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Visual Specialists 

The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) was prepared by the following: 
 
Quinton Lawson, Architect 
SACAP Reg. no. 3686 
8 Blackwood Drive, Hout Bay 7806 
Email: quinton@openmail.co.za 
 
Bernard Oberholzer, Landscape Architect 
SACLAP Reg. no. 8701 
PO Box 471, Stanford, Western Cape, 7210 
Email: Bernard.bola@gmail.com 

 
Expertise 

Quinton Lawson has a Bachelor of Architecture Degree (Natal) and has more than 12 years 
of experience in visual assessments, specializing in 3D modeling and visual simulations.  He 
has previously lectured on visual simulation techniques in the Master of Landscape 
Architecture Programme at UCT. 
Bernard Oberholzer has a Bachelor of Architecture (UCT) and Master of Landscape 
Architecture (U. of Pennsylvania), and has more than 22 years' experience in undertaking 
visual impact assessments. He has presented papers on Visual and Aesthetic Assessment 
Techniques, and is the author of Guideline for Involving Visual and Aesthetic Specialists in 
EIA Processes, prepared for the Dept. of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, 
Provincial Government of the Western Cape, 2005. 
The authors have been involved in visual assessments for a wide range of residential, 
industrial and renewable energy projects. They prepared the ‘Landscape Assessment’ report 
for the National Wind and Solar PV Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), in 
association with the CSIR, for the Department of Environmental Affairs in 2014. 
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Regulation GNR 326 of 4 December 2014, as amended 7 April 

2017, Appendix 6 

Section of Report  

(a) details of the specialist who prepared the report; and the expertise of that 
specialist to compile a specialist report including a curriculum vitae;  

Pg. 2 

(b) a declaration that the specialist is independent in a form as may be specified 
by the competent authority; 

Appendix A 

(c) an indication of the scope of, and the purpose for which, the report was 
prepared;  

Section 2 

(cA) an indication of the quality and age of base data used for the specialist 
report; 

Section 3 

(cB) a description of existing impacts on the site, cumulative impacts of the 
proposed development and levels of acceptable change; 

Sections 7 and 8 

(d) the duration, date and season of the site investigation and the relevance of 
the season to the outcome of the assessment;  

Section 2 

(e) a description of the methodology adopted in preparing the report or carrying 
out the specialised process inclusive of equipment and modelling used;  

Section 5 

(f) details of an assessment of the specific identified sensitivity of the site 
related to the proposed activity or activities and its associated structures and 
infrastructure, inclusive of a site plan identifying site alternatives;  

Section 6; Maps 5 and 6 

(g) an identification of any areas to be avoided, including buffers;  Section 6; Maps 5 and 6 

(h) a map superimposing the activity including the associated structures and 
infrastructure on the environmental sensitivities of the site including areas to be 
avoided, including buffers;  

Section 6; Maps 5 and 6 

(i) a description of any assumptions made and any uncertainties or gaps in 
knowledge;  

Section 4 

(j) a description of the findings and potential implications of such findings on the 
impact of the proposed activity, including identified alternatives on the 
environment, or activities; 

Section 11 

(k) any mitigation measures for inclusion in the EMPr;  Section 10 

(l) any conditions for inclusion in the environmental authorisation;  Section 12 

(m) any monitoring requirements for inclusion in the EMPr or 
environmental authorisation;  

Section 10 

(n) a reasoned opinion—  
i. as to whether the proposed activity, activities or portions thereof should be 
authorised;  
iA. Regarding the acceptability of the proposed activity or activities; and  
ii. if the opinion is that the proposed activity, activities or portions thereof should 
be authorised, any avoidance, management and mitigation measures that 
should be included in the EMPr or Environmental Authorization, and where 
applicable, the closure plan;  

Section 12 

(o) a summary and copies of any comments received during any consultation 
process and where applicable all responses thereto; and  

Refer to EAP 

(p) any other information requested by the competent authority  Refer to EAP 

Where a government notice gazetted by the Minister provides for any protocol 
or minimum information requirement to be applied to a specialist report, the 
requirements as indicated in such notice will apply. 

Section 6 
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1. Introduction 

The Applicant, AMDA Juliet (Pty) Ltd is proposing to amend the Environmental Authorisations 
for the proposed Juno Wind Energy facility located near Strandfontein, on the West Coast, 
Western Cape Province.  
The amendment application process is being conducted due to a substantive change in the 
site layout and a reduction in the number of wind turbines proposed, requiring a Part II EA 
Amendment in terms of the EIA Regulations 2014, as amended. The application process also 
includes the requirement of approval for a Battery Energy Storage System (BESS). 
This Visual Amendment Report forms part of the amendment application being compiled by 
Arcus Consulting Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd, and should be read in conjunction with the 
original Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) Report prepared by Zone Land Solutions (October, 
2018). 
 
2. Scope 

The proposed changes would result in a Part II Amendment in terms of Regulation 31 of the 
NEMA EIA Regulations (GN R 982, as amended) which requires: 

• An assessment of all impacts (including cumulative impacts) related to the proposed 
changes;  

• A description of advantages and disadvantages associated with the proposed changes; and 

• Identification of additional measures to avoid, manage and mitigate impacts associated with 
the proposed changes for inclusion in the EMPr.   

The purpose of this Amendment Report therefore is to determine if there would be any changes 
in the potential visual impacts, when compared to those of the authorised layout, and the 
possible significance of the changes. 
The locality of the proposed Juno WEF is indicated on Map 1. The field work for this 
amendment report was carried out on 11 and 12 March 2021. The season was not a 
consideration, nor had any effect on carrying out a visual assessment. Clear visibility was 
required for the photographic survey. The fieldwork track and viewpoints are indicated on Map 
2. 
 
3. Original VIA 

The original VIA for the Juno wind energy facility and grid connection, prepared by Zone Land 
Solutions, consisted of a total of 49 wind turbines, with hub heights of up to 114m, a rotor 
diameter of up to 132m and a generation capacity of 140MW. The authorised layout is 
indicated on Map 3. 
The visual significance ratings, both before and after mitigation, in the VIA by Zone Land 
Solutions was as follows: 
Visual impact on landscape character: high without mitigation, and medium with mitigation. 
Visual impact on sensitive receptors: medium without mitigation, and low with mitigation. 
The ranking of impacts was based on the methodology provided by the Environmental 
Assessment Practitioner.  
A review of the VIA was conducted by Bernard Oberholzer Landscape Architect in June 2019, 
resulting in an update to the visual mapping and additional montages being provided in the 
VIA. 
The quality of the base data was considered adequate by the visual specialists, and was 
supplemented by fieldwork. 
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4. Proposed Amendments 

The current proposed amendments to the Juno Wind Energy Facilities are indicated in Table 
1 below and the layout on Map 4. The changes that would have potential visual implications 
include the following: 

• Amendment to the turbine specifications: Increase in turbine height to 150m and rotor 
diameter to 200m; 

• Reduction in the number of wind turbine generators (WTGs) to 36 turbines, with an increase 
in generation capacity; and  

• Inclusion of a battery energy storage system (BESS) component which is proposed to be 
built next to the authorised substation. It is understood that the BESS will cover 
approximately 1 hectare of land. 

The fewer proposed number of turbines would result in slightly lower lengths of access roads 
required in the layout, which together with the fewer hardstand areas and internal powerlines, 
would have only marginal visual significance for receptors in the general area. The generation 
capacity and foundation size do not have any visual implications. 
It was assumed that the location of the construction yard, substation, O&M building and grid 
connection would be similar to the previous authorised layout. Gaps in information include the 
actual design and finishes of the proposed battery storage system (BESS), the operations and 
maintenance (O&M) building and the security lighting related to these. These would not, 
however, have a material bearing on the overall visual impact significance. 
 
Table 1: Proposed amendments to Juno Wind Energy Facilities 

Component Authorised Layout Proposed Amendment Comments 

Application site area Approx. 4682 ha Approx. 4682 ha  

Number of turbines Up to 49 turbines Up to 36 turbines  

Total generation capacity Up to 140 MW Up to 300 MW  

Hub height Up to 114 m Up to 150 m  

Rotor diameter Up to 132 m Max. 200 m   

Tip height Up to 180 m Up to 250 m  

Hardstand area / turbine 1 ha 4 500m2   

Substation 200 x 200 m 200 x 200 m  

Operations and 
maintenance buildings 

1 ha Up to 2 ha Includes parking area. 

Security fencing Up to 2,4 m height 
around substation 

Up to 2,4 m height 
around substation 

Wired mesh/chain link 
fence not electrified. 

Security lighting   To be determined. 

Navigation lights (CAA)   To be determined. 

Internal powerlines to on-
site substation 

  Underground where 
feasible. 

Battery storage (BESS) N/A 1 ha footprint  Type and height to be 
determined. 

Length of internal roads Approx. 50 km Internal Roads: Increase 
to 7 m in width including 
road reserve and 
approximately 36.5 km 
in length. 

Gravel roads, 7m. 

Main Access Road Unconfirmed. Main Site Access road, 
should be between 8-
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10m wide (excluding 
shoulder) and 
approximately 1.7 km in 
length. 

Grid connection to 
Eskom Juno Substation 

Authorised No change  

Permanent and 
temporary construction 
camp and laydown area 

 2 ha At the main entrance 
to the site. 

5. Visual Assessment Methodology  

The methodology for the visual assessment of the amendment is based on that of the original 
VIA Report, using the Hacking method, to ensure consistency. In addition, the amendment 
makes a comparison, between the previously authorised layout and the current proposed 
amended layout. This involves comparing the site layouts in relation to the visual sensitivity 
mapping, as well as the extent of the authorised and current viewsheds. Photomontages of 
the proposed layout have been prepared in order for comparisons to be made with the original 
layout. 
 

6.   Site Sensitivity Verification 

In terms of Government Notice 320 of 20 March 2020 Part A, a site sensitivity verification is 
required where no specific assessment protocol has been identified. A Screening Report has 
been compiled for the site using the Screening Tool, and is attached in Appendix B.  
The Visual Specialists partly dispute the DEFF Landscape Sensitivity shape files, shown on 
Diagram 1 below, as the area shown in dark red is not a mountain or high ridge, but rather 
gently undulating topography. Based on field work, fine-scale visual sensitivity mapping has 
been prepared, with recommended buffers for the site, indicated in Diagram 2 below and on 
Maps 5 and 6. 
Visual sensitivity categories from the DEFF Screening Tool are indicated in Table 2a, while 
visual buffers specific to the proposed Juno WEF are recommended in Table 2b below. These 
represent suggested best practice and should not be seen as mandatory. 
 
Table 2a: Sensitivity categories derived from the DEFF Screening Tool 

Landscape feature 
/ receptor 

Category Sensitivity 

Town or village 2-4km High 

Town or village 4-6km Medium 

Coastal zone 2-4km Medium 

Steep slopes 1:10 – 1:4 High 
 
Table 2b: Recommended visual buffers for the proposed Juno wind energy facility 

Landscape feature 
/ receptor 

Buffer Sensitivity Comments 

Settlements and 
towns 

2-4km High Mainly Strandfontein affected by proposed WEF, 
but predominantly orientated towards the sea. 4-6km Medium 

Farmsteads 0-2km High Except for one abandoned farmstead (Skerpklip), 
these are all more than 2km from the Juno WEF. Unoccupied f’steads 0-2km Medium 

Coastal zone 2-4km Medium Protection of coastal scenic resource. 
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Steep slopes >1:10 Very high On the southern portion of the site. 

Topo. features Feature Very high Watercourse on the southern portion of the site. 

Nature reserves 3-5km High Nature reserves in the area are further than 10km. 

5-10km Medium 

R362 scenic route 1-3km High R362 is further than 3km. 

3-5km Medium 

Airfields (CAA) 0-3km High Airstrip at Doringbaai is further than 3km. 
 
 

 
Diagram 1: DEFF Screening Tool Landscape Theme for the Juno WEF site. (Based on 
fieldwork by the visual specialists, the dark red areas in the middle of the site were not found 
to represent any landscape features of significance). 
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Diagram 2: Visual sensitivity based on fieldwork and fine-scale visual mapping.   
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7. Re-assessment of Visual Impacts 

Physical layout: 
The changes to the layout of the proposed Juno wind turbines (with fewer turbines) have 
generally avoided areas of visual sensitivity as indicated on Map 6. Minor changes to the 
internal road layout would not have any significant visual implications, while the addition of the 
battery storage adjacent to the substation would only have marginal visual implications. 
 
Viewshed analysis (Maps 7 and 8): 
The 36m increase in hub height has been taken into account in the comparison between the 
viewsheds of the previously authorised and amended layouts. The comparison indicates that 
because of the higher turbines, there would be some increase in the zone of visual exposure, 
and that the viewshed would extend for a slightly greater distance, although the visibility of the 
turbines becomes less significant with distance. 
Field observations of other wind farms suggest that increased turbine height is mainly of visual 
significance within about 5km of the turbine, and of minimal significant beyond about 10km. 
Also, it appears that receptors that would have been in a view shadow in the authorised layout 
would not be affected by the increased height of the turbines in the proposed layout. 
The difference in distance from selected viewpoints to the nearest proposed turbine is 
indicated in Table 3 below. 
 
Photomontages from selected viewpoints (Figures 1 to 10): 
Comparative photomontages of the proposed wind turbines from the original viewpoints (by 
Zone Land Solutions), and from a number of additional viewpoints, indicate the potential visual 
effect of the proposed Juno WEF on visual receptors. 
On the photomontage in Figure 3, Viewpoint 5 (KOP17) near Strandfontein, the amended 
layout appears to be significantly more visible than the authorised layout. However, the 
positioning of the original WEF appears to be inaccurate. In addition, the rendering of the 
proposed turbines has been enhanced in the amended layout. Powerlines and railway pylons 
in the foreground add to the visual clutter in the landscape. Therefore, the difference between 
the authorised and the amended layouts should not be as exaggerated as indicated in the 
photomontages. The same comments apply to Figures 4 and 5. 
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Table 3: Comparison of distances and visibility for the proposed Juno WEF 

View-
point 

KOP Location Coordinates Distance to  
Previously 
authorised 

WEF 

Distance to 
amended 

WEF  

Visibility of WEF 

VP1  Koeivlei Farm 31.879195ºS 
18.465718ºE 19.8km 19.9km Marginally Visible, partly 

obscured 

VP2  Vaalvlei Farm 31.855308ºS 
18.430155ºE 15.6km 15.8km Marginally Visible 

VP3  
Holbakke Farm 
(unoccupied) 

31.839314ºS 
18.300522ºE 9.4km 9.6km 

Moderately Visible. 
Holbak farm in a view 
shadow 

VP4  
R362 Doringbaai 
Entrance 

31.811188ºS 
18.236288ºE 8.2km 8.2km Moderately Visible, partly 

obscured by topography. 

VP5 KOP17 Near R362, South of 
Strandfontein 

31.769010ºS 
18.230177ºE 5.0km 5.0km Mod-Highly Visible 

VP6 KOP16 Headland South of 
Strandfontein 

31.760769ºS 
18.224084ºE 4.9km 5.0km Mod-Highly Visible 

VP7 KOP13 R362 Strandfontein 
Entrance 

31.752763ºS 
18.233568ºE 3.7km 3.8km Mod-Highly Visible 

VP8  
Skerpklip Farm 
(unoccupied) 

31.761336ºS 
18.312192ºE 712m 917m Highly Visible 

VP9  Byneslaagte Farm 31.772086ºS 
18.339161ºE 3.2km 3.3km Mod-Highly Visible 

VP10  Strandfontein Farm 31.751918ºS 
18.238227ºE 3.3km 3.3km Mod-Highly Visible 

VP11  Papendorp Resort 31.699265ºS 
18.209247ºE 5.9km 6.0km Moderately Visible 

VP12 KOP7 R362 at Papendorp 
Turn-off 

31.692555ºS 
18.224386ºE 5.3km 5.4km Moderately Visible, partly 

obscured 

VP13  
Ebenhaeser Church 
Forecourt 

31.590815ºS 
18.239897ºE 14.0km 14.0km Moderately Visible 

VP14 KOP9 R362 at Ebenhaeser 
Turn-off 

31.620511ºS 
18.267576ºE 10km 10km Moderately Visible 

VP15  
Katmakoep Farm 
(unoccupied) 

31.710167ºS 
18.382428ºE 4.8km 4.2km Mod-Highly Visible 

 
High visibility: Prominent feature within the observer’s viewframe 0-2.5km 
Mod-high visibility: Relatively prominent within observer’s viewframe 2.5-5km 
Moderate visibility: Only prominent with clear visibility as part of the wider landscape 5-15km 
Marginal visibility: Seen only in very clear visibility as a minor element in the landscape 15-30km+  
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Visual Impact Significance 

Tables 4 and 5 below provide an updated significance rating for the operational phase involving 
potential visual impact on landscape character and visual impact on receptors, using the 
Hacking method provided by Arcus. 
The remaining visual impact significance ratings, including construction activities and 
cumulative visual impacts, provided in the original VIA by Land Zone Solutions would not 
change and are therefore not repeated here. 
 
Table 4: Visual impact assessment of Juno WEF on landscape character 
Impact Phase: Operation 

Potential impact description: Potential visual impact on landscape character: 

• Potential loss of rural character through introduction of large-scale energy infrastructure. 

• Potential visual effect on intact agricultural landscape and related activities. 

• Potential visual effect on the unique qualities of the West Coast and its particular sense of place. 

 

 Severity  Extent 
  

Duration 
  

Status Probability Significance  Confidence  

proposed WEF 

without 
mitigation 

High Medium 

(beyond the 
site) 

High 

(long term) 

Negative 

 

High High Medium 

Proposed WEF 
with 
mitigation  

High Medium 

(beyond the 
site) 

High 

(long term) 

Negative 

 

High High Medium 

Can the impact be reversed? No, based on current layout. 

Will impact cause irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

No, the landscape could be restored after decommissioning. 

Can impact be avoided, managed or 
mitigated?  

No, little or no opportunity exists to screen wind turbines. Minor 
mitigation is possible for associated infrastructure. 

Mitigation measures to reduce residual risk or enhance opportunities: 

• Use existing roads and tracks where possible, and minimise disturbance of the site outside the identified 
development footprint. 

• Slopes steeper than 1:10 gradient to be avoided to minimise cut and fill for large platforms. 
• Stream feature, including buffer zone, to be avoided. 

 

Residual impact Some slabs, platforms and internal roads may remain after decommissioning. 
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Table 5: Visual impact assessment of Juno WEF on Sensitive Receptors 
Impact Phase: Operation 

Potential impact description: Potential visual impact on sensitive receptors: 

• Potential effect on heritage settlements (Papendorp and Ebenaeser) and Olifants River Valley. 

• Potential visual effect on residents of Strandfontein and nearby farmsteads. 

• Potential visual effect on users of R362 Route, linking Strandfontein with Doringbaai, Lutzville and Vredendal. 

 Severity  Extent 
  

Duration 
  

Status Probability Significance  Confidence  

proposed WEF 

without 
mitigation 

Low Medium 

(beyond the 
site) 

High 

(long term) 

Negative 

 

High Medium Medium 

Proposed WEF 
with 

mitigation  

Low Medium 

(beyond the 

site) 

High 

(long term) 

Negative 

 

High Medium Medium 

Can the impact be reversed? No, based on current layout. 

Will impact cause irreplaceable loss or 
resources?  

No, the landscape could be restored after decommissioning. 

Can impact be avoided, managed or 
mitigated?  

No, little or no opportunity exists to screen wind turbines in current 
layout. However, implementation of visual buffers reduces severity. 

Mitigation measures to reduce residual risk or enhance opportunities: 

• Avoid large signage related to the development, and confine signs to the entrance. 
• Avoid lighting, except for essential security lighting. Use reflectors to direct the lighting downwards to 

minimise light spillage. 
• Observe visual buffers around settlements, farmsteads and R362 scenic route. 
Residual impact Yes, but is considered acceptable within visual threshold. 

 
 

8. Cumulative Visual Impacts (Map 9) 

The nearest other renewable energy facility is the Eskom Sere Wind Energy Facility further 
north along the coast about 22km away. From field observations, the Sere WEF would not be 
readily noticeable from the proposed Juno WEF. 
The cumulative visual impact significance of renewable energy projects was rated as 'high' 
without mitigation, and 'medium' after mitigation in the original VIA for the Juno WEF. Given 
the distance to other existing wind farms, and the nature of the topography, it is concluded that 
the cumulative visual impact significance would be medium, and remain 'medium' after 
mitigation, despite the increase in the size of the proposed wind turbines. This is based on the 
finding that an increase in size of a turbine has diminished significance beyond about 10km. 
 
9. Advantages and Disadvantages 

The increase in height of the proposed wind turbines and the increase in rotor diameter is 
partly offset by the reduction in the number of turbines, being 13 fewer turbines, or a reduction 
of 26%, which could have the advantage of resulting in less visual clutter on the surrounding 
landscape.  
The photomontages indicate that the turbines would be more visually prominent in the 
proposed amended layout for those viewpoints within close range, i.e. within 5 to 10km. This 
would tend to balance out with the fewer turbines. 
The viewshed analysis indicates that the change in the extent of the viewshed for the larger 
turbines would be fairly marginal, and therefore not significant. (Maps 7 and 8). 
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10. Mitigations 

The layout of the wind farm has been through a number of iterations based on the specialist 
studies and on engineering considerations. The visual mitigations contained in the authorised 
layout of 2019, including those for the EMPr and monitoring, would still be relevant. 
The substations, battery storage and O&M buildings are located in a remote part of the site, 
and would not be visible to receptors in the area. The construction camp near the entrance to 
the site must be located outside the buffer area of the drainage course and screened from the 
R362 Route. 
 
11. Conclusion 

The increased hub height, rotor diameter and blade tip height would result in moderately 
increased visibility of the Juno wind farm project particularly when viewed from Strandfontein 
and the R362 Route.  
Given that the visual significance of the increased height is generally limited to within 5km of 
the turbines, and that there will be fewer turbines, (36 turbines), the overall visual impact 
significance ratings for the turbines is not expected to change from that of the originally 
authorised layout comprising 49 turbines. 
In the original VIA, the visual impact significance rating changed from 'high' for visual impact 
on landscape character to 'medium' after mitigation, but considering that there is little or no 
potential for screening the wind turbines, the rating would remain high (-) for the operational 
phase of the energy facility. 
Similarly, the visual impact significance rating changed from 'medium' for visual impact on 
sensitive receptors to 'low' after mitigation, but would likewise remain medium (-) for the 
operational phase of the energy facility. 
Amendments to the related infrastructure, such as internal access roads, powerlines, 
substation and O&M buildings would result in no change in the overall visual impact 
significance ratings in relation to those of the previously authorised proposals, as these have 
marginal visual implications, and would remain low (-) with and without mitigation. 
The addition of the battery storage facilities adjacent to the substations would not have any 
major visual significance, given their limited height and the considerable distance from visual 
receptors and would be low (-) with and without Mitigation. 
The visual impact significance for the construction phase of the project was rated as medium 
for the authorised layout and would remain medium (-) after mitigation. The visual significance 
of shadow flicker was considered to be low for the authorised layout and would remain low (-
) after mitigation. 
Given the distance to other existing wind farms, and the nature of the topography, the 
cumulative visual impact significance would be medium (-), with and without mitigation. The 
impact significance ratings are summarized in Table 6 below: 
 
  



 14 

Table 6: Summary of visual impact significance of proposed Juno WEF 

 Before 
mitigation 

After 
mitigation 

Construction Phase: 

Visual impact of construction activities Medium Medium 

Operational Phase: 

Visual impact on landscape character High High 

Visual impact on sensitive receptors Medium Medium 

Visual impact of shadow flicker Low Low 

Visual impact of related infrastructure, incl. BESS Low Low 

Cumulative visual impact of renewable energy Medium Medium 

Decommissioning Phase: 

Visual impact after decommissioning Low Low 
 
 
12. Recommendation 

Provided that the visual mitigations listed in the original VIA (including post-construction 
rehabilitation of the site) are adhered to, the authorisation of the original layout should still be 
valid for the proposed amendments. Our opinion from a visual perspective therefore is that the 
proposed amendments do not constitute a fatal flaw and could be approved. 
However, this visual assessment should be read together with the Heritage Impact 
Assessment and Social Impact Assessment because of the overlapping issues that arise in 
each of these assessments. 
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JUNO Authorised WEF Site Layout 2018 - (20m contour lines)Map  :3
Original Map : Zone Land Solutions 2018



JUNO Proposed WEF Amendment Site Layout 2021 - (5m contour lines)Map  :4
base map : Google Earth 2021

Evacuation Route

ESKOM Tx Line

IPP SubStation and proposed 
BESS Location

Sishen - Saldanha 
Rail Line

R362

JUNO SubStation

REM Farm De Boom Nº 273

WTG Locations

Access, Laydown Area 
and Construction Camp



JUNO DEFF Screening Tool Sensitivity Layers : Landscape ThemeMap  :5
base map : NGI 1:50K Topographic Series : 3118 CB Lutzville, CC - CD Doringbaai

VISUAL SENSITIVITY LEGEND :

VERY High Sensitivity

High Sensitivity

Medium Sensitivity



JUNO Visual Sensitivity : Features buffered as per Table 2bMap  :6
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Viewpoint 1 : District Road opposite Koeivlei Farm	 31.879195ºS, 18.465718ºE Distance 19.9km

WEF marginally visible on horizon in distance, partly obscured 
by Koeivleiberg in foreground

Figure  : Photomontages photos : qarc 20211

Viewpoint 2 : District Road at Vaalvlei Farm Gate	 31.855308ºS, 18.430155ºE Distance 15.8km

WEF marginally visible on horizon in distance



Viewpoint 3 : District Road at Holbakke Farm (unoccupied)	 31.839314ºS, 18.300522ºE Distance 9.6km

WEF moderately visible on horizon in middle distance

Figure  : Photomontages photos : qarc 20212

Viewpoint 4 : R362 at entrance to Doringbaai	 31.811188ºS, 18.236288ºE Distance 8.2km

WEF moderately visible on horizon in middle distance, partly 
obscured by foreground ridgeline



Viewpoint 5a : KOP17 Viewpoint • Authorised Layout 2019	 31.76??ºS, 18.23??ºE Distance 5.0km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon in middle distance

Figure  : Photomontages photos : 5a Zone Land Solutions 2018, 5b qarc 20213

Viewpoint 5b : KOP17 Viewpoint • Amendment Layout 2021	 31.769010ºS, 18.230177ºE Distance 5.0km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon in middle distance



Viewpoint 6a : KOP16 Viewpoint • Authorised Layout 2019	 31.76??ºS, 18.22??ºE Distance 4.9km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon in middle distance

Figure  : Photomontages photos : 6a Zone Land Solutions 2018, 6b qarc 20214

Viewpoint 6b : KOP16 Viewpoint • Amendment Layout 2021	 31.760769ºS, 18.224084ºE Distance 5.0km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon in middle distance



Viewpoint 7a : KOP13 Viewpoint • Authorised Layout 2019	 31.752763ºS, 18.233568ºE Distance 3.8km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon

Figure  : Photomontages photos : 7a Zone Land Solutions 2018, 7b qarc 20215

Viewpoint 7b : KOP13 Viewpoint • Amendment Layout 2021	 31.752763ºS, 18.233568ºE Distance 3.8km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon



Viewpoint 8 : Skerpklip Farm	 31.761336ºS, 18.312192ºE Distance 917m

WEF highly visible on horizon

Figure  : Photomontages photos : qarc 20216

Viewpoint 9 : Byneslaagte Farm	 31.772086ºS, 18.339161ºE Distance 3.3km

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon



Viewpoint 10 : Strandfontein Farm	 31.751918ºS, 18.238227ºE Distance 3.3km

Figure  : Photomontages photos : qarc 20217

Viewpoint 11 : Papendorp Resort	 31.699265ºS, 18.209247ºE Distance 6.0km

WEF moderately visible on horizon

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon



Viewpoint 12 : KOP7 Papendorp Road R362	 31.692555ºS, 18.224386ºE Distance 5.4km

Figure  : Photomontages photos : qarc 20218

Viewpoint 13 : Ebenhaeser Village Church	 31.590815ºS, 18.239897ºE Distance 14.0km

WEF moderately visible on horizon in distance

WEF moderately visible on horizon, partly 
obscured beyond ridge



Viewpoint 14a : KOP9 Viewpoint • Authorised Layout 2019	 (co-ordinates unknown) Distance approx.10.0km

WEF moderately visible on horizon

Figure  : Photomontages photos : 14a Zone Land Solutions 2018, 14b qarc 20219

Viewpoint 14b : R362 near KOP9 Viewpoint • Amendment Layout 2021	 31.620511ºS, 18.267576ºE Distance 10.0km

WEF moderately visible on horizon



Viewpoint 15 : Katmakoep Farm	 31.710167ºS, 18.382428ºE Distance 4.2km

Figure  : Photomontages photos : qarc 202110

WEF moderately to highly visible on horizon
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Appendix B: SCREENING TOOL REPORT 
  



 

Page 1 of 23  Disclaimer applies 
  23/02/2021 

 

 
SCREENING REPORT FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORIZATION AS 
REQUIRED BY THE 2014 EIA REGULATIONS – PROPOSED SITE  

ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY 
 

EIA Reference number:   --- 

Project name:   JUNO WEF Amendment 

Project title:   JUNO WEF 

Date screening report generated:   23/02/2021 15:39:57 

Applicant:   -- 

Compiler:   qarc 

Compiler signature: 
 .....................................................................................................  
 

Application Category:   Utilities Infrastructure|Electricity|Generation|Renewable|Wind 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

   

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://screening.environment.gov.za/ScreeningDownloads/Disclaimer/Report&Data_Disclaimer.pdf


 

Page 18 of 23  Disclaimer applies 
  23/02/2021 

 

MAP OF RELATIVE LANDSCAPE (WIND) THEME SENSITIVITY 

 
 
 
 
Very High sensitivity High sensitivity Medium sensitivity Low sensitivity 
X    
 
Sensitivity Features: 
 
Sensitivity Feature(s) 
High Between 2 and 4 km of a town or village 
Low Slope less than 1:10 
Medium Between 4 and 6 km of a town or village 
Medium Between 2 and 4 km of the coast 
Very High Mountain tops and high ridges 
Very High Within 2 km of a town or village 
Very High Slope more than 1:4 
 

https://screening.environment.gov.za/ScreeningDownloads/Disclaimer/Report&Data_Disclaimer.pdf
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EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

HIA Heritage Impact Assessment 

HWC Heritage Western Cape 
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SIA Social Impact Assessment 

VIA Visual Impact Assessment 

WEF Wind energy facility  
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1 Background to the Review 
A review of the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) of the proposed Juno Wind Energy Facility 

(WEF) was requested by AMDA, who are the proponents for the project. An EIA for the Juno 

WEF, prepared by Arcus, was submitted to the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), 

and received authorisation on 30 April 2019, subject to any appeals.  

Heritage Western Cape (HWC) appealed the Environmental Authorisation (EA), because in 

the Impact Assessments Committee's view there was non-compliance with Section S.38(3) 

of the National Heritage Resources Act of 1999 (NHRA). There was a further procedural 

issue in that apparently the preliminary comments from HWC went astray and were not 

received in time to be incorporated into the HIA and EIA Reports. 

On 29 May 2019 an appeal from Strandfontein Ratepayers Association (SBV) was also 

lodged, with comments relating to the VIA, amongst others.  

 

2 Purpose of the Review 
As a consequence of the above, the purpose of this Review is to give an opinion on the 

adequacy and credibility of the VIA, and its integration into the Heritage Impact Assessment 

(HIA) for the proposed Juno WEF project, in particular cultural landscape issues raised by 

HWC, and visibility issues by the SBV. 

 

3 Assumptions and limitations 
The Review did not involve any fieldwork or ground-truthing, the Reviewer having visited 

Strandfontein previously and having worked on landscape studies for the nearby settlement 

of Papendorp. The Reviewer had to therefore rely on the information provided in the VIA and 

HIA Reports for the site in question, and assumed that the photographic montages provided 

by the VIA Author were according to the correct height of the proposed wind turbines.  

 
4 Preliminary comment by Heritage Western Cape 

Interim comment received from HWC (February 2019) indicated the following (last 

paragraph):  

"The HIA does not comply with S.38(3) and the Committee awaits submission of updated HIA, which 

assesses the cultural landscape and the impact of the Wind Farm on the landscape as viewed (from) 

other critical viewpoints, such as along the R362 for e.g.  access points off the R362 to the settlements 

of Ebenhaezer, Papendorp and Strandfontein. The HIA should also address possible mitigating 

measures like the relocation of certain turbines positioned closest to the R362." (See Attachment B for 

the provisions of S.38(3). 
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5 Comment from Strandfontein Ratepayers Association 
The SBV, in their appeal consisting of numerous attachments, raised concerns about the 

accuracy of the VIA (and the SIA) in reflecting the potential visual impact of the proposed 

Juno WEF on the landscape, and on the Strandfontein settlement in particular, commenting 

as follows, (SBV, May 2019): 

"According to the VIA the Juno project will have a low impact on landscape character, sensitive 

receptors, artificial lighting, shadow flicker, reflectivity and glare in the area. The crux of the specialist’s 

argument is that the development cannot be seen from Strandfontein. The specialist’s arguments are 

however deeply flawed …". 

 

6 Definition of 'visual' 
In a guideline document for visual specialists, the term 'visual' is intended to cover the broad 

range of visual, scenic, cultural, aesthetic and spiritual aspects of the landscape, (Oberholzer, 

2005). 

 
7 Definition of 'cultural landscape' 
The term ' cultural landscape' has a broad meaning, which incorporates tangible aspects 

such as human activities, mainly agriculture, and human settlements over time, including 

archaeological remains. The term further encompasses more intangible aspects, such as 

'sense of place' including the spirit and story of the place. 

The NHRA (1999) defines 'cultural significance' as aesthetic, architectural, historical, 

scientific, social, spiritual, linguistic or technological value or significance. 

 

8  Role of the VIA 
Given the broad range of meanings relating to both cultural landscape and visual, it is 

important not to see the VIA Report (Zone Land Solutions, 2018) in isolation, but in 

combination with the HIA (ASHA, 2018) and SIA (Barbour and van der Merwe, 2018), 

because of the overlapping nature of these assessments. 

The particular role of the VIA is to assess the relative visibility and zone of visual influence of 

the proposed wind farm, and the potential effect that this will have on landscape features (or 

scenic resources) and sensitive receptors. Visual significance is related to the local or 

regional importance of the landscape features, the relative intactness of these, and the effect 

on the prevailing sense of place, (which ties into the HIA), as well as on the well-being of 

residents and users in the area, (which ties into the SIA). 

The purpose of a VIA is to also provide a baseline study that identifies characteristics and 

constraints of the receiving environment in relation to the proposed WEF, including potential 

impacts, 'no-go' areas or fatal flaws that could result from the proposed project. These would 
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inform the layout of the project along with mitigations to avoid or minimise potential visual 

impacts. 

The Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations of 2014, Appendix 8, refers to specialist 

reports, which are required inter alia to include the following: 

• The sensitivity of the site (visual sensitivity in this case); 

• Identification of areas to be avoided, including buffers; 

• Assumptions, uncertainties and gaps in knowledge; 

• Mitigation measures and monitoring for inclusion in the EMPr; 

• An opinion as to whether the activity should be authorized; and 

• Conditions for inclusion in the environmental authorization. 

 

9 Scope of the Visual Review 

Criteria for the review of visual impact assessments can be summarized as follows, 

(Oberholzer 2005): The VIA 

• is appropriate to the nature and scale of the proposed development; 

• provides a full description of the environment and the project; 

• states assumptions, uncertainties and limitations; 

• considers the project within its wider context; 

• provides a clear methodology using accepted conventions for visual assessment; 

• includes both quantitative and qualitative criteria; 

• considers cumulative visual impacts; 

• an evaluation of alternatives has been made; 

• an explanation of significance ratings, related to bench-marks, is given; 

• recommendations for visual mitigation are sensible and practical; 

• recommendations for monitoring programmes have been outlined; 

• the best practicable environmental option has been considered; 

• all the visual issues raised in the scoping have been addressed; 

• graphics, including maps and visual simulations, are clear; and 

• all sources of information and references are given. 

 

The contents of the specialist report are prescribed in Appendix 6 of the NEMA regulations, 

as amended in April 2017. The checklist is included on the first page in the VIA Report, and 

is not repeated here. 

 

10 Overview of the VIA for the Juno WEF 

The VIA Report, prepared by Zone Land Solutions, (October 2018), generally covers the 

range of issues that need to be considered in a visual assessment, but is lacking or 
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inaccurate in a few areas, some of which are important enough to affect the adequacy and 

credibility of the findings. It should, however, be relatively easy to make amendments to the 

Report to fill these gaps or correct inaccuracies. 

Visual impact assessments, by their nature, contain a certain amount of subjectivity, 

particularly with regard to 'qualitative' criteria, which are open to interpretation, such as 

landscape character or sense of place. It is crucial therefore that 'quantitative' criteria, such 

as viewing distances and zones of visual influence are accurate and explicit in determining 

levels of visual significance, as discussed below. 

 

11 Viewing distances 

The VIA Report should contain a full list of viewpoints in a table, (indicated as Key 

Observation Points, or KOPs in the Report), as well as all sensitive receptors, their 

coordinates and the exact distances to the nearest wind turbine. Expected levels of visibility 

for each viewpoint (or receptor) should be indicated using Figure 14 in the VIA Report as a 

guide.  

This should be supported by a detailed map with distance radii indicated. These should be 

measured from the perimeter wind turbines and not from the property boundary (Fig. 13 of 

the Report), which is not useful for visual purposes. 

 

12 Viewsheds 

The VIA Report should contain an accurate viewshed map, which is calculated by means of 

a beam projected from the maximum tip height (180m) of all the wind turbines. Alternatively, 

the beam can be projected from the turbines at the 4 extreme corners of the proposed layout. 

It is not considered adequate to use a single point in the middle of the layout, at a hub height 

of 114m, for purposes of calculating the viewshed, as presently indicated in Figure 13 of the 

Report. 

Ideally, the colour tone used for the viewshed on the map should fade out with distance 

along a gradient, possibly using the categories indicated in Figure 14 of the Report. 

Viewsheds created from each of the observation points at 1,7m height are somewhat strange, 

as are those created at 114m height as shown in the attachment Figures 1, 3, 4, 6 and 8 in 

the Report, and these can be deleted as they add little or no value. The same applies to 

viewsheds created from various routes. The purpose of the VIA should be to determine the 

zone of visual influence of the proposed wind turbines, not that of the observation point. 

  



Review of Juno WEF Visual Impact Assessment, June 2019 7 

13 Visual buffers 

The VIA report indicates the following visual buffers for the proposed Juno WEF (Fig. 6): 

Coastal zone   4 km 

R362 scenic route 1 km 

Sishen Railway line 250 m 

Seaside villages 4 km 

Heritage features 500 m 

As a comparison the PGWC Report (2006) indicates a buffer of 800m for urban areas, and 

2.5km for local tourist routes. Another more recent study (CSIR, 2015) indicates the following 

visual sensitivity mapping for wind farms: 

 Very high 
sensitivity 

High 
sensitivity 

Moderate 
sensitivity 

Coastal zone 0-1 km 1-2 km 2-4 km 

Scenic routes 0-1 km 1-3 km 3-5 km 

Towns/villages 0-2 km 2-4 km 4-6 km 

 

The buffers in the CSIR study are a response to the larger wind turbines currently being used, 

compared to those in 2006. The Reviewer is generally in agreement with the 4km buffer 

recommended in the VIA Report for the coast, and 4km for villages or towns. The visual 

buffer for scenic routes should be increased to 3km instead of the 1km indicated in the VIA 

Report. It seems that these buffers would not affect the current layout of the Juno WEF. 

It is recommended that ALL the relevant buffers, as described above, be updated in the VIA 

Report and shown on a more detailed map than Figure 6 of the Report. (It should be borne in 

mind that the visual buffers mentioned above represent recommended best practice and are 

not mandatory). 

 

14 Visual montages 

Photomontages of the proposed Juno WEF are indicated in Figures 2, 5, 7 and 9 of the VIA 

Report addendum (December 2018). It is not possible for the Reviewer to check the 

accuracy of the montages, but they seem to generally be correct, when compared to the 

relative sizes of a similar wind turbine shown in Figure 1 below. 

However, it is important in the description of the montages to clearly indicate the position 

from which the picture was taken and the exact distance, as well as to include a more legible 

map of the observation locations. Again, the distances need to be measured from the 

nearest turbine, and not the site boundary. 
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Besides the montages for Strandfontein, it would have been useful to include montages for 

Papendorp and Doringbaai, which are nearby settlements within possible viewing range of 

the proposed WEF. 

One of the comments received during the Scoping Stage (Table 1 of the VIA Report), was 

that the red navigation lights would create light pollution at night. At least one montage 

should be included to indicate the night-time visual effects of the WEF, seen from 

Strandfontein, being the nearest settlement. This can be done using photographic software. 

 

 
Figure 1: Relative size of wind turbines at a range of distances from the viewer (Source: Q. Lawson) 

 
15 Cultural landscapes 

The VIA report provides some information on the natural landscape and on the nearby 

settlements. Additional information on the cultural landscape, which was a concern of HWC, 

could include the following (S. Winter and B. Oberholzer 2013): 

The Olifants River Basin has a recommended cultural landscape heritage grading of II (provincial heritage 

value), with patterns of land use over millennia (seasonal grazing, pastoral uses, cultivation and settlement 

dating from the 19th and 20th centuries), as well as scenic value of the intensively cultivated river lands 
traversed by local scenic routes including the Olifants River Valley Wine route. It is a landscape of 
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considerable significance in terms of the range of the historical, aesthetic, architectural and technological 

(water canals and irrigation schemes) values. 

The Olifants River estuary consists of a narrow lagoon, wetlands and coastal dunes. Agricultural lands are 
irrigated by the Olifants River, the area having high scenic, estuarine, cultural and recreational value, with a 

recommended landscape heritage grading of III (local heritage value). 

Ebeneazer has a recommended heritage grading of III, being a mission settlement dating back to 1831, with 
historical, architectural and social values. Papendorp has a similar recommended heritage grading of III, 

being a fishing and mission settlement dating back to 1820, with architectural and heritage value. 

 

Although the Olifants River Basin has considerable heritage significance, the distance of the 

river's agricultural lands and the Ebeneazer and Papendorp settlements from the proposed 

Juno WEF is considered to be a mitigating factor, and therefore considered to be not greater 

than medium visual impact significance. 

The R362 scenic route is probably of local visual significance, and given a 3km visual buffer, 

would not be considered as having greater than medium visual impact significance for the 

proposed Juno WEF.  

 

16 Visibility from Strandfontein 

Strandfontein is the closest settlement to the proposed WEF, a major concern of the local 

Ratepayers Association (SBV). It is a coastal resort and retirement settlement which has 

grown in more recent times. As indicated in the VIA Report, most of the residences are 

orientated towards the sea, away from the WEF site. The town's growth and layout have 

eroded the scenic and amenity value of the coastline, with houses jockeying for position to 

the very water's edge. Even the once beautiful rocky headland is a crowded assortment of 

disparate architectural styles, creating an unmemorable townscape.  

Many of the houses closest to the sea are vulnerable and would not conform to the 

provisions of the current Integrated Coastal Management Act, which prescribes coastal 

setbacks. The town planning and building approvals for the siting of such residences could 

therefore be considered questionable. 

The distance of the nearest houses on the inland perimeter of the town to the closest wind 

turbines needs to be calculated, but in terms of best practice recommendations (Paragraph 

13 above), should be at least 4km. This may require micro-siting of one or two turbines. (An 

interesting comparison is the 2.5km distance between the more historical town of Caledon 

and the nearby small wind farm. Gouda is 1.5km from a large wind farm). 

Based on the above considerations, the visual impact significance of the proposed WEF is 

not expected to be greater than medium for the Strandfontein settlement. 
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17  Visual significance ratings 

The Reviewer is generally in agreement with the visual assessment ratings. However, it is 

not clear how the visual impact significance rating would change from 'medium' for visual 

impact on sensitive receptors (Table 10) to 'low' after mitigation, considering that there is little 

or no potential for screening the wind turbines, and it is more likely that this would remain 

'medium'. 

Similarly, it is not clear how the cumulative visual impact of renewable energy projects would 

change from 'high' to 'medium' after mitigation (Table 19) for the same reasons as above. 

Given the distance to other existing wind farms, and the nature of the topography, it seems 

that the visual significance could be medium, and would remain 'medium'. 

 

18 Conclusion and recommendations 

Both the maps and the photomontages should be upgraded and enlarged to be more legible, 

given their importance to interested and affected parties, and for determining potential visual 

impacts. 

The contents of this review should be taken into consideration in updating the VIA Report to 

deal with the various gaps and inaccuracies. These should then be integrated into the HIA 

Report, where necessary. The VIA, HIA and SIA Reports should be correlated and read in 

conjunction, as these cover the range of overlapping issues. 

Based on best practice considerations, the minimum recommended visual buffer for 

settlements in the area is 4km, and 3km (instead of 1km) for the R362 scenic route, as 

discussed in Paragraph 13 above. 

The only additional visual mitigation that is meaningful would be to remove some of the 

proposed wind turbines, particularly those closest to Strandfontein, i.e. Turbines 1 to 7, which 

would increase the viewing distance to 5km. (At this distance, the visibility becomes 

moderate, with the turbines seen as part of the wider landscape). Although this is unlikely to 

change the overall visual impact significance rating to 'low', it could be considered as an 

option if the turbines are not required in the final layout. 

Except for some of the visual impact significance ratings questioned in Paragraph 16 above, 

the observations contained in this review are unlikely to change the overall findings of the 

VIA or HIA, i.e. the evidence does not seem to indicate that the proposed wind farm would 

constitute a 'fatal flaw'.   
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