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SITE SENSITIVITY VERIFICATION REPORT for George Municipality Water Depot on a portion of
Erf 464, George Municipality, Western Cape

On 20 March 2020 the Minister of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environmental published the general
requirements for undertaking site sensitivity verification for environmental themes for activities
requiring environmental authorisation (Government Gazette No. 43110). In terms of these
requirements, prior fo commencing with a specialist assessmentf, the current land use and
environmental sensitivity of the site under consideration by the screening fool, must be confirmed by
undertaking a site sensitivity verification by either an EAP or a specialist.

In accordance with the applicable protocols or minimum information requirements, the SSVR must
confirm or dispute the site sensitivities for each of the themes identified in the Screening Tool Report.
The SSVR must include a motivation for the exclusion of any of the specialist assessments identified
in the Screening Tool Report which in the opinion of the EAP or specialist are not considered relevant
or required.

The report uses national datasets to identify site sensitivities and potential specialist studies that may
be required for any partficular development. Since the datasets are not necessarily ground-truthed,
there may be instances where the required specialist study is in actual fact not necessary.

Prior to commencing with a specialist assessment, the current use of the land [must be verified] and
the environmental sensitivity of the site under consideration identified by the screening tool [must be
verified] by undertaking a site sensitivity verification (SSV).

1. The SSV must be undertaken by an EAP or a specialist.
o This site sensitivity verification report has been compiled by the EAP with specialist input
where necessary.
2. A preliminary on-site inspection must be undertaken.
o Asite inspection was conducted on 27 June 2024.
3. Adesktop analysis must be undertaken, alongside any other applicable/relevant information.
e Consideration has been given to the George GIS Viewer, Cape Farm Mapper spatial
layers, and Google Earth.

D.J. Jeffery Directors L. van Zyl



GM Water Depot on a Portion of Erf 464 GEO860/02

1 GENERAL SITE INFORMATION

George Municipality, hereafter referred to as the Applicant, is following a voluntary Section
24G rectification process to investigate and assess ‘listed activities’ commenced with, without
prior Environmental Authorisation, in terms of the National Environmental Management Act
(Act No. 107 of 1998)(“NEMA").

2 SCREENING TOOL RESULTS

According to the Screening Tool Report for this site that was run on 28 April 2026, the following
summary of the development footprint environmental sensitivities is identified (Table 1).

Table 1: Summary of the development footprint environmental sensitivities.

Theme Very High High Medium Low
sensitivity sensitivity sensitivity sensitivity

Agriculture Theme X

Animal Species Theme X

Aquatic Biodiversity Theme X

Archaeological and Cultural X

Heritage Theme

Civil Aviation Theme X

Defence Theme X

Plant Species Theme X

Terrestrial Biodiversity Theme X

Below is confirmation of the studies required for the Application based on the sensitivity themes
identified above.

3 SITE SENSITIVITY VERIFICATION BY EAP

Agriculture Theme (High Sensitivity):

The DFFE Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a ‘High'
sensitivity for the Agriculture Theme, with a small portfion in the south-east of the subject portion
having a ‘Medium’ sensitivity (Figure 1).

The larger Erf 464 is zoned ‘Undetermined Use Zone' and is presently used for cattle grazing by
the local community. The subject portion is highly disturbed and degraded. Historical imagery
does not provide evidence that the subject portions has been subject to formal agricultural
use, while aerial imagery and site inspections reveal extensive fransformation through informal
dumping activities. The land has functioned as an uncontrolled waste disposal area, with
widespread evidence of refuse accumulation, excavation pits dug by the public in search of
scrap metal, and general contamination. These activities have left the site heavily polluted
and ecologically compromised, making it unsuitable for natural or agricultural purposes in its
current state.

According to the George Integrated Zoning Scheme, Erf 464 Is located within the Urban Edge,
however it is considered to be located outside the edge of the built-up environment and
therefore outside the Urban Area.

Cape EAPrac 2 Site Sensitivity Verification Report
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Figure 1: DFFE Screening Tool map of the Agriculture Sensitivity Theme in relation to the portion of Erf 464
to be subdivided.
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Figure 2: Evidence of pifs dug by the public in search of scrap metal.

The sensitivity rating is disputed, and the EAP with specialist input confirms that a more
appropriate rafing of ‘Medium’ should apply to the Agriculture Theme sensitivity . An
Agriculfural Site Sensitivity Verification and Compliance Statement was undertaken in which
the overall conclusion of the assessment is that the proposed development is acceptable
because it leads to no loss of future agricultural production potential.
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The Western Cape Department of Agriculture will be approached for comment during the
public participation process.

Animal Species Theme (High Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a ‘High' sensitivity
for the Animal Species Theme.

It is noted from the DFFE Screening Tool Report, that that majority of the study site is mapped
to have a ‘High' Animal Theme sensitivity, with a smaller portion being mapped to have a
‘Medium’ sensitivity (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: DFFE Screening Tool map of the Animal Species Sensitivity Theme in relation to the portion of Erf
464 to be subdivided.

Table 2: DFFE Screening Tool faunal sensitivity features identified to possibly occur on the proposed
development site.

Sensitivity | Feature(s)

High Aves-Circus ranivorus

High Aves-Bradypterus sylvaticus

Medium Aves-Neotis denhami

Medium Mammalia-Chlorotalpa duthieae
Medium Sensitive species 13

Medium Invertebrate-Aneuryphymus montanus

The proposed development site is extensively transformed and degraded as a result of
historical land uses, including uncontrolled dumping, infilling, and scavenging activities. These
disturbances have significantly altered the natural landform and compromised the ecological
integrity of the area. In addition, the site is subject to ongoing pollution pressures from
surrounding sewerage infrastructure, further contributing to its contaminated and unsuitable
condition.
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The proposed development site is highly fransformed due fo historical land use
(dumping/infilling/scavenging) with a large porfion already developed. There are non-
perennial water courses traversing the property as well as mapped wetland features (Figure
4)

Figure 4: Non-perennial watercourse fraversing the portion of Erf 464 to be subdivided.

Figure 5: Transformed areas of the proposed development site.

Given the highly fransformed condition of the proposed development portions, tfogether with
the elevated levels of pollution, the sensitivity rating is disputed. The EAP with specialist input is
of the opinion that the Animal Species Theme does not warrant the currently assigned ‘High'
sensitivity and that a more appropriate rating of ‘Low’ should apply. A Faunal Site Sensitivity
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Verification and Compliance Statement was undertaken. This statement acknowledges that
the unlawful clearance of indigenous vegetation for infrastructure development is unlikely to
have any significant impacts on terrestrial animal SCC, given the site's low sensitivity.

CapeNature will be approached for comment during the public participation process.

Aquatic Biodiversity Theme (Very High Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a ‘Very High'
sensitivity for the Aquatic Biodiversity Theme due to the development site being located in the
Outenigua-Strategic Water Source Area (SWSA) as well as the presence of Aquatic Ciritical
Biodiversity Areas (CBA 2) and mapped unchanneled valley-bottom wetland features (Figure
6).
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Figure é: Wetland and river features present on the portion of Erf 464 to be subdivided
(CapeFarmMapper, 2026).

The proposed development site drains in a southernly direction towards a non-perennial water
course and mapped unchanneled valley-bottom wetland which ultimately leads to the
Skaapkop river.

The existing unauthorised activities have already affected watercourses on the property
(specifically the spoil/stockpile area adjacent to wetland feature) and given the current
impacts on the Skaapkop River in particular (i.e. chemical pollution, solid waste dumping, and
erosion), there is a high likelihood that the proposed future development will also affect
watercourses on the property. This, fogether with the fact that the property is located in the
Outeniqua SWSA, confirms the sensitivity of aquatic biodiversity as Very High. Thus, an Aquatic
Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been compiled to address the potential impacts of the
proposed development (Confluent Environmental, 2024). A General Authorisation applicatfion
has been initiated with the Department of Water and Sanitation.

The Breede-Olifants Catchment Management Agency (BOCMA) will be approached for
comment during the public participation process.
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Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Theme (Very High Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a ‘Very High'
sensitivity for the Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Theme due to the site being located
within 2km of a Grade Il Heritage site.

Due to the transformed nature of the site (dumping / infilling / scavenging / excavation), it is
highly unlikely that any archaeological and/or heritage features are still present on the
proposed development site.

The sensitivity rating is refuted and the EAP is of the opinion that the Archaeological and
Cultural Heritage Theme sensitivity is not relevant or applicable to the proposed development.

The proposed development is however subject to aspects categorised in Section 38 of the
Nafional Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of 1999) and a Notice of Intent to Develop
has been submitted to Heritage Western Cape.

HWC in feedback on the NID stipulated that since there is no reason to believe that the
development will impact on heritage resources, no further action under Section 38 of the
National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999) is required.

HWC will also be consulted as part of the public participation process.

Civil Aviation Theme (High Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a 'High' sensitivity
for the Civil Aviation Theme due to site being within 15km of a civil aviation radar and between
8-15km from a maijor civil aviation aerodrome.

The proposed development of a water depot will not exceed any of the Civil Aviatfion
Regulations in terms of height and does not pose a threat to air fraffic in terms of any
obstruction. The proposed development site is located in close proximity to similar industrial
developments. The proposed development does not require prior approval from the SACAA.

The senisitivity rating of ‘High' is therefore refuted and the EAP is of the opinion that this theme
is not relevant or applicable to the proposed development. Since there is no provision in the
Protocols for ‘not applicable’ the lowest possible rating of ‘Low’ remains. SACAA also noted
that the subject portion is located outside the vicinity of aviation infrastructure which show no
indication of major/negative impacts to aviation infrastructure and activities within the airport.
Further consultation with the SACAA is therefore not deemed necessary.

Defence Theme (Low Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site fo have a ‘Low’ sensitivity
for the Defence Theme.

The proposed development will pose no threat to military or defence forces of South Africa.
The site is not situated near any military facilities.

The sensitivity rating of ‘Low’ is refuted and the EAP is of the opinion that this theme is not
relevant or applicable to the proposed development. Since there is no provision in the
Protocols for ‘not applicable’ the lowest possible rafing of ‘Low’ remains.

Further consultation with the Department of Defence is not deemed necessary.
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Plant Species Theme (Medium Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a ‘Medium’
sensitivity for the Plant Species Theme.

The DFFE Screening Tool Report have identified several medium sensitivity plant species to
possible occur within the proposed development site (Table 3).

Table 3: DFFE Screening Tool plant sensitivity features identified to possibly occur on the proposed
development site.

Sensitivity | Feature(s)

Medium Lampranthus pauciflorus
Medium Diosma passerinoides
Medium Sensitive species 683

According to the SANBI Red List of Ecosystems data set, the subject portion of Ef 464 consisted
of mapped Garden Route Granite Fynbos with a Critically Endangered threat status.

Three Outeniqua Yellowwoods (Afrocarpus falcatfus) were identified. No other species
highlighted were found on the site during the site assessment. It can be stated with some
confidence that many SCC are sensitive to disturbance and would not occupy so
fransformed, invaded, and built-up a landscape. Additionally, the ecological niche of many
SCC highlighted do not accord with conditions observed at the site (Confluent Environmental,
2024).

The Plant Species Sensitivity rating is therefore assigned a ‘Low’ sensitivity for the botanical
theme, as opposed to the Medium sensitivity assigned by the DFFE screening tool. A Terrestrial
Biodiversity & Botanical Impact Assessment has been undertaken to inform the S24G process.

CapeNature will be approached for comment during the public participation process.

Terrestrial Biodiversity Theme (Very High Sensitivity):

The Screening Tool Report identified the proposed development site to have a ‘Very High'
sensitivity for the Terrestrial Biodiversity Theme due to the presence of mapped Ecological
Support Areas (ESA 2: Restore from other land use), Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA 1: Wetland
and CBA 2: Terrestrial) (Figure 7). The proposed development site is also located within the
Outeniqua-Strategic Water Source Area (SWSA) as well as the buffer area of the Garden Route
National park.
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Figure 7: Critical Biodiversity Areas and Ecological Support Areas in relation to the portion of Erf 464 to be

subdivided (CapeFarmMapper, 2026).

Most of the property is heavily invaded by Kikuyu grass, Black wattle, and other species. It is
noted that a small patch of invaded fynbos was found in an area where clearing of woody
invasive species had happened before (as evidenced by slash found in the area). This shows

some capacity for recovery of this fynbos.

S$24G process.

The terrestrial biodiversity of the fynbos patch at the site is assessed as having a ‘Very High'
sensitivity as assigned by the DFFE screening too. The rest of the property is given a Low
sensitivity which differs from the Very High sensitivity assigned by the DFFE screening tool.

A Terrestrial Biodiversity & Botanical Impact Assessment has been undertaken to inform the

CapeNature will be approached for comment during the public participation process.

4 SPECIALIST ASSESSMENTS

The scope of specialists’ contribution (if required) depends on the nature of the project, the
environmental context [of the site] (conservation worthy area excluded from the development
footprint) and the amount of available information (CapeFarmMapper, SANBI datasets, input from
specialist, Screening Tool), and does not always entail detfailed studies or assessment of impacts
(Source: Guideline for determining the scope of specialist involvement in EIA processes and the

Guideline for the review of specialist input in EIA processes, 2005).

Based on the selected classification and broad environmental sensitivities of the development
footprint, the following list has been identified for inclusion in the S24G report by the Screening Tool.

According fo the Screening Tool it is the responsibility of the EAP to confirm this list and to motivate
the reason for not including any of the identified specialist studies. The following table is a summary

by the EAP on the studies identified in the Screening Tool.

Cape EAPrac
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SPECIALIST ASSESSMENT| NOTES

Landscape/Visual According to the ‘Guideline for involving visual and aesthetic
Impact assessment specialists in EIA processes’, the following are indicators that could
suggest the need for visual input based on the nature of the receiving
environment and the nature of the project:

The nature of the receiving environment:

e Areas with protection status, such as national parks or nature
reserves;

o The subject portions of Erf 464 are not located within a
national park or nature reserve.

e Areas with proclaimed heritage sites or scenic routes;

o Not considered applicable to the proposed
developments as the subject portions of Erf 464 are not
located near any proclaimed heritage site and not
considered to be located on a scenic route.

e Areas with intact wilderness qualities, or pristine ecosystems;

o Not considered applicable as the subject portions of Erf
464 are highly transformed.

e Areas with intact or outstanding rural or townscape qualities;

o Not considered applicable to the proposed
development as the subject portions of Erf 464 are
already being utilised for ufility infrastructure.

e Areas with a recognized special character or sense of place;

o Not considered applicable fo the proposed
development as the subject portions of Erf 464 are
located on land historically ufilised for
infiling/dumping/scavenging.

e Areacs lying outside a defined urban edge line;

o Not considered applicable as the subject portions of Erf
464 are located within the Urban Edge of George
Municipality.

e Areas with sites of cultural or religious significance;

o Not considered applicable as from the knowledge of
the EAP, the subject portions of Erf 464 are not located
near any locations deemed to have cultural or religious
significance.

e Areas of important tourism or recreation value;

o The entire Garden Route area can be considered as an
area of important tourism value, however the subject
portions of Erf 464 are already being utilised for ufilities
infrastructure.

e Areas with important vistas or scenic corridors;

o Noft considered applicable as the subject portions of Erf

464 are already being utilised for utilities infrastructure.
e Areas with visually prominent ridgelines or skylines.

o Noft considered applicable as the subject portions of Erf
464 are already being utilised for utilities infrastructure
within the industrial area of George Munucupality.

The nature of the project:

e High intensity type projects including large-scale infrastructure;
o Not considered applicable.
e A change inland use from the prevailing use;
o The subject portion of Erf 464 is currently zoned
‘Undetermined Use Zone'. According to the George
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Intfegrated Zoning Scheme By-law 2023 (as amended),
“The objective of this zone is to enable the Municipality
fo defer a decision regarding a specific land use and
develooment management provisions unfil  the
circumstances affecting the land unit have been
properly investigated; or until the owner of the land
makes an application for rezoning; or a zoning
determination is made by the Municipality.”
The proposed activities are consistent with the
property’s existing land use rights, as they involve the
maintenance and protection of existing ufility
infrastructure.

e A use that is in conflict with an adopted plan or vision for the

areaq;

o The alignment of the proposed development with the
George Municipal Spatial Development Framework is to
be addressed in the Land Use Planning Report that will
be included in the S24G process.

e A change to the fabric and character of the area;

o Not considered applicable.

e A change to the townscape or streetscape;
o Not considered applicable.

e Possible visual intrusion in the landscape;
o Not considered applicable.

¢ Obstruction of views of others in the area.
o Not considered applicable.

According to the categorisation of developments as per 'Guideline for
involving visual and aesthetic specialists in EIA processes’, small-scale
infrastructure falls under Category 2 developments.

A Category 2 development within disturbed or degraded sites / run-
down urban areas / wasteland is expected to have Little or no visual
impact with possible benefits.

For the reasons mentioned and considered above, it is considered that
a Visual Impact Assessment will not be required for the subject portions
of Erf 464.

Archaeological and The proposed development is subject to aspects categorised in
Cultural Heritage Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of
Impact assessment 1999) and a Notice of Intent to Develop has been submitted to
Heritage Western Cape.

HWC in feedback on the NID stipulated that since there is no reason to
believe that the development will impact on heritage resources, no
further action under Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act
(Act 25 of 1999) is required.

Palaeontological The proposed development is subject to aspects categorised in
Impact assessment Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of
1999) and a Noftice of Intent to Develop has been submitted to
Heritage Western Cape.

HWC in feedback on the NID stipulated that since there is no reason to
believe that the development will impact on heritage resources, no
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further action under Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act
(Act 25 of 1999) is required.

Terrestrial Biodiversity A Terrestrial & Botanical Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been

Impact assessment undertaken to inform the $24G process.

Aquatic Biodiversity An Aquatic Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been undertaken to
Impact assessment inform the S24G process.

Socio-Economic Having considered the key friggers that would typically indicate the
Impact Assessment need for a Socio-Economic Impact Assessment to be undertaken to

inform decision-making, it was determined that the proposal of a water
depot infrastructure (both in nature and in scale) similar to surrounding
developments within the urban edge of George Municipality, is not the
type of the development for which a Socio-Economic Impact
Assessment is required. A Socio-Economic Impact Assessment is
therefore not deemed necessary.

Plant Species A Terrestrial & Botanical Biodiversity Impact Assessment has been
Assessment undertaken to inform the $24G process.

Animal Species Animal Species Compliance Statement has been undertaken to inform
Assessment the $24G process.
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