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PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF A SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT AT
CAPE POINT, TABLE MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

DEAT REFERENCE NUMBER:
12/12/20/610/3/13

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background and Terms of Reference

Cape Point is the most frequented tourist site in all of South Africa’s national parks, having
attracted 855 739 visitors in the 2007/2008 year with the figure having steadily grown at an
average rate of approximately 2.5 % of the past years. This growth, coupled with the imminent
FIFA 2010 Soccer World Cup, indicates that facilities and infrastructure at Cape Point need to be
upgraded. SANParks proposes, as a key element of a wider infrastructure upgrading scheme
for the Cape Point precinct, the installation of a new sewage treatment plant to meet the
demands of the growing numbers of visitors to the site. The proposed plant will be designed to
treat approximately 20 000 m?3 of effluent per annum and therefore exceeds the threshold listed
in the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) Regulations as requiring environmental authorisation. Procedurally the NEMA, Act 107 of
1998 (as amended) EIA Regulations stipulates that a full Scoping and EIA process must be
undertaken. SANParks has appointed Nick Steytler Environmental Assessment Practitioner
(“Nick Steytler EAP”) to undertake the full Scoping and EIA Process.

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) serves the following purpose:
Provides the background to the EIA (see Chapter 1);

Provides the legal and administrative context for the EIA (see Chapter 2);
Describes the site and the affected environment (see Chapter 3)
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Provides the motivation for, and a description of, the new sewage treatment plant that is
being proposed (see Chapter 4);

Describes the alternatives that are being considered in the EIA (see Chapter 5)

Provides a record of the Public Participation Process (PPP) undertaken during the EIA
phase, including a summary of the issues and concerns of Interested and Affected Parties
(see Chapter 6);

Identifies, assesses and recommends mitigation measures for the potentially significant
environmental impacts associated with the proposed development (see Chapter 7);

Presents an overall evaluation of the potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed development including putting forward recommendations which should be
considered as conditions of authorisation (see Chapter 8); and

Presents the “Way Forward” in respect of the remaining activities that will conclude the EIA
(see Chapter 9).

1.2  Profile and Expertise of Environmental Assessme  nt Practitioner

Nick Steytler is a certified Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) with over 10 years
experience in the field of Integrated Environmental Management (IEM). He is also a registered
Professional Natural Scientist.

As required by the legislation, the EAP’s declaration of independence is provided in Annexure A
and the qualifications and experience of the EAP are detailed in Box 1 below.

Box 1: Environmental Assessment Practitioner Details

Project Manager
Nicholas Steytler, MSc (Entomology)
Certified with the Interim Board for Environmental Assessment Practitioners South Africa
(CEAPSA)
Registered as a professional scientist (Pr Sci Nat) with the South African Council for
Natural Scientific Professions
Nick Steytler is a freelance environmental consultant. He has over 10 years experience
as an environmental consultant. He has worked on projects in the fields of Integrated
Environmental Management (EIA, public consultation) and natural resource
management planning (catchment management, Community Based Natural Resource
Management). Nick has managed numerous EIA projects in a diversity of sectors
including mining, land-use planning and development, various industrial sectors and the
tourism industry.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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1.3  Approach to the EIA Process

The approach to the Scoping Study has been guided by the applicable legislation (Section 2)
and the principles of Integrated Environmental Management (IEM). The underlying principle of
IEM is that environmental factors should be integrated into development proposals to ensure that
critical environmental concerns are addressed upfront. The principles laid out in NEMA (Act No.
107 of 1998) are similar in intention to those of IEM. In accordance with the principles of IEM
and NEMA, an open, transparent approach which encourages accountable decision-making has
been adopted.

The underpinning principles of IEM require:

Informed decision-making and accountability for information on which decisions are made;

A broad meaning to the term ‘environment’;

An open participatory approach in the planning of proposals and consultation with Interested
and Affected Parties (IAPSs);

Due consideration of alternative options;

An attempt to mitigate negative impacts and enhance positive impacts of proposals;

An attempt to ensure that the social costs of development proposals are outweighed by the
social benefits;

Democratic regard for individual rights and obligations;

Compliance with these principles during all stages of the planning, implementation and
decommissioning of projects; and

The opportunity for public and specialist input in the decision-making process.

The study has also been guided by the requirements of the EIA Regulations as set out in terms
of NEMA. The NEMA EIA Regulations provide for two different levels of EIA:

the Basic Assessment; and
the full Scoping and EIA.

As the proposed development triggers an activity listed in Government Notice 387 a full Scoping
and EIA process must be undertaken. This consists of two main phases, the Scoping phase and
the EIA phase, which are outlined in Figure 1.3. This process is how in the EIA Phase with the
Scoping phase having being completed.

The full Scoping and EIA process that has been followed is depicted in Figure 1.3.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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FULL SCOPING AND EIA PROCESS

Figure 1: The full Scoping and EIA process

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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1.4  Scoping Study

The Scoping Study was undertaken in accordance with Sections 28 and 29 of Government
Notice R 385 and the applicable guidelines. The overall aim of the Scoping Study is to
determine those environmental issues and impacts associated with the proposed development
that require further investigation in an EIA. To achieve this the Scoping Study has been
designed to meet the following objectives:

Identify and consult with 1APs;

Identify any issues and concerns associated with the proposed activity;

Identify areas of likely impact and environmental issues (if any) that may require further
investigation in an EIA;

Identify which impacts warrant specialist investigation and, if impacts do warrant specialist
investigation, define the ToR for the required specialist studies.

A summary of the activities undertaken in the Scoping Study are outlined in Table 1.

Table 1:
Activity
Submission of EIA
Application Form

Activities undertaken during the Scoping S tudy

Objectives
To initiate the EIA application process and to have a reference number
appointed to the project
To provide the relevant authority (in this case DEAT) with information
concerning the applicant and the scope of the project
To confirm the procedural requirements of the relevant authority (DEAT)

Application
consultation with
DEAT

To familiarize the authority with the proposed site, surrounding area and
the proposed development
To identify potentially significant issues and “red flags”

Background To review applicable legislation and available information on the proposed
information review project and the potentially affected environment
Alternatives To describe the alternatives that are being considered in the EIA process

Public Consultation

To identify IAPs, including individuals, interest groups and authorities who
may be interested in or affected by the proposed project

To consult with IAPs to identify their issues and concerns regarding the
proposed project

Scoping Report

To record the issues and concerns raised by IAPs

To present the Plan of Study for the EIA phase including Terms of
Reference for specialist studies (if required)

To present the findings of the Scoping phase for IAP scrutiny

1.5 EIA Phase

The EIA phase has been undertaken in accordance with the DEAT accepted Plan of Study for

EIA as included in the ‘approved’ Scoping Report.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report

April 2009
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The purpose of the EIA phase is as follows:

Provide an assessment of the project’'s key environmental impacts and identify practicable
measures to mitigate the impacts (note that impacts may be assessed by either a specialist

or by the EAP);

Collate the findings of the impact assessments in an EIR;

Compile the relevant Environmental Management Plans (EMPs);
Make the EIR and EMPs available to the registered IAPs for their review and comment;
Collate the comments received by IAPs in a Comments & Responses Report;
Submit the EIR, EMPs and other supporting documentation to DEAT for a decision.

The activities undertaken in the EIA phase to date are outlined in Table 2.

Table 2:  Activities undertaken to date during EIAP  hase

Activity

Objectives

Reference

Environmental Impact Report
(draft for comment)

To provide an integrated evaluation of the
assessment of potential environmental impacts
associated with the project

To indicate the environmental suitability of the
various alternatives being assessed

To identify the preferred alternative, based on
the potential impacts associated with the
alternatives

To present the overall findings of the EIA in a
draft format for public and authority comment

This report

As the EAP is of the opinion that none of the potential impacts identified during the Scoping
phase warrant detailed specialist assessment this was indicated in the Plan of Study for EIA.
DEAT, in accepting the Plan of Study for EIA, therefore accepts that no specialist studies are
warranted. As such the assessment of impacts provided in this EIR have been undertaken by

the EAP.

1.6  Assumptions and Limitations

The findings of the report are affected by the following:

It has been assumed that information provided by other consultants and the proponent is

accurate.

Focus is on the new sewage treatment plant only as this is the only aspect of a wider existing
tourism infrastructure and amenity upgrade that is being undertaken at Cape Point that
triggers any requirement for EIA approval.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April

2009
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2. LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE CONTEXT

2.1 Introduction

The key legislation which provides the regulatory framework for environmental management in
South Africa is as follows:

The Constitution of South Africa Act, 1996 (Act No. 108 of 1996);

The National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998);

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, promulgated in terms of the National
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act 107 of 1998).

As the proposed development will take place in a National Park the National Environmental
Management: Protected Areas Acts, 2003 & 2004 are also of particular relevance. Note that
other legislative requirements may pertain to the proposed development, but identification and
interpretation of these is beyond the brief of this study. As such, the list provided below is not
intended to be definitive or exhaustive, and serves to highlight key environmental legislation and
obligations only.

2.2  The Constitution of South Africa Act, 1996

The Constitution (Act No. 108 of 1996) is the supreme law of South Africa, against which all
other laws are measured; any laws in conflict with it are therefore invalid. It protects certain
fundamental rights which are, however, not absolute, and may be limited ‘in terms of law of
general application to the extent that the limitation is reasonable and justifiable in an open and
democratic society based on human dignity, equality and freedom’ (Section 36).

The Environmental Clause

One such fundamental right in Section 24 provides the basic framework for all environmental
policy and legislation, and it states:

“Everyone has the right —

a) to an environment that is not harmful to their health or well-being; and
b) to have the environment protected, for the benefit of present and future
generations, through reasonable legislative and other measures that —
i) prevent pollution and ecological degradation;
ii) promote conservation; and
iii) secure ecologically sustainable development and use of natural

resources while promoting justifiable economic and social
development.”

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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It is, however, important to note that though an activity may be allowed in terms of an Act of
Parliament or a permit issued under a statute, it may still be declared unlawful if it is harmful to
human health or well-being.

Access to Information
Section 32 provides that everyone has the right of access to any information held by the State or
another juristic person, and that is required for the exercise or protection of any rights.

Just Administrative Action
Section 33 of the Constitution entrenches the right to lawful, reasonable and procedurally fair
administrative action, as well as written reasons for administrative actions that have adversely
affected a person'’s rights.

Enforcement of Rights

In terms of Section 38, if any rights in the Bill of Rights have been infringed or threatened, a
court may be approached for assistance by a person acting individually; on behalf of another
who is incapacitated; on behalf of a group or class of persons; in the public’s interest, or as an
association in the interests of its members.

2.3 National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Ac t No. 107 of 1998), as
amended

The National Environmental Management Act (NEMA) provides the legislative framework for
Integrated Environmental Management (IEM) in South Africa. Section 24 provides that all
activities that may significantly affect the environment and require authorisation by law must be
assessed prior to approval. NEMA also provides for co-operative environmental governance by
establishing principles for decision-making on matters affecting the environment, institutions that
will promote co-operative governance and procedures for co-ordinating environmental functions
exercised by organs of the State and to provide for matters connected therewith. Section 2 of
NEMA establishes a set of principles that apply to the activities of all organs of state that may
significantly affect the environment. These include the following:

Development must be sustainable;

Pollution must be avoided or minimised and remedied;

Waste must be avoided or minimised, reused or recycled;

Negative impacts must be minimised; and

Responsibility for the environmental health and safety consequences of a policy, project,
product or service exists throughout its life cycle.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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These principles are taken into consideration when a government department exercises its
powers, for example during the granting of permits and the enforcement of existing legislation or
conditions of approval.

Section 28(1) of NEMA states that “every person who causes, has caused or may cause
significant pollution or degradation of the environment must take reasonable measures to
prevent such pollution or degradation from occurring, continuing or recurring”. If such pollution
cannot be prevented, then appropriate measures must be taken to minimise or rectify such
pollution. These measures may include:

Assessing the impact on the environment;

Informing and educating employees about the environmental risks of their work and ways of
minimising these risks;

Ceasing, modifying or controlling actions which cause pollution/degradation;

Containing pollutants or preventing movement of pollutants;

Eliminating the source of pollution; and

Remedying the impacts of the pollution.

The authorities may direct an industry to rectify or remedy a potential or actual pollution problem.
If such a directive is not complied with, the authorities may undertake the work and recover the
costs from the responsible industry.

2.4 EIA Regulations promulgated under the National Environmental
Management Act, 1998

New EIA Regulations were promulgated under Section 24 of NEMA (Act 107 of 1998, as
amended) and came into effect on 3 July 2006. The NEMA EIA Regulations® list certain
activities that are deemed to be potentially harmful to the environment, and thus require
environmental authorisation before they commence. The EIA Regulations prescribe two
different authorisation processes, depending on the listed activities that a proposed development
triggers. The two processes are as follows:

1. The Basic Assessment Process; and
2. The Scoping and EIA process.

Irrespective of which process applies, the Regulations make provision for the following:

Public Participation must be undertaken at various stages during the assessment process;

LEIA Regulations, 2006 in terms of the National Environmental Management Act (No 107 of 1998)

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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Assessments must be conducted by an Independent Environmental Assessment Practitioner
(EAP);

The authority delegated with deciding on environmental applications respond to applications
and submissions within stipulated timeframes;

Decisions taken by the authorities can be appealed by the proponent or any other interested
and affected party (IAP).

For the proposed development there is an applicable listed activity that require that a full
Scoping Study and EIA? be undertaken. The applicable activity is as follows:

1. The construction of facilities or infrastructure, including associated structures or
infrastructure, for —
(p) The treatment of effluent, waste water or sewage with an annual throughput of
15 000 cubic metres or more

As the proposed development triggers an activity listed in Government Notice 387 an
environmental application must be lodged with the National Department of Environmental Affairs
and Tourism (DEAT) and full Scoping and EIA process must be undertaken.

The NEMA EIA Regulations also makes provision for appeal against any decision issued by the
relevant authorities®. In terms of the Regulations, a notice of intent to appeal has to be lodged
with the authority in writing within 10 days of the notification of the issue of the Record of
Decision (RoD). The appeal must then be lodged within 30 days of the submission of the notice
of intent to appeal.

Implications for SANParks

SANParks must first obtain environmental authorisation before commencing with the installation
and commissioning of the new sewage treatment plant. To obtain the required environmental
authorisation SANParks must comply with the requirements of the NEMA EIA Regulations and
undertake a full Scoping and EIA process. SANParks must also commission the services of an
Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) to undertake the full Scoping and EIA process.
SANParks has appointed Mr Nick Steytler as the EAP to undertake the full Scoping and EIA
process in accordance with the NEMA EIA Regulations.

2 Activities listed in GN 387 are required to follow the procedures for a Scoping study and EIA as described in
Sections 37-36 of the NEMA Regulations.
®*GN R 385

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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2.5 The NEM: Protected Areas Acts, 2003 & 2004

The NEM: Protected Areas Acts, (Acts No 57 of 2003 and 31 of 2004) have as their main
objectives:

The establishment of a national system of Protected Areas (PAs) to manage and conserve
biodiversity;

The promotion of sustainable use of PAs for the benefit of people in a manner that would
preserve the ecological character of such areas; and

The promotion of local communities’ participation in the management of protected areas.

The Acts provide for the consolidation of protected area classifications to align the country with
the IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) classification system, clarifies
conservation objectives for each protected area category, setting of norms and standards for PA
management, and the development of PA management plans.

The Conservation Development Framework (CDF) is SANParks’ strategy for complying with the
spatial planning requirements of the NEM: Protected Area Acts, 2003 & 2004. A CDF is a
strategic spatial plan for a National Park and its surrounds that indicates the following:

Visitor use zones;

Areas requiring special management intervention;

Nodes where facilities are to be provided, entry points and movement routes through the
Park; and

Management of land use along the Park’s borders.

Accompanying the spatial plan is a set of management guidelines which allows the CDF to be
used as a management tool. Its primary objective is to establish a coherent spatial framework to
guide and co-ordinate various conservation and development initiatives in and around a National
Park. A National Park’'s conservation initiatives focus on the management of its biodiversity,
heritage (both natural and cultural) and its scenic resources. A Park’s development initiatives
focus on the provision of infrastructure and facilities for visitors. The CDF serves to reconcile
these varied, and sometimes conflicting, conservation and development activities.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009
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Implications for SANParks

Since the proposed upgrading scheme at Cape Point is consistent with the CDF (the CDF
designates the site as a High Intensity Leisure Zone®) it can be assumed that the proposed
upgrading scheme should not compromise the TMNP’s conservation mandate provided that
measures are taken to minimise impacts on the receiving natural environment. The current EIA
process is therefore complimentary as it provides a detailed, site specific assessment of the
environmental implications of the proposed development at a more detailed scale.

2.6  The National Water Act, 1998

Water use is controlled by the National Water Act (Act No. 36 of 1998, NWA). The enforcing
authority is the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF). The NWA recognises that
water is a scarce resource in South Africa and its provisions are aimed at achieving sustainable
use of water for the benefit of all users. The provisions of the Act are thus aimed at discouraging
pollution and waste of water resources.

Chapter 3 of the National Water Act focuses on protection of water resources. Pollution
prevention is covered in Part 4 (Section 19) of this chapter of the Act. Any person, who owns,
controls, occupies or uses land, is deemed responsible for taking measures to prevent pollution
of water resources. If these measures are not taken, the responsible authority may do whatever
is necessary to prevent the pollution or remedy its effects and to recover all reasonable costs
from the responsible person. Non-compliance with this provision constitutes a criminal offence.

According to section 21 of the Act, “water use” includes the discharging of waste or water
containing waste into a water resource via a pipe, canal, sewer, sea outfall or other conduit and
disposing of waste in a manner that may detrimentally impact on a water resource. Section 22
stipulates the authorisation requirements for water use in terms of the Act.

Implications for SANParks
In terms of Sections 21 and 22 SANParks may have to obtain a licence or general authorisation

prior to commencing with the proposed operation of the sewage treatment plant, which entails
the discharge of treated effluent into the environment via a system of conservancy tanks and

4 High intensity tourism development with modern commercialised amenities and concentrated activities. The quality
of the visitor experience is heavily dependant of the quality of the facilities which enable the visitor to experience the
environment with a minimum of effort. Due to the high impacts these facilities are concentrated at specific nodes.
These nodes are generally situated at existing facilities including historic buildings and precincts. The main focus of
management is to ensure a high quality visitor experience whilst ensuring that the activities have a minimal impact on
the surrounding environment and that heritage resources are respected and celebrated. For further details view the
CDF on: www.sanparks.org/parks/table _mountain/about/2008/CDF_voll report.pdf
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soak-aways, may be deemed a water use. The precise requirements will be determined in
consultation with DWAF.
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3. DESCRIPTION OF SITE, SURROUNDING LAND USE & THE POTENTIALLY
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1  Site Description

Cape Point is located within the Cape of Good Hope section of Table Mountain National Park
(TMNP, see Figure 2). The proposed site for the new sewage treatment plant is immediately
adjacent and to the west at the parking area that serves the restaurant, shops and funicular at
Cape Point.

Figure 2:  Location of the site

Most of the site comprises tarred paving which is bordered with natural stone finishes. Buildings
within the Cape Point precinct include the following:

A visitors Information Centre/TMNP staff office/concessionaire office combined into one
building which is located to the north west of the parking area;

A restaurant which is located to the north of the parking area (the roof of which is at the
same level as the parking area);

A small shop which is located to the east of the parking area; and

Ablutions which are located to the south east of the parking area (the roof of which is also at
the same level as the parking area).
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All buildings are of a similar design with flat planted roofs and plastered with aggregate to
minimize their visual intrusion in the landscape. A paved walkway extends to the south east
which provides access to the funicular which transports tourists to viewing sites nearer the point
and the site of the old lighthouse. Bordering the transformed zone is natural vegetation
comprising mostly of dense thicket vegetation. Photographs showing the nature of the site are
included in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Photographs showing the proposed site for the new sewage treatment plant

3.2 Surrounding Land Use

As the site is situated within TMNP the predominant land use is nature conservation. Being
situated on the southernmost tip of the Cape Peninsula the site is virtually surrounded by the
Atlantic Ocean. Beyond the boundary and to the north west of the Cape of Good Hope section
of TMNP lie several privately-owned farms including the Cape Point Ostrich Farm which is a
popular tourist attraction. The nearest human settlements to Cape Point are Simons Town, Red
Hill Informal Settlement and Scarborough with Simons Town being the largest town. The Cape
Town CBD is located at the northern-most extreme of the Cape Peninsula, some 50 km away.
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3.3  Biophysical Environment

3.3.1 Geology

The geology of Cape Point is dominated by the Table Mountain Sandstones. The rock outcrops
of the middle and upper cliffs in the vicinity of the site comprise horizontally bedded quartzitic
sandstones and are further characterised by vertical joint patterns. These quartzitic layers
overlie the lower, red weathering Graafwater Formation sandstones and shales, which are best
represented along the “Rooikrans” anglers path. These red shales and impure sandstones in
turn overlie the Cape Granites which are only exposed at the water’s edge below the new light
house and also for the offshore rocks known as Bellows and Anvil Rock.

3.3.2 Soils

The soils of the Point are typically Mispah form, characterised by a high percentage rock outcrop
with shallow sandy soils on the quartzite. The soils of the limestone deposit are best classified
as hardpan calcrete soils, with overlying unconsolidated windblown sands which blow over the
saddle from the Dias Beach as a headland cut-off dune. While the Mispah soils are extremely
acid the limestone soils are extremely basic. They have, however, one common aspect that they
are both very poor in nutrients and create a harsh environment for plant growth. The
implications are that; given the poor soils, compounded by the harsh climate (wind); vegetation is
not easily established after physical or other damage. A further aspect is that these soils have
much in common with the laterite and calcrete of Australia and form an ideal habitat for alien
vegetation such as Port Jackson and Rooikrantz, both of which are of Australian origin.

3.3.3 Climate

The climate of the area is characterised by a maritime Mediterranean climate with dry summers
and cool winters. Based on data from the Cape Point lighthouse, mean annual temperatures are
below 16T, with the mean minimum for the coldest m onth approximately 8C and the mean
maximum in summer is approximately 26<C.

The Cape Point stretch of coastline is renowned for its exposure to wind. It is situated within a
high velocity zone, with a mean wind velocity of 35 km/h. The wind dominates from the
southerly quadrants (SW-S-SE), with 58% of the prevailing wind blowing from this direction and
27% from the northerly quadrants (NW-N-NE).

The mean annual rainfall for the area is about 500mm, which places the area in the semi-arid
climate zone. An estimated 74% of the rain falls within the winter months (April to September).
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Humidity is high in winter, ranging from between 74% to 83% at the coolest times of the day.
However, the generally low temperatures in winter mean that the humidity values do not pose
any problems for human comfort.

3.34 Hydrology and Geohydrology

There are no large rivers located in the vicinity of the site. The nearest stream and associated
wetland are located in the Buffels Bay valley to the north west of the site (between Bordjiesrif
and Buffels Bay).

Due to the rough mountainous terrain in the area, groundwater is generally limited to the
foothills. A large number of springs occur from fractures and joints following rainy periods.
Based on the general geology of the area, two different types of aquifer systems are present:

A Sandy Primary Aquifer formed by aeolian deposits;
A Secondary Aquifer formed by fissures and cracks in the Table Mountain Group (TMG)
Sandstone which were caused by faulting, jointing and fracturing.

Groundwater quality is generally good and flow is either toward the west or the east depending
on which side of the watershed one is located.

3.35 Vegetation

The Cape of Good Hope section of the TMNP supports a high number of rare and/or
endangered floral species and is an area of botanical importance in the region. Existing facilities
at Cape Point have resulted in the transformation of some areas, particularly as a result of
paving of roads and the parking area. The areas around the existing facilities at Cape Point
support mostly various thicket vegetation communities which are arguably the least sensitive of
the communities present at Cape Point. More sensitive fynbos communities (including Mesic
Mesotropic Proteoid Fynbos, which occur on the higher lying gentler slopes and Dune
Asteraceous Fynbos) occur in the greater vicinity as does Coastal Scree (Asteraceous) Fynbos,
which is known to occur on steeper screen slopes.

3.3.6 Fauna

The habitats in the vicinity of Cape Point generally belong to the generalized coastal
communities that occur along the coast up to the Eastern Cape. As such they have a lower local
endemism than the fynbos communities elsewhere in Cape Point.
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3.3.6 Marine

Diversity of the marine flora and fauna in the Cape Point area is elevated by the presence of
three distinct intertidal and subtidal habitat types — sandy beach and subtidal soft sediment
areas, rocky intertidal and subtidal reefs, and boulder beaches. However, biota present in the
study area are not unigue in the context of the False Bay coast and there are no species known
to be unique to this stretch. Most components of the marine biota in the study area have a
relatively high tolerance to disturbance.

3.4  Socio-economic Environment

3.4.1 Recent History

The Cape of Good Hope section of the TMNP has a rich heritage and long history of human
activity. The area has particular historical significance as it is believed to have been the first point
on the Cape Peninsula reached by the European explorer, Bartholomew Diaz in 1497.

Before, during and shortly after the advent of European settlement, the area was also
consistently inhabited by Late Stone-Age (LSA) hunters. Parts of Cape Point were designated a
hunting area in the late 18th Century, whilst other families in the area undertook small-scale,
informal farming activities. A number of formal land grants were made in the early 19th Century.

3.4.2 Social Context

Capetonians regard the Cape of Good Hope as a valuable amenity asset and have a long
history of utilising the park, its amenities and resources. In more recent times and particularly
since the park’s proclamation as a National Park, the park has seen a dramatic increase in
foreigners visiting the park. A Visitor Survey conducted over 1999/2000 revealed that 47% of all
visitors to the Point are foreign tourists. 61% come from outside the Cape Metropolitan Area and
can be classified as tourists (local and foreign), while 39% are local visitors from within the Cape
Metropolitan Area. Monthly trends show that almost twice as many tourists visit Cape Point in
the summer months than the winter months. The same survey revealed other interesting trends
associated with the two fundamentally different user groups:

Almost all foreign respondents visited the Point as a sightseeing destination, while just over
half the local respondents (53%) stated sightseeing as a primary reason for their visit.

The next most common activity for local visitors interviewed at Cape Point was picnicking
and braaing (27% and 19% respectively), as opposed to foreign visitors who gave walking as
their next most common reason for visiting (46%).
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Local visitors interviewed, visited for a wider range of reasons than their foreign counterparts.
These included swimming, beach use, fishing, diving, identifying fauna and flora, boat use
and education outings.

Foreign visitors included cycling as an activity at Cape Point, which was not mentioned by
local users (probably due to the fact that there is an operator marketing this activity for
foreign tourists).
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4. MOTIVATION FOR AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Motivation

Cape Point is the most frequented visitor site in all national parks in South Africa with annual
visitor numbers in the 2007/2008 year being reported as 855 739 with this number rising steadily
from year to year. Many visitors make use of the facilities at Cape Point which include the
ablutions which generate significant volumes of sewage. Added to this is the operation of a
restaurant which is very popular with visitors to Cape Point, which also generates significant
volumes of liquid effluent. To date this effluent has been directed via a gravitational reticulation
system to a system of conservancy tanks and soak-aways. This system is effective in treating
effluent and disposing the treated liquid by-product (“treated effluent”) at relatively low volumes.
However, when volumes of effluent generated increase more “advanced” methods of effluent
treatment and disposal become necessary - this is the case at Cape Point.

Based on visitor number projections, effluent estimates (see Annexure B) indicate that the
capacity of the current system will be exceeded in the short-term and therefore an improved
system is urgently required. The new proposed “package” sewage treatment plant has a proven
track record, has capacity to treat greater volumes of effluent and has the ability to treat the
effluent to meet the standard required by DWAF in permitting the disposal of the treated effluent
in the environment (see Section 4.2). SANParks considers the “package” plant as the most
appropriate means of treating effluent at Cape Point, particularly given the space constraints and
sensitivity of the potentially affected environment.

4.2  Description of the Proposed Development

The proposed development will entail the construction of the new package treatment plant and
associated infrastructure (vehicular access ramp for servicing, planted roof, etc) in an area of
20m X 20m. The existing reticulation system and system of conservancy tanks and soak-aways
will remain unchanged.

The proposed sewage treatment plant will be designed to treat approximately 20 000m?3 of
sewerage per annum with a maximum flow estimated at 44 Kl/day. The treatment process is the
activated sludge method, common with many large sewage treatment works, with the exception
that the various components of this system are contained within a package plant. In an activated
sludge process settled sewage, mixed with fresh sludge that is reticulated from the secondary
clarifier, is introduced into an aeration tank. Compressed air is then injected (by specifically
designed blowers) into the mixture through porous diffusers located at the bottom of the tank.
As it bubbles to the surface, the diffused air provides oxygen and a rapid mixing action. Under
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such oxygenated conditions, micro-organisms thrive; forming an active, healthy suspension of
biological solids (mostly bacteria) called activated sludge. About six hours of detention is
provided for in the aeration tank. This gives the microbes enough time to absorb dissolved
organics from the sewage, thereby reducing the Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD). The mixture
then flows from the aeration tank into the secondary clarifier, where activated sludge settles out
by gravity. Clear water is skimmed from the surface of the clarifier, disinfected, and discharged
as treated effluent. The sludge is pumped out from a hopper at the bottom of the tank. About 30
percent of the sludge is reticulated back into the aeration tank, where it is mixed with the primary
effluent. This recirculation is a key feature of the activated sludge treatment process. The
recycled microbes are well acclimated to the sewage environment and readily metabolize the
organic materials in the primary effluent. The remaining 70 percent of the secondary sludge
must be treated and disposed of in an acceptable manner. For all levels of effluent treatment,
the last step prior to discharge of the treated effluent into the environment is disinfection.
Disinfection will be accomplished by ultraviolet radiation, which can disinfect without leaving any
residual contaminants in the effluent. The treated effluent from the plant will then be discharged
directly into the existing system of conservancy tanks and soak-aways.

The specific standards that the proposed plant will treat the effluent to is provided in Table 3.

The standard is compliant with the DWAF General Limit which is deemed suitable for disposal
either via direct discharge into a watercourse or via irrigation.

Table 3:  Effluent standards achieved by proposed pl  ant

Contaminant (or similar) Level

pH 6.0to0 8.0
Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) <75 mg/|

Oxygen Available (OA) <10 mg/I
Suspended Solids <25 mg/l
Ammonia <5 mg/Il

Nitrate <10 mg/l

Faecal coliform <100 counts/100ml

Further details can be obtained on the internet via the website
(www.fpengineering.co.za/wyatt.htm).

In the event of a power failure a back-up generator will ensure that the system remains
operational. If this too fails then the system will revert to the conservancy tank and soak-away
system (i.e. the current operating system).

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009



Nick Steytler EAP Page 22

Site for new sewer plant

Figure 4. Site Plan showing the location of the pro  posed sewage plant

The proposed sewage treatment plant will be housed in a building of similar architectural style to
the adjacent ablution with natural stone finishes and a flat planted roof that will be at the same
level as the parking area (i.e. below ground level). Due to the steep fall of the site (see Figure 3)
the southern portion of the building will be exposed. Also required is vehicular access to the
plant for purposes of operational maintenance. A ramp will therefore be provided immediately
adjacent and to the north of the proposed sewage plant housing. Engineering drawings showing
the detailed design of the proposed sewage treatment plant are provided in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Engineering drawing showing the proposed layout and elevations
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5. CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

5.1 Introduction

In terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations (2006) the applicant is required to demonstrate that
reasonable alternatives have been described and investigated in sufficient detail. In addition to
the preferred alternative as described in Chapter 4, the following alternatives are being
considered in this EIA:

The “No-Go” or “leave as is” alternative;
Connecting to the municipal sewerage reticulation system;
Two site alternatives within the Cape Point precinct.

These are described in more detail in the following sections.

5.2 “No-Go” alternative

The “No-Go” or “No Development” alternative assumes that the current system of effluent
treatment, the system of conservancy tanks and soak-aways, will remain in place. The
assessment of the “No-Go” alternative is particularly informative as it demonstrates the merits of
upgrading the effluent treatment system at Cape Point. In assessing the suite of potential
impacts associated with the proposed development equal and due consideration will be given to
the “No-Go” alternative (see Section 8.5).

5.3  Connecting to the Municipal Sewerage Reticulati  on System

A logical alternative to constructing a new sewage treatment plant is the option of connecting to
the Municipal sewerage network. This will allow the effluent generated at Cape Point to be
treated at one of the City of Cape Town’'s large Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW). This
option would necessitate the construction of a new sewerage pipeline from the Cape Point
precinct to the nearest connection point in the Municipal reticulation, assumed to be at either
Scarborough or Simon’s Town some 20 km away by road. As it is common practice to align
services in road reserves one can assume that approximately 20 km of new pipeline would be
required. Also, owing to local topographic conditions, gravitational feed would not be possible
along the entire length of the pipeline therefore necessitating one or more pump stations.
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5.4  Site alternatives

In selecting the proposed site immediately west of the existing parking area, SANParks
considered two additional alternative sites within the Cape Point precinct. These sites are
depicted in Figure 6.

Alternative sites for

the proposed >A

sewage treatment
plant

Ay

Preferred site

Figure 6: Alternative sites considered

The two alternative sites considered by SANParks are both located within the existing footprint of
the parking area. This being the case both options would entail siting the proposed plant
beneath the paved surface. Site alternative A, located in the northern extreme of the parking
area, would necessitate a reconfiguration of the precinct’'s sewerage reticulation and would also
require the relocation of the system of conservancy tanks and soak-aways from their current
location approximately 100 m due south west of the parking area to a site to the north of the
access road and parking area (so as to allow treated effluent to feed by gravity). Site alternative
B is located near the preferred site with the difference that it is at a slightly higher elevation and
would be situated underneath the paved parking surface. Utilising this site would not require a
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major reconfiguration of the precinct's sewerage reticulation but effluent generated at the
ablutions further to the south west would need to be pumped up to this point owing to the
elevations. Site alternative A would also be situated beneath the paved parking surface.

5.5 Assessment of alternatives

Each of the alternatives described above have been assessed in detail, both in terms of potential
environmental impacts and technical feasibility (see Section 7). An overall comparison of the
alternatives is provided in Section 8 with the most environmentally sustainable option being
identified.
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6. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS (PPP)

6.1 Objectives of the PPP

The objectives of the PPP undertaken during the EIA phase are to:

Present IAPs with the key findings of the EIA; and
Provide IAPs with an opportunity to comment on the key findings.

6.2  Approach

The PPP was undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the NEMA EIA Regulations.
The activities undertaken to canvas public opinion during the EIA phase are summarised in
Table 4.

Table 4:  Summary of activities undertaken during EI A phase

Activity Date
Release of Environmental Impact Report for comment:

Copies placed on SANParks website and a copy of the Executive 24 April 2009
Summary sent to all potential IAPs

The activities undertaken during the public consultation are outlined in more detail below.

6.3 Release of Environmental Impact Report for IAP  review

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was compiled and released for review by registered
IAPs. All registered IAPs including other operators located at Cape Point, the Park Forum and
key organs of state were sent Executive Summaries of the EIR which included notification of the
availability of the report on the SANParks official website for review purposes for a period of 30
days, i.e. until 24 May 2009. For the list of registered IAPs refer to Annexure C.

6.4  Issues and concerns raised by IAPs

IAPs have been asked to submit written comment on or before 24 May 2009. Based on the
comments received a Comments and Responses Report for the EIA Phase will be compiled.
Note that no comment was received from any IAP during the Scoping phase.
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7. ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

7.1 Introduction

This chapter takes cognisance of potential socio-economic and biophysical impacts and benefits
associated with the proposed development, including impacts that may arise as a result of the
following:

Construction phase related impacts (i.e. short-term impact);
Operational phase (i.e. long-term impacts) and
Impacts associated with decommissioning and closure.

The potential impacts addressed in this chapter were identified in the following ways:

From the issues identified by IAPs and the project team during the Scoping study;
Review of IEM checklist; and
Members of the project team.

The following potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed construction of the
sewage treatment plant identified are as follows:

Construction phase impacts:

o] Socio-economic benefits;

0 Visual impacts;

0 Ecological impacts; and

o] Nuisance impacts (including noise and dust).

Operational phase impacts:
o] Ecological benefits; and
o] Visual impacts.

Closure and decommissioning phase impacts:
0 Ecological impacts; and

o] Nuisance impacts (including noise and dust).

These are addressed in detail in Sections 7.3 to 7.6.
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7.2  Detailed specialist investigation

EIA processes make use of detailed specialist investigations to assess the potentially significant
impacts of development proposals and to identify effective and practicable mitigation measures.
Specialist studies are typically warranted when new primary research is required to provide a
better understanding of the nature, extent and intensity of key potential impacts and to identify
measures to mitigate the potential impacts. They are typically only required when an identified
impact is believed to have a significant negative impact (i.e. impacts which are either positive or
are minor insofar as they are readily mitigable may not warrant specialist assessment).

There are no potentially significant negative socio-economic impacts associated with the
proposed new sewage treatment plant. Expenditure and employment during the construction
phase will result in positive socio-economic benefits. As such no specialist socio-economic
study is warranted and the EAP will make use of expenditure and employment estimates to
assess the significance of these benefits (see Section 7.3).

Although the site is visually sensitive and is frequently visited by tourists, the proposed design of
the new plant is aimed at minimizing the potential visual impact and therefore only minor visual
impacts are anticipated. As such no specialist investigation of the potential visual impacts is
necessary but the EAP will provide some detail in assessing what is arguably the key
environmental impact associated with the proposed development (see Section 7.4).

All the remaining potentially significant impacts (aquatic ecological, noise and dust) are largely
the result of construction activity and can be effectively mitigated through the implementation of

a comprehensive Construction phase EMP (see Sections 7.5 and 7.6 where ecological impacts
and nuisance impacts are assessed respectively).

7.3  Impact Rating Methodology

The standard methodology used in EIA to assess and rate impacts based on the methodology
and rating criteria is outlined in this section.

The significance of an impact is defined as a combination of the consequence of the impact
occurring and the probability that the impact will occur.

The criteria used to determine impact consequence are presented in Table 5 below.
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Table 5:  Criteria used to determine the Consequence of the Impact

Rating | Definition of Rating | Score

A. Extent— the area over which the impact will be experienced

None 0

Local Confined to project or study area or part thereof (e.g. site) 1

Regional The region, which may be defined in various ways, e.g. cadastral, 2
catchment, topographic

(Inter) national Nationally or beyond 3

B. Intensity— the magnitude of the impact in relation to the sensitivity of the receiving environment

None 0

Low Natural and/or social functions and processes are negligibly 1
altered

Medium Natural and/or social functions and processes continue albeit in a 2
modified way

High Natural and/or social functions or processes are severely altered 3

C. Duration— the time frame for which the impact will be experienced

None 0

Short-term Up to 2 years 1

Medium-term 2 to 15 years 2

Long-term More than 15 years 3

The combined score of these three criteria corresponds to a Consequence Rating, as set out in

Table 6:
Table 6:  Method used to determine the Consequence Score
Combined Score 0-2 3-4 5 6 7 8-9
(A+B+C)
Consequence Rating Not Very low | Low Medium High Very high
significant

Once the consequence is derived, the probability of the impact occurring will be considered,
using the probability classifications presented in Table 7.

Table 7:

Probability Classification

Probability of impact — the likelihood of the impac

t occurring

Improbable < 40% chance of occurring
Probable 40% - 70% chance of occurring
Highly probable | > 70% - 90% chance of occurring
Definite > 90% chance of occurring

The overall significance of the individual impacts will be determined by considering consequence
and probability using the rating system prescribed in Table 8.
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Table 8:  Impact Significance Ratings

Significance Consequence Probability
Rating
Insignificant Very Low & Improbable
Very Low & Possible
Very Low Very Low & Probable
Very Low & Definite
Low & Improbable
Low & Possible
Low Low & Probable
Low & Definite
Medium & Improbable
Medium & Possible
Medium Medium & Probable
Medium & Definite
High & Improbable
High & Possible
High High & Probable
High & Definite
Very High & Improbable
Very High & Possible
Very High Very High & Probable
Very High & Definite

Finally the impacts will also be considered in terms of their status (positive or negative impact)
and the confidence in the ascribed impact significance rating. The prescribed system for
considering impacts status and confidence (in assessment) is laid out in Table 9.

Table 9:  Impact status and confidence classificatio n
Status of impact

Indication whether the impact is adverse *ve (posmye —a t‘)ene’flt)

(negative) or beneficial (positive). — ve (negative — a ‘cost)
Neutral

Confidence of assessment

The degree of confidence in predictions Low

based on available information, EAP’s Medium

judgment and/or specialist knowledge. High

The impact significance rating should be considered by DEAT in their decision-making process
based on the implications of ratings described below:

Insignificant: the potential impact is negligible and will not have an influence on the decision
regarding the proposed activity/development.

Very Low: the potential impact should not have any meaningful influence on the decision
regarding the proposed activity/development.

Low: the potential impact may not have any meaningful influence on the decision regarding
the proposed activity/development.
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Medium: the potential impact should influence the decision regarding the proposed
activity/development.

High: the potential impact will affect the decision regarding the proposed
activity/development.

Very High: The proposed activity should only be approved under special circumstances.

In the EIA practicable mitigation measures will be recommended and impacts rated in the
prescribed way both without and with the assumed effective implementation of mitigation
measures.

Mitigation measures are either:

Essential: must be implemented (as they minimise potentially significant negative impacts)
and are non negotiable; and

Optional: “nice-to-have’s” as they do little to minimise a key potentially significant negative
impacts and/or improve benefits.
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7.4  Assessment of Alternatives

The key potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed development must be
assessed for each of the alternatives under consideration, namely the:

Preferred alternative of constructing a new sewage package plant at the preferred site;
The alternative option of connecting to the municipal sewerage network;

Two alternative sites (both within the Cape Point visitor complex); and

The “No-Go” (or “leave as is”) alternative.

In addition to assessing the significance of the various alternatives in accordance with the
methodology described in Section 7.3, the following must be indicated:

Whether the alternatives under consideration are environmentally suitable or unsuitable in
terms of the respective impacts associated with them; and
The environmentally preferred alternative.

7.5 Socio-economic Benefits

7.5.1 Introduction and scope of analysis

This section presents an overview of the projects socio-economic implications prepared by the
EAP (note that no specialist study was warranted as no potentially significant negative social or
economic impacts are anticipated). Estimates of the financial contribution to the local economy
during the construction phase as well as estimates of the number of construction phase jobs are
presented and used as a basis for determining the socio-economic implications. The operational
phase is unlikely to generate any significant socio-economic impacts. As the only potential
social impacts associated with the proposed redevelopment are benefits arising from
employment, the construction phase employment estimates are used as the basis for assessing
the project’s social impacts.

75.2 Socio-economic Assessment: Preferred Alternat ive

The construction phase of the project would result in a positive spending injection into the area
that would lead to increased economic activity and positive social impacts associated with
employment.  Construction expenditure would not displace other investment and would
constitute a positive injection of new investment. Preliminary estimates indicate that a total of
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approximately R2 Million would be spent during the 6 month construction phase on the
construction of the new sewage treatment plant. The development will therefore have a positive
impact on commercial activity but this impact would only be local in extent (i.e. within Cape
Town). During the construction phase it is anticipated that only the civil construction sector
would benefit from the project. The appointed contractor would in all likelihood purchase goods
and services in the immediate surrounding areas.

It is estimated that during the construction phase approximately 19 new construction jobs would
arise. The majority (>80%) of jobs would be in the unskilled and semi-skilled categories while
the remainder would be skilled and managerial positions and a total expenditure on construction
phase labour is estimated to be R300 000.

An assessment of the significance of the construction phase impacts of project-related
expenditure based on the findings above (both without and with mitigation measures) is
presented in Table 10 below. Mitigation measures are discussed in Section 7.5.7.

Table 10: Impact rating for potential socio-economi ¢ benefits associated with expenditure
(Preferred Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) Low (1) Short term  Very low (3) Definite Very low High
mitigation (D) (+ve)
With Local (1) Medium Short term  Very low (4) Definite Very low High
mitigation )] (D) (+ve)
7.5.3 Socio-economic Assessment: Connect to Municip al Network

Establishing a connection with the municipal sewerage network would cost SANParks in the
region of R10 Million. This cost would include the laying of approximately 10 km of pipeline and
constructing at least one pump station. Owing to the nature of the required works it is
anticipated that only the civil construction sector would benefit from the project. The appointed
contractor would in all likelihood purchase goods and services in the immediate surrounding
areas generating local commercial activity.

It is estimated that during the construction phase approximately 140 new construction jobs would
arise. The majority (>80%) of jobs would be in the unskilled and semi-skilled categories while
the remainder would be skilled and managerial positions and a total expenditure on construction
phase labour is estimated to be R2 Million.

An assessment of the significance of the construction phase impacts of project-related
expenditure based on the findings above (both without and with mitigation measures) is
presented in Table 11 below. Mitigation measures are discussed in Section 7.5.7.
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Table 11: Impact rating for potential socio-economi ¢ benefits associated with expenditure
(Connect to Municipal Network)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Low (1) Medium Short term  Very Low (4) Definite Very low High
mitigation )] (D) (+ve)
With Low (1) High (3) Short term  Low (5) Definite Low (+ve) High
mitigation (D)
7.5.4 Socio-economic Assessment: The “No-Go” Altern ative

If the current system for treating and disposing effluent generated at Cape Point is not upgraded
potentially significant negative socio-economic impacts would arise. The potential socio-
economic impacts would be associated with the inevitable failure of the system which would turn
visitors away. Fewer visitors will in turn result in lost income to SANParks and the surrounding
local economy who derive some benefit from the passing tourism trade.

There are also lost opportunity costs associated with not upgrading the system. Currently
funding has been made available through the SANParks Infrastructure Development Programme
for the required upgrading. Not proceeding with the upgrade will therefore result in a lost
opportunity costs.

External environmental costs are also associated with the “No-Go” alternative. Not upgrading
the sewage system and its eventual failure will cause significant environmental impacts
associated with contamination of the receiving environment. This presents itself as an external
environmental cost that is associated with the “No-Go” alternative.

Table 12 presents a rating of the potential socio-economic impacts associated with the “No-Go”
impacts.

Table 12: Impact rating for potential socio-economi ¢ impacts (“No-Go” Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Without Local (1) Medium Permanent Medium (6) Probable Medium (-ve) Low
mitigation )] 3)
With Not applicable.
mitigation
7.5.5 Socio-economic Assessment: Site Alternatives

The costs associated with constructing the proposed sewage package plant at either the
preferred site or either of the alternative sites will be more or less similar. It therefore stands to
reason that the potential socio-economic impacts associated with the site alternatives will be
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similar to those associated with the preferred alternative. The impact assessment is not
repeated here and the rating is presented in Table 13.

Table 13: Impact rating for potential socio-economi ¢ impacts (Site Alternatives)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) Low (1) Short term  Very low (3) Definite Very low High
mitigation (D) (+ve)
With Local (1) Medium Short term  Very low (4) Definite Very low High
mitigation 2) (D) (+ve)
7.5.6 Comparison of alternatives

The greatest socio-economic benefits are likely to arise from the alternative scenario of
connecting with the municipal sewerage network. This is due to the significantly higher cost
associated with this alternative and the investment in the local economy associated with this
capital expenditure. The preferred alternative and the site alternatives are associated with
similar socio-economic benefits and the “No-Go” alternative is associated with the greatest
socio-economic costs (or negative impacts). Therefore in terms of comparing the alternatives
the alternative scenario of connecting to the municipal network is the most preferred with the
preferred alternative (irrespective of which site is selected) is ranked second and the least
preferred is the “No-Go” alternative by a considerable margin.

7.5.7 Recommended Mitigation Measures

Irrespective of whether the preferred alternative is approved (and which site it is approved at)
and whether the alternative scenario is approved (i.e. connecting to the municipal network) the
following mitigation measures are considered optional insofar as they do not result in a
significant enhancement of the positive socio-economic impact associated with the proposed
development:

100 % (subject to availability) local® labour should be used.

100% (subject to availability and skills levels) local contractors should be used.

Ensure that contractors from outside the local area that tender for work meet targets for the
number of locals employed.

Ensure that empowerment targets relevant to the construction sector are met.

® In the context of this development local is defined as residing within the City of Cape Town.
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7.6  Visual impacts

7.6.1 Introduction

The Cape Point section of Table Mountain National Park is a high frequency visitor site. Many of
the visitors are foreign tourists who are regarded as particularly sensitive viewers. Coupled with
the extraordinary scenic quality attributed to Cape Point, visual impacts generated by the
construction and operational phases may be potentially significant. This section provides an
assessment by the EAP of the potential visual impacts associated with the proposed
development alternatives. No specialist study is warranted as the potential impacts are
expected to be minor provided the recommended mitigation measures are implemented.

7.6.2 Visual Impact Assessment: Preferred Alternati  ve

Construction phase

Construction phase-related visual impacts may arise as a consequence of construction activities
taking place at a site that has a high frequency of visitors who are highly sensitive to visual
impacts. Visual impacts in construction sites are generally attributed to poor house-keeping (e.g.
presence of excavation scars, poorly managed construction waste, untidy storage of
construction materials, visible portable latrines). Off-setting the significance of the potential
construction phase visual impacts is the fact that these are temporary insofar as they will last
only as long as the construction phase, in this case +6 months.

The overall significance of the potential visual impact associated with the construction phase,
without mitigation, is rated to be low (negative). The impact rating is provided in Table 14 below.
Effective mitigation of construction phase-related impacts can be achieved through the
implementation of an Environmental Management Plan (see Section 7.6.7).

Table 14: Impact rating for potential visual impact s (Preferred Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) High (3) Short term  Low (5) Definite Low (-ve) Medium
mitigation (D)
With Local (1) Low (1) Short term  Very low (3) Definite Very low (- Medium
mitigation (D) ve)

Operational phase

Operational phase visual impacts may arise from the presence of additional built form within an
area of natural beauty. Exacerbating the significance of the potential impact is the high
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sensitivity of the viewers (tourists) but offsetting the significance of the potential impact is the
presence of several other buildings in close proximity to the proposed sewage package plant
site, including a restaurant, offices, shops and ablutions.

The overall significance of the potential visual impact associated with the operational phase,
without mitigation, is rated to be medium (negative). The impact rating is provided in Table 15
below. Effective mitigation of the operational phase-related impact can be achieved through the
sympathetic architectural design (see Section 7.6.7 for recommended mitigation measures).
Such design has underpinned the design and appearance of the existing structures. It is
therefore essential that the same architectural design and finishes are adopted in the
construction of the sewage package plant.

Table 15: Impact rating for potential visual impact s (Preferred Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Operational phase
Without Local (1) Medium Permanent Medium (6) Definite Medium (-ve) Medium
mitigation 2 3
With Local (1) Low (1) Permanent Low (5) Definite Low (-ve) Medium
mitigation 3
7.6.3 Visual Impact Assessment: Connecting to Munic  ipal Network

Connecting to the municipal sewerage network would not necessitate the construction of a
sewage treatment plant within Table Mountain National Park. What would be required is the
construction of a relatively long sewerage pipeline from the Cape Point precinct to the main
entrance gate of the Cape of Good Hope section of the park. There is also the possibility that
one or more pump stations would be required en route. Constructing the pipeline and pump
stations has the potential to generate significant construction phase-related visual impacts.
While the pipeline would be laid underground, the pump stations, should these be required,
would generate visual impacts. In mitigation the pump stations could be screened from view.

The significance rating of potential construction and operational phase impacts associated with
the alternative of connecting to the municipal sewerage network is presented in Table 16.
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Table 16:

Extent
Construction phase
Without Local (1)
mitigation
With Local (1)
mitigation

Operational phase

Without Local (1)
mitigation

With Local (1)
mitigation

7.6.4

Intensity

Medium
2
Low (1)

Medium
2
Low (1)

Impact rating for potential visual impact
Consequence

Duration

Short term  Low (4)
e

Short term  Very low (3)

@

Long term Medium (4)

3
Long term Low (5)
©)

Visual Impact Assessment: “No Go” Alternative

Definite

Definite

Definite

Definite

Significance
Low (-ve)

Very low (-
ve)

Medium (-ve)

Low (-ve)

There will be no visual impacts associated with the “No-Go” alternative.

7.6.5

Visual Impact Assessment: Site Alternatives

s (Connecting to Municipal Network)
Probability

Confidence

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

39

Two alternative sites (in addition to the preferred site which is situated adjacent to the ablutions)
are being assessed in the EIA. These are as follows:

Site A: Beneath the parking area in the northern extreme of the parking area; and
Site B: Beneath the parking area and immediately adjacent and to the north of the preferred

site.

As both alternative sites entail locating the sewage package plant beneath the surface of the
existing parking area both will generate similar visual impacts. The visual impact will however be
limited to the construction phase only as once constructed the package plant will not be visible.

The significance rating of the potential visual impacts associated with both alternatives sites
(A&B) are presented in Table 17.

Table 17: Impact rating for potential visual impact s (Site Alternatives)
Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) High (3) Short term  Low (5) Definite Low (-ve) Medium
mitigation (D)
With Local (1) Low (1) Short term  Very low (3) Definite Very low (- Medium
mitigation (D) ve)
Operational phase
Without No Impact
mitigation
With N/A
mitigation
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7.6.6 Comparison of alternatives

In terms of potential visual impacts the “No-Go” alternative generates the least impact (no impact
is anticipated), followed by the two site alternatives (only construction impacts anticipated) and
then the alternative scenario of connecting to the municipal sewerage network (minor
construction and operational impacts anticipated). The most significant visual impacts are
associated with the applicant’s preferred alternative, namely to construct a new sewage package
plant adjacent to the existing ablutions, thereby extending the overall footprint of the parking /
restaurant / offices / shops / ablutions complex at Cape Point. However, the potential visual
impact associated with the preferred alternative are mitigable and, assuming the recommended
mitigation measures are implemented, will generate minor visual impacts. Therefore, in
conclusion, while the preferred alternative is the least preferable of the alternatives in terms of
visual impacts, the impacts are mitigable and if mitigated can be considered acceptable.

7.6.7 Recommended Mitigation Measures: Potential Vi sual Impacts

Implement the standard SANParks EMP for construction activities in National Parks with
special attention being give to:

0 Maintaining good house-keeping through the duration of the construction phase;

0 Screening unsightly aspects from public view including excavations (where
practical), construction material storage areas, waste storage areas and
ablutions).

0 The rehabilitation of all areas of natural vegetation that have been disturbed as a
result of construction activities

Adopt the same architectural design and finishes for the new building that will house the
proposed sewage package plant.
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7.7  Ecological impacts

7.7.1 Introduction

The potential ecological impacts associated with both the construction and operational phases
are assessed in this section. No specialist study is required as the potential ecological impacts
associated with the proposed redevelopment of the site are anticipated to be minor insofar as
the construction phase —related impacts are concerned and are positive (i.e. a benefit) insofar as
the operational phase-related impacts are concerned. Nonetheless the potential ecological
impacts require special attention as the affected environment is a protected area.

7.7.3 Ecological Impact Assessment: Preferred Alter  native

Construction phase

Poorly managed construction activities have the potential to cause ecological impacts,
particularly if contaminants are discharged into the receiving environment and if construction
activities cause physical disturbance outside the existing disturbance footprint. Offsetting the
significance of the potential construction phase impacts is the relatively low sensitivity of the
vegetation in the area immediately surrounding the Cape Point precinct.

The significance rating of the potential construction phase-related ecological impacts are
presented in Table 18. The impact is rated to be of low significance provided a comprehensive
construction phase Environmental Management Plan which includes the following specifications
is implemented:

Designation of “No-Go” areas;

Designation of construction materials and fuel storage areas;

Specifications for refuelling of construction machinery and the use of drip trays; and

Effective rehabilitation of naturally vegetated areas disturbed as a result of construction
activities.

Table 18: Impact rating for potential ecological im  pacts associated with the construction phase
(Preferred Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) Medium Permanent Medium (6) Probable Medium (-ve) Medium
mitigation )] 3)
With Local (1) Low (1) Permanent Low (5) Probable Low (-ve) Medium
mitigation 3)
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Operational phase

Upgrading the sewage treatment system at Cape Point will result in a significant improvement, in
terms of potential ecological impacts. Currently the system of conservancy tanks and soak-
aways results in the subsurface discharge of treated effluent into the park at a point some 100 m
to the north west of the ablution block. This system is effective when dealing with relatively low
volumes of effluent, however, as a result of the growing numbers of visitors and increased
capacity of the restaurant, effluent volumes have increased to such a level that the efficacy of
the system is questionable. Should the capacity of the system be exceeded then contamination
of the receiving environment may result in significant ecological impacts.

Constructing a sewage package plant that operates an activated sludge treatment process will
result in an improvement in the quality of the treated effluent and it will have the capacity to treat
greater volumes of effluent thereby significantly reducing the risk of failure in the foreseeable
future. As a result the new proposed package plant is anticipated to have a positive impact of
medium significance (see Table 19).

Table 19: Impact rating for potential ecological im  pacts associated with the operational phase
(Preferred Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Operational phase
Without Local (1) Medium Permanent Medium (6) Probable Medium Medium
mitigation 2 3) (+ve)
With None required.
mitigation
7.7.4 Ecological Impact Assessment: Connectingto M unicipal Network

Construction phase-related impacts

Construction phase-related ecological impacts are likely to arise as a result of the required
construction activities along the road between the entrance gate to the Cape of Good Hope
section of Table Mountain National Park and Cape Point as well as at the pump stations sites
(should these be required). While the road reserve itself is not ecologically sensitive the road
passes through parts of the Park with varying degrees of ecological sensitivity, including areas of
greater sensitivity than at Cape Point. As construction at any one location is likely to persist for
only a very short period (as construction will proceed relatively quickly along the length of the
pipeline) the duration of impacts at any one place will be very short term. An exception to this
would be for the pump station sites as construction of the pump stations would take
comparatively longer.
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The overall significance of potential construction phase-related impacts is rated to be very low
and the impact rating is presented in Table 20 below. Mitigation assumes that an effective
construction EMP is formulated and implemented.

Table 20: Impact rating for potential ecological im  pacts associated with the construction phase
(Connecting to Municipal Network)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) Medium Short term  Very low (4) Probable Very low (- Medium
mitigation 2 (D) ve)
With Local (1) Low (1) Short term  Very low (3) Probable Very low (- Medium
mitigation (D) ve)

Operational phase-related impacts

With regard to potential ecological impacts generated during the operational phase , both the
preferred alternative and the alternative option of connecting to the municipal network will be
similar in that both will result in a significant improvement on the current situation and will provide
adequate capacity into the foreseeable future. Should a connection with the municipal network
be established then this also obviates the need to dispose of any treated effluent into the Park
which is an added benefit. However the alternative of connecting to the municipal sewerage
network also presents the risk that the pipeline and pump stations (if required) might fail which is
associated with a considerable negative impact associated with a raw sewage spillage within the
Park. Little confidence can be given in assessing this aspect of the impact as its significance will
ultimately depend on the ecological sensitivity of the spillage site and the efficacy of the clean-

up.

Overall the potential operational phase-related impact associated with the option of connecting
to the municipal sewerage network is rated to have a benefit (+ve impact) of medium
significance (see Table 21 below).

Table 21: Impact rating for potential ecological im pacts associated with the operational phase
(Connecting to the Municipal Network)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Operational phase
Without Local (1) Medium Permanent Medium (6) Probable Medium Low
mitigation )] 3) (+ve)
With None required.

mitigation
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7.7.5 Ecological Impact Assessment: The “No-Go” Alt  ernative

As visitor numbers continue to increase the capacity of the current system for treating and
disposing sewage generated at Cape Point will become increasingly stressed and will eventually
be exceeded with severe negative ecological consequences. Large volumes of untreated
effluent, including kitchen waste with detergents and solvents and sewage from the ablutions will
discharge into the natural environment adjacent to the Cape Point visitor complex. This will
probably take place gradually thereby exacerbating the significance of the impact as pollutants
are given time to accumulate and spread.

The significance rating of the potential impacts associated with the “No-Go” option is presented
in Table 22. The impact is rated to be of high (-ve) significance. Note that the impact is largely
unmitigable as no mitigation can be enforced. Furthermore effective mitigation can only be
achieved through upgrading the sewage treatment system.

Table 22: Impact rating for potential ecological im  pacts (“No-Go” Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Phase not applicable
Without Local (1) High (3) Permanent High (7) Probable High (-ve) Medium
mitigation 3
With N/A
mitigation
7.7.6 Ecological Impact Assessment: Site Alternativ. = es

No construction phase—related ecological impacts associated with either site alternative are
anticipated as constructing the sewage plant beneath the existing parking area is unlikely to
generate any ecological impacts. This assumes an EMP is formulated and implemented during
the construction phase. During the operational phase an similar ecological benefit as the
preferred alternative is likely to arise.

The impact significance ratings for both the construction and operational phase-related
ecological impacts are presented in Table 23 below.
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Table 23: Impact rating for potential ecological im  pacts (Site Alternatives)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) Low (1) Shortterm  Very low (3) Probable  Very low (- Medium
mitigation (D) ve)
With No impact Medium
mitigation
Operational phase
Without Local (1) Medium Permanent Medium (6) Probable  Medium Medium
mitigation 2 3) (+ve)
With None required. Medium
mitigation
7.7.7 Comparison of Alternatives

In terms of potential ecological impacts the most environmentally preferred alternative is to
construct a sewage package plant at either of the alternative sites. This is simply due to the fact
that these alternative sites are located within the existing footprint of the Cape Point visitor
complex and therefore do not entail and disturbance of natural vegetation. Both the option of
siting the plant adjacent to the existing ablutions or connecting with the municipal network will
necessitate disturbing areas of natural vegetation, albeit relatively small areas. In terms of
potential ecological impacts both the preferred alternative and the option of connecting to the
municipal network are slightly less preferable (for the reason mentioned above) and the “No-Go”
alternative is the least preferable by a significant margin owing to the high (-ve) impact
associated with the likelihood of the capacity of the current system being exceeded sometime in
the near future.

In terms of acceptability of the alternatives from an ecological perspective both the alternative
sites, the preferred alternative and the alternative of connecting to the municipal network are
environmentally acceptable with the “No-Go” alternative being unacceptable owing to its high
negative impact.

7.7.8 Recommended Mitigation Measures: Ecological |  mpacts

To mitigate effectively against the potential ecological impacts associated with the construction
and operational phases the following essential mitigation measures are recommended:

Implement the standard SANParks EMP for construction activities in National Parks with
special attention being give on:

0 Designation of “No-Go” areas.

o Designation of construction materials and fuel storage areas.

o Effective control of waste and containment of stormwater.
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0 The rehabilitation of all areas of natural vegetation that have been disturbed as a
result of construction activities.

7.8  Nuisance impacts

7.8.1 Introduction

Potentially significant nuisance impacts are likely to arise as a result of construction activities.
This section focuses primarily on the nuisance impacts such as noise and dust which have been
identified as concerns by IAPs. It is the opinion of the EAP that these impacts are readily
mitigable through the implementation of an EMP and as such no specialist study was required to
assess the potential nuisance impacts.

7.8. Nuisance Impact Assessment: Preferred Alternat  ive

The proposed construction of the sewage treatment plant has the potential to generate the
following potential nuisance impacts:

Dust emissions; and
Noise.

Dust emissions are likely to be generated during excavations which are required to level out the
site for the proposed sewage package plant. These emissions are likely to be exacerbated
during the dry and windy summer months but all indications are that construction is likely to
commence during the wetter winter season. The intensity of use of the site by tourists, however
suggests that dust emissions must be controlled at all times.

Noise impacts are also likely as construction machinery will be involved in undertaking the
required excavations and in constructing the sewage plant and its housing. The presence of
large numbers of tourists in close proximity of the construction site highlights the need for strict
control of noise emissions. By ensuring that noise levels are kept below 70 dB(A) and adhering
to the Occupational Health and Safety Act (OHSA, Act No. 85 of 1993) with respect to permitted
noise levels and protective equipment (e.g. the wearing of earmuffs), noise impacts will be
satisfactorily minimized. Particularly noisy construction activities (i.e. those that are likely to
exceed 70 dB(A)) should be undertaken outside of park visiting hours.

Cape Point Sewer — Environmental Impact Report April 2009



Nick Steytler EAP Page 47

The significance of the potential construction phase-related nuisance impacts are rated as very
low provided the recommended mitigation measures presented in Section 7.8.7 are
implemented. The impact rating is presented in Table 24.

Table 24: Impact rating for potential nuisance impa  cts (Preferred Alternative)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) High (3) Short term  Low (5) Definite Low (-ve) Medium
mitigation (D)
With Local (1) Medium Short term  Very low (4) Definite Very low (- Medium
mitigation 2) (D) ve)
7.8.3 Nuisance Impact Assessment: Connect to Munici  pal Network

The alternative of connecting to the municipal sewerage reticulation network will also be
associated with nuisance impacts insofar as this alternative will also entail construction activities
within the Cape of Good Hope section of Table Mountain National Park. Owing to the popularity
of the Park with tourists, nuisance impacts are potentially significant. In establishing a
connection with the municipal network construction will occur along the road connecting the main
gate and the Cape Point section. Nuisance impacts that are likely include dust emissions, noise
and traffic-related impacts. While the dust and noise emissions are likely to be of a lower
intensity when compared to, for example, the preferred alternative due to the fact that most
visitors will pass by the construction site in their vehicles, the potential traffic-related impact
slightly exacerbates the overall nuisance impact.

The significance of the potential construction phase-related nuisance impacts associated with
connecting to the municipal sewer network are rated as very low provided the recommended
mitigation measures presented in Section 7.8.7 are implemented. The impact rating is
presented in Table 25 below.

Table 25: Impact rating for potential nuisance impa  cts (Connect to Municipal Network)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) Medium Short term  Very low (4) Definite Very low (- Medium
mitigation 2 (D) ve)
With Local (1) Low (1) Short term  Very low (3) Definite Very low (- Medium
mitigation (D) ve)
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7.8.4 Nuisance Impact Assessment: The “No-Go” Alter  native

Owing to the fact that the potentially significant nuisance impacts are associated with
construction activities and that the “No-Go” alternative implies no construction, it can be
concluded that the “No-Go” alternative would not generate any of the nuisance impacts
contemplated here.

7.8.5 Nuisance Impact Assessment: Site Alternatives

Owing to the similarity in the nature of construction activities (e.g. extent of earthworks and size
of structure under construction) associated with both the preferred alternative and the two site
alternatives, the nuisance impacts associated with the construction phase are likely to be similar
for both. The impact rating presented in Table 24 therefore applies and is repeated below.

Table 26: Impact rating for potential nuisance impa  cts (Site Alternatives)

Extent Intensity Duration Consequence  Probability  Significance  Confidence
Construction phase
Without Local (1) High (3) Short term  Low (5) Definite Low (-ve) Medium
mitigation (D)
With Local (1) Medium Short term  Very low (4) Definite Very Low (- Medium
mitigation )] (D) ve)
7.8.6 Comparison of Alternatives

No nuisance impacts are associated with the “No-Go” alternative and the potential nuisance
impacts related to the two development alternatives (Alternatives One and Two) are rated to
have similar level of significance (very low negative impact assuming recommended mitigation
measures are implemented). Therefore, in terms of preference, the “No-Go” alternative is the
most preferred and the alternatives, including the preferred alternative, are marginally less
preferable.

As nuisance impacts associated with all alternatives are readily mitigable, it can be concluded
that all alternatives are environmentally suitable in terms of potential nuisance impacts.
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7.8.7 Recommended Mitigation Measures: Potential Nu  isance Impacts

The following mitigation measures should be implemented to ensure that the potentially
significant nuisance impacts associated with the construction phase are minimised:

Formulate and implement a construction phase EMP which includes the following
specifications:

o0 Erect fencing around construction site to act as a screen minimising the effect of
wind in generating dust emissions.
Implement dust suppression measures (water, hay bails, etc) when appropriate.
Adhere to OHSA with regards to noise levels and protective equipment
Ensure that noise levels are below 70 dB(A); and
When noise levels are likely to exceed 70 dB(A) then ensure that the noisy
construction activity is undertaken outside of peak visitor hours (i.e. during the
early morning or late evening).

O O O o
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8. EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 Environmental Impact Statement

8.1.1 Evaluation

This section presents an overall triple bottom line evaluation of the social, economic and
biophysical costs and benefits of the proposed development. The evaluation is drawn from the
assessment of potentially significant environmental impacts which were undertaken as part of
the EIA and as presented in Chapter 7.

The construction of the proposed sewage treatment plant at Cape Point will generate an
economic benefit of low significance for the City of Cape Town as construction expenditure is
estimated at R2 Million with this expenditure taking place over approximately 6 months. Coupled
with the economic benefit comes the social benefits associated with the employment
opportunities that will be created. Given the importance of job creation in addressing poverty in
South Africa, employment creation opportunities associated with the proposed development
presents a significant benefit, albeit of very low significance given that only approximately 19
temporary jobs will be created.

Inevitably there will be environmental costs associated with infrastructure upgrading projects and
sometimes environmental benefits (as is the case here). Costs include the potential visual and
biophysical impacts (damage to natural vegetation) associated with the construction phase and
the expansion of the disturbance footprint within the Cape Point precinct, albeit only to a limited
extent. Important benefits include the improved quality of treated effluent which is being
discharged into the surrounding area.

In summary the proposed upgrading of the sewage treatment and disposal system through the
installation of a new sewage package plant can be described as being associated with the
following:

Minor socio-economic benefits associated with construction phase expenditure and job
creation;

Minor (insofar as they are mitigable) visual impacts;

Minor (mitigable) biophysical costs associated with the construction phase; and

Significant biophysical benefit associated with improving the quality of treated effluent
discharged to the environment.
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8.1.2 Comparison and Suitability of Alternatives

This section presents a comparative evaluation of the alternatives that have been assessed in
detail in the EIA. In comparing the merits of each alternative the decision maker is assisted in
making certain key decisions regarding the proposed development in a well-informed manner.
The key decisions are as follows:

Should the sewage treatment system be upgraded at all? A comparison between the merits
of the “No-Go” alternative and the upgrading alternative provides important insights in this
regard.

If there is good reason to upgrade the system then is the preferred alternative the most
sustainable? A comparative evaluation of the triple bottom line implications associated with
the upgrading alternatives provides the decision-maker with this information.

If the preferred alternative is the most sustainable means of upgrading the system then
which of the alternative sites is the most environmentally suitable? A comparative evaluation
of the merits of the preferred alternative with the alternative sites will provide the necessary
insights.

Should the system be upgraded?

The environmental suitability of the two upgrading alternatives (a new sewage package plant at
Cape Point and connection to municipal network) and the “No-Go” alternative is evaluated
according to the significance and mitigability of the potential environmental impacts associated
with the alternatives. Table 27 presents a summary of the significance of the significant impacts
associated with the upgrading alternatives, assuming mitigation is implemented.

Table 27: Comparison of alternatives in terms of si  gnificance of environmental impacts

Potential Environmental | Preferred Alternative | Alternative Scenario [ “No-Go” Alternative
Impacts: Significance Rating with Mitigation:

Socio-economic Impact Very low (+ve) Low (+ve) Medium (-ve)
Visual Impact Low (-ve) Low (-ve) No impact
Ecological Impact Low (-ve) Very low (-ve) High (-ve)
Nuisance Impact Very low (-ve) Very low (-ve) No impact

The summary presented in Table 27 indicates that the “No-Go” alternative, while unlikely to be
associated with any visual and nuisance impacts, is likely to generate significant negative
impacts which are rated to have medium and high levels of significance (visual and ecological
respectively). These significant negative impacts suggest that the “No-Go” alternative (or “leave
as is” scenario) may well be environmentally unsuitable. Regarding the impacts associated with
the two development alternatives presented in Table 27 it is clear that neither of the upgrading
alternatives are associated with highly significant negative impacts (provided the recommended
mitigation measures are implemented). This suggests that in terms of environmental suitability
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both upgrading alternatives are suitable (provided the recommended mitigation measures are
implemented). Therefore based on the impacts assessed in the EIA, the conclusion can be
drawn that the sewage treatment system at Cape Point is in need of upgrading and that this is a
more sustainable option than not upgrading the system at all.

How should the system be upgraded?

In comparing the two upgrading alternatives, both alternatives are essentially similar with respect
to the potential impacts they are associated with, with the exception being a marginally higher
potential socio-economic benefit (very low versus low positive impact) associated with the
alternative scenario of connecting to the municipal sewer and the marginally greater negative
ecological impact (low versus very low negative impact) associated with the preferred
alternative. Therefore, of the two upgrading alternatives assessed in the EIA and based strictly
on the assessment of environmental impacts, the alternative scenario is marginally more
preferred that the applicant’s preferred alternative. Owing to the low and very low significance of
impacts associated with the preferred alternative of building a new sewage treatment plant and
alternative scenario of connecting to the municipal sewer it can be concluded that both
alternatives are environmentally suitable.

Which is the most suitable site?

A comparison between the potential impacts associated with the preferred site (as per the
applicant’s preferred alternative) compared with those associated with the alternative sites will
inform the decision regarding the most suitable site.

Table 28 presents a summary of the significance of the significant impacts associated with the
upgrading alternatives, assuming mitigation is implemented.

Table 28: Comparison of site alternatives in terms of significance of environmental impacts

Potential environmental Preferred alternative | Site Alternatives

impacts: Significance Rating with Mitigation:

Socio-economic Impact Very low (+ve) Very low (+ve)
Visual Impact Low (-ve) Very low (-ve)
Ecological Impact Low (-ve) Very low (-ve)
Nuisance Impact Very low (-ve) Very low (-ve)

In comparing the site alternatives, both the preferred alternative and the alternative sites are
essentially similar with respect to the potential impacts they are associated with, with the
exception being a marginally greater negative visual impact (low versus very low negative
impact) and a marginally greater negative ecological impact (low versus very low negative
impact) associated with the preferred alternative. Therefore, of the site alternatives assessed in
the EIA and based strictly on the assessment of environmental impacts, either of the alternative
sites is marginally more preferred that the applicant’s preferred site. Owing to the low and very
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low significance of impacts associated with the preferred site and the alternative sites it can be
concluded that all site alternatives are environmentally suitable.

8.1.3 Principal Findings and Key Decision Making Fa  ctors

The proposed construction of a new sewage plant at Cape Point will entail triple bottom line
implications, i.e. social, economic and biophysical costs and benefits (see Section 8.1.1 and
8.1.2). The challenge (for DEAT) is to take a decision which is sustainable in the long term and
which will inevitably entail trade-offs between these implications. The key decision making
factors which the EAP believes need to be kept in mind by the authorities in deciding on the
sustainability of their decision, are as follows:

Given the anticipated growth in visitor numbers to Cape Point there is an urgent need to
upgrade the system for the treatment and disposal of sewage at Cape Point as the capacity
of the current system will be exceeded and this has the potential to cause significant
environmental harm in a protected area.
IAPs have shown no interest in the proposed development which suggests that the rights
and interests of the public are unlikely to be affected by the proposed upgrading.
Both upgrading alternatives are environmentally suitable insofar as both are associated with
impacts of low and very low significance (assuming the recommended mitigation measures
are implemented).
While the alternative scenario of connecting to the municipal network is marginally more
preferable in terms of the environmental impacts it is considerably (and prohibitively) more
costly for the applicant and is associated with an unquantifiable risk that failure of the
pipeline and/or pump station(s) could cause significant environmental harm in more sensitive
parts of the Park.
While the site alternatives are marginally more preferable in terms of environmental impacts
there are practicalities which render them critically flawed. These include the following:
0 Neither site alternative allows for vehicular access which is required for
maintenance purposes (achieved by a ramp in the preferred alternative — see
Figure 5). This can only be achieved by constructing the plant adjacent to
existing infrastructure and not beneath existing infrastructure.
o Due to the levels, both site alternatives would require pumping of the treated
effluent to the site of disposal. In using the preferred site this can be achieved
through gravity flow thereby reducing the overall cost and risk of possible failure.

8.2  Authorisation Opinion

In terms of Section 31 (m) of NEMA the EAP is required to provide an opinion as to whether the
activity should or should not be authorised. In this regard the EAP believes that sufficient
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information is available for DEAT to take a decision. The EAP believes that the EIA has shown
clearly that upgrading of the system for treating and disposing sewage is urgently required and
that both upgrading alternatives contemplated are environmentally acceptable. While the
applicant’s preferred alternative is marginally less preferable when compared to the alternative
scenario of connecting to the municipal network, the significantly lower cost, lower risk and
greater practicality render the preferred alternative the most sustainable alternative. The EIA
has also shown that the “No-Go” alternative may be associated with significant negative impacts
which potentially render it as an environmentally unacceptable alternative. The EIA has also
assisted in the identification of essential mitigation measures that will mitigate the impacts
associated with the upgrading the sewage treatment and disposal system to ensure that the
impacts remain minor and acceptable.

In conclusion the EAP is of the opinion that based on a combination of ‘environmental’ grounds
(i.e. the project’'s potential socio-economic and biophysical implications) and the cost
implications for the applicant, the applicant’s preferred alternative should be approved, provided
the essential mitigation measures are implemented.

8.3 Recommendations

This section lists the mitigation measures that should be considered as conditions of approval as
they are listed as being essential insofar as rendering potentially unacceptable impacts
acceptable:

Implement the standard SANParks EMP for construction activities in National Parks (see

Annexure D) with special attention being give on:

0 Maintaining good house-keeping through the duration of the construction phase;

0 Screening unsightly aspects from public view including excavations (where practical),
construction material storage areas, waste storage areas and ablutions).

0 The rehabilitation of all areas of natural vegetation that have been disturbed as a result of

construction activities.

Designation of “No-Go” areas.

Designation of construction materials and fuel storage areas.

Effective control of waste and containment of stormwater.

Erect fencing around construction site to act as a screen minimising the effect of wind in

generating dust emissions.

Implement dust suppression measures (water, hay bails, etc) when appropriate.

Adhere to OHSA with regards to noise levels and protective equipment

Ensure that noise levels are below 70 dB(A); and

When noise levels are likely to exceed 70 dB(A) then ensure that the noisy construction

activity is undertaken outside of normal park visitor hours (i.e. early morning or late

evening).

O O O o

O O O o
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Adopt the same architectural design and finishes for the new building that will house the
proposed sewage package plant.

The following mitigation measures are considered optional insofar as they do not result in a
significant enhancement of the positive socio-economic impact associated with the proposed
development. As such the EAP is of the opinion that these should not be made conditions of
authorisation:

100 % (subject to availability) local® labour should be used.

100% (subject to availability and skills levels) local contractors should be used.

Ensure that contractors from outside the local area that tender for work meet targets for the
number of locals employed.

Ensure that empowerment targets relevant to the construction sector are met.

® In the context of this development local is defined as residing within the City of Cape Town.
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9. WAY FORWARD

The Executive Summary of the EIR has been sent to all the registered 1APs as listed in
Annexure C. The Executive Summary notifies registered I1APs of the availability of the EIR on
the SANParks website. It also informs IAPs of the opportunity to submit comments within the
comment period. Should IAPs wish to submit comment then this should be submitted on or
before 24 May 2009 for the comment to be included in the final submission to DEAT.

Written comment must be submitted on or before 24 May 2009 to:

Mr Nick Steytler

Nick Steytler EAP Fax 086 694 6901

PO Box 22761 email: nicksteytler@telkomsa.net
Scarborough, 7974

Should additional issues and concerns be raised that have not been adequately addressed in
the EIR then the report may have to be revised and re-issued for IAP review. Should this occur
then a further opportunity for IAPs to engage in the EIA process may be provided. If not, the
report, along with the comments received by IAPs during the current comment period, will be
submitted to DEAT for a decision regarding whether or not to authorise the project. Should
DEAT authorise the project then all registered IAPs will receive notice of the decision and be
informed of the opportunity to appeal against the decision, should they so wish.

Lo
LA Ty
Nick Steytler

MSc (Entomology); Pr Sci Nat; Certified EAP
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Annexure A:
Declaration of Independence by EAP






Annexure B:
Projections of effluent volumes at Cape Point









Annexure C:
List of Potential |APs



List of Interested and Affected Parties

Name

Organisation

Augustine Morkel

TMNP Park Forum

Harry Hawkins

Concor

Wilna Kloppers DWAF
Washiela Anthony DEA&DP
Robbin Poggenpoel NPA
Bhawoodien Parker Weather SA
Andre Kruger Public

Mnr. Louw Public




Annexure D:
SANParks Standard EMP
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