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

MANAGEMENT FACILITY 

NOTES OF PUBLIC MEETING HELD AT THE VAN RIEBEECKSTRAND PRIMARY SCHOOL, 5-55 DROMEDARIS 

STREET, MELKBOSSTRAND 
HELD ON 2 FEBRUARY 2023, 18H00 

  

NO. ITEM 

1.  WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

1.1.  Antoinette Pietersen (AP), the independent facilitator, welcomed all present, highlighted that the meeting will 

be recorded for the purpose of minute-taking. AP introduced Kate Stubbs (KS) of Wesco Waste Management 

Facility (Pty) Ltd (Wesco - the Applicant), Matthew Hemming (MH) of SLR Consulting (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd (SLR 

– the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP)) and Msizi Cele (independent isiXhosa translator). 

AP 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 highlighted that the formal ESIA process has 

not commenced, and the meeting is part of the Pre-application phase. AP noted that the meeting content is the 

same as the meetings held at Atlantis and Philadelphia on 6 December 2022 and 7 December 2022, respectively.   

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

question-and-answer session (discussion). She also set out the proposed guidelines for the meeting to facilitate 

a constructive discussion. Attendees objected to the request made by AP to take photos of the attendees in the 

meeting at a distance. The list of attendees is presented in Appendix A and photographs of the recorded 

comments and questions raised during the meeting is 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 (CCT) 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 EIA 

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 EIA process is required as part 

of the Waste Management Licence (WML) application in terms of NEM:WA and the Environmental 

Authorisation (EA) application process in terms of NEMA and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

Regulations, 2014 (as amended). 
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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 EIA 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 EIA process and to identify potential risks and benefits of the project on 

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

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

identified potential impacts and benefits of the proposed project. 

3. CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS 

3.1 Elrie van Huyssteen (EvH) stated that she had lived in Midrand for 2 years, approximately 15 km from the 

Olifantsfontein facility which was operated by Interwaste. She noted that she had to sell her house due to the 

smell and the fact that her children were sick so frequently. She noted that there were several houses in the 

same housing estate where she lived that could not be sold. She pointed out that should the proposed WMF be 

developed, the property values in the Melkbosstrand area would drop as well. She further asked why Interwaste 

did not show pictures of their facility in Olifantsfontein because the Olifantsfontein facility is not as attractive 

as the pictures shown during the presentation.  

3.1.1 KS noted that Olifantsfontein facility which is managed by Interwaste is located within an industrial zone 

but is also close to a residential area. She noted that in 2016-2017 there were numerous complaints 

regarding odours and health issues and ultimately the site was closed and put under care maintenance, 

and Interwaste continues to monitor the site to this day. She noted that even though facility it is not 

currently operational, the Industrial Area still experiences odour issues due to the other operations. 

KS indicated that regarding the issues related to property values, she does not have information confirming 

that there was a decrease in poverty value in Midrand, however, that to her knowledge there were still 

residential developments going ahead in the Midstream Estate and that people were still buying properties. 

3.2 AP asked if there is an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) that forms part of the care maintenance for the 

site and whether it is a legal requirement for Interwaste to comply with the EMP? 

3.2.1 KS responded that there is an EMP in place and that it is the responsibility of Interwaste to monitor the site 

and address issues for a number of years after closing the site. 

3.3 Nico Stoffberg (NS), landowner of the Vaaitjie farm owner, made the following comments: 

- There is an extensive wetland area associated with the Donkergat River, located a couple of hundred meters 

from the site. He noted that there is water running in the Donkergat River permanently, albeit it may be 

grey water, and a lot of people use that water in addition to otters and fish eagles.  

- The area has a rich archaeological history, having found a number of artefacts on his property as well as on 

the subject property. He noted that these artefacts date back to 300 000 to 1 000 000 years old.  

- NS stated that palaeontological wise there is fossilised sea sponge that is only found on farms Vaaitjie, Kleine 

Zoute Riveir, Donkergat and Brakkefontein.  

- There is fault line located on the property which affected boreholes on the their property during an 

earthquake in 1969 and that there was an area that opened up on the Brakkefontein farm. A geologist was 

sent out who stated that it was a minor fault line linking to the Milnerton fault line. 

3.3.1 MH noted all the points raised by NS and explained that SLR could not respond in detail to the specific 

information raised at this stage of the project. However, SLR would ensure that the information provided 

is considered in the specialist studies that will be commissioned by SLR. 

3.4 AP asked if there will be an opportunity for the public to comment on specialist studies that will be undertaken 

as part of the EIA? 
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3.4.1 MH explained that all the information gathered during the Public Participation Process (PPP) as well as 

from the specialist baseline studies would be included into a Terms of Reference set out in the Scoping 

Report. The Scoping Report will be made publicly available during scoping phase for a review and comment 

period. 

3.5 Roger Gladwell (RG) noted that three to four years ago a similar development was proposed and asked why 

that proposal fell through and why it is being proposed again. He then made the following comments: 

- He pointed out that we are a traumatised society, the country is falling apart, people are struggling to 

survive, and the area is their sleepy hollow and that there would be no way they would allow an industrial-

scale facility in the area where the profits would go to the French. 

- He noted that the previous regime moved the people out of district 6 to Atlantis 40 km away. 

- He indicated that if there was a loss in value of their property, residents would file for a class-action lawsuit.  

- He reiterated that there was not trust in Séché.  

3.5.1 AP noted the concerns and comments raised by RG. 

3.6 Chris Els (CE) noted that while landfills in South Africa are regulated, there is a problem with enforcement of 

these regulations. He further stated the following comments/questions:  

- There is no protection from the government should Séché not adhere to their promises; Séché must provide 

a “pre-marital arrangement” for any impacts that may be caused by the facility and well as compensation 

for any impacts that may arise. 

- There are two ponds in the English version of the Background Information Document (BID) which are not 

indicated in the Afrikaans version, are those ponds leachate evaporation ponds? 

- With regards to the processing of non-recyclable waste containing antimony, who will be responsible for 

the antimony? 

- The EU is moving away from incinerating non-recyclables and the problem with Séché developing a model 

facility in South Africa is economical, as the cost of adhering to those standards will be more than other 

waste management facilities that are not complying with the relevant standards. In order to compete with 

these other companies, Séché will ultimately not comply. 

3.6.1 KS acknowledged that law enforcement is a challenge, however, as a private company Interwaste is held 

accountable by the regulators and Interwaste’s intentions for the Wesco WMF is to abide by those 

regulations and work actively with the regulators to ensure compliance. 

KS noted the suggestion made regarding anti-nuptial contracts and other kinds of contracts; however, she 

pointed out that the project is far too early in the process to make such a commitment and that she was is 

not authorised to make those commitments. KS also noted that there are many other laws in South Africa 

that govern the process of contracts. 

MH explained that as the project evolves, there would be updated versions of the layout and schematics 

as the information at this time is conceptual and gets updated as the study progresses. The latest 

information will be presented in the Scoping Report. 

KS noted the concern regarding the legislation enforcement as well as the associated economic risk, 

explaining that an economic assessment is undertaken as part of the feasibility studies to determine the 

viability of the project. 

3.7 Paul Naylor (PN) noted that he had the following concerns following the presentation: 

- Séché is a private company yet it should be a CCT responsibility, in other sectors CCT is also trying to offload 

their responsibility to private companies. 

- Séché is an overseas company therefore any profits associated with the project will be going to France. 

- The railway line has failed for the past 37 years, what roads will be used to access the site? 

3.7.1 AP noted the view pertaining to CCT not taking responsibility for the waste in its jurisdiction.  

KS acknowledged that as Séché is a French owned business, some profits would likely go to France. 
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MH explained that as the applicant compiles the project description, the scope of traffic impact assessment 

will be determined to consider which roads would be used, how many vehicles would travel on those roads 

and what the impact would be in terms of the infrastructure and road safety. MH noted that traffic is a 

significant component for a waste facility project and therefore will be assessed during the EIA process. 

3.8 Paulo Figueredo (PF) stated that his concern with this project is that there is no transparency as he did not know 

about the meeting. He asked what the minimum criteria is for notifying the public of these meetings and where 

people will get the results from the meeting? 

3.8.1 MH explained the process was still at the starting phase and people are encouraged to participate by 

sharing information about the project through various platforms and that everyone was invited to share 

information of people they think should be included in the process. 

He then indicated that for each future engagement for the project, those people that have been registered 

on the project database would be notified of that engagement, either by email or by SMS. MH pointed out 

that I&APs can register at any time throughout the process. 

AP elaborated that once the application is lodged with the Competent Authority, the EIA Regulations apply 

and the regulations have specific requirements on how the process should be undertaken. AP further 

explained that the EIA Regulations also stipulate that adverts must be published in local newspapers. AP 

noted that pre-application was not part of the formal process, however, the purpose of pre-application 

was to identify stakeholder and I&APs. 

3.9 Adriaan van Jaansveld (AvJ) stated that he is concerned about what happened in Midrand because Interwaste 

cannot turn back the clock. He asked whether the community would be prepared to allow the project to happen 

and regret it at a later stage.  

AvJ noted that when he came to the meeting, he was under the impression that this was a CCT project in 

collaboration with Interwaste and he is concerned that it is not a CCT project. He asked if the community’s waste 

is collected by CCT, what waste will be managed by Wesco?  

3.9.1 KS explained that the site in Midrand is under care maintenance as previously communicated.  

KS indicated that Wesco doesn’t know the types of waste would be managed by the facility as they do not 

yet know what facilities may be approved. She explained that Interwaste currently provides services for 

industrial clients, however, there is an opportunity to service municipal clients too. 

3.9.2 Olga Henning (OH) stated that the answer regarding the types of waste is vague. 

KS explained that she could not give specific answer at this time as more details would be produced at a 

later stage. KS indicated that Wesco would like to manage municipal solid waste, agricultural waste 

(composting), construction development waste, clean recyclable waste separation and effluent treatment 

for industrial clients as per the breakdown of CCT waste types presented earlier in her presentation 

3.10 An unnamed individual raised the concern regarding the facility in Olifantsfontein stating that there is a video 

showing that still issues of odour and gas escaping from the side and that people are still impacted currently. 

3.10.1 KS indicated that this was likely an interview that was recorded by Carte Blanche. KS explained that a gas 

extraction system was put in place and that it still operates, with gas being flared and monitoring being 

undertaken continuously. She noted that the landfill in question is under care maintenance and is being 

rehabilitated.  KS stated that the site has been closed since 2018 but the area still suffers from smell from 

other industrial plants. She pointed out that Interwaste have implemented monitoring and is undertaking 

air control, engaging with the authorities and I&APs as well as monitoring committees on such issues.  

3.11 AC van Lelyveld (ACL) asked the following questions: 

- As we are getting close to political elections, is this going to be the CCT shifting or taking responsibility for 

Melkbosstrand and not dump the whole of Western Cape’s waste at Melkbosstrand? 

- How will this project impact the community of Melkbosstrand? 
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- What assurance do the community have that they won’t have a Dunoon, informal settlement, next to their 

doorstep? 

3.11.1 MH explained that SLR’s role is to generate scientific information to allow for a sound decision-making. He 

noted that there is no involvement by the CCT in the project and CCT is not one of the decision makers. 

3.12 Olga Henning (OH) stated that she had done some research on the internet and found studies which show that  

living with 5 km from the landfill in South Africa is strongly associated with health issues such as asthma, 

tuberculosis, diabetes and depression. She indicated that there is other data that shows that property values 

may decrease by 12%. 

She noted that in the presentation it was mentioned that there will be an educational aspect and asked what 

this would be and whether it would be open for the public or not? She further asked what would make this 

landfill site different from any other landfill in South Africa and whether any new technology/machinery from 

France would be used? 

3.12.1 KS noted that South Africa has a horrendous history of dumping sites but she was not aware of the specific 

studies mentioned. MH pointed out that the purpose of the EIA process is to understand what the potential 

risks as well as potential benefits of the proposed project could be to inform decision-making. 

MH explained that the economic impact assessment which will be commissioned for the project will use 

other data from around the country and apply to this project to make reasonable assessment of the 

potential impacts on property values. 

KS stated that the education training and awareness centre is envisioned as part of the project and it would 

include basic waste management training, at different levels, with children, clients, communities and 

government. 

KS noted that the technology used in the facility would be considered on the basis of commercial viability 

for the South African context. By way of example, she noted that Interwaste is building an effluent 

treatment plant that is being developed by Interwaste in Mpumalanga which would also be developed for 

Wesco Waste facility.  

MH explained there are risks associated with differently managed landfills and SLR role is to understand 

the risks associated with this proposed facility as it will have different technologies and a different waste 

mix. 

3.13 AP read out the following comments that were left by attendees that had left the meeting: 

― How will the project benefit the communities and what is Interwaste’s procurement policy? 

― How long has SLR been appointed by Wesco and what other work has SLR done for Wesco? 

3.13.1 KS explained that, from an environment perspective, the benefit of the project is that it would be a safe 

space for the wider area to process waste. She also noted that from an employment perspective there 

would be some employment opportunities and the Interwaste procurement policy is currently being revised 

but it is mostly driven by BBBEE codes. 

3.13.2 MH stated that SLR had been contracted to manage the EIA process for this project and that this is the only 

project SLR is appointed to work on for Wesco, however, SLR does have one other contract with Interwaste. 

3.15 An audience member asked when did the actual SLR appointment for this project/process start? 

3.15.1 MH indicated that SLR was appointed for the current EIA process in June 2021. He further indicated that 

SLR started had working for Interwaste for the initial desktop investigation during the course of 2021/2022. 

3.16 Christian Beirowski (CB) asked the following questions: 

― Who proposes what assessments should be done and who decided which assessment should be done? 

― Will there be any independent assessment undertaken or will SLR be conducting all the assessments? 

― What is the forward-thinking way to avoid the similar problem experienced at the Midrand facility? 

― CB explained that to his knowledge gas extraction is implemented when the landfill is being closed and 

not prior to closing the facility; he wanted to know how will odour be managed? 
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― When was the last time an assessment was undertaken for the site in Midrand in terms of the odours that 

are being emitted from the site itself and is that information available for the public? 

3.16.1 MH explained that SLR’s responsibility to work out what kind of studies for a specific job are likely to be 

necessary, then those studies are presented to the public for review and recommendations of additional 

studies if required. The authorities then have to either accept or reject the scoping report. 

MH explained that the CA for this project would be the National Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the 

Environment (DFFE) and the Western Cape Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning (DEA&DP) and the National Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS) and these authorities 

would then at the end of the scoping phase either accept or request additional information. 

MH further noted that if any stakeholder bodies or individuals the need to have studies either peer-

reviewed or parallel independent studies done the are more than entitled to arrange for those studies. He 

explained that in terms of SLR’s independence, any development that requires an EIA the developer pays 

the environmental consultant to undertake the EIA. The environmental consultants are obliged to be 

independent that SLR is independent in terms of the definition in the EIA Regulations as SLR gets paid 

regardless of the outcome of the decision.  

KS explained that the gas extraction process is not implemented during decommissioning only.  Gas 

extraction can be implemented as and when required during operational phase. She also explained that air 

quality monitoring is still being undertaken on the Midrand site and the data is shared with the regulators 

and monitoring committee. 

KS explained that in term of forward-thinking regarding odour management some of the learnings are to 

create smaller cells to cap and cover more effectively, the types of waste being dispose of in cells gas 

extractions systems. She also noted that different processes have different types of odour management 

methods.  

3.17 Barry Bezuidenhoof (BB) stated that this meeting was premature and that SLR is gathering information outside 

of the official timeframe constraints so that they can come up with mitigation. He also asked the following 

questions: 

― How many landfills does Interwaste currently operate in South Africa? 

― What are Interwaste’s current compliance percentages? 

― How many court cases are currently ongoing? 

― How much did the property cost and from whom was it bought? 

― What is the cost associated with developing this project and how does Interwaste plan to return that 

money with limited income on waste management? 

― How much did CCT promise Interwaste in contracts after buying the land from them? 

3.17.1 MH explained that the EIA process used to be unregulated in terms of timeframes and as general 

development was slow, the government implemented the regulated timeframes for EIA processes. He 

noted that the purpose of starting the EIA process at the pre-application phase is gather information, 

understand the concerns the community have regarding the project and undertake the necessary due 

diligence to design the facility to minimise these risks. 

KS stated that Interwaste has two landfill sites in South Africa, one if which is under care maintenance. 

KS indicated that the compliance rating for the operational site is 95% and that she did not have the details 

at the time for the one under care and maintenance but that she would be happy to share the exact figure. 

KS noted that there two current court cases that she is aware of. 

KS responded that the property was acquired from the Louis Group at the cost of approximately R16 million. 

She also indicated that the property was bought sometime around October 2020. 

KS reiterated that there are no promises, contracts nor agreements from the CCT. 
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3.18 Henry Brandt (HB) stated that council has been busy with their own EIA process for the past 11 years on the 

same property that Séché bought and an alternative site Kalbaskraal. He noted that this process had not been 

completed because it was appealed and went to the high court. He said that the high court decision was to refer 

it back to the Minister of DEA&DP and that the Minister had not yet decided which site, Brakkefonteion or 

Kalbaskraal, would be authorised.  

3.18.1 MH Explained that there was a series of decisions that made on the CCT project, however, the decision that 

the approval made under the environmental legislation was issued in 2013. He indicated that this approval 

was subsequently taken to the supreme court and that supreme court decision was made in April 2022. 

This decision stated that the Minister was entitled to make his decision but no further action has taken 

place since the supreme court’s decision was issued.  

3.19 Ludgart Sparks (LSP) asked Interwaste to explain what Class A landfill site entails and the type of waste that will 

be accepted? 

3.19.1 KS explained that a Class A facility is the highest level of containment barrier must be implemented to 

accept certain types of hazardous waste. 

3.20 Wynan Brandt (WB) stated that he was concerned about the Atlantis aquifer because the CCT had invested a 

lot of money in installing new boreholes and linking it to the freshwater supply. He asked what will be done 

about the rainwater and all the water that would enter into the aquifer? 

WB suggested that Séché should rather put-up solar panels on the whole farm as they would skip the EIA process 

and Séché would get a return for their investments within months. 

3.20.1 MH explained that SLR is aware that the property is in close proximity to the Atlantis aquifer and that there 

will be a groundwater model developed as part of the Geohydrological study to understand the directions 

of flows and model potential risks. He also explained that any contaminated water will be managed 

through a stormwater management system that provides for a clean-dirty water separator and the 

obligation to that will form part of the WML and WUL. 

KS noted WB’s suggestion but pointed out that an EIA is still required for a solar farm as it also has an 

environmental impact.  

3.21 Smokie Le Grange (SLG) stated that the problem with the aquifer is that it drains into Duynefontein and the 

nearby communities have boreholes. She noted that the community concern is that anything that comes out of 

the landfill will leach through into the groundwater and poison their water supply. 

3.21.1 MH noted that water is essential and is a basic human right and that no project should impact on water 

and water users. He noted that this project has to provide assurance through designs and studies that it 

would not impact on other water users. If there are risks, the management of those risks would form part 

of the commitments and if the risks were significant, they may form part in the decision not to authorise 

the project. 

3.22 Angelique Parney (APA) stated that she is hearing that water will be required for the project and asked how 

Wesco can assure residents that the communities and the farmers will still get water. She also asked for 

clarification on how much water will be used in the processes? 

3.22.1 MH noted that SLR is aware that people are dependent on that water downstream of the site and that the 

proponent would have to develop water-efficient designs for the project so as to not have an impact on 

other users.  

MH indicated that the technical details were not yet available at the time of the meeting, however, the 

principle of water-efficiency is being considered. 

3.23 Andre Birch (AB) stated that as Interwaste has two sites in South Africa, one of which is on care and 

maintenance, how does Interwaste foresee establishing the proposed WMF on their doorstep and guarantee 

that it won’t also be a failure? AB also noted that a compliance rating of 95% for a Class A facility in 

Melkbosstrand is not good enough. He pointed out that after hearing comments made by the community, he is 
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of the view that Interwaste should think about going to look somewhere else for establishing the proposed 

WMF. 

3.23.1 KS explained that the process is stringently managed and Interwaste now have a deeper pool of 

international expertise to draw from to ensure success. 

3.24 Ron Mood (RM) asked how could someone that knew the background of property prior to purchasing it, still go 

ahead with the purchase and propose the same development which was previously unsuccessful? 

RM noted that during the previous EIA process, a representative of the proponent had stated that the water 

belonged to the government and that they will do as they want with the water and the community must not 

concern themselves about it. 

3.24.1 KS explained that Interwaste’s understanding of the previous process is that an EIA was undertaken and a 

Record of Decision (ROD) for the site was granted in 2007. The decision was appealed and additional 

studies were undertaken, and a ROD was granted again in 2009. She proceeded to explain that then there 

was a change in government and the newly appointed Minister changed the approval to approve the site 

in Kalbaskraal. Thereafter, the local community went to court questioning the Minister’s right to change 

the original decision. KS noted that that buying the property was a decision made by  Séché  and that the 

City of Cape Town never owned the property. 

3.25 Jan Neikos (JN) asked what kind of impact would an evacuation drill by Koeberg Nuclear Power Station have on 

the site? 

3.25.1 MH explained that the traffic impact assessment will consider at all relevant factors pertaining to traffic 

issues. 

KS noted that Interwaste had been advised to engage with the Nuclear Regulator, as well as Eskom, and 

that a traffic evacuation model will need to be completed as part of the overall application process for the 

facility. 

3.26 Jeffrey Williams (JW) asked what the breakdown between Séché and their local holdings is and where does their 

funding come from - France or a local firm? He also asked if Séché could share more details on their mandate 

for acquiring other companies (e.g. Spill Tech) in the waste business? He stated that there was a lack of 

transparency because there are things written in the Scoping Report however, when people ask questions, they 

are told to wait for more details at a later stage. 

3.26.1 KS explained that so far Séché has acquired two companies in South Africa, Interwaste in 2019 and Spilltech 

in 2022. She noted that she was aware of additional investment into a facility in Mpumalanga and the 

proposed Wesco WMF. She also explained that typically Interwaste self-fund its projects, however, for this 

project she does not have specific details on where the funding would come from. She stated that initially 

there was a consultant appointed by Séché that was given the mandate to purchase the property and that 

the purchase went through in October 2020 for approximately R16 million. 

KS noted that she is not privy to Séché’s plan with Spill Tech. 

MH responded that the document that the attendees had been given, and which was on the public domain, 

is a Background Information Document (BID) not a Scoping Report.  

3.27 Nelia Marsburg (NM) asked if Interwaste is aware of the Astron Energy pipeline that runs through the property. 

She noted that Astron Energy is not aware of the proposed project. She also noted that there were two 

earthquakes a few years back and asked what force could the facility barrier withstand and what is the risk of 

seepage from contained waste to go into the soil?  

3.27.1 KS indicated that she was not aware of the pipeline and that this would be investigated further. 

MH explained that as part of the regulation that governs the design of a landfill site, the engineering 

designs must consider seismic risks to ensure slope stability as well as the containment barrier. 
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NO. ITEM 

3.28 Paul Flonderene (PF) stated that his concern related to the scenario that occurred with the Olifantsfontein 

facility where in the event that something should go wrong with this proposed project and the Wesco WMF in 

put under care maintenance, how would Wesco give back to people what they had lost. 

3.28.1 This comment was noted by AP. 

3.29 BB stated that he fails to see why the nuclear regulator is not mentioned when discussing water uses as the 

Koeberg Nuclear Power station also uses groundwater. He asked the following questions: 

- Can Séché would confirm if they bought two properties and how much was paid for both properties? 

- Did SLR undertake the EIA process for the previous application? 

He further noted that that the lifespan of a sealed capped pit is about 110 years but Wesco’s liability would 

lapse after 30 years. 

3.30.1 KS confirmed that Interwaste will engage with the Nuclear Regulator and confirmed that half of the 

property is located within the 5 km Precautionary Action Zone (PAZ) and the 10 km PAZ. KS noted that 

Interwaste understand that the entire ecosystem uses groundwater, not only Koeberg. 

KS explained that Interwaste also owns Portion 6 of farm Brakkefontein but that she did not know the exact 

date of the purchase. She indicated that this portion was purchased for R12 million. 

KS noted that the minimum requirement, lifespan of a sealed capped landfill cell is 30 years. MH went on 

to explain that according to the closure licensing for a landfill, Interwaste would be liable for specific 

monitoring for 30 years, after which monitoring could only be terminated if no further impacts from the 

facility are identified. 

MH noted that the studies for the previous application was undertaken by CCA Environmental which was 

later purchased by SLR Consulting. However, he pointed out that people who undertook the original process 

are no longer with SLR. 

3.31. John Patch (JP) risk engineer/surveyor noted that the most common problem with municipal landfills across 

South Africa is that they are built on a rise and when there is rain the water forms a puddle at the bottom.  He 

noted that people create informal settlements at the bottom of these sites and then swim/wash in the puddle 

and get sick.  

3.31.1 This comment was noted by AP. 

4 MEETING CLOSURE 

4.1 AP thanked the attendees and closed the meeting at approximately 21h50. 
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF ATTENDEES 

 

NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

1.  Cheryl Parker Melkbosstrand Ratepayers Assoc - 

2.  Andre Marais Private - 

3.  Annett Marais Private - 

4.  D.M Fourie Private - 

5.  Paul Swart Cllr Ward 23 PS 

6.  Frank Wall Self - 

7.  SvD Westhuyzein Private - 

8.  V Bossut Private - 

9.  W. M Van As   - 

10.  Larry Eichstad RMS - 

11.  Nico Stoffberg Stoffberg Beleggings Trust NS 

12.  C Leibbrandt Private - 

13.  R.H. Barnes NHW - 

14.  Malcolm Bull Private - 

15.  Oloff Dreyer Melkbosstrand Private School - 

16.  Jeremy Foster Private - 

17.  Makgabo Van Niekerk Enviroserv - 

18.  Deidre Erasmus Private - 

19.  Nelia Marsburg Private (Vaartjie Farm) NM 

20.  Lutgart Sparks  LSP 

21.  Chris Els Private CE 

22.  Anton Theron  Private - 

23.  Andre Birch  Private AB 

24.  Joan Heynemann Private - 

25.  CA van Jaansveld Private AvJ 

26.  Paulo Figueredo  Private PF 

27.  Andrew Roseveare Resident - 

28.  J.J van AS (Linda)  Private - 

29.  M. J Bosgut Private - 

30.  C Nel Private - 

31.  Ena de Villers Private - 

32.  Layne Osthuizen Private - 

33.  Jacques Le Roux CSS/ homeowner - 

34.  Thys Slabber Private - 

35.  Karien Naude ABHCA - 

36.  Tom Collaris Private - 
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NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

37.  Paul Vlaanderen Private - 

38.  Josie Norfolk Local - 

39.  Jeanne Bull Local - 

40.  Riana Ferreira Private - 

41.  Alistair Arnott Private - 

42.  Calvin Thomson Private - 

43.  A. Ditcham Private - 

44.  D. Ditcham Private - 

45.  Daniel Fourie Private - 

46.  Irma Oosthuizen Private - 

47.  Sonya Schwartz Private - 

48.  Riana Ferreira Homeowner (2x) - 

49.  AC van Lelyveld Private ACL 

50.  Francois Visser Private - 

51.  P Pretorius  Private - 

52.  M Meyer  CPF - 

53.  J.B Meyer  Private - 

54.  James Weir  Private - 

55.  Smokie Le Grange Melkbosstrand Ratepayers Association SLG 

56.  Henri Brandt Private HB 

57.  Josh Arnott Private - 

58.  Mienie Brandt Ratepayer - 

59.  Rhine Barnes NHW - 

60.  Hanli de Beer Private - 

61.  C Luyt  Private - 

62.  M Hill Private - 

63.  Derek Maltman Ratepayer - 

64.  Audrie Bunelt Resident  - 

65.  Barbra Rheeder Resident - 

66.  Annette van de Wall Resident - 

67.  Hanelle Theron Bridgstock Resident - 

68.  Arbuckle Graham Resident - 

69.  Charmaine Poole Resident - 

70.  Jan Niekos Resident  JN 

71.  Iwan van Wyk  Resident - 

72.  Wendy Tait  Resident - 

73.  S Aggin  Dassynburg  - 

74.  Oloff Dreyer  Melkbosstrand - 
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NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

75.  Liam Jordaan  Beautiful Melkbos  - 

76.  Wayne Hayward Resident - 

77.  Donovan Patch Private - 

78.  P Hayward  Resident - 

79.  J Norfock  - 

80.  V Carstews  - 

81.  Petro Pretorius Private - 

82.  M Ingram   - 

83.  K Armfield   - 

84.  Eugene Els  - 

85.  Riki Viljoen  - 

86.  Darin Viljoen  - 

87.  Shaun Fourie  - 

88.  Nadine Mayers  - 

89.  Anneker John Jones  - 

90.  Devlin Palin  - 

91.  Sakkie Thuinissen  - 

92.  Jeffrey Williams  Private JW 

93.  Alizian Viljoen Private - 

94.  Shawn Viljoen Private - 

95.  S Kleynhans Private - 

96.  C Kleynhans CPF - 

97.  E Pannye Private - 

98.  O Henning Private OH 

99.  M Morey Private - 

100.  M Thomson Private - 

101.  L Betret Private - 

102.  K Thurgood Private - 

103.  M Nartjie Atlantic Beach - 

104.  A Ross Linnes Duynefontein Resident - 

105.  G Williams Private - 

106.  Charles Vroy Private - 

107.  Peter Browne Self - 

108.  John Patch Smith Risk JP 

109.  J Slabbert Resident - 

110.  Ron Moody Resident RM 

111.  Alison Garlick  Resident  - 

112.  Laetitia Maltman Resident - 
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NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

113.  Ingrid Hennessy Resident  - 

114.  Colleen Vincent Resident - 

115.  Wayne Thurfood Resident - 

116.  Christelle Barkuihuizen Resident - 

117.  Gavin Rabbolini Resident - 

118.  Gaham Luden Resident - 

119.  Jesica Torode Resident - 

120.  Peter Dawes Private - 

121.  Paul Naylor Private PN 

122.  A Parney Private APA 

123.  R Gladwell Private - 

124.  F Swart Private - 

125.  S Lude Private - 

126.  Bryn Collier Private - 

127.  Annique Rheeder Private - 

128.  Monica Hayward Private - 

129.  J A van der Merwe Private - 

130.  Louise Rossou Private - 

131.  W Jurgeus Private - 

132.  Christiaan Beirowski Resident CB 

133.  Tertius Wartney Resident - 

134.  J.P Naude Resident - 

135.  Chris Hartley Resident  - 

136.  W Brandt Resident  WB 

137.  F Cloete Resident - 

138.  Clive Daniell Resident - 

139.  Gideon Lourens Resident - 

140.  Lizel Lourens Resident - 

141.  K Neckel Delta 200 - 

142.  Cristina Fernandez delvalle Resident  - 

143.  Jodie Palm Resident - 

144.  Paul Flonderene  - 

145.  Michelle Hill  Private - 

146.  F. Du Plessis Private - 

147.  F. Rossouw Private - 

148.  S. Potgieter Private - 

149.  D. Bevesworth A.B.H.O. A - 

150.  S. Thompson SAPS - 
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NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

151.  Jacques Dreyer Private - 

152.  Marail Labuschoghe Private - 

153.  Christelle MRA - 

154.  D.J. Roy MRA - 

155.  M.Blignail Private - 

156.  Stephens Reed MR - 

157.  Janine Burch  - 

158.  Barry Bezuidenhoof Coast Marine Environmental Protection agency BB 

159.  Ilze lemin  - 

160.  Joladie Steyn Owner - 

161.  Roger Gladwell Private RG 

162.  Lean Steyn Owner - 

163.  Roger Tipping Private - 

164.  Sharaw Niekus Owner - 

165.  Adam Whiteloze Private - 

166.  Herardes Viljoen Private - 

167.  Roiel Butes DNHW - 

168.  Elrie Van Huyssleen Private EvH 

169.  Juliana Pieteese Private - 

170.  Zania V. Niekerk Private - 

171.  Deene Collopy Resident - 

172.  Dawn Collie Resident - 

173.  Lene Saithuard Resident - 

174.  Roxame Graziani Resident - 

175.  Theresa Tredoux Resident - 

176.  Justine Vawesthuyzan Resident - 

177.  Stephen Du Toit Melkbos - 

178.  John-Paul Dalvit Resident - 

179.  EWA Fourie Resident  - 

180.  S Louw Resident - 

181.  Canna Williams Resident - 

182.  Gert Scheepers Resident - 

183.  M fooy Resident - 

184.  Aniva Cranna VRS Primary - 

185.  Nick Lee Resident - 

186.  Sally Stephens Resident - 

187.  Juanne Coetzee resident - 

188.  Antoinette Pietersen Independent Facilitator  AP 
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NO. NAME ORGANISATION ABBR. 

189.  Msizi Cele  Independent isiXhosa translator - 

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

191.  Lise Steyn  Interwaste  - 

192.  Antoine Deffay Interwaste - 

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

194.  Nicholas Arnott SLR - 

195.  Castro Ravhuhali  SLR  - 
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APPENDIX B: PHOTOS OF ATTENDEES COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS SUMMARISED 
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1

LICENSING OF PROPOSED WESCO 
WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY

Public Information Meetings
Jan/Feb 2023

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)

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

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

• Content:
– As presented in prior meetings (December 2022) 

5. What you need to know about the meeting

1 2

3 4

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, 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

Vision for Wesco 
Waste Management 
Facility 

Agenda 

• Company Introduction

• State of Waste & Western 
Cape Analysis 

• Project Vision & Overview 

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

7 8

9 10

11 12
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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

Case study of vision

Séché Environnement: Changé 
Environmental Site in Mayenne

Séché Environnement: Changé Environmental Site in Mayenne

13 14

15 16

17 18
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State of Waste in the 

Western Cape

25 26

27 28

29 30
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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

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

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

31 32

33 34

35 36
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• Investment & development

• Location, site design & layout

•Waste management services & facilities

•Community development

•Biodiversity

Project Vision Investment & development

Initial Investment & development
• Land Acquired 670 hectares
• Licensing
• 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

Location
Portion 1 of the 

Farm Brakkefontein

No. 32

Location Portion 1 of the Farm Brakkefontein No. 32

Preliminary 
Proposed 

Site Layout

Proposed
Treatment 
Area
Layout

37 38

39 40
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Waste minimisation 
and recovery facilities

• 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

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 

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

43 44

45 46
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Thank You
Overview of ESIA Process

50

• 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

51

• 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)

52

• 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

Why Portion 1 of the Farm Brakkefontein No. 32?

53

• 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?

54

• 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. Undertook environmental sensitivity screening to 
eliminate higher-risk sites and focus consideration toward 
lower risk ‘target sites’

4. Desktop investigation of suitability of lower risk ‘target 
sites’ at a comparative level.

5. Three short-listed sites were investigated further and 
compared.

Brakfontein was preferred:
- Closest to waste generation
- Adjacent to road and rail 
- No competing agricultural use
- Owned

49 50

51 52
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Scoping and EIA

55

• 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)

56

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

57

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

58

• 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.

Opportunities to Comment / Participate

59

Scoping Phase (Q1 2023):
• Submission of 

WML/EA/WUL 
applications.

• Distribute Draft Scoping 
Report for public review 
and comment (30-days).

• Update Scoping Report 
with comments received.

• Submission of Scoping 
Report to the CA.

• DFFE & DEA&DP accept 
or reject the Scoping 
Report.

Impact Assessment Phase 
(2023):

• Distribute Draft EIA 
Report for public review 
and comment (30-days).

• Public meetings.
• Update EIA Report with 

comments received.
• Submission of EIA 

Report to the CA.
• DFFE & DEA&DP review 

the EIA Report

EIA Process

Decision / Appeal (Q4 
2023):

• DFFE & DEA&DP grants 
WML/EA or rejects the 
application.

• Registered I&APs 
notified of WML/EA 
decision and appeals 
process.

• 20 days to submit an 
appeal from date of 
notification.

Pre-Application Phase (Q4 
2022 to Q1 2023):

• I&AP notification and 
registration.

• Update of project I&AP 
database.

• Public Information 
meetings.

• Preliminary specialist 
screening of site 
conditions.

We are 
here

Reminder: Constructive discussion guidelines

60

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. 

55 56
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SLR Contact Details

62

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
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END
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