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             21 March 2012 
 
 
Sharples Environmental Services 
PO Box 9087 
George 
6530 
 
Attn: Ms C Nieuwoudt 
 
Dear Cara 
 
EIA Report for portion 65 of the farm Vermaaklikheid no 449, Riversdale – 
Comments 
 
Your email and attachments dated 7 March 2012 refer. 
 
The Duiwenhoks Conservancy (Conservancy) is supportive of the establishment of 
genuine agricultural activities and in the process the creation of sustainable local 
employment opportunities.  This is in keeping with the agricultural history of the 
Vermaaklikheid village.  
 
The planting of olive groves as part of this application is supported.  However, we are 
concerned, and brought to the notice of the Provincial authorities (DEA&DP, George) 
at the time, that the legal procedure was not followed by the applicant before 
undertaking the bush clearing operation, the establishment of new dams and 
redirecting the natural water courses, and the mining of the hill to the SW of the main 
road through the property.  
 
Our comments on the EIA as part of the S24G rectification application are as follows: 
 

1. Has the applicant applied for a water use licence from the Dept. of Water 
Affairs? As part of determining whether such a licence should be granted, has 
a hydrological survey been done to establish the water use requirements for 
the envisaged farming activities and does the spring have sufficient capacity to 
satisfy the existing farming activities downstream?  
 

2. As part of the proposed olive farming and pressing, has a suitable effluent 
discharge process and mechanism been properly designed to protect the 
downstream spring which is used as potable water by downstream 
landowners? 
!

3. No mention has been made in the EIA of the hill, on the SW side of the public 
road through the property (behind the “Langhuis”), which has been 
significantly altered through the removal of gravel for road making on the 



applicant’s farm – has been used as a gravel borrow pit. This has completely 
altered the sense of place in relation to the very old “Langhuis” and detracted 
significantly from its historic significance.  As the appropriate remedial action, 
it is strongly recommended that the hill is reinstated by backfilling to the 
original shape and form, covering with topsoil and replanting with locally 
occurring fynbos species. 
!

4. The EIA report dated 18 November 2011 refers to the impact on visual 
aesthetics/sense of place in terms of the clearing of vegetation but it is also 
necessary to refer to the section 24G application to DE&AP dated 30 July 
2010.  In Section 9 (Cultural /Historical Features) attention is drawn to section 
38 of the National Heritage Resources Act which requires that any 
development or other activity which will change the character of a site 
exceeding 5 000m! must be referred to the responsible heritage resources 
authority of the development/activity for consideration.  
 
Although Heritage Western Cape were duly informed of the activity,  it must 
be pointed out that in section 9 of the application (Preliminary impact 
summary of activity), 9.4 deals with Sense of Place (including visual) Impact 
and the Environmental Practitioner had ticked the box indicating that ‘The 
development is in keeping with the surrounding environment’. This was 
totally incorrect - the box indicating that ‘The development is not in keeping 
with the surrounding environment and will have a significant localized impact 
on the affected area’s sense of place’ should have been the one that was 
ticked.  This would have alerted Heritage Western Cape to the negative impact 
of the development.   
 
The EIA report acknowledges the negative visual impact of the cleared area 
but qualifies this as being of a relatively short duration. What has not been 
dealt with is the construction of entrance gates and walling which have taken 
place as part of the overall landscaping of the site. These constitute an 
extremely inappropriate built element into the general surrounding of the area 
and the Sense of Place associated with Vermaaklikheid. Notwithstanding 
certain inappropriate developments that have taken place, the broad character 
of Vermaaklikheid still prevails in terms of its characteristic low-key buildings 
and the way that the settlement has responded to rather than imposed itself on 
the landscape. 
 
It is strongly felt that the end result would have been better achieved were 
correct procedures followed from the outset and, particularly, that due 
cognizance was taken of the character of the surrounding area.  Consequently, 
it would appear that the section 24G Application failed to highlight the 
negative impact that the activities of the development have had on the Sense 
of Place and visual character of the area and that insufficient consideration of 
the development has been given in terms of Section 38 of the NHRA.  
 
It is strongly recommended that the entrance gates and walling be replaced by 
elements which are designed to be more in keeping with the Sense of Place of 
the area.  Unplastered, unpainted rough stone walling would be far more 



visually unobtrusive than the current situation.  Dry-packed stone walls using 
the local calcrete rock are a characteristic feature of the area. 
 

5. We agree that an essential part of the rectification actions is the requirement to 
plant fynbos vegetation liberally on the newly constructed dam walls. 

 
Please note that we have included as part of our comments, a letter and photographs 
from Mr Bernard Oberholzer.  Mr Oberholzer is a member of the Duiwenhoks 
Conservancy and is a highly respected environmental planner and landscape architect. 
 
We trust that you will assess and incorporate our comments into the final EIA Report 
and recommendations. 
 
Should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

 
M Munnik     
Chairman  
 
cc Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP) – Mr 
Tiny Dangaze 
CapeNature – Mr Rhett Hiseman 


