) 

Status Negative Negative 
Reversible Recoverable (3) 

Irreplaceable loss 
of resources? 

No 

Can impacts be 
mitigated? 

Yes 

Mitigation Planning: 
• Retain a buffer (approximately 100m wide) of intact 

natural vegetation along the perimeter of the development 
site. 

• Retain and maintain natural vegetation in all areas outside 
of the development footprint. 

Operations: 
• Maintain the general appearance of the PV facility as a 

whole, including buffer areas. 
Decommissioning: 

• Remove infrastructure not required for the post-
decommissioning use of the site. This may include the PV 
panels, substation, internal access roads and workshop. 

• Rehabilitate all areas. Consult an ecologist regarding 
rehabilitation specifications. 

Monitor rehabilitated areas post-decommissioning and 
implement remedial actions. 

Cumulative 
impacts 

The construction of the PV facility and ancillary infrastructure 
will increase the cumulative visual impact of electrical 
infrastructure within the region.  This is relevant in light of the 
existing Juno Substation and the existing power lines. 

Residual impacts The visual impact will be removed after decommissioning, 
provided the PV facility and ancillary infrastructure is 
removed.  Failing this, the visual impact will remain. 

 
Apart from the general mitigation measures above, Du Plessis (2011) also recommends careful 
planning so as to reduce the amount of unnecessary vegetation clearing that will be required. 
Lighting should seek to offer the least impact through use of down-lighting, shielding, low-level 
lighting and motion sensors. Other measures fall within the realms of normal best practice. It is 
important to stress, however, that after decommissioning all structures should be removed so 
that the site may be returned to its pre-disturbance state and rehabilitated as far as is possible sp 
as to avoid permanent impacts. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
It is concluded that the project may proceed. The site location is somewhat secluded from the 
general region by virtue of the local topography which is a significant positive factor, particularly 
from a visual perspective. Archaeological material will be easily mitigated. 
 
It is recommended that the project be allowed to proceed subject to the following: 

• Archaeological mitigation as described above must be carried out; 
• If any unmarked burials are located during excavations then these should be reported 

immediately and an archaeologist contracted to remove the remains; and 
• Visual mitigation measures as described here, and more fully in the appended visual 

study, must be implemented. 
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