
Wesco Waste Management Facility (Pty) Ltd 720.09045.00002 
ESIA for the proposed Wesco Waste Management Facility Public Meeting December 2022 

 

 
1  

 

 

WESCO WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY (PTY) LTD  
ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (ESIA) FOR THE PROPOSED WESCO WASTE 

MANAGEMENT FACILITY 

NOTES OF PUBLIC MEETING HELD IN PHILADELPHIA NG KERK BOERESAAL, CHURCH STREET   
HELD ON 07 DECEMBER 2022, 16H00 

 

NO. ITEM 

1.  WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

1.1.  Antoinette Pietersen (AP), the independent facilitator, welcomed all present, introduced Wesco Waste 

Management Facility (Pty) Ltd (Wesco - the Applicant), SLR Consulting (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd (SLR – the 

Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP)) and Msizi Cele (independent isiXhosa translator), and explained 

that the purpose of the meeting was to present information on the proposed project and the Environmental 

and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) process.   

AP provided a brief overview of the public participation process associated with the ESIA and requested input 

from attendees to provide details of any additional stakeholders that should be contacted to be informed of 

the ESIA process and proposed project.  

AP presented the proposed meeting format, which included presentations by Wesco and SLR followed by a 

question-and-answer session (discussion), the proposed guidelines for the meeting to facilitate a constructive 

discussion. She further noted that the meeting was being recorded for minute-taking purposes and requested 

if photos could be taken for proof of the meeting. All attendees agreed with the meeting format.   

The list of attendees is presented in Appendix A and photographs of the meeting are presented in Appendix B. 

2.  PRESENTATIONS - refer to Appendix C  

2.1 Kate Stubbs (KS) provided background to Wesco as the project applicant and indicated that Wesco is a subsidiary 

of Interwaste (Pty) Ltd (Interwaste) which is owned by the Séché Environnement Group (Séché), an international 

company based in France.  KS highlighted the overall experience that Interwaste and Séché have in the Waste 

Management sector. 

KS then presented an overview of an existing Waste Management Facility (WMF) located in France that is owned 

and operated by Séché. The existing facility is considered to be a representation of how the proposed Wesco 

WMF would be operated. She then provided an outline of the current state of the waste sector in the Western 

Cape to illustrate the need for a new WMF within the City of Cape Town and broader region. 

KS went on to provide a description of the proposed project, including the overall vision for the project, the 

project location and overview of the project components and associated infrastructure. In summary, the 

proposed WMF would include, amongst others, various waste minimisation/recovery facilities, a waste 

treatment facility, and a Class A waste disposal facility that would accept both general and hazardous waste. 

2.2 Matthew Hemming (MH) noted that SLR had been appointed by Interwaste to undertake the required ESIA 

process for the proposed project. He provided an overview of the authorisations that are required in terms of, 

the National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 2008 (Act 59 of 2008) (NEM:WA), National Environmental 

Management Act, 1998 (Act 107 of 1998) (NEMA), National Water Act, 1998 (No. 36 of 1998) (NWA) and 

National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (No. 25 of 1999) (NHRA). In summary, the ESIA process is required as 

part of the Waste Management Licence (WML) application in terms of NEM:WA and the Environmental 
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Authorisation (EA) application process in terms of NEMA and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

Regulations, 2014 (as amended). 

MH noted that the decision-making authority would be the National Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the 

Environment (DFFE) for the WML application and the Western Cape Department of Environmental Affairs and 

Development Planning (DEA&DP) for the EA application. MH explained there would be a single Scoping and EIA 

process that would provide information to both authorities for decision making.  

MH provided additional information about the proposed project site and the desktop screening process that 

was undertaken to determine the suitability of the proposed project site for the establishment of a WMF. He 

then provided an overview of the ESIA process, noting that this meeting forms part of the pre-application phase 

of the proposed project. He indicated that the aim of the pre-application phase is to  identify stakeholders that 

need to be engaged with during the ESIA process and to identify potential risks and benefits of the project on 

the environment that need to be assessed further in the ESIA process. 

MH then presented the proposed specialist studies that would be undertaken in the ESIA Phase to assess the 

identified potential impacts and benefits of the proposed project. 

3.  CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS 

3.1 Steven Wood (SW), a nearby landowner asked when Interwaste bought the property from the previous 

landowner?   

3.1.1 KS responded that the property was purchased one or two years ago.   

3.2 SW asked whether the property was bought with the understanding that it would become a waste site. 

3.2.1 KS explained it was a business decision and that the required approval processes still had to be undertaken. 

She clarified that the development of a WMF on the site was not a forgone conclusion at this stage. 

3.3 SW asked how important the railway line and Apollo Bricks were to the proposed project?  

3.3.1 KS explained that they both are important, the railway line would provide an opportunity to receive waste 

by rail, although she acknowledged that there are challenges related to the use of the railway line. She 

also noted that Apollo Bricks is important as it’s a stakeholder, neighbour and possible future client. 

3.4 AP asked SW to clarify his concern regarding the first question.  

3.4.1 SW explained he wanted an understanding of whether Interwaste expected a return on their investment 

through buying the property and noted that his question was based upon his curiosity on the risk 

associated with the investment.  

3.5 Ben Van Der Merwe (BVDM), a neighbouring farm owner, asked whether the heavy equipment and trucks 

currently on the site are an indication that the development will start early. 

3.5.1 MH explained that the equipment on site is currently being used to undertake a geotechnical investigation 

as part of the technical feasibility study and noted that the client had previously drilled boreholes on the 

site to inform the technical studies required for the design of the proposed project. 

3.6 BVDM asked whether the previous Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) studies have been taken into 

consideration. He noted that this was the third application for development on the site and that the previous 

ones were overturned; as such there could be subterrain fatal flaws associated with the site, such as the Atlantis 

Witzand Aquifer and the Donkergat River.  He further noted a concern regarding traffic impacts and pointed out 

that there may be a potential conflict in land use as the Minister of Housing had proposed a housing 

development on the site. 

3.6.1  MH explained that Interwaste are undertaking a separate town planning application process which would 

assess the risks of the proposed project in relation to town planning aspects, including land-use. He further 

stated that most of the existing EIAs have been reviewed and highlighted that according to the original 

decision for the City of Cape Town’s application to establish a regional waste site on the property, the site 

was authorised and there were no fatal flaws associated with the site. MH further explained that new 
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studies would be undertaken for the proposed project and that these studies would also reference 

historical information. He further stated that a Traffic Impact Assessment would be undertaken to assess 

the proposed project risks on the road condition and that the specialist would make recommendations for 

upgrades. He explained that there would have to be a negotiation whether implementation of the road 

upgrades would have to be done by the Applicant, the City of Cape Town or Provincial Road Department. 

3.7 Gavin Rabbolini (GR), a nearby property owner asked why the previous decision was overturned. 

3.7.1 MH explained that the decision was made at a time when the African National Congress (ANC) was 

governing the Western Cape and once the Democratic Alliance (DA) came into power, the approval to 

establish a waste site on the property had changed. He highlighted the decision was most likely overturned 

because of political influence.   

3.8 GR asked whether KS would be happy for a landfill site to be developed within walking distance of her primary 

residence?  

3.8.1 KS noted that historically her answer would be no but based on the current regulations she would be happy 

to do so. She noted that Séché would ensure that the highest standards for operating the facility are met 

and that the proposed layout and design of the facility would implement measures to address the various 

impacts. 

GR stated that he would not be happy and noted that his standard of living would be compromised, there would 

be a smell, air pollution, crime, establishment of informal settlements, degradation of property values, traffic 

impacts, as well as pollution of surface and underground water. He further stated that his quality of life would 

be affected. 

3.9 GR asked how SLR was appointed and how SLR’s independence can be proved? He also asked what SLR’s 

incentives structure was. 

3.9.1 MH explained that SLR was appointed by Interwaste to undertake the ESIA and that SLR is independent in 

terms of the definition in the EIA Regulations as SLR gets paid regardless of the outcome of the decision. 

He further noted that there are no incentive structures in place to undertake the ESIA process.  

3.10 GR asked whether it would be feasible to have more than one Environmental Consultant on this project. 

3.10.1 MH explained that there are 13 specialists involved in the project and most of which are independent of 

SLR. He noted that independent stakeholder groups may appoint their own environmental practitioner to 

review the ESIA. 

3.11 GR asked whether it would it be an option to request to have more than one study done?  

3.11.1 MH explained that it could be requested, but stakeholder requesting it would be responsible for the 

payment for the additional study. 

3.11.2 AP noted that independent peer review studies could be requested by stakeholders 

3.13 GR asked how the community would be engaged throughout the ESIA process? 

3.13.1 MH explained that the community would be engaged through public meetings. He noted that separate 

interviews with members of the community would also be conducted by Social and Community Health 

specialists as part of their specialist studies. 

3.14 Nicholas Lee (NL), a local resident, requested information on the process for the independent operation of the 

site and the site selection process 

3.14.1 MH explained that a monitoring committee (inclusive of stakeholders and government officials) would 

ensure that the independent operation of the site is compliant with applicable laws and regulations. He 

also confirmed that the site selection process will be detailed in the Scoping and EIA Reports to be compiled 

as part of the ESIA process.  

3.15 Mienie Wood (MW) a member of the Dassenburg Neighbourhood Watch, expressed concern that toxic 

materials will be shredded in the waste facility and utilised by Apollo Brick (neighbour) for fuel, resulting in toxic 



Wesco Waste Management Facility (Pty) Ltd 720.09045.00002 
ESIA for the proposed Wesco Waste Management Facility Public Meeting December 2022 

 

 
4  

 

NO. ITEM 

air emissions. She stated that her quality of life and the intrinsic value of the area will be compromised and 

questioned whether France standards can be adopted in South Africa. 

3.15.1 KS noted the comments made by MW and explained that there is no agreement with Apollo Bricks for the 

use of the proposed refuse-derived fuel.  

3.16 SW asked if waste will be burned to be used in kilns as alternative fuel source? He also expressed concern over 

lack of law enforcement in South Africa  

3.16.1 KS explained that the Government ensures that Private Waste Management Facilities adhere to South 

African legislation. She stated that as part of the regulations, waste sites are internally and externally 

audited, and environmental management committees within the waste management facility exist to 

ensure the waste site is compliant with all applicable environmental standards.  

3.17 Regan Caarlse (RC) of Atlantis noted that the Interwaste trucks would be driving to and from Cape Town and 

that they wouldn’t have the same degree of care for the area as the truck drivers are not local. He further 

commented on that there would be no jobs from this kind of project and he questioned why the coloured 

community wasn’t informed about the project process, stating the 97% of the people don’t know what the plans 

are.  He was concerned regarding the sudden re-request to utilise the site as a waste site as the site was 

considered 16 years ago by the City of Cape Town for a waste project and rejected.  RC wanted to know who 

will be benefitting from utilising the site as a landfill site.  

3.17.1 KS explained that there is no agreement between Interwaste and the City of Cape Town. She noted all 

employment points that were made and further explained that legislation has changed significantly within 

the last 16 years and those changes enable the project to be considered.   

3.17.2 MH stated that the main change is that Interwaste owns the property and they are therefore permitted to 

apply for environmental authorisation. 

3.18 Ludy Starke (LS) a representative from the northern adjacent property asked why the waste facility was not 

being developed in Vissershoek, since there is already one in operation there. He raised concern over the smell 

and groundwater issues prevalent within the Visserhoek area and stated that his objection was because of the 

anticipated pollution impacts.  

3.19  AP asked LS to expand on the issue with groundwater 

3.19.1 LS explained that his concerns related to the environmental and health impacts of air pollution from the 

waste management facility. He further stated that their site is bound to conform to an EIA with regard to 

fauna and flora, the potential for waste from the waste facility being blown into their site would 

compromise their compliancy with the EIA.  

3.19.2 KS explained that as Interwaste is not involved with Visserhoek it could not be used for their proposed operations.  

3.20 Chris Els (CE) a resident from Melkbosstrand asked why the meeting in Melkbosstrand was held at a time when 

most of the community could not attend  

3.20.1 AP stated that the meeting in Melkbosstrand had been re-scheduled to take place in January 2023, and 

that the EAP will work with the relevant local structure to determine a preferred date and time for the 

meeting. She explained that the attendees in Melkbosstrand requested for the meeting be held at a more 

convenient time and in a venue that can accommodate the community.   

3.21 CE asked if Interwaste had started digging on the site? 

3.21.1 KS explained that a geotechnical investigation as part of the technical feasibility study is currently 

underway and that Interwaste had previously drilled boreholes on the site to inform the technical studies 

required for the design of the proposed project. 
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3.22 CE asked the following questions/requested the following information: 

• What impact will load shedding have on the Waste Management Facility? 

• What mitigations measures will be implemented to reduce air pollution? 

• A separate study assessing the impacts of crime be undertaken. 

• A letter of commitment from Interwaste to protect stakeholders from being misinformed about the 

proposed mitigation measured. 

• Why was the Waste Management Facility being constructed in a developing area?  

• Consideration for the wellbeing of the affected communities.  

3.22.1 KS explained that generators are commonly used during load shedding and stated that the effect of load 

shedding will be considered in the study. She also noted that the points made by CE were valid and would 

be discussed and addressed at a later stage during the ESIA process. 

3.23 CE emphasized that South African law is a guideline and argued that a European model cannot be used on South 

African people. He asked what monitoring measures will be adopted for the process of burning nylon as it causes 

acid rain, and further asked if a separate study will be conducted to assess the impacts of crime.  

3.23.1 MH stated that there are obligations to monitor the operations of the waste management facility 

according to the waste management license, should it be awarded, and those obligations will be adhered 

to. He also noted that merits of a separate crime study will be considered.  

3.24 John Jones (JJ) a private representative requested a transcript for the meeting. He explained that he was 

invested in the history of applications of the site and requested to be included in the public participation 

process, and not only when the reports are finalised. JJ further stated that the 30-day commenting period is not 

sufficient and advised studies not to use current 100-year predictions for droughts/floods.  

3.24.1 MH stated that the transcript of the meeting would be made available. He explained that detail of the site 

selection will be included in the ESIA report. MH further explained that draft specialist studies can’t be 

released to the public for review as they require review and finalisation. He explained that there will be 

further opportunity for engagement during the ESIA process and noted that extending the 30-day 

commenting period will be taken into consideration.  

3.25 Ronel Botes (RB) a representative from Dassenburg Neighbourhood Watch asked if Cape Nature authorised the 

digging on the project site. RB further asked if the landowners are South African residents and asked what would 

happen to the neighbouring sky diving facility Delta 200. RB emphasized that there are high levels of crime in 

the area and requested for security measures be considered. RB then asked which road will be utilized to get to 

the site, between R304 and R27 

3.25.1 MH explained that the work on site being undertaken currently is a geotechnical investigation and stated 

that Interwaste doesn’t require approval from Cape Nature as they are the landowners. MH further 

explained there is a business risk involved if the application is not approved.  MH noted the comments 

made on traffic and security were valid. He explained that a traffic impact assessment will be conducted 

which will inform roads plans and it will be documented. 

 

KS explained that if an airfield and landfill are within close proximity, there are specifications that need to 

be adhered to. She further explained that Delta 200 Sky diving facility is aware of those specifications. KS 

stated that Delta 200 is under lease with Interwaste, and should they present a fatal flaw during the ESIA 

process, they will be required to move to a different location. 

3.26 SW inquired whether the purchased of the land a year ago was solely for the Waste Management Facility? 

3.27 Penny Man (PM) stated that Draft Scoping Reports are detailed and placed in libraries, she explained how that 

makes the report inaccessible because people don’t frequent libraries. PM asked how easily accessible would 
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the reports would be? And expressed those 30 days to review and comment are too short. PM also requested 

a hard copy of the report for her organisation.  

3.27.1 MH explained that the project reports will made available at the local library as well as accessible on the 

SLR website and SLR data free website, He advised that alternatively those reports can be uploaded onto 

on CDs and USBs. MH also explained that time extension to review and comment on the reports can be 

requested by an I&AP.  

3.29 Gerbard Egelbert (GE) a member of the Philadelphia Community Police Forum and a resident from Morningstar, 

described his experience living nearby a waste management facility. He listed negative impacts that were of 

concern which included pollution, bad smells, negative impacts on developmental potential, decline in property 

resale value. GE asked what the life expectancy of the Wesco Waste Management Facility and required a written 

commitment from Interwaste that would ensure life expectancy of the landfill is adhered to. GE further stated 

that the landfill will be in the middle of potential future housing development and advised the client to consider 

alternative land.  

3.30.1 MH stated that all the comments made are valid and will be considered in the project study.  

3.31 RC stated that the waste management facility shouldn’t be developed in the middle of the community, He 

requested for the communities rights to be considered.  

3.31.1 MH explained that Interwaste has taken a business decision to invest in the property and that this decision 

is a calculated risk as there is no guarantee that approval would be granted.  

3.32 RC asked if Interwaste currently owns and manages an Integrated Waste Management Facility in the Western 

Cape? RC raised concerns over the development of a new Waste Management Facility site, when 3 already exist 

and aren’t in their final stages. RC noted traffic and road impacts that would result from the development of 

the project. He requested that once all 4 project phases have been completed, a written commitment from 

Interwaste must be obtained, obligating them to rehabilitate the site for 30 years after closure. He expressed a 

lack of trust in international companies.  

3.32.1 KS explained that Interwaste does not have a waste facility in the Western Cape, it is based in Gauteng.  

Antoine Deffay (AD) of Séché explained that within the 35 years the company has been in operation, 

several waste management facility sites have been closed, capped and rehabilitated. He further explained 

that the company understands and accepts the liability for closure of waste management facility sites. AD 

stated that provision will be made for the long term monitoring of the site and explained that the best 

technology relevant for South Africa will be utilised.  

3.32.2 AP stated that rehabilitation plans for the waste management facility site will be addressed as part of the 

Environmental Management Programme (EMPr). 

3.33.3 MH explained that waste management companies maintain financial provisions for the rehabilitation and 

closure of waste management facility sites. He further stated that foreign companies are obligated to 

adhere to foreign stock-exchange standards.   

3.34 Chris Elson (CE) explained that he experienced a nuclear scare and was evacuated by Eskom out of his home in 

Melkbosstrand. He asked what the repercussions for Interwaste were if a nuclear tide ended up in the waste 

management site and, what regulations would be implemented by Interwaste to avoid evacuation, He further 

asked how Koeberg would manage it and noted concern over the visual impact of the site.  

3.34.1 MH explained that Eskom has a regulated Precautionary Action Zone around Koeberg within which the 

highest level of standards must be applied. He explained that although Interwaste owns property inside 

the PAZ, the proposed facility is developed outside of this. He further explained that the highest risk is 

inside the 5 km zone and stated that exposure to the risk will be mitigated. He further noted that visual 

impacts will be considered and presented in the visual impact assessment specialist study. MH stated that 
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verification with engineers will be done to confirm if a sustainable sediment capping system will be 

considered. 

3.35 CE stated that he required a written agreement that will ensure that the commitment and guarantee made by 

Interwaste will be implemented. CE raised concern that big companies, make the directly affected community 

lesser individuals. CE further explained that the project would negatively affect his quality of life. 

3.36 SW noted that the Clean Air Act of 2008 should also be considered in the ESIA process.  

4.  MEETING CLOSURE 

4.1 AP thanked everyone for their attendance and summarised the next steps in the ESIA process.  Meeting closed 

at approximately 19h00.  

 



Wesco Waste Management Facility (Pty) Ltd 720.09045.00002 
ESIA for the proposed Wesco Waste Management Facility Public Meeting December 2022 

 

 
8  

 

APPENDIX A: LIST OF ATTENDEES 

 

NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

1.  Nicholas Lee  Resident  NL 

2.  Margaret Lee  Resident  ML 

3.  Mangbo Van Niekerk Enviroserv MV 

4.  Jalan Orthuizen  - AO 

5.  Ben Van der Merwe  Neighbouring farm  BVM 

6.  Gary Swan Retired GS 

7.  Shadwell Meyers Enviroserv SM 

8.  Marc Jousery  - MJ 

9.  Stan Hocchad  - SH 

10.  Benieta Swan  Private  BS 

11.  Ludy Stark  WESU  LS  

12.  Mienie Wood  DMHW MW 

13.  Ronel Botes  DNHW RB 

14.  Ann Shaw  Property owner  AS 

15.  Freddie Dantjie  Enviroserv FD 

16.  Zebeth van der Westhuizen  Private  ZVW 

17.  A Jones  Private  AJ 

18.  Regan VFG PVH 

19.  Gavin Rabbolini Private  GR  

20.  Geeberd Engelbrt  Philadelphia  ID 

21.  Stephen Hoad  Private  SH 

22.  Bjorn Harrison Philadelphia Rates Payer BH 

23.  Jan Vansteen  Private  JV 

24.  Alex Szalanina  Private  AS 

25.  Chris Els Private  CE 

26.  Sameul Private  S 

27.  R September  Vissershok RS 

28.  F. Roriaia Philadelphia Civics  FB 

29.  Z. Lottes Private   ZL 

30.  J. Jones   Private  JJ 

31.  N. Carolse  Private  NC  

32.  Sam  Private  S 

33.  Antoinette Pietersen Independent Facilitator  AP 

34.  Msizi Cele  Independent isiXhosa translator MC  

35.  Kate Stubbs  Interwaste (Pty) Ltd - Interwaste KS  

36.  Lise Steyn  Interwaste  LS  
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37.  Antoine Deffay Interwaste AD 

38.  Matthew Hemming SLR Consulting (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd - SLR MH 

39.  Nicholas Arnott SLR NA 

40.  Castro Ravhuhlali  SLR  CR 
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APPENDIX B: PHOTOS OF PUBLIC MEETING IN PHILADELPHIA  
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APPENDIX C: PRESENTATION 

 

 

 

 
 



2022/12/21

1

1

LICENSING OF PROPOSED WESCO 

WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY

Public Information Meeting

December 2022

1. Introductions

2

• Independent Facilitator:

– Antoinette Pietersen

• Applicant: Wesco Waste Management Facility (Pty) Ltd, 

a subsidiary of Interwaste (Pty) Ltd / the Séché Group

• Kate Stubbs

• Antoine Deffay

• Lise Steyn

• Environment Assessment Practitioner (EAP): SLR Consulting (Pty) Ltd

• Matthew Hemming (Reviewer)

• Nicholas Arnott (Project Manager)

• Castro Ravuhali (Project Assistant)

• Msizi Cele (isiXhosa translation)

1

2
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2

3

• Continue practice of social distancing

• Emergency procedure:  Building Safety Instructions

2. Health and Safety

4

• For Applicant and EAP to provide an introduction to:

― the proposed project

― the authorisations required

― Assessment and public participation process to be undertaken

• For Interested and/or Affected Parties (I&APs) to:

― Engage and ask questions, raise issues of concern, or contribute comments

about the proposed project, potential environmental or social impacts and the

EIA process

3. Meeting Objectives

3

4
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3

5

1. Welcome and Introductions

2. Acceptance of the Agenda

3. Project Overview – Wesco

4. ESIA Overview – SLR

5. Next Steps – SLR

6. Questions & Discussion - All

4. Proposed Agenda

6

• Attendance register (POPI Act)

• Permission to digitally record the meeting and take photos

• Languages:

– Presentations and responses in English

– Translation available for questions / comments /responses in 

English/Afrikaans/isiXhosa

5. What you need to know about the meeting

5

6
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7

• Proposed flow of meeting:

- Presentations: approximately 20 - 25 minutes each

- Questions and discussion session after all presentations

- Meeting duration: approximately 2 hours

• Project team available after meeting.

• Proceedings of the meeting will be included in Draft Scoping Report (to be 

posted to SLR’s website and data free website, when available).

5. What you need to know about the meeting

8

Public consultation is NOT a voting or consensus-driven process, rather a process of 

collecting input for purpose of enabling decision-maker to consider issues and impacts.

1. Respect one another.

2. Agree to disagree.

3. Focus on the issue, not the person. 

4. Raise your hand to comment or ask a question and work through the facilitator.

– Identify yourself (name, surname and organization).

– Give everyone a fair chance to be heard. 

5. One question at a time. 

6. Please take calls outside or turn your cell phones on silent.

6. Constructive Discussion Guidelines

7

8
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Vision for Wesco 

Waste Management 

Facility 

Agenda 

• Company Introduction

• State of Waste & Western 

Cape Analysis 

• Project Vision & Overview 

9

10



2022/12/21

6

GROUP 
OVERVIEW

Séché Company Overview

• Founded in1985

• Family-owned French industrial 

group and global leader specialized 

in treatment and recovery of waste

• Protection and restoration of 

environment and biodiversity sits at 

heart of strategy

• Focused on R&D, circular economy 

and green innovations

• Listed on Eurolist by Euronext since 

1997

• Numerous ISO, EcoCert and OHSAS 

certifications
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Project Structure

Property Owner Local developer & operator

Integrated Waste Management Model

Interwaste Company Overview

• Established 1989, 33 years’ operational experience

• Acquired by Séché Environnement March 2019

• Provides Integrated Waste Management Solutions

• Fully accredited, licensed service provider

• National footprint, 1700 employees

• Over 750 waste handling equipment

• B-BBEE Level 1

• National footprint

• Strong track-record in servicing a wide range of 

industry sectors

• Wesco WMF subsidiary of Interwaste

13
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Case study of vision

Séché Environnement: Changé 
Environmental Site in Mayenne

Séché Environnement: Changé Environmental Site in Mayenne

15

16



2022/12/21

9

17

18



2022/12/21

10

19

20



2022/12/21

11

21

22



2022/12/21

12

23

24



2022/12/21

13

25

26



2022/12/21

14

27

28



2022/12/21

15

State of Waste in the 

Western Cape

29
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Total Waste Generated in South Africa (2017)

City of Cape Town 
waste generation vs 
WC Total 

• Total WC generated 7.7 Mt in 2015  

of which, City of Cape Town 

generated 3.7Mt

• CoCT economic hub of WC 

generating approximately 72% of 

provincial GDP

• Supports 66% of population which is 

largely categorized as urbanised

Source: Extrapolated from DEDAT (2016) Green Cape Waste MIR 2021
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City of Cape Town 
Waste 
Characteristics

Diminishing airspace: Estimated landfill 
lifespan for local municipalities in WC

• Reduction of landfill airspace across the 

region

• Some municipalities in more serious 

situation than others

• Lack of availability of landfill airspace  for 

some municipalities is resulting in 

movement of waste between 

municipalities – this will affect expected 

lifespans of metro landfills.

• Leading to both metros and 

municipalities exploring waste diversion 

initiatives and waste treatment 

technologies.

• CoCT less than 10 years available landfill 

airspace
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Summary of Waste Challenges

Illegal dumping & 

capacity of law 

enforcement

Service delivery 

complexity / 

challenges

Diminishing landfill 

airspace capacity 

across the region

More stringent regulations, compliance 

standards and bans of waste types from 

landfill disposal

Increasing waste 

volumes and types 

of waste

Financial pressure - Reduction 

in tariff collection due to 

economic situation

Rising costs 

Wesco Waste Management 

Facility Vision
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• Investment

• Location, site design & layout

• Waste management services & facilities

• Community development

• Biodiversity

Project Vision

Investment 

Initial Investment 

• Land Acquired 670 hectares

• Lisensing

• Site Development

• Infrastructure

• Waste treatment, processing and disposal 

facilities

Ongoing Investment

• Alternative Technologies

• Cell development

• Community & biodiversity programs

Estimated job creation

• 50 direct employment

• 100 indirect employment
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Location
Portion 1 of the Farm Brakkefontein No. 32

Preliminary 
Proposed 

Site Layout
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Waste minimisation 
and recovery facility

• Clean Material Recovery Facility 

(MRF)

• Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) 

manufacturing plant

• Composting facility

• Bioremediation facility

• Construction & demolition waste 

beneficiation plant

• Public waste drop-off area

• Waste treatment facility

• Effluent treatment plant

• Additional ancillary infrastructure

Composting facility Bioremediation facility

Conceptual layout of facility entrance including access control, weighbridges, office and visitors’ centre.

Legal Requirements for Engineered Landfill Sites in SA
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SA Class A Landfill 
Requirements

Figure 23: Standard containment barrier design of

a Class A containment barrier in terms of the

Norms & Standards for the Disposal of Waste to

Landfill (GNR 636 of 2013) *Note that the figure is

as per the standard design in the Regulations.

Examples of prohibited wastes from landfill

disposal:

• Nuclear or reactive waste

• Untreated health care risk waste

• Explosive wastes

Community 

Development

• Local employment 

• Education & Awareness 

• Training and Development

• Community Initiatives 
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Biodiversity strategy

• Group biodiversity strategy and 

commitments – Act4Nature

• Consideration and integration of 

biodiversity throughout project

• Protect, preserve and monitor 

the biodiversity onsite

• Identify and support biodiversity 

projects in the region

Conclusion 

• Economic growth – investment, development, resource 

recovery

• Integrated Facility  supporting WC Strategy, IWMP & regional 

landfill airspace shortage

• Partnership approach – better together, strong relationships 

& stakeholder engagement

• Job creation and skill upliftment

• Sustainable service delivery

• Green innovation and circular economy solutions

• Environmental stewardship - healthier and safer environment
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Thank You

Overview of ESIA Process
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• Category B of NEM:WA

― The reuse, recycling, recovery or 

treatment of hazardous waste in excess 

of 1 ton per day.

― The disposal of any quantity of hazardous 

waste to land.

― The disposal of general waste to land in 

excess of 25 000 tons.

― The construction of such facilities. 

Legal Requirements

49

• National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 

2008 (No. 59 of  2008) (NEM:WA):

– NEM:WA sets out that no person may 

commence, undertake or conduct listed 

waste management activities unless in 

accordance with specified standards or a 

Waste Management Licence (WML).

– Wesco WMF will trigger waste 

management activities in Category B, 

requiring the undertaking of an assessment 

as stipulated in the EIA Regulations 2014. 

 Scoping and EIA

– The Minister at Department of Forestry, 

Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) is the 

licensing authority for hazardous waste 

management activities.

• National Environmental Management Act, 1998 

(No. 107 of 1998) (NEMA):

― NEMA provides for the control of certain listed 

activities, which are prohibited until 

Environmental Authorisation (EA) is obtained.

― The development of Wesco WMF will include 

activities in Listing Notice 2 and requires an 

assessment process, per the EIA Regulations 

2014 EA.

 Scoping and EIA

― The competent authority for decision-making 

on the EA application would be the Western 

Cape Department of Environmental Affairs and 

Development Planning (DEA&DP).

SLR has been appointed as the independent Environmental Assessment

Practitioner to undertake the required Scoping and Environmental Impact

Assessment (EIA) process

As both the WML and EA applications require a Scoping and EIA process in

terms of the EIA Regulations 2014, a single assessment process will be

undertaken to inform the two authorities’ decision-making

Legal Requirements (2)

50

• National Water, 1998 (No. 36 of  1998) (NWA):

– Section 21 of the NWA sets out the water 

uses that may not be undertaken without a 

Water Use Licence (WUL), unless in 

accordance with schedule 1 or a specified 

standard.

– Wesco WMF will trigger water uses, 

requiring the undertaking of an assessment 

as stipulated in the Water Use Licence 

Application Regulations 2017. 

– The Minister at Department of Water and 

Sanitation (DWS) is the licensing authority.

• National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (No. 25 of 

1999) (NHRA):

― Section 38(1) of the NHRA lists development 

activities that require authorisation by a 

heritage authority.

― Wesco WMF will include certain listed 

activities, which may require the undertaking of 

a Heritage Impact Assessment.

― Heritage Western Cape would be the 

competent authority.

SLR has been appointed to manage the required application processes
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Why Portion 1 of the Farm Brakkefontein No. 32?

51

• The City of Cape Town had identified this property as an option for a landfill 
(2000). 

• It was previously subject to a licensing process (2002 to 2013).

• Although the approvals were not concluded, this was not directly due to features 
of the property.  

• The property came on the market and was purchased by Varenne, an Interwaste 
subsidiary. 

• Prior to commencement of the current application process, Interwaste appointed 
SLR to undertake a GIS-based screening to identify potential sites for development 
of a waste management facility, to determine if the target sites had any fatal flaws, 
and to  indicate if any the sites were preferred.

Why Portion 1 of the Farm Brakkefontein No. 32?

52

• The screening process followed a phased approach which:

1. Determined an ‘Area of Interest’ for the study2. Eliminated unavailable areas (leaving only ‘potentially 

available land’) 
3. Environmental sensitivity screening of ‘potentially 

available land’ to eliminate higher-risk sites and focus 

consideration toward lower risk ‘target sites’

4. Investigate the suitability of ‘target sites’ at a 

comparative level.

51
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Scoping and EIA

53

• The WML and EA require a Scoping and EIA process

• The Scoping an EIA process is undertaken to gather information to inform authority 

decision-making by:

– identifying potential risks and benefits on the environment,

• through consultation with landowners and stakeholders

– assessing the significance of potential impacts (++ and --),

• with inputs from specialist studies

– identifying measures to prevent or mitigate impacts, should the project be approved.

• The EIA concludes in an Environmental Management programme (EMPr)

• The Scoping and EIA process and timeframes are defined in the EIA Regulations 

2014 (as amended)

54

Pre-application Scoping Phase (97 days) Impact Assessment Phase (203 days) Appeals Phase

• Initial 

notification 

• Stakeholder 

registration

• Database 

development

• Public meetings

• Submit WML/EA applications 

• Prepare Draft Scoping Report

• 30-day comment period

• Update and submit revised 

Scoping Report for acceptance

• Undertake Technical / Specialist 

Studies

• Prepare draft EIA Report

• 30-day comment period

• Update and submit Final EIA Report 

for decision making

• WML/EA 

decision

• Stakeholder 

notification 

• Appeal 

process

1. Identification of stakeholders and updating of the project I&AP database.

2. Engage with I&APs.

Scoping and EIA Process

NB: If there are any other people who need to be informed of the project, please provide their 

contact information to SLR.

We are 

here
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Proposed Specialist Studies

• Agricultural Agro-Ecosystems Assessment;

• Air Quality Impact Assessment;

• Aquatic Biodiversity Impact Assessment;

• Community Health Impact Assessment;

• Economic Impact Assessment;

• Geohydrology Impact Assessment;

• Heritage Impact Assessment;

• Hydrology Assessment;

• Land Use and Planning Assessment;

• Noise Impact Assessment;

• Social Impact Assessment;

• Terrestrial Biodiversity (including, flora and

fauna);

• Traffic Impact Assessment; and

• Visual Impact Assessment.

Next Steps

56

• Minutes of meetings to be compiled.

• I&APs to: 

– contact SLR for information and / or documents.

– submit comments / questions / issues to SLR.

• All registered I&APs (by completing meeting attendance register) will be notified of 

the next round of public participation – e.g. availability of Draft Scoping Report for 

review and comment. 

• Documents will be made available in hard copy and posted to SLR’s website and 

data free website, when available.
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Reminder: Constructive discussion guidelines

58

Public consultation is NOT a voting or consensus-driven process, rather a process of 

collecting input for purpose of enabling decision-maker to consider issues and impacts.

1. Respect one another.

2. Agree to disagree.

3. Focus on the issue, not the person. 

4. Raise your hand to comment or ask a question and work through the facilitator.

– Identify yourself (name, surname and organization).

– Give everyone a fair chance to be heard. 

5. One question at a time. 

Open Session: Questions & Discussion
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SLR Contact Details

60

Method Contact Details

Post: 5th Floor, Letterstedt House, Newlands on Main, Corner of Main and 

Campground Roads, Newlands, Cape Town 7700

Tel: 021 461 1118

WhatsApp

/ SMS:

072 422 3448

E-mail: wescoWMF@slrconsulting.com

Web: https://www.slrconsulting.com/en/public-documents/WescoWMF

Data 

Free Web:

https://slrpublicdocs.datafree.co/en/public-documents/WescoWMF

61

END
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