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Relevant Qualifications & Experience of the Auvthor

Ms Sarien Lategan holds a Honours Degree in Geography as well as a Masters Degree in Town and
Regional Planning from the University of Stellenbosch. She has 7 years experience as Town planner
at a local government, 3 years with South African national Parks as planner and project manager
of various GEF and World Bank managed, tourist facilifies in the Table Mountain National Park and
since 2004 as private practitioner involved in inter alia Site Analysis and Visual Impact assessments
for various types of developments ranging from housing, tourism to infrastructure developments.

Ms Lategan is registered as a professional Town and Regional Planner as well as Environmental
Assessment Practitioner.

Declaration of Independence

I, Sarah C. Lategan, fully authorized by Geostratics CC, declare that | am an independent
consultant to EnviroAfrica and neither myself nor Geosiratics, has any business, financial, personal
or other interest in the proposed project or application in respect of which | was appointed, other
than fair remuneration for work performed in connection with the application. There are
furthermore no circumstances which compromise my objectivity in executing the task appointed
for.

SC Lategan



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sarien Lategan ot Geostratics was appointed fo undertake the visual impact assessment of a
maximum 10Megawatt solar facility, as input to the Basic Assessment in terms of the National
Environmental Management Act, 1998 [Act no. 107 of 1998), as amended and the Environmental
Impact Assessment Regulations, 2010 by undertaken EnviroAfrica. The development of the solar
farm is proposed by Keren Energy (Pty) Lid. The site on which the facility is planned comprises a
portion of Bf 666, Keimoes and in ownership of the Kai Garib local municipality..

An environmental authorization was obtained but has since expired. A new application will now be
submitted for which the original VIA needs 1o be re-assessed to accommodate any changes that
may have occurred since the original assessment as well as include an assessment of cumulative
impacts. This report serves as an addendum to the originai VIA for this purpose and should be read
with the original report.

At the time of the original assessment a final decision was not yet been taken on the exact
technology or mix of technology 1o be used in the development and therefore the worst case
scenaric was followed by assessing the technology most probably going to have the highest visual
impact in terms of size of structures. For the purposes of the original study thus, tracking CPV units of
dimensions 15,64m in height and 17m wide has been assessed. The technology cumrently proposed
comprise single axis tracking system with a max tilt of 50°, This sefup results in infrastructure fo be
significantly lower than the units assessed in the original VIA and therefore has o significant lower
visual impact.

The overall conclusion in the original assessment was that the visual impact is within acceptable
levels and could thus be recommended. Due to the nature of the type of technology, little
mitigation measures can be implemented to further reduces any potential visual impacts. With the
technology now proposed the visual impact is even further reduced.

With regard to cumulative impacts it is concluded in this addendum that no significant cumulative
visual impacts will arise from the development and it is thus within the acceptabie level of change.

It can thus be concluded that the overall visual impact of the new application is similar and even
slightly less than the original proposal and from a visual perspective can be considered for
approval, No additional mitigation measures are required.

Prepared by: SC Lategan © Geostratics
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VIA- Addendum: Keimoes

1 OBJECTIVE

In 2012, Sarien Lategan of Geosiratics was appointed to undertake the visual impact assessment of
a maximum 10Megawatt solar facility, as input to the Basic Assessment in terms of the National
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act no. 107 of 1998}, as amended and the Envirenmental
Impact Assessment Regulations, 2010 by undertaken EnviroAfrica. The development of the solar
farm is proposed by Keren Energy (Pty) Ltd. The site on which the facility is planned comprises a
portion of Erf 664, Keimoes and in ownership of the Kai Garib local municipality.

An environmental authorization was obtdined but has since expired. A new application will now be
submitted for which the original VIA needs to be re-assessed to accommodate any changes that
may have occcumed since the original assessment as well as include an assessment of cumulative
impacts. This report serves as an addendum t.o the original VIA for this purpose and should be read
with the criginal report.

The cbhjective of this addendum is o access changes that occurred since the criginat VIA and the
subsequent impact thereof on the recommendations. It will futher more qlso assess the cumulative
impacts of the proposal,

The changes that may have occcurred includes the following:
1. Changes in the proposal namely -
a. Site boundory
b. Bdent of solar production
c. Technology
2. Changes in the receiving environment

Cumulative impact holds two components namely the visual catchment area of assement and the
criteria as defined by the DEA guideline on cumulative impacts.

it is important to note that the original VIA did assess impacts within the normal visual sphere of
observation namely 30km.

2 CHANGES IN PROPOSAL

2.1 Site Boundary

The site boundary remained similiar to the effect that it will not change the assessment of the
receptors as per the orginal repert. Therefore the previous assessment of receptors remains
unchanged. The solar facility link to the adjacent substation with 22kV power lines and thus add no

additional elements to the original assessment.
i

Flgure 1: Site boundary

Prepared by: SC Lategan ©® Geostratics
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ViA- Addendum: Keimoes

2.2 Extend of solar facllity and power line connection
The proposal has been changed from the assessed extent of 10MW to a final proposal of 5SMW. The
footprint area however remains the same. The visual impact is thus similar to the original proposal.

The proposed 22kV powerline is similar to telephone ine in extent and connect to the adjacent
Qasis substation within the original defined area of assessment.

2.3 Proposed Technology

At the time of the original assessment a final decision was not yet been taken on the exact
technology or mix of technology to be used in the development and therefore the worst case
scenario was followed by assessing the technology most probably going to have the highest visual
impact in terms of size of structures, For the purposes of the criginal study thus, tracking CPV units of
dimensions 15,64m in height and 17m wide has been assessed.

The technology cumrently proposed, comprise is a crystalline PV single axis plant. it has 18540 solar
modules connected to 7 central inverters, and makes use of Exosun single axis trackers. The facility
will be connected to Eskom's Ouplaas Substation.

This proposal result in significant downscole in the size of infrastructure being less intrusive. The
orignal proposal comprise units of up to 6m in height where the PV single axis system is
approximately 2m.

G

Figure 2: Single axis mounting system
No changes has been made to site parameter fencing and type of access roads.

The new proposed technology therefor reduce the visual Impact with regard to the preduction
technology.

3 CHANGES IN RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT

No changes occurred in the receiving environment which impact on the original assessment.

4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

4.1 Methodology
Ccumulative effects occur when:
« Impacis on the environment take place so frequently in fime or so densely in space that the

effects of individual impacts cannot be assimilated; or
» The impacts of one activity combine with those of another in a synergistic manner

Prepared by: $C Lategan @ Geostratics
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VIA- Addendum: Keimoes

DEAT has issued a guideline which identify types and characteristics of different cumulative
effects.! Table 1 below summarise these criteria and these have been used to assess the
cumulative visual impact.

Table 1: Types and characteristics of cumulalive impacts

TYPE CHARACTERISTIC
Time Crowding Frequent and repetitive effects.
Time Lags Delayed effects.
Space Crowding High spatial density of effects.
Cross-boundary Effects occur away from the source.
Fragmeniation Change in landscape pattern.
Compounding Effects arising from multiple sources
Effects or pathways.
Indirect Effects Secondary effects.
Triggers and Fundamental changes in system
Thresholds functioning and structure.

DEAT also require that cumulative impacts of all energy projects within a 30km radius be assessed.

4.2 Assessment of cumulative impacts

4.2.1 Time Crowding

There are a number of PV sites to the east along the N14 and should these dll commence with
construction in the same timeframe, it will result in crowding during construction, However this is only
temporary. and thus the impacts will be limited.

With regard to operational visual impact of a stafic land use change as proposed, this aspect is not
relevant,

42.2 Time Lags
The facility does not change in its visual appedal over time and therefore there are no visual time lag
effects.

4.2.3 Space crowding

The landscape consists of a valley with a hinterland to the north and south of this valley. The
immediate hintedand to the south consist or hills and almost rocky/mountainous appearance. The
hinterland to the north is more flat, but with interspersed hills, ‘spitskoppe' and dunes. In general the
areqa displays a surprisingly high variety in slope, hills, gradients and landform. These variations in
landform reduce the visual reach and the view catchment of the area. The catchment area is thus
restricted in the eost, south and west to a maximum of 1km, but due to the up slope 1o the north
and northwest the catchment area extent to the hills just north of the site at approx 4,5km. The
maximum catchment area has thus been determined at approximately Skm.

(Refer Figure 3 below)

This thus concluded that the catchment area does not extent to the 30km radivs. However o
traveller on the N14 will be exposed to a number of solar energy site, especially towards the east.
Most of the sites will most probably partially screened from the road and the view of these sites will
occur at intervals for a distance of opproximately 30km. This area is however a production
landscape within which various infrastructure exist and the exposure can be absorb within the
landscape. The proposal site adjacent to the substation also link the facility visually with the existing
infrastructure and is close to town, thus resulting in an acceptable level of chonge.

1 DEAT {2004) Cumulative Effects Assessment, Integrated Environmental Management, Information
Series 7, Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT), Pretoria

Prepared by: SC Lategan © Geostratics
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4.24 Cross Boundary
From a visual perspective the site has no cross boundary impacts.

4.2.5 Fragmentation
The position of the site adjacent the existing substation group it with similar infrastructure and thus
not cause fragmentation of the visual landscape.

4.2.6 Compounding Effects
From a visual perspective the site has no compeounding impacts.

4.2.7 Indirect Effects

The development is on the edge of the urban development and does has the potential to attract
further development. The support services anticipated should however be of low impact such as
general maintenance services as the faclility does not require large scale industrial maintenance
systems of equipment. The anticipated indirect visual effects are thus insignificant.

4.2.8 Triggers and Thresholds
From a visual perspective the site has no impacts on Triggers and Thresholds.

Prepared by: SC Lategan © Geostratics
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5 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Construction Impacts

During construction, various large earth moving equipment and equipment will be fransported to
the site and work on the site. This will impact on the generadl experience of viewers. This impact is
however temporary and not uncommon during construction of infrastructure. Communities have
fairy high tolerance levels for such activities if it contributes to the infrastructure of the area.

Rating: Low

5.2 Operational Impacts

The proposed site is situated within the urban edge zone of Keimoes in an area characterized by
litte urban coherence nor rural, agricultural or wildemess sentiments. The larger area reflects the
characteristics of a production to urban landscape and the site is situated within the land use
continuum,

The valley area with its higher range of elements has a high visual absorpticn rate. The valley wall
Zones are not steep and therefore urban and infrastructure has develeped on the areas. Due to
their gradient they too reflect a high rate of visual absorption. Moving cut of the valley area above
the valley walls into the deep hinterland, the absorption rate reduces where the landscape is flat,
but in areas with more gradient variation the absorption rate is still medium.

Statement 1: The nature and extent of the proposed development is such thot it would not change
the nature of land use of the area it is situated in.

Statlement 2; Due to the medium to high absorption capacity of the landscape, the development
will easily be absorbed into the existing visual structure.

Statement 3: The proposal does not pose any significant cumulative visual impacts which would
deem the proposal unacceptable.

é MITIGATION MEASURES

The level of visual impact is of such level that no mitigation to the proposed development elements
is recommended. The impact can however be used as a resource by providing a tourist
interpretation centre/facility to raise awareness amongst local residents and visitors to the site, Such
facility can dlso serve as a practical demonstration of the region's commitment to sustainable
development and responsible tourism and motivate the cumulative impacts as a benefit.

Prepared by: SC Lategan © Geostratics
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Visual Assessment: Keimoes 1

1 TERMS OF REFERENCE

The applicant intends the development of a solar farm on a portion of Erf 666, commonage in
Keimoes. The site gain access off the N14,

The objective of the Visual Impact assessment is o determine the significance of any visual impact.
This assessment will indicate whether from a visudl perspective the development constitute and
acceptable level of change and if so what potential mitigation measures can reduce any visual
impact as to imit

To determine the potential extent of the ViA required the following brogd critefia are considered.

Areas with protection status, e.g. nature
reserves

Areas with procldimed heritage sites or
scenic roufes

Areas with intact wildemess qualities, or
pristine ecosystems

None

None.

None.

Areas with intact or outstanding rural or
townscape qudlities

Areas with d recognized special character
or sense of place

Areas with sites of cultural or religious
significance

None

None

None

The site is in a region where such elements exists

Areas of important tourism or recreation
value

and are important in the Green Kalahar tourist
route

Areas with important vistas or scenic To assess
corridors '
Areas with visually prominent ridgelines or

skylines. MNone

Table 1: Requirements for visual assessmenf

High intensity type projects including large-scale
infrastructure

yes

A change in land use from the prevailing use

Yes, from vacant o utility/infrastructure

A use that is in conflict with on adopted plon or | No

vision for the areq

A significant change to the fabric and | Potentially
character of the area

A significant chonge 1o the townscape or { Potentiolly
streetscape

Possible visual intrusion in the landscape Potentiglly
Okbstruction of views of others in the area Potentially

Table 2: Nature of intended development

Prepared by: 5C Lategon
mMarch 2012
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Visual Assessment: Keimoes 2

From the above it is clear that the recelving environment holds cerfain visual elements which may
be impacted upon by development of the site.

It is thus clear that the potfential exist that development of the site may have a visual impact. In
order fo assist authorities thus to make an informed decision, the input of a specialist is required to
assist in the project design and assess the visual impact of the prefered project proposal.

The term visual and oaesthetic is defined to cover the broad ronge of visual, scenic, cultural, and
spiritual aspects of the landscape. The terms of reference for the specialist is to:

e Provide the visual context of the site with regard to the broader landscape context and site
specific characteristics.

Provide input in compliing layout alternatives,

To describe the affected environment and set the visual baseline for assessment

Identify the legal, policy and planning context

Identifying visual receptors

Predicting and assessing impacts

Recommending management and monitoring actions

a & 4 & 5 &

2 Methodology and principles
2.1 Methodology

Table 4: Summary of methodology

Task undertaken Purpose Resources used
A screening of the site and | To obtain an understanding of the | Photographs
environment site and darea characteristics and | Site visits

otential visual elements

Idenilty visual receptors To assess visual impact from | Photographs, profiles

specific view points

Contextualize the site within | To present an easy to understand | Specialist: S Lategan

the visual resources context of the site within the visual | Graphic presentation
resource baseline Superimposed photo's
Model in case of high
significance
Propose possible mitigation | To present practical guidelines to | Specialist: S. Lategan
measures reduce any potential negative
impacts.

Throughout the evaluation the following fundamental criteria applied:

An awareness that "visual' implies the full range of visual, aesthetic, cultural and spiritual aspects
of the environment that contribute to the area's sense of place.

Consideration of both the natural and cultural (urban) iandscape, and their inter-connectivity.
The identification of all scenic resources, protected areas and sites of special interest, as well as
their relative importance in the region.

Understanding of the landscape processes, including geological, vegetation and settlements
patterns which give the landscape its particular characier or scenic atiributes.

The inclusion of both guantitative criteria, such as visibility and qualitative criteria, such as
aesthetic volue or sense of place.

The incorporation of visual input as an integral part of the project planning and design process,
so that the findings and recommended mitigation measures can inform the final design and
quality of the project.

To test the value of visual/aesthetic resources through public involvement.

2,1.1 Principles
The following principles to apply throughout the project:

Prepared by: SC Lategan @ Geostralics
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Visual Assessment: Keimoes 3

The need to maintain the integrity of the landscape within a changing land use process
To preserve the special character or 'sense of place’ of the area

To minimize visual intrusion or obstruction of views

To recognize the regional or local idiom of the landscape.

2.1.2 Fatal flaw statement
A potential fatdl flaw is defined as an impact that could have a “no-ge" implication for the project.
A “no-go” situation could arise if the proposed project were 1o lead to {Oberholzer, 2005):

1. Non-compliance with Acts, Ordinance, By-laws and adopted policies relating to
visual pollution, scenic routes, special areas or proclaimed heritage sites.

2. Non-compliance with conditions of existing Records of Decision.

3. Impacts that may be evaluated to be of high significance and that are considered

by the majority of stakeholders and decision-makers fo be unacceptable.,

The screening of the site and initial project intentions did not reveal any of the above issues which
may result in o fatal flaw.

2.2 legal Framework, Guidellnes and policies

2.2.1 National Environmental Management Act, 107, 1998 and relevant Guidelines:

An assessment in terms of any activily that required an EIA or Basic Assessment may be subjected
to a specidiist visual ossessment in order to determine the significance of the potential impacts fo
result from a proposed acfivity.

The National Dept has subsequently determined that all applications for solar farms are subject to a
visual impact assessment.

2.2.2 Northem Cape PSDF
The NCPSDF idenlified various use zones.
The PSDF provides guidance to ensure that
s development is of a qudlity that promotes environmental integrity.
» based upon the principles of ‘crifical regionalism” which promoles a return to the
development of high-quality settlements.
= remised upon "The Big Five"” principles that guide the planning, design and management of
development namely sense of place, sense of history, sense of nature, sense of craft and
sense of limits.

2.2.3 Green Kalahari tourism

The Green Kalahari tourist plan is an initiative to promote tourism in the region. Of importance to this
specific application is the identification of the N14 as an important route and thus proposals that
the entrances to town dlong the route be improved. The R359 has also been identified os an
alternglive tourist route. The protection of cuttural and heritage resources as well as the active
involvement and empowerment of local communities through tourism is a core theme through the
tourism plan.

Prepared by: SC Lategan ® Geostralics
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3 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

3.1 General Descripfion

Construclion of Solar energy production fadility {“Solar Form®) with o
10Megawatt copacily, consisting of 140 tracking CPV unils, on
opproximately 20ha. Each unit hove opproximately 30m frocker clearance
20ne. Units are typically positionad in rows with access roads belween every
second row. Unit spacing typically vahes betweesn 43x37 and 33x30m.

Figure 2: Typical CPV Untt Figure 1: Typical Solar Farm layout
The Solar Farm include supporiive infrastructura which conskts of 2 -4 concrete transformer pads approximately 20x15m respeciively, o fence

construction staging areq, mainfenance shed and o switch panel for connection lo the grid and iransmisslon ine from The lransfermers fo the
closest ESKOM subsiation.

Prapored by: SC Lalagan © Geosirglics
March 2012
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3.2 Project Elements
3.2.1 Exent and layout

The Solkor farm will occupy approdmalely 20ha. The
nalure of ihe Yracking CPVY unils are such ihal the
property has (o be leveled to less ihan 1:5 gradient
in order lo prevenl the unils Io touch the ground
when luming on lhe pedestol. CPY unils are

]

positioned in a gid with the aclive poanei side = I T | Double
facing north. The unils will rolote from easi 2 fencing
[moming) to wast (aflemoon). Back of units facing L E o
soulh. Units are position in rows of two wilh an [ e
access reads In between, 1 - - . o
: I a0
| N TR RN wide
5 y/ gravel]
At Intemal service -
ARY/ | roods tasmuice) W OEmEE L rosome
7 A pads
+ g e N & BEnNgl
ponek olate P = h
from Eest e e e e T ]
theough Nodh — .
= Single 22KV
{o West / .:/ ;r:;smbim‘l
Mainlenance =
shed apEE®
———=——| ESKOM
subsiafion

Agure 3: Typical Layout configuration
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38.22 Tracking CPV Units

Tnustonw; 28 moh, > 14 sec. Out of stow : <25 moh. ¥300 sec.
Figure 4: Storm Stow position

i .
L

Figure &: Night stow postiion

Frepored by: 5C Lalegon © Geosiratics
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323 Project perimeter

Double fencing with inner fence corsisfing of galvanized palisade fence ond outer an electhified fence of 2,4mIn heigh!.

Rgure 7: Typlcal elechical fence

324 Suppotlive Infrastruchae

Single 22KV Pawer
ines will feed from
the translormers to
ihe ESKOM
substation

Figure 10: Transformer Pads and lypicol iramsformer

Prepared by: 5C Lategan @ Geoshratics
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325 Operational elements
- Once a yadr, cleaning leams wil
A pressure washer on a water bruck vith & An occesicnal {~1/yesr) deep tiosn serub
[ e access the sle and physically cleon
de-ionizing nozzle is sufficient for most maybenecessmy lockanhe B | the ponek, This s done eliher by
washes \..w_ —— rope access or the use of “chefry
: pickers”
Figure 11: Annrval physical cleaning

Groundwork:
Levelsile,
Pedeital
foundafion

High i
equipment /

cranes

Transport rucks
lor dedvery of
| units
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4 RECEIVING VISUAL ENVIRONMENT

4.1 Description
Receiving Environment

5km view calchment orea.
The lanckcape comskf of a valey with «
hinteriand 1o ihe north and soulh of this
valliey, Tha immediale hinlerlond 1o the soulh
consist or hils and c!imost rocky/mouniainous
appeaiance. The hinlerand 1o the norih
more fal, bul with Infenspased hils,
‘spitskoppe’ and dunes. In general the area
display o spsingly vorely in slope, hills,
gradients ond landiom. This variofion In
landform  reduce the visual reach and jhe
vlaew coichmenl of the area.

N4 : Naflenal read which
is the main fransporl route
fhrough the wea. This
£t route has oo bsen
A identified as an important
fourfs! roule ond
ploposals  were  made
thed e enfronces lo
towns olong ihis rovle
should ba improved,

R357 ako known as the rocky

1wkl rendim

o

Figure 14: Calchment area

Frepared by; $C Lalegon
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e
rexlensions include
- s n v
nage wil

al

?;:ngln;g from g g9
o induskicl facil#sd

FL |
T teaw e -t
" d’! — :
|Hnuro 15: Land vse Components
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1 Produckn el Wikmes

Figure 14: Land vse confinvurn

The site is silvaled in ihe narthem exiension of the
{own on commoenage. It is surounded by
infrastructure whichinciude High voltoge power Enes,
eleclicd substatton, sewage works, landfill, railway
line and gravel sireets.

Ciher use in the area Inciude ndustdql buildings, smal
holding type of resideniiaHndusiial mix and lorge
vacan! land. The galf course i sttunled olmost in the
cenlre of this lorge ared. Residentiol neighbournoods
are locuted wesl of this orea,

The area this do not a have a well defined character
ond reflecis o lack a sense of ploce.

Figure 17: Immediate Envi:onment

4.2 Findings

The proposed site is situaled within the urban edge zone of Keimoes in on area characterzed buy fitle urban coherence nor rural, aghicultural o
wildemess sentiments. The larger area reflecis ihe cheractenslics of o production o urban landscape and the sile s situaled within the land use
continuum.

The valiey areo wilh its higher range of elements have o high visual absorplion rate. The valley wall zones are nol steep and therefore urban and
infrastruciure has deveioped on the areas. Due lo their gradient they too reflect a high rale of visual abserplion. Moving out of the valley areo
above the valley wolk into 1he deep hinterlond, the absorplion rote reduces where the landscape & fial, but In areas with more grodient
variofion the absorption rate is siill medium,

Siotemeni 1: The nature and exien! of the proposed development is such Ihat it would not change the nature of land use of the area it i
situaded in.

Stotement 2: Due fo the medium to high absomtion copacily of the landscape, the development will easily be obsarbed inlo the exisling visual
sinuciure.

Prepared by: SC lalegan @ Geosiralics
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5 VISUAL RECEPTORS

[Labal Ladltuds Longltuds G s s, Bicmotduist ac
s s dafon 2866 20.90 Hikock in ron of facilly screen direct view. {-
direction Keimoss Sita vislble from most westem dune ofl the way wniil il (Y
F“" 28,88 21nwm¢gymm. ‘Botis P m
[Golfcourse 2650 20.97 Perbolly visibia 3 T 1
Red Sun Dried fruit warehouse «26.68 20,88 Direct view. Ind fociity. , l'.:) — o
hdusidel properties 287  2095Parioty by aabstasi facillies : % C," "-.‘?a,
\ \ ot
Partially scresned by substation, oid sewigs works Lo 3 L
\geriver Wine callar 287 20870 Fedtre (gradiers) ‘Lr?J LC‘., -
Subsiation and warghouse largely soreen site, Visbie dy oy
M 14 direction Upington 287 20.98 for a briel momenl &5 you cross the bridge leaving LC' P o
o, =
L
" ™ ]
14 dioction Upington, teidge 287 zn,na;';;_ graphy wad provids only gimpses of v v
[R359 highest potni <28,74 20.93 Potential brief ghmpsa of site in diatance o
= 7 - -~
. i 1984 " abd1 - v
\" : E:.
24 2
L) ess ) P Q,
B smees
- 4 1 4 ?r e fiu warehowsy |
K : ; ToHe
Ce— i 1 a ' ET o i
oI5 ) m =3 b
= dhection 0y
— B, e s
I
o
: ] e 1 3
359 highes! point .
RASG g e PR\ b
R v H : f’
||.

Figure 18 identified vitual receptors
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EN0m
B2Em

5m —

=m T T T T T T 1
B hm 500 m 1 km 150k 2km  250km Skm  350km 115km
Ln Dist: 4 14km ot Dral, 4,15 km Elev Ganr €02 m g Grade 2
Clih Elre. 161 m Dwsz Bev, 769 m Man Elr. 878 m M Eer 774 m
Climb Cial 102 km Desc Orat: 3,13 hm

| Low
not parficulory noficeable to tha viewar
Indusidal, mining, degroded erees

o  biends wilh

Table 3 ; Visual impac! - Blucuso
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PRy

i Om

T Ll

#1 B Wr @ Os s Wr  Xekils

Hm -t T
Okm 3 m

1
480 m 640 m

800 m P0.Im

Lin Dist. St0.O m TercDest' 101 m

Elay Gaim 1 m

Avg Orade |

Climb Elgv. $4m Degc Elew. 4.Bm

Max. Elgy. 779.2m

Win. Elev, 74.0m

Chmb Dist- 367 7 m Dasc Oist: 5424 m

Figure 20: N14 view direction Upinglon to Kelmoes

Low

honne,

Table 4: N14 Upington to Keimoes view uud
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Sun died frut warehousa

Wine caher antancs oate |

T T T T T T T 1 ) L] . N
3 o M e G e K RGP KR D T (KW
WOl 12k | et iPw ] Bwiw Wr [ g Trru & N
CWiEw W | GeiBw Jir | W Um Bifm | FmBerTiw
Duow Wiy | Oebwdkdn |

Herig Modeiate Low
[Exposwre T L -recog not pordicu i 1o lhe viewsr
[ Sengfivity 1 residenfio) nature reserves scericroutes |

| intruslon/Obstrucve | noficecble change, discondan] with surcundings

Indus miring, o od areces
Table 5: Commonage as receplor

minimol chanpe or bisnds with suttoundings
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16

Residential area io
landscape and lopographical
screen e residential area from the site. This
areq i thus not a visual recepior although
wilhin {he view calchment. No significoni
impaoc) identified.

jhe wesh

Various
featutes

Liistia High Modsrals Low
Exposure dominant. clearly vidble | recoprizable ka o wewor | nol
| noliceable 1o the
R e " viewer
Sensihily residential, natwre | sparting.  recreational { industiol, miring,
reserves, scenic routes  bopfocwsofwark radad crecs
Iniuslon/Obsiructive | nollceakla chonge, | Particly A5 bel clecrly | minima  chongs  or
discardont with | visible biands wilh
surroundings sumoundin

T
[T L1 e em o Atam
oW CFT.) TerDal AT im T BvGan Tim T FeyCreir 1
G Ploy 75w Oust B O4m | s Bl NGB | M b MHiIn
Cimilon 4D im DD DO | |

Figuse 23: Golf course os visual recepior
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Table 4: Golf course as receplor

View from most of the golf couse k obscured by

landscape slamenls and th

e lopography. The sile Is

significontly higher than the golt couse and therefore
ony development on the sile Is above The view level
of viewars. Gimpses from different areas on the golf
course Is possible, but these would be krisf,
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Traveling on the N4

mm T . 5 ; T . 7 landscape elements and
O km 0 m 400 m 600 B0 m 1km 120 ben 140 kn 166 am
Lid Obwt. 188 km Your Dinic 1 56 bm Elw Gain 123 mi Avg Gende T
Clemd Elrr 21 Am Oeoc Eiwv 20m Max Elw J660m Min Elov Ti5Em
T Ot 1§ (6 bom s Guat, Hd 0 m
Figure 24: N14 direction Upinglon

Upingion. the bridge it the road tar a brief moment
above the londscope. From this poink the site would
be visible for o biiel momenl before the read slopes
down ogain and the slle disappeor behind

oul ol Keimoes, direction

{he hraveller pass the sile.

Llow

Table 7: N14 direclior Upinglon as receplor
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sfle .

The k359 batwean Keimoes ¢nd Kokamos lo tha soulh of the fiver,
has been idenfified os on allemalive jourisi rovle and s known os
the "rockery” rood. The road Is more than 7km from the site, The
profile indicales That the roud ot its highest point s lower than the
sile and Ihus the troveller on the R359 would see the valley wall on
the alher side of the valey but the site k above the viewers fne ol

o a
[T E

& T T T
o N B o o v - i i t ] -
By Rl ey b Ery T =, D £T
\' _%‘u‘ b a RECALE] H e [
b ¥ 2 S e . YA W Er e Eb Tl
f-& \.‘:__._'@/ T ! ; IR T oo Yo
/ e e W)
e ok,
bow
BOsUE lo ihe viewer nol ubar ig the viewer
| Secelivity | p Indusidal, mining. degraded areas
infresionf/Qlsiroctive noliceoble change, discordani with suroundings pitimed change of blends with suroundings
Table 8: R35Y os receplor
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fabel Latitods 1 3 = [SensRivity of recapior nirusion [Finding
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[Blacuse kourisi 2865 mﬁmmmmuwn Rate: Moderats upurimcu; io the development also raduce
laceemmodation . screen direct view. Rats: High impact. The Sioler Farm would
ot resuil tn @ significant
nge in the view landscape
Rate: Low
[The she becomet vissbla after the road crossas(Tha N14 hes baen identified &8 an [Dus 1o the othes frasthicture JN6 significant
Site visibis from mesl most western dune. This road ia however  (importan] tourist route especially  [such as electical lines  {impact.
14 direciion 26,68 29 mumdmnl Lhe ity it than the sie snd thus partially disappear [enirances to lowns lond the substation the sits fis
Keimoes urifl it s acreened ky the the low ridge snd then gel screened by  (Rate: High nto the current land use of the
warehouse. watehouse, immadiate environment.
Rete: Moderate E
[Only glimpsas 1o the sits visible Recreations| facily IGroupad with the electrical No significant
Rate: Modaeate Rate: Modesate Isubstation, bahind the powerline, impaci
|Goll course -20.69 20,97 Parially visible solar fam will fi with the
&E‘MMM

Red Sun Dried Direct view, Industirial
28,69 ZI:D.BB,“=I ty.

[Thes site i visibie from varicus places on the

industrial ralated iand Lse nol roupad with the elecirical

358 highest P,

pave 20,93 Pobentisl brie gimpae of

olte In digtance

the travelior on the R359 would ses the
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N4 diraction 287 20,95 55™en she. Visible fora Raie: Moderate ertrancas o lowns jond Ihe substation the sbie Bis
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road al its highest point is lower than the site, [Kakamas to Iha south of the river, |Rabe: Low impaci

Table ¥: Summary of Visual Receplor ossessmend

Prepoved by: 5C Lategon
March 2012

© Geostratics




Visual Assessment: Keimoes 20

6 CONSTRUCTION

During construction, various large earth moving equipment and eguipment will be fransported to
the site and work on the site, This will impact on the general experence of viewers. This impact is
however temporary and not uncommon duting construction of infrastructure. Communities have
tairly high tolerance levels for such activities if it confribute to the infrastructure of the area.

Rating: Low

7 FINDINGS _
The site is situated in an area of litle coherence and ad hoc position of a range of industrial and
utility land uses. The site has a high absorption capacity due to the presence of existing land use
and topographical variation,

The sensitive receptors namely the N14 and R359 is situated such that the exposure o the site and
the intrusion is low.

The proposal does not present an unacceptable level of change to the visual environment and
therefore the development can be recommended.

8 MITIGATION MEASURES

The level of visual impact is of such level that no mitigation to the proposed development elements
are recommended. The impact can however be used as ¢ resource by providing a tourist
interpretation centreffacility to raise awareness amongst local residents and visitors to the site, Such
facility can also serve as a practical demonstration of the region’s commitment to sustainable
development and responsible tourism.
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