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1 BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 
On 7 January 2019 the Final Basic Assessment Reports for the Highlands North, Central 
and South WEFs were submitted to the DEA for environmental authorisation. The 
application was for up to 49 three-bladed horizontal-axis turbines with a maximum hub 
height of 135 m and rotor diameter of up to 150 m, with a generating capacity of up to 5 
MW each, a maximum of 245 MW across the three WEFs. On 14 February 2019, during the 
decision making timeframe, the DEA received additional information in the form of an 
additional peer review of the Avifaunal, Ecological and Visual Impact Assessment Reports. 
On 5 March 2019, the DEA suspended the application. The application was suspended due 
to potential noncompliance with Regulations 14 (1), 13 and 10 (c). On 18 July 2019 the 
DEA lifted the suspension of the application. Included in the letter was a list of requirements 
for the EAP and the specialists to comply with in order for the DEA to consider the BAR for 
environmental authorisation.  
As new information regarding avifauna in the area became available due to the additional 
bird monitoring and the use of the Verreaux’s Eagle Risk Assessment since the submission 
of the report, the applicant decided to update the project description and revise the layout. 
The new layout allows for up to 41 three-bladed horizontal-axis turbines with a maximum 
hub height of 135 m and a rotor diameter of up to 150 m, with a generating capacity of 
up to 6 MW each, resulting in a 246 MW across the three WEFs. 
The decision letter further requires that the BAR once updated with the required 
information, be subject to a 30 day public consultation period.  
The comment period commences on 14 October 2019 and ends on the 12 November 2019. 

2 THE HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES 
WKN Windcurrent South Africa (Ltd) Pty (‘the Developer’) is proposing the Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities (WEFs), and associated infrastructure including grid connection 
infrastructure (the Proposed Development), located 20 km from the town of Somerset East 
in the Eastern Cape Province. The area of interest for development within the affected land 
parcels is approximately 9000 hectares (The Proposed Development Area), and falls 
entirely within the Cookhouse Renewable Energy Development Zone (REDZ). The Proposed 
Development aims to generate and produce electricity from renewable wind energy sources 
in order to supply electricity into the national grid by connecting to an existing Eskom 
transmission line within the Proposed Development Area. 
Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd (‘Arcus’) has been appointed to act as 
the independent environmental impact assessment practitioner (EAP) to undertake the 
environmental impact assessment (EIA) process for Environmental Authorisation under 
Chapter 5 of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act 107 of 1998 – NEMA) 
as amended, for the Proposed Development. 
For the purpose of obtaining Environmental Authorisation (EA), and bidding requirements 
in the Department of Energy’s Renewable Energy Independent Power Producers 
Procurement Programme (REIPPPP), the project has been split into three phases: North, 
Central and South. A Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) has been set up for each of the three 
phases. Each phase will consist of two applications: one for the wind energy facility and 
one for the respective grid connection. The Proposed Development therefore consists of 
six components and six separate applications for EA: 
• Highlands North Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd:  

 The Highlands North WEF (up to 84 MW) consisting of up to 14 turbines with a 
generating capacity of up to 6 MW each (The Proposed Project),  
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 Electrical Grid Connection and Associated Infrastructure for Highlands North 
WEF; 

• Highlands Central Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd:  
 The Highlands Central WEF (up to 72 MW): up to 12 turbines with a generating 

capacity of up to 6 MW each 
 Electrical Grid Connection and Associated Infrastructure for Highlands Central 

WEF; 
• Highlands South Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd: 

 The Highlands South WEF (up to 90 MW): up to 15 turbines with a generating 
capacity of up to 6 MW each; 

 Electrical Grid Connection and Associated Infrastructure for Highlands South 
WEF. 

Should the Proposed Development be bid in the REIPPPP two submissions may potentially 
be made: The Highlands North WEF will be combined with the Highlands Central WEF OR 
be bid on its own, and the Highlands Central WEF will be combined with Highlands South 
WEF. Due to these uncertainties the specialist studies have described the baseline 
environment of the entire Proposed Development Site as the affected environment, and 
the Public Participation Process is being conducted combined for all six components.  
This Comment & Response report only includes comments that are applicable to 
the Highlands North WEF (DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955) up until submission 
of the Final BAR.  
Upon receipt of the suspension of application, the Comment & Response report 
includes comments that are applicable to all Highlands applications (DEA Ref: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 to 1960) 

3 THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
The primary aims of the public participation process are: 
• To inform Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) of the proposed development; 
• To identify issues, comments and concerns as raised by I&APs; 
• To promote transparency and an understanding of the project and its potential 

consequences; 
• To facilitate open dialogue and liaise with all I&APs; 
• To assist in identifying potential environmental (biophysical and socio-economic) 

impacts associated with the proposed development; and 
• To ensure that all I&AP issues and comments are accurately recorded, addressed and 

documented in a Comments & Response Report. 
This Comments & Responses Report has been compiled as Volume III to the Basic 
Assessment Report that has been prepared in support of the above application for 
Environmental Authorisation. 

4 METHODOLOGY 
This Public Participation Process follows the requirements of Regulation 41, 42, 43, and 44 
of GN R. 326   Amendments to the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 
(7 April 2017), promulgated under Section 24 (5) of the National Environmental 
Management Act (Act 107 of 1998 – NEMA), as amended. 
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4.1 Initial Notification 
An I&AP database (Appendix 1) was compiled consisting of project landowners, 
surrounding landowners within 5 km, and relevant stakeholders of the Proposed 
Development Site boundary, identified organs of state and organisations. This database 
has been updated throughout the duration of the basic assessment process and anyone 
with an interest in the proposed development was encouraged to register. 
On 14 June 2018 initial notification letters (email and registered mail in English and 
Afrikaans) were sent to I&APs on the database, informing them of the intention of the 
applicant to apply for Environmental Authorisations for the proposed development 
(Appendix 2). This included a locality map, proposed development plan and project 
descriptions. Details of how to submit comments and queries were included.  
Site notice boards in English and Afrikaans were placed where the site boundary meets the 
R63 at 32°41'23.8"S 25°21'54.7"E and 32°41'23.8"S 25°21'54.7"E on 15 June 2018 
(Appendix 3). 
Notification posters in English and Afrikaans, encouraging I&APs to register on the database 
were placed on notice boards in Pearston at the post office, municipality, library, SAPS and 
a local supermarket on 15 June 2018 (Appendix 3). 
In Somerset East notification posters were placed on notice boards at the SAPS, 
Langenhoven library, municipality, Spar supermarket, a hardware shop and a café. 
Photographs and coordinates are presented in Appendix 3. 
Newspaper advertisements in English and Afrikaans were placed in The Daily Sun Eastern 
Cape and The Mid Karoo Express on 21 June 2018 (Appendix 4). 

4.2 BA Process Public Participation 
The following tasks were undertaken during the Basic Assessment process: 
• Notification letters were sent out to registered I&APs, key stakeholders, and organs of 

state to inform them of the availability of the Basic Assessment Report (BAR) for review 
and comment (30 days) (Appendix 5 and Appendix 10); 

• Notification letters were sent to all registered I&APs, key stakeholders, and organs of 
state to inform them of the extension of the commenting period on the Basic 
Assessment Report (BAR) by five working days (seven calendar days) (Appendix 6); 

• E-mails were sent to landowners and adjacent landowners requesting contact details 
of their properties occupiers in order to arrange focus group meetings (Appendix 8); 

• Where no response to the e-mail was received phone calls were made to surrounding 
landowners requesting occupier details and assistance in arranging focus group 
meetings (Appendix 8); 

• Focus Group Meetings were held with occupiers of adjacent properties (see Section 4 
& Appendix 8) 

• A Comments and Reponses Report was compiled and updated, recording comments 
and/or queries received and the responses provided (Section 5). Copies of all original 
comments received and responses sent are included in Appendix 7-9 and 11. 

4.3 Suspension of Application  
The following tasks were undertaken during the Suspension of Application process: 
• Notification letters were sent to registered I&APs, key stakeholders, and organs of state 

to inform them of the suspension decision by the DEA (Appendix 12); 
• The Comments and Reponses Report was updated, recording comments and/or queries 

received and the responses provided (Section 5.1). Copies of all original comments 
received and responses sent are included in Appendix 13. 
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4.4 Decision on Suspension of Application 
The following tasks were undertaken upon receipt of the Decision on the Suspension of 
Application process: 
• Notification letters were sent to registered I&APs, key stakeholders, and organs of state 

to inform them of the decision by the DEA (Appendix 14); 
• The Comments and Reponses Report was updated, recording comments and/or queries 

received and the responses provided (Section 5.2). Copies of all original comments 
received and responses sent are included in Appendix 15. 

• Notification letters will be sent out to registered I&APs, key stakeholders, and organs 
of state to inform them of the availability of the Revised Basic Assessment Report (BAR) 
for review and comment. 

4.5 Decision & Appeal 
• Notification letters will be sent to all registered I&APs, key stakeholders, and organs of 

state to inform them of the decision by the DEA and the appeal procedure; and 
• Placement of advertisements in the same local and regional newspapers (in English and 

Afrikaans) to inform I&APs of the decision taken by the DEA.  

5 OCCUPIER NOTIFICATIONS 
In order to comply with Regulation 41(2)(b)(i) and (ii) of the EIA Regulations 2014 (as 
amended), the following was completed to notify occupiers: 
• Two notice boards in English and Afrikaans were placed in two conspicuous places at 

the site boundary on the  R63 at 32°41'23.8"S 25°21'54.7"E and 32°41'23.8"S; 
25°21'54.7"E on 15 June 2018 (Appendix 3). 

• Notification posters in English and Afrikaans were placed at the following locations on 
15 June 2018: 
 Pearston post office;  
 Pearston municipality office; 
 Pearston library;  
 Pearston SAPS; 
 Pearston supermarket 
 Somerset East SAPS 
 Somerset East Langenhoven library; 
 Somerset East hardware shop 
 Somerset East Spar supermarket 
 Somerset East municipality office; 
 Somerset East coffee shop. 
Evidence of this is provided in Appendix 3. 

• A request was made in the initial notification letter (14 June 2018) to landowners and 
surrounding landowners (see Appendix 2): “To assist Arcus in ensuring all I&APs have 
been informed of the proposed developments, we kindly request your assistance in 
obtaining contact details of labourers and occupiers on your properties. Arcus will 
include them on our database and ensure that they have been included as part of the 
EIA process.” 

• Failing a response a second request was sent to surrounding landowners and 
landowners on 25 September 2018: “In the initial notification that you received 
regarding the Highlands Wind Energy Facilities (attached), we requested that you assist 
us with contact details of any labourers and occupiers on your property so that they 
can be included in the public participation process. We have not received any response 
from you in this regard. Please could you confirm if there are any individuals residing 
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or working on your properties adjacent to the proposed development site, and send us 
the names and any contact details of the individuals residing or working there.” 

• Failing further response, attempts to contact the remaining landowners via telephone 
were made. Records of this are presented in Appendix 8. In addition further emails 
were sent as presented in Appendix 8. 

• It must be noted that a representative appointed by 11 surrounding landowners 
opposing the proposed development (Mr André van der Spuy) advised these 
landowners to refrain from cooperating with Arcus in this regards, and to actively 
withhold any information of occupiers on their land (Appendix 8).  

• A series of Focus Group meetings were conducted on 19 October 2018 on several farms 
in the area with occupiers of affected and surrounding properties whose details Arcus 
was able to obtain through the above steps, and who agreed to a meeting. Minutes, 
attendance registers and photographs are presented in Appendix 8. 
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6 COMMENTS & RESPONSE TRAIL 
Table 6.1: Comments & Response Table 
Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 

& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

1 Emma Becker 
Eastern Cape Parks and 
Tourism Agency 
15/06/2018  
Email 

FW: Initial Notification for the Proposed Highlands Wind Energy 
Facilities 
to Shane October shane.october@ecpta.co.za 
Dear Shane 
Kindly see below and respond/direct this mail accordingly please 
Kind Regards, 

Dear Ms Becker, 
We have added Mr Shane October to the database of 
Interested & Affected Parties, and he will receive all 
future notifications regarding the Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities project. 
Kind Regards,  
 

Anja Albertyn 
18/06/2018 
By email  

2 Shaun Williams 
UFF African Agri Investments 
18/06/2018 
Email 

Dear Anja, 
Please refer to the attached documents, for any correspondence 
or information needed please contact Jac Jordaan and Andre’ 
Botha as per below.  
You can cc Frans Botha (CFO) and myself in the emails as I’m the 
accountant working on the project in the area.  
Andre Botha – andre.botha@uff.co.za 
Jac Jordaan - jacjordaanboerdery@gmail.com    
cell: 073 856 7179 
Thanks and regards  

Dear Mr Williams, 
We have added the emails for Jac Jordaan, Andre 
Botha and Frans Botha to the I&AP database as 
requested. We have also emailed them the initial 
notification letter. They will be included in all future 
notifications regarding the Highlands Wind Energy 
facilities projects.   
Would you be able to indicate which farm portions or 
farm names you and they are part of in the area? We 
have a Jac Jordaan down as a project landowner 
contact for National Government farms but are 
uncertain if this is the same individual. Frans Botha is 
registered as a surrounding landowner contact for 
Purple Lily Pty Ltd. Any details would be greatly 
appreciated. 
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
18/06/2018 
By email 
 
 

3 Grant Abrahamson 
East Cape Safaris 
15/06/2018 

Dear Anja Dear Mr Abrahamson, 
You received the first official notification for the 
proposed Highlands WEFs. Please submit all 
comments and concerns to myself as soon as 

Anja Albertyn 
18/06/2018 
By email 
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Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

Email Thank you for your email.  This is the first I hear of the project 
after having noticed that there is a test tower that was erected on 
the farm Highlands which neighbours my property.  
Please let me know with whom I should talk to with regards some 
issues with the project from an environmental basis and from my 
tourism business venture which will be influenced by such a 
project. 
Look forward to hearing from you. 
Regards 

possible for inclusion and consideration in the basic 
assessment report. This report will then be made 
available to the public for 30 days for your review 
and further comment. You will be notified when it is 
available. At this point we estimate that the public 
review period for the Basic Assessment Report will 
start sometime in September. 
I also forward all comments to the social specialist, 
Tony Barbour, who will be conducting a social impact 
assessment study for the proposed development. He 
may also contact you for additional input for inclusion 
in his report. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any further 
queries. 
Kind Regards, 

4 John Geeringh (Pr Sci Nat) 
Senior Consultant 
Environmental Management 
Land Development and 
Management 
Megawatt 
Park,  D1Y42,  Maxwell 
Drive,  Sunninghill,  Sandton. 
P O Box 
1091,  Johannesburg,  2000. 
Tel: 011 516 7233 
Cell: 083 632 7663 
Fax: 086 661 4064 
By email 
15/06/2018 

Please send me KMZ files of the proposed development and 
proposed Grid connections. Please find attached Eskom 
requirements for works at or near Eskom infrastructure and 
servitudes. Please take specific note of the setback distances for 
Turbines from Eskom infrastructure as per the attached Setbacks 
document. Should the Developer want to encroach on these 
setback distances, permission must be requested from Eskom in 
writing, and a decision on the matter will be communicated in 
writing to the Developer. 
Kind regards 
 
Attachments:  
Renewable Energy Generation Plant Setbacks to Eskom 
Infrastructure – Signed.pdf 
Eskom requirements for work in or near Eskom servitudes WIND 
(3).doc 

Dear Mr Geeringh, 
Thank you for your comments. The Eskom 
requirements will be forwarded to the developer for 
consideration in the design of the project. I have 
attached a kml of the proposed development layout 
for your further comment : 
Highlands_WEFs_20180525.kmz 
Kindly confirm if the proposed layout complies with 
Eskom requirements. 
Thank you very much, 
 

Anja Albertyn 
18/06/2018 
By email 
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Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

19/06/2018 
By email 
 
19/06/2018 
By email 

Thanks, I will check 
John 

None required EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR  

Just as a matter of interest, has the developer determined the 
capacity of the power line where they would like to connect. The 
existing line is a 66kV and may have very limited capacity. There 
is also limited capacity for connection at Poseidon. I would 
suggest that the applicant get in touch with Eskom regarding 
these matters if they have not yet done so. 
Regards 
John 
 

This has been forwarded to the developer. EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

5 Side By Side Trust 
By Email 
info@sidebysidesafaris.com 
21/06/2018 

Paul@bosberg.co.za 
Få Outlook til iOS 
 

Good day, The email Paul@bosberg.co.za has been 
added to our database under Side by Side Safaris. All 
future notifications regarding the Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities will be sent to that address. Please 
could you let us know if you wish to no longer 
receive notifications at info@sidebysidesafaris.com. 
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
21/06/2018 
By email 

6 
 

Roxanne Mustard 
Regional Content Researcher 
Projects Department 
Leads 2 Business 
(www.L2B.co.za) 
RoxanneM@l2b.co.za 
by email 27/06/2018 
 

Good day 
Please may I register as a I&AP: 
Roxanne Mustard 
Following the progress of this project. 
Hilton branch 
Tel: +27 (0)860 836 337 
Fax: +27 (0)33 
Postal address: 
PO Box 1091 

Dear Roxanne, 
Thank you very much for registering as an I&AP for 
the Highlands Wind Energy Facilities project. You will 
receive all notifications regarding the application 
process for environmental authorisations. 
Should you have any comments or queries regarding 
the projects or process please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
27/06/2018 
By email 

mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
http://www.l2b.co.za/
mailto:RoxanneM@l2b.co.za
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Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By Email 02/07/2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By Email 04/07/2018 

Hilton 
KZN 
3245 
Physical address:The Quarry Office Park, Block G, Section 2, 
330 Old Howick Road, 
Hilton 
KZN 
3245 
(South Africa) 
Your assistance and time will be greatly appreciated. Have a great 
day further! 

Good day Anja, Thank you so much. Has there been a BID 
document drawn up for this project? Your assistance will be 
greatly appreciated. Have a great day further! Kind Regards 

Dear Roxanne, A project description, locality map and 
proposed development plan was included in the initial 
notification letter and serves as the BID. You will 
receive a link to the Draft Basic Assessment Report 
as soon as it is available for public review. Electronic 
copies on CD and hardcopies will be made available 
upon request. Let me know if you have any further 
queries or comments at this stage. Kind Regards, 
 

Anja Albertyn 
03/07/2018 
By email 

Thank you so much Anja 
I look forward to receiving the Draft Basic Assessment Report. 
Have a great day further! Kind Regards, Roxanne Mustard 

None required  

7 Nico Lombard 
Cacadu District Development 
Agency 
Manager Renewable Energy  
nlombard@cacadudevelopmen
t.co.za 

Will you please register the Cacadu District Development Agency 
as an interested and affected party for the proposed Highlands 
wind farm. Nico Lombard 0823294545 P O Box 197 Somerset 
East 5850 Thank You. 

Dear Mr Lombard, 
Thank you very much for registering as an I&AP for 
the Highlands Wind Energy Facilities project. You will 
receive all notifications regarding the application 
process for environmental authorisations. 

Anja Albertyn 
28/06/2018 
By email 

mailto:nlombard@cacadudevelopment.co.za
mailto:nlombard@cacadudevelopment.co.za
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Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

By email 28/06/2018 Should you have any comments or queries regarding 
the projects or process please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
Kind Regards, 

8 
 

Ms Fhatuwani Magwaba 
Office of the Director General 
Department of the Rural 
Development and Land 
Reform 

Dear Sir/Madam 
Kindly find attached a letter acknowledging the receipt of your 
correspondence. 
Kind regards  
Ms Fhatuwani Sarah Magwaba 
 
Attached letter: 
Dear Sir/Madam 
INITIAL NOTIFICATION FOR THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND 
ENERGY 
FACILITIES 
I acknowledge with thanks receipt of your email dated 14 June 
2018, regarding the 
above mentioned subject matter. 
Kindly note that the matter has been brought to the attention of 
the Chief Director: EC, 
Provincial Shared Service Centre: Mr Zukile Pityi for further 
attention and response. 
Should you wish to make a follow up on this, kindly contact Ms 
Aphiwe Fayindlala, Tel: 
043 700 7003 Email: aphiwe.fayindlala@drdlr.gov.za 
Kind regards 
Ms Fhatuwani Sarah Magwaba 
For Officeof the Director General 
Department of Rural Development and Land Reform 
DATE: 3 July 2018 

Dear Ms Magabwa, 
Thank you for your acknowledgment of receipt. Ms 
Aphiwe Fayindlala has been added to our I&AP 
database and will be included in all future 
correspondence and notifications. 
Kind Regards,  
 

Anja Albertyn 
03/07/2018 
By email 
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Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

9 Leonard Shaw 
Senior Manager: Access 
Master Planning  
Openserve 
61 Oak Avenue, gate 2, 
Highveld, Centurion 0157 

Good day Anja 
We looked at the proposed farm and it will not interfere with our 
“radio” networks. 
If you need a response in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 29(1) (b) of Electronic Communications Act no. 36 of 
2005 (“the Act”) please let me know.  
Kind regards, 

None required  

Requests for Occupier Details / Focus Group Meetings 

10 Pieter Erasmus 
Surrounding landowner 

Dear Anja, 
Thank you for your e-mail. 
I and my direct family are the only occupiers, no labourers etc 
Regards 
Pieter Erasmus 
------------------------------------ 
From: Anja Albertyn <AnjaA@arcusconsulting.co.za>  
Sent: 25 September 2018 02:54 PM 
Subject: Highlands Wind Energy Facilities Adjacent Property 
Occupiers 
Dear Surrounding Landowner, 
In the initial notification that you received regarding the 
Highlands Wind Energy Facilities (attached), we requested that 
you assist us with contact details of any labourers and occupiers 
on your property so that they can be included in the public 
participation process. We have not received any response from 
you in this regard.  
Please could you confirm if there are any individuals residing or 
working on your properties adjacent to the proposed 
development site, and send us the names and any contact details 

It is recorded that there are no further occupiers on 
Mr Erasmus’ property that have not been notified. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

mailto:AnjaA@arcusconsulting.co.za
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Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

of the individuals residing or working there. Thank you for your 
assistance. Kind Regards, 

11 
 

Johan Coetzee 
Surrounding landowner 
Doornkraal 
02/10/2018 
by phone 

AA phoned JC and introduced herself as working for the Environmental Consultants conducting the EIA for the Highlands 
wind energy project. JC confirmed he has been receiving notifications regarding the project. He explained that he 
practices law in Wellington/Paarl and has not been farming there for 20 years. His brother in law Jeremy van Niekerk 
operates the farming on Far 420 Doornkraal. AA enquired if there are people residing or working on the farm. 
Regulations requires AA to inform occupants on adjacent properties about the project and how it could affect them and 
give them opportunity to comment. JC enquired how a wind farm could affect workers on a neighbouring sheep farm. AA 
explained that according to the social specialist study the main impact to adjacent properties is visual, and would be 
unlikely to affect the workers on a sheep farm next door negatively, as their farming operations would not be affected. 
Neighbouring hunting and tourism operations relying on tourists are however concerned that they may be affected 
negatively. The community impact is expected to be positive with increased job and business opportunities and a 
Community Trust benefitting community members would be set up. JC enquired if the turbines will be on Bruintjiehoogte 
ridges. AA explained that they are not on Bruintjieshoogte itself, but south of the R63 on ridges that would be visible 
from the R63 and neighbouring farms. JC asked AA to please email him a map and a link to the figures in the report so 
that he can see if he is affected. AA confirmed that she will send a link and a figure, but that she can also post a 
hardcopy. JC enquired if he could come to the office to see a hardcopy when he is in town. AA confirmed that this is 
possible. JC gave AA the details of the occupier Jeremy van Niekerk, who will have details of the three people residing on 
the property. 

Anja Albertyn 
02/10/2018 
 by phone 
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Jeremy van Niekerk 
Surrounding occupier 
Doornkraal 
02/10/2018 
By phone 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16/10/2018 
By phone 

AA phoned and introduced herself. JvN acknowledged that he 
knows about the Highlands project but he does not own the 
property and that all correspondence has to go through the 
owner Johan Coetzee. AA confirmed that Mr Coetzee gave her 
JvN’s number and has told her to call him for the occupiers 
details. AA explained the purpose of holding a meeting for the 
farm occupiers and allowing them to comment on the project. JvN 
explained that three individuals live on the property and work for 
him, and that AA is welcome to come and talk to them. JvN 
enquired where the access road to the site will be. AA confirmed 
that the existing road going through Farm 420 will be upgraded 
and used. Therefore the project could affect JvN’s operations and 
he should read the reports in order to comment. AA explained 
that should environmental authorisation be obtained the project 
will need to also be successful in a bid to Eskom, so it could be 
some years before the road gets upgraded. AA will email a link to 
the reports to JvN with a map so that he can study the proposed 
layout. JvA advised that he requires two days notice to organise a 
focus group meeting and AA should contact him 2 days before 
she wants to come. 

Dear Jeremy, 
Thank you for taking my call earlier. As discussed we 
would like to inform the three individuals residing on 
the property you manage 420 Doornkraal about the 
proposed development on the adjacent property. We 
will be in touch in this regard to hold a meeting with 
them on the propoerty in the week of 15 October 
2018. You can download the documents for public 
review at this link: 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-
public-review/ 
I have also attached a map showing the proposed 
development and location of the access road that 
runs through the Farm 420 Doornkraal (the grey line 
in the south east of the project site). Please do not 
hesitate to contact me with any queries or 
comments. 
Kind Regards,  

Anja Albertyn 
02/10/2018 
by email 

AA introduced herself and asked if it is still ok for her to come and 
speak to his farmworkers. Arcus would like to do a focus group 
meeting with them on Thursday or Friday. AA and JvN agreed to 
hold the meeting on Friday 19 October 2018 at 10:00 at the farm 
Doornkraal. JvN requested that AA phone him when she arrives in 
Somerset East for directions. 

The Focus Group meeting was held as planned on 
the Farm 420 Doornkraal with three resident farm 
workers in attendance. All three voiced their support 
for the project. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

12 Frans Botha  
25/09/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja 
We have previously provided the name of Jac Jordaan as an 
individual residing on the properties of Purple Lily (Pty) Ltd. 
I have included his e-mail address in CC. Hi mobile number is 
073 856 7179 

Jac Jordaan was already a registered I&AP and has 
been receiving requests for occupier details. In 
addition attempts were made to contact him by 
phone on 02/10/2018 and 16/10/2018. A voicemail 
was left for him asking him to phone back. No 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Kind regards 
Frans 
 

response was received. During the Focus Group 
meeting trip on 19/10/2018 four farm workers 
(occupiers) of Jac Jordaan’s property were met 
incidentally on the side of the public road, and an 
impromptu focus group meeting was held with them 
on the public road. They were informed about the 
wind farm, and two chose to register as I&APs. All 
comments made were in support of the development 

13 Grant Abrahamson 
East Cape safaris 
Surrounding landowner 
02/10/2018 

 AA phoned GA at 15:12, introduced herself as working for the 
Environmental Consultants conducting the EIA for the Highlands 
wind energy project. GA confirmed he knew about Arcus 
conducting the environmental authorisation process. AA explained 
that they are required to ensure that not only the landowners but 
also the occupiers, residents and people working on adjacent 
properties, are informed about the project and are given the 
opportunity to comment. AA would like to come to GA’s farm and 
hold a meeting with the affected people there to explain the 
project, the possible impacts and record their comments or hand 
out comment sheets. It will take 30 minutes to an hour 
maximum. GA explained that he has already been to a meeting 
with the project developers and social specialist, and that he is 
opposed to the proposed development. AA reiterated that not 
only the landowners but also the residents and employees must 
be given opportunity to comment. GA says he understands this. 
GA said that he has to first go back and speak to the others and 
take this to them before he can give the go ahead. He did not 
explain who the others where. AA asked if there are people 
residing or working on the property. GA confirmed that one 
individual resides there and several others reside in Somerset 
East, but work on the property. AA asked that GA please contact 
her with a response as soon as possible. 

No response or further communication was received 
from Mr Abrahamson. It is now known that Grant 
Abrahamson is one of the landowners that AVDS 
represents. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR  



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 15 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

14 
 

Davy Henderson 
by email  
26/09/2018 
 
 
 
 
02/10/2018 
By email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Hallo Anja 
Wat van die mense soek jy, net hulle name, of id 
Nommers? 
Groete 
Davy Henderson 
 

Dear Mr Henderson, 
We are looking for names and contact numbers 
(preferably cell phones) please. 
Thanks very much for your help. 
Kind Regards, 
 

Anja Albertyn 
27/09/2018 
by email 

Hello Anja, my sel number is 0825162441 and landline is 
0422432203.  

Dear Mr Henderson, We are planning to conduct 
meetings in your area for people working and living 
on the properties adjacent to the proposed Highlands 
Wind Energy Facilities, in order to inform them about 
the proposed development, and enable them to 
comment on it. Please could you assist us with this 
for the people on your farm? We would come to your 
farm and speak to your staff / people living there at a 
time suitable for you and them. It would only take 
about half an hour to an hour maximum. We are 
looking at the week around 17 or 18 October 2018. 
Please could you let me know your phone number or 
give me a call on 076 265 8933 or 021 412 1529 to 
discuss if this is possible? Or, if there is nobody living 
or working on the Farm RE/145 Uitkyk, or any other 
affected property in the area you may own, please 
confirm this and we will make a note not to contact 
you again in this regard. Thanks very much for your 
assistance. Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
02/10/2018 
by email 
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03/10/2018 
By phone 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16/10/2018 
By phone 

AA phoned DH and introduced herself. DH confirmed that he had received the emails regarding the meetings Arcus 
wishes to hold with farm workers. DH confirmed that he has 10 people working/residing on his farm and that Arcus is 
welcome to come and talk to them. DH stated that he is not opposed to the wind farm, but that his neighbour Mr 
Fleming Jensen is very upset and will not want to talk to us. AA explained that the people working for Mr Fleming Jensen 
also need to be given opportunity to comment, if they are opposed or in support of the project. DH explained that an 
Afrikaans interpreter will need to be present for the meeting, and that some of his workers are illiterate. AA confirmed 
that the meeting is especially important then and that it can be held in Afrikaans and that this way their verbal comments 
can be recorded. AA and DH agreed that AA will email DH proposed dates for the meeting. 

Anja Albertyn 
03/10/2018 
By phone 

AA phoned and DH agreed to hold the meeting on his farm at 
noon on Friday 19 October 2018.  

The Focus Group meeting was held on Mr 
Hendersons farm. 10 people were in attendance and 
8 registered as I&APs. All comments made were in 
favour of the development. 

Anja Albertyn 
19/10/2018 
 

15 Zirk Jordaan 
Landowner 
02/10/2018 

AA phoned Mr Jordaan and arranged to hold a focus group 
meeting with the approximately 8 labourers working on the 
affected farm on Friday 19 October 2018 at 8:30am 

The Focus Group meeting was held as planned in the 
shed at Mr Jordaans farm. Nine people attended and 
all registered as I&APs. They commented that they 
had seen the notice boards on the site boundary. 
Comments on the development were all in favour. 

Anja Albertyn 
19/10/2018 
 

16 Simphiwe Fani 
03/10/2018 
by email 

(1) Mzwandile Maneli/Yantolo 
0625660390 
(2) Memese Dingani 
(3) Rooikop Mjuza  
They were all informed about the wind farm 
Regards 
Simphiwe Fani 
0820923894 
 

Dear Simphiwe, 
Thank you very much for the contact details of the 
people working and living on the government 
property you lease. It is greatly appreciated. We are 
planning on being in the area on 17 or 18 October 
2018 to meet with people working and living on the 
farms surrounding the proposed development. Please 
could you ask if these people on your farm would like 
us to come and speak to them as well? We can then 
explain the project to them, how it may affect them, 
answer any questions they may have about the 
project, and they can then give us their comments if 

Anja Albertyn 
03/10/2018 
by email 
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they have any. Thanks so much for your help with 
this. Kind Regards,  

17 Blair Henderson du Randt 
Surrounding landowner 
02/10/2018 

 Both numbers on file do not exist (Windeed) 
 
 

Anja Albertyn  
02/10/2018 

18 Hein Badenhorst 
surrounding landowner 
By phone 05/10/2018 
By email 05/10/2018 

 No answer. No voicemail. Anja Albertyn 
05/10/2018 
by phone 

Dear Mr Badenhorst, 
As previously communicated we are trying to arrange 
a meeting with the people working and/or residing on 
your property. Please could you send me a list of 
names and cell phone numbers of your staff (if they 
agree), so that we may contact them. We want to 
ensure they have been informed of the proposed 
Highlands Wind Energy facilities development and 
enable them to provide their comments. Alternatively 
please could you provide them with my phone 
number 076 265 8933 and advise them that they can 
send a “please call me”, or a missed call, and they 
will be phoned back. We are hoping to set up a 
meeting with them in Somerset East. 
Unfortunately we have no other means of obtaining 
information regarding the contact details of the 
occupants of your property than through you. 
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
By email 
05/10/2018 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 18 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION PHASE 

Andre van der Spuy 
(for Hein Badenhorst, 
surrounding landowner) 
17/10/2018 
By email 

Dear Ms Albertyn 
Below email refers, as well as other similar ones sent to other of 
our clients. The notification and inclusion of “occupiers” is a 
critically important aspect of any project such as the Highlands 
wind farm proposal(s) and is specifically accounted for within the 
EIA Regulations.   
Notwithstanding concerns and associated risks to my clients of 
your requests around the Protection of Personal Information Act it 
would be appropriate to respond on behalf of my clients that 
unfortunately The Regulations do not make provision for them to 
assist, act for or undertake any tasks specifically required of the 
person conducting the public participation process and the EAP. 
However, in order to be of some help we would advise you to 
contact the Department of Environmental Affairs (Ms. Dee 
Fischer) who undertook the Strategic Environmental Assessment 
(SEA) which determined that the subject Cookhouse REDZ, within 
which said “occupiers” reside and our clients properties fall, be 
proclaimed under the auspices that the SEA was the product of a 
comprehensive (scoping) process of public consultation during 
which affected parties were extensively consulted. On that basis 
you would be reasonably expected to obtain from the DEA all the 
names and details of those you seek since they are within, and 
affected by, the SEA Cookhouse REDZ (as your motivation 
Highlands WEF evidences in its substantial reliance upon the 
same SEA).  
Kind regards 
Andre van der Spuy 
  

The option of the occupiers contacting Arcus at no 
cost to them (by please call me) was offered, 
therefore no personal information was expected 
without consent. 
This information is not readily available elsewhere. 
Regardless, Ms Dee Fischer was contacted by email 
as AVDS recommended, but has not responded to 
date. However, it is the opinion of the EAP that an 
SEA conducted several years ago over the entire 
country would be unable to provide the required 
details on current occupiers of an area at a much 
smaller scale. 
The EAP is of the opinion that everything that is 
reasonably possible has been done in attempting to 
obtain information on the occupiers of the area 
surrounding the proposed development. 
Copy of email to Dee Fisher dated 25/10/2018: 
Dear Ms Fischer, 
I am an EAP with Arcus Consultancy Services South 
Africa, who are conducting the BA process for the 
Highlands wind energy facilities near Somerset East, 
Eastern Cape (within the Cookhouse REDZ). As part 
of the PPP we have been attempting to contact 
occupiers of the adjoining properties. Some of the 
surrounding landowners are opposing the project and 
through their representative, Mr André van der Spuy, 
have refused to assist us in obtaining the details of 
people living or working on their lands. We have 
already conducted a series of focus group meetings 
with other occupiers in the area, but were unable to 
gain access or information regarding the people living 
on the properties of Mr van der Spuy’s clients.  

Anja Albertyn  
12/11/2018 
in FBAR 
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Please see email below in which Mr van der Spuy 
claims that you should have this information on who 
works and lives on these farms from the PPP for the 
SEA on the REDZ, despite this PPP having been 
conducted several years ago and at a much larger 
scale. Please could you let me know if you indeed 
have any information on occupiers within the REDZ 
and if this information is publically available? Please 
feel free to give me a call. Thank you very much for 
your time. Kind Regards, 

19 Fritz Walter 
Surrounding landowner 
17/10/2018 
By phone 

AA phoned FW, introduced herself and explained that Arcus wants 
to set up a meeting with the farm workers in order to ensure they 
know about the Highlands project and have an opportunity to 
comment. FW said that he has been receiving notifications but he 
has been overseas and he is currently in Jeffrey’s Bay. AA 
explained she will be in the area the next day and would like to 
come to his farm and speak to his workers. FW said that he will 
be try to organise something with his workers. AA is to please put 
the request in an email for him. AA thanked FW for his assistance. 

Dear Mr Walter, 
Thank you for taking my call earlier. We will be in the 
area all day tomorrow meeting with workers and 
residents of the farms affected by the proposed 
Highlands wind energy project, to inform them about 
the project and give them opportunity to comment. 
We would like to visit your farm and speak to anyone 
residing/working there anytime from 2pm (we have a 
meeting at Driefontein at 1pm). It should only take 
about half an hour. Please could you let me know if it 
is possible to come tomorrow, while we are already 
there. I could also try and move some of the other 
meetings on neighbouring farms around if it can only 
be arranged in the morning. 
Thanks very much for your assistance. 
Kind Regards, Anja 

Anja Albertyn 
17/10/2018 
By email 
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18/10/2018 10:56 
By email 

Dear Mrs. Albertyn, 
I have tried to make contact with the staff as they have very 
limited signal. I might be able to get a feedback tonight and we 
will then advise you.  
The tower of Igen is at this stage out of order since Friday and 
the signal is off.  
Best regards  

 

Andre van der Spuy 
on behalf of Fritz Walter 
18/10/2018  12:47 
 
 

Dear Ms Albertyn 
My client, Fritz Walters, has advised me that you have been in 
contact with him without having the courtesy or ethical 
conscience to include myself. I imagine you have adopted such 
approach on the advice of Tony Barbour perhaps? 
It is noted that you have quickly responded in this manner after 
my email of yesterday to you in which your request for 
“occupiers” details was refused. The clients have now been 
properly advised of the real intentions of your unethical and 
scheming approach and have been advised not to engage or 
assist you in any further manner. I have also advised my clients 
of Arcus’ similar unethical approach in the Umsinde Emoyeni Wind 
Farm application (Murraysburg) and where promises made to my 
clients there were ultimately not honoured in the consultation 
process and the affair was manipulated to serve the interests of 
the Applicant alone. I wish to place on record that I have 
absolutely no trust in you or your Company on account of 
previous experiences (and now these) and I have advised my 
clients to adopt the same attitude in order to protect their 
interests and legal rights.   
At the same time we recognise the legal and independent rights 
of “occupiers”, as such are termed under NEMA. 
Relevant officials of the DEA are copied in here for their own 
record. 

The EAP notes that Mr van der Spuy has advised his 
clients to not participate in the process and provide 
occupier details.   
It must also be noted that up to this point Mr van der 
Spuy had only advised that he is representing two 
surrounding landowners, so that the EAP was 
unaware that he was representing Mr Walters, nor 
did Mr Walters mention that he was being 
represented by anybody on the phone. Mr Walters 
ceased communication following this e-mail, 
therefore no further attempts were made to contact 
him directly. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Sincerely 
Andre van der Spuy 

20 Side by Side Safaris 
Mrs Jensen 
03/10/2018 
By phone 

AA phoned, introduced herself and asked to speak to Fleming 
Jensen. Mrs Jensen advised that Mr Jensen is not available and 
will be on holiday until 20 October. AA explained that Arcus wants 
to set up a meeting with the farm workers in order to ensure they 
know about the project and have an opportunity to comment. Mrs 
Jensen said that all farm workers are going on leave from today 
and will only return to work on 20 October 2018. AA enquired if 
there are other means of contacting the farm workers as she 
would like to set up a meeting with them. Mrs Jensen said that 
this number AA called is the only way of contacting them, and 
there is no cell phone reception in the area. AA enquired if LJ can 
advise any other means of contacting the farmworkers to speak 
to them. Mrs Jensen responded that this phone number is the 
only means of contacting them. AA thanked Mrs Jensen for her 
time. 

Following the comments made by AVDS no further 
attempts were made to contact Side by Side Safaris 
as AVDS had instructed the Jensen family not to 
participate or assist the EAP in any way. 

Anja Albertyn 
03/10/2018 
By phone 

21 Jana du Randt  
(surrounding landowner) 
 

 Voicemail. Left message asking to phone AA back on 
her cell number regarding the Highlands Wind Energy 
project on the adjoining property. AA would like to 
speak to her, and the people living and working on 
the land. 

Anja Albertyn  
16/10/2018 
by phone 
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22 Ernest Botha  
(surrounding landowner) 

 No answer. Left voicemail explaining that we want to 
talk to him and his occupiers about the Highlands 
project. Please call back. 

Anja Albertyn  
18/10/2018 
by phone 

23 Francois Jordaan 
(surrounding landowner) 

 No answer. Voicemail sent automatic sms with AA’s 
cell number to FJ. 

Anja Albertyn  
18/10/2018 
by phone 

24 Hennie Eberson 
(surrounding landowner) 
Driefontein 

AA phoned HE and introduced herself. She explained that she will 
be in the area this week conducting focus group meetings with 
occupiers of adjacent properties to the Highlands wind energy 
project. Mr Eberson agreed that she could speak to his staff on 
Friday 19/10/2018 at 2pm. 

On the day of the planned meeting AA held a 
meeting at Davy Henderson’s farm at 12:00, which is 
Mr Eberson’s neighbour. Upon arrival at Mr 
Hendersons farm a note was given to AA stating that 
the meeting at Ebersons is cancelled. No reason was 
given. AA tried to phone twice to reschedule, but the 
phone was off and no voicemail was available. 

Anja Albertyn 
19/10/2018 
by phone 

25 Jac Jordaan 
Surrounding landowner 

 No answer. AA left a voicemail introducing herself and 
asking JJ to please phone her back. 
 
 
No answer 

 Anja Albertyn 
02/10/2018 
by phone 
 
16/10/2016 
by phone 
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26 Hein Badenhorst 
sillery@iafrica.com 
by email 18/09/2018 
 
 
 
by email 18/09/2018 
 

Morning Anja. Are the Reports that you refer to available in 
electronic format? Thanks, Hein Badenhorst. 

 

 

Sorry Anja, I see the reports are included. Thanks, Hein 
Badenhorst 

Dear Mr Badenhorst, 
An electronic copy of the reports can be downloaded 
from: 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-
public-review/ 
Please let me know if you are unable to download it 
or prefer to receive a CD which we can courier to 
you. 
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
18/09/2018 
By email 

27 André van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental 
Consultants 
42 Afrikander Road 
Simon’s Town 7975 
Tel.: 021 786 2919 
Fax.: 021 786 2919 
Mobile: 084 480 2464 
Email: avdspuy@iafrica.com 
Web: www.avdsec.com 
 
20/09/2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dear Ms. A. Albertyn 
Your below notification, and its associated attachments, in regard 
to the 30 day comment period on the six environmental 
applications pertaining to the proposed Highlands Wind Energy 
Facilities, refer.  
AVDS Environmental Consultants, along with Nicholas Smith 
Attorneys, is representing Mr. Hein Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming 
Jensen, and their respective interests, in opposing the six 
applications for the proposed various phases of the Highlands 
Wind Energy Facility.   
It is our clients’ wishes to review the applications and to provide 
comment thereon. However, we will be unable to meet the 
stipulated deadline (18 October 2018) for submission of 
comments and therefore it is requested that the current comment 
period be extended by an additional 30 days minimum in order 
for our clients’ to exercise their rights to be availed of a 
“reasonable opportunity to comment”. Our reasons for the 
request are listed as follows: 

1. The current review period was launched without prior 
notification and which would have been useful in 
providing us and our clients’ with sufficient time to 

Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
Thank you for your comment below. We will take this 
under consideration and respond to you as soon as 
possible regarding the requested comment period 
extension. 
Please can you confirm if you would like to be added 
to the I&AP database as AVDS Environmental 
Consultants? 
Kind Regards, 
 

Anja Albertyn 
21/09/2018 
by email 

http://www.avdsec.com/
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schedule arrangements and time in order to be 
sufficiently available to utilize the current review period. 
We and our clients have thus been taken unawares by 
the current review period and are unable to immediately 
schedule the necessary time and resources to attend to 
it properly. 

2. The stipulated comment period falls with a school 
holiday period and during which time our clients and 
both of their appointed representatives listed above have 
prior arrangements. The preparation and submission of 
comments will entail considerable and time-consuming 
review, as well as liaise between ourselves and our 
clients, thus requiring considerable time beyond that 
stipulated but, critically, we will be unable to utilize the 
period of the school holidays due to said previous 
commitments.  

3. The suite of 6 applications and complicated and 
exhaustive documentation being subjected to the limited 
30 day comment period is entirely unrealistic and the 
attendance to 6 applications within a single 30 day 
comment period can by now stretch of the imagination 
be considered to constitute the “reasonable opportunity 
to comment” which our clients, and other I&APs, must 
be availed. There is no way that we will be able to 
properly review the relevant material within such a short 
period, and especially given the limitation posed by the 
school holiday period (as outlined above). 

4. It is anticipated that it may be necessary for us to 
engage the advice and services of other professionals in 
order to properly inform our comments and objections 
and which will naturally entail an additional commitment 
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21/09/2018 
By email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

of time and resources over and above the limits already 
outlines above. 

We trust that our request is suitably motivated and will be met 
with the favourable response it deserves. We look forward to 
receiving your confirmation of our request. Sincerely 

Dear Ms. Albertyn 
Below refers and is noted. We look forward to receiving your 
response in due course and will proceed on the basis of it having 
been granted. 
I confirm that you should please register AVDS Environmental 
Consultants as an I&AP. However, please also separately register 
our individual clients as I&APs as well and be sure to allocate any 
inputs made on their behalves to them specifically. I would 
further ask that you please always copy myself, Mr. Smith, Mr. 
Jensen and Mr. Badenhorst , together, into all correspondence 
and future notifications (as you have done now) in order to 
overcome any missed correspondence through absence.    
On another matter, please could you confirm that it is the 
intention of the 3 Applicants to ultimately increase the name plate 
capacities of each of the 3 separate wind farms, respectively, 
according to the maximum permissible generation capacity of 
140MW per wind farm.  
Regards 
Andre van der Spuy 

Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
Please note that no decision has been made 
regarding your request to an extension of the 
reviewing period. You will be informed of the result 
as soon as a decision has been made. 
AVDS Environmental Consultants, Mr Smith, Mr 
Jensen and Mr Badenhorst have been registered as 
I&APs for the six applications, and they will be copied 
into all correspondence with you as well as all future 
notifications. 
Regarding your query please be informed that the 
applications are for the maximum capacity as stated 
in the project descriptions of the Draft Basic 
Assessment reports, with no intention to increase 
these capacities. 
Highlands North WEF: up to a maximum of 85 MW  
Highlands Central WEF: up to a maximum of 70 MW 
Highlands South WEF: up to a maximum of 90 MW 
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
25/09/2018 
By email 

 Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
Your email below refers. 

Anja Albertyn 
28/09/2018 
by email 
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1. The Regulations do not make provisions for 
prior notification of the comment period 
dates to I&APs. As surrounding landowners 
to the proposed development Mr. Hein 
Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming Jensen, 
received an initial notification of the 
proposed development in June 2018. No 
request for prior notification of the comment 
period was received from either Mr. Hein 
Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming Jensen.  

2. The Regulations do not make provision for 
school holidays to be taken into 
consideration in determining when the 30 
day commenting period is held. 

3. The six Basic Assessment applications that 
require review are for one development: the 
Highlands Wind Energy Facilities of up to 
150 MW, which was split in order to comply 
with REIPPP requirements. The six 
applications share an identical Volume II: 
Specialist Studies and Volume III: 
Comments & Response Report. These 
volumes therefore only require to be 
reviewed once. In addition, the six 
applications are Basic Assessments, and not 
full EIA reports. Therefore the amount of 
time required to review the documentation 
is standard for a wind energy facility of this 
size, and the legislated period of 30 days 
constitutes a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on the application. 
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17/10/20188  
By email 
 

4. The Regulations make provisions for 
comment by registered Interested & 
Affected Parties, which includes any 
representatives they choose to engage, for 
a period of at least 30 days. 

As the process followed is that of a Basic Assessment 
Process, a Final Basic Assessment Report must be 
submitted to the Department within 90 days of 
receipt of the applications by the competent 
authorities. Any extension of the public review period 
will therefore impact directly and negatively on the 
time available to suitably address the comments 
received. 
Despite the above reasoning, and as a sign of good 
faith to ensure a thorough investigation of the 
contents of the applications is possible, the comment 
period for the six applications is hereby extended by 
five (5) working days, or seven (7) calendar days to 
25 October 2018. All registered I&APs are receiving a 
notification of the extended comment 
period (attached). 
Kind Regards 

Dear Ms Albertyn 
Your below email refers. We note the contents thereof. As you 
are aware I, like several of my clients, was away and on leave 
until last week.  
It is recorded that you have refused our reasonable and well 
motivated request.  
You have issued an extension of 5 working days to the 30 
comment period.  

All I&APs have been provided with a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the reports: The 
Regulations do not make provisions for prior 
notification of the comment period dates to I&APs. As 
surrounding landowners to the proposed 
development Mr. Hein Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming 
Jensen, received an initial notification of the 
proposed development in June 2018. No request for 
prior notification of the comment period was received 
from either Mr. Hein Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming Jensen. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR  
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Please be advised that the extension is regarded as being merely 
a token gesture designed to appear as a sign of reasonable 
compromise (we do not regard it as a sign of good faith) but it 
has no effect in rendering the final comment period as a 
reasonable one. We will accordingly be significantly limited and 
inhibited to the extent that it will not be practically possible to 
provide a comment on the applications to the desired level of 
detail and scope wished for.  
Thank you for describing your own method of review under your 
point 3 but we regard that as substantially superficial and 
insufficient and it would necessarily rely on a suitable amount of 
trust in the documents.  
You have advised on some selected, but not all of the, minimum 
requirement EIA Regulations as they pertain to such comment 
periods. However, other pertinent and relevant EIA Regulations 
have been ignored in your decision. For instance , you ignore EIA 
Regulation 41(6)(b)* which is an overriding one in this matter 
and which determines that any comment opportunity (and 
associated Regulations such as you have quoted) be subservient 
to the requirement that “all potential or registered interested and 
affected parties are provided with a reasonable opportunity to 
comment”. Our original request described at length why such 
“reasonable” requirement was not met and the insignificant 
extension now granted does not change the effect.       
Sincerely 
Andre van der Spuy 
 
* When complying with this regulation, the person conducting the 
public participation 
process must ensure that- 
… 

The Regulations do not make provision for school 
holidays to be taken into consideration in determining 
when the 30 day commenting period is held.  
The six Basic Assessment applications that require 
review are for one development: the Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities of up to 150 MW, which was split in 
order to comply with REIPPP requirements. The six 
applications share an identical Volume II: Specialist 
Studies and Volume III: Comments & Response 
Report. These volumes therefore only require to be 
reviewed once. In addition, the six applications are 
Basic Assessments, and not full EIA reports. 
Therefore the amount of time required to review the 
documentation is standard for a wind energy facility 
of this size, and the legislated period of 30 days 
constitutes a reasonable opportunity to comment on 
the application. 
The Regulations make provisions for comment by 
registered Interested & Affected Parties, for a period 
of at least 30 days. 
As the process followed is that of a Basic Assessment 
Process, a Final Basic Assessment Report must be 
submitted to the Department within 90 days of 
receipt of the applications by the competent 
authorities. Any extension of the public review period 
will therefore impact directly and negatively on the 
time available to suitably address the comments 
received. 
Despite the above reasoning, and as a sign of good 
faith to ensure a thorough investigation of the 
contents of the applications is possible, the comment 
period for the six applications was extended by five 
(5) working days, or seven (7) calendar days to 25 
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(b) participation by potential or registered interested and affected 
parties is facilitated 
in such a manner that all potential or registered interested and 
affected parties are 
provided with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the 
application or proposed application. 

October 2018. All registered I&APs received a 
notification of the extended comment period  
 

28 12/10/2018 
by phone  
 

Mr van der Spuy phoned to enquire if the applications have been 
submitted. 

Mrs Albertyn confirmed that the applications were 
submitted and received by the Department on 18 
September 2018. 

Anja Albertyn 
12/10/2018  
by phone 

by email 
11/10/2018 

Dear Ms. Albertyn 
I am recently back from leave, as you are aware. The invitation 
for enquiries in the notice that was attached to the below email 
refers. Please kindly advise: 
whether or not the applications have been submitted to the DEA, 
and , if so, on what date was submission made; 
on what date the applications will be submitted to the DEA , if 
they have not already been submitted; and 
on the specific stages of the EIA process going forward until 
submission of the Final Basic Assessment Report to the DEA and 
the dates of each stage , as planned by yourself and/ or the 
Applicant. 
 
Thank you 
Andre van der Spuy 

Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
Thank you for your call last week. This email is to 
confirm that the date of receipt of the applications by 
the DEA was 18 September 2018, as I stated in our 
telephone conversation. The extended public 
commenting period ends 25 October 2018 (inclusive), 
as you have been previously informed. The final 
Basic Assessment Reports (BARs) must be submitted 
to the Department of Environmental Affairs within 90 
days of receipt of the applications, excluding public 
holidays and the period 15 December – 5 January, ie. 
by 9 January 2019. 
I trust this answers your query below. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have any further 
questions. 
Kind Regards, 

Anja Albertyn 
15/10/2018 
by email 

17/10/2018 Dear Ms. Albertyn 
Thank you for your response. All is noted. 
Regards 

None required  
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Andre v d Spuy 

29 P Mr Stanley 
Tshitwamulomoni 
Department of Environmental 
Affairs, Environment House ∙ 
473 Steve Biko Road∙ 
PRETORIA, Tel: 0123999411 
Email: 
pmakitla@environment.gov.za 
8 October 2018 
 

Dear Sir/Madam 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROPOSED BASIC ASSESSMENT 
REPORT FOR THE HIGHLANDS CENTRAL WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY ELECTRICAL GRID CONNECTION AND ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE, SOMERSET EAST WITHIN EASTERN CAPE  
The Directorate: Biodiversity Conservation has reviewed and 
evaluated the aforementioned report and satisfied with the 
information provided in the Draft Basic Reports and its specialist's 
studies. The following recommendation must be considered 
during the final Basic Assessment Reports (BAR).  

AA called Portia, she advised that she sent comment 
on the 28 September 2018 for the Highlands Central 
Grid. The comments received yesterday (8 October 
2018) are for the rest of the Highlands reports i.e. 5 
reports. She admits that a mistake was made in the 
subject line of the comment however the comment is 
combined for all 5 projects.  

Aneesah Alwie 
9/10/2018 
By phone 

  Dear Portia, 
Thank you for your comments on the proposed 
Highlands wind energy facilities.  
You requested that we also receive comment from 
the Directorate: Protected Area Planning Legislation, 
Compliance and Monitoring 
Are you able to provide us with the correct contact 
details of this Directorate? We are unable to find 
anyone from this Directorate on the Departmental 
website or the internet. 
Thank you kindly, 
You can get hold of Lindiwe Ndeu 
lndeu@environment.gov.za  
Sent from my Huawei Mobile 

Anja Albertyn 
15/10/2018 
by email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Portia Makitla: 
30/10/2018 by 
email 

The development footprint, within the high sensitivity areas and 
near any roosting areas for bats should be minimised 

All buildings, even if they have not been confirmed as 
roosts, have been buffered by 200 m as per best 
practise. An additional buffer of 75 m has been 

Bat specialist 
in final BAR 
Vol III C&RR 

mailto:pmakitla@environment.gov.za
mailto:lndeu@environment.gov.za
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placed around this 200 m buffer in which the turbine 
blades may not enter. Therefore, within the roost 
buffers no turbines are allowed as these will have the 
greatest impact to bats compared to other 
infrastructure. Other infrastructure will have low 
impact to bats and are therefore permitted inside the 
roost buffers. No bats were found roosting in 
buildings on site during the monitoring but they still 
present a potential roost opportunity for some 
species of bat and therefore afforded the buffer of 
275m around all potential roost sites. 

The cumulative impacts which may occur as the result of the 
proposed development must be assessed and included in the final 
report; 

Cumulative impacts within a 35 km radius (as a 
minimum) are assessed by each specialist and 
included in the draft and final reports. Chapter 18 is 
dedicated to the assessment of cumulative impacts. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
 

The area has been identified as a potential target for the 
protected area expansion (NPAES), please ensure that comments 
from the Directorate: Protected Area Planning Legislation, 
Compliance and Monitoring comments are incorporated in the 
Final BAR 

Dear Lindiwe, 
Please find attached a request for your comment on 
the proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities 
applications for EA. 
The Directorate: Biodiversity and Conservation has 
requested your comment on the above applications. 
The public review period ended on 25 October 2018, 
and we are aiming to submit the Final Report before 
15 December 2018. We would therefore appreciated 
it greatly if you could submit your comment as soon 
as possible, but no later than 30 November, so that 
we have time to respond and address your 
comments in the limited timeframe available. 
You can download the reports here: 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-

Anja Albertyn 
12/11/2018 
By email 
Lindiwe Ndelu 
Directorate: 
Protected Area 
Planning 
Legislation, 
Compliance 
and 
Monitoring 
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wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-
public-review/ 
Please could you let me know if you require anything 
else in order to provide comment, and when is the 
earliest you will be able to provide comment by. 
Thank you very much. 
Kind Regards, 

Search, rescue and relocation of Red Data, protected and 
endangered species, medicinal plants must be undertaken and 
permits must be obtained from the relevant authorities; 

A Search & Rescue plan is included in the EMPr under 
Chapter 10: Plant Rescue & Protection Plan. All 
required permits will be obtained from the relevant 
authorities prior to the commencement of 
construction activities.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
 

The final walk-through with an ecological specialist must be 
undertaken to fine tune the final positioning of the turbines in 
order to avoid impacting on species of conservation concern; 

The following construction phase mitigation measure 
is included in the EMPr under Impacts on vegetation 
and listed or protected plant species resulting from 
construction activities: “Preconstruction walk-through 
of the approved development footprint by a qualified 
specialist to ensure that sensitive habitats and 
species are avoided where possible”.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
 

Vegetation removal must be limited to the footprint of the 
proposed development; 

The following construction phase mitigation measure 
is included in the EMPr: Vegetation clearing to be 
kept to a minimum. No unnecessary vegetation to be 
cleared. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
 

The ridges are habitats for red data and endemic species and 
supports a unique floral and faunal species composition; they are 
also areas of High Ecological Function and of High Conservation 
Value therefore development within this areas is not supported; 

While there are certainly some listed and endemic 
species present in the study area, the sensitive areas 
where such species are common have been mapped 
as high sensitivity areas that have been avoided by 
the development. The turbines across most of the 
site are distributed across the lower-lying ridges. The 

Ecology 
Specialist in 
final BAR 
Volume III: 
C&RR 
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higher-lying ridges, especially in the south are not in 
the development footprint. 

The final report must include at least one A3 regional map 
combining the final layout map superimposed on the 
environmental sensitivity; and 

Figure 20.1 Environmental sensitivity includes the 
final layout map superimposed on environmental 
sensitivities in A3. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) to be 
submitted as part of the final report must clearly indicate the 
biodiversity impacts that might occur as a result of the proposed 
project and the proposed mitigation measures thereof. The EMPr 
must not contain any ambiguity. Where applicable, statements 
containing the word "should" are to be amended to "must". 

Impacts and mitigation measures including 
biodiversity impacts and mitigations are presented in 
detail in Section 6 and section 7.  
The wording in the EMPr has been changed from 
“should” to “must” where grammatically appropriate. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

The overall biodiversity objective is to minimise loss to 
biodiversity as possible. Therefore, in order to achieve this 
objective the above mentioned recommendations must be 
adhered to. Yours faithfully 

The above recommendations have been incorporated 
into the BAR and EMPr. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

30 M de Villiers 
studcor@iexchange.co.za 
Westondale Farm 
03/10/2018 

Good day, I believe you are going to be working in the area.  We 
also have a farm in the Pearston area and would like to know how 
you decide where to put the wind turbines on ? 
Kind regards 
 

Dear Mrs de Villiers, 
Thank you for contacting Arcus with regards to the 
Highlands Wind Energy Facilities. We have registered 
you on the database of Interested & Affected Parties 
and you will now receive notifications regarding the 
progress of the proposed development.  
The Basic Assessment reports for the proposed 
Highlands Wind Energy facilities are available for 
public review until 25 October 2018 (inclusive) at the 
following locations: 

• Langenhoven Library, Somerset East; 
• Ernst van Heerden Library, Pearston; 

Anja Albertyn 
03/10/2018 
By email 

mailto:studcor@iexchange.co.za
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• Website 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highla
nds-wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-
reports-for-public-review/ 

• Electronic copies on CD-ROM are available 
on request. 

In response to your query, the above mentioned 
Basic Assessment Reports give a detailed account in 
Chapter 6 – Assessment of Alternatives of the site 
selection process undertaken by the Developer. The 
final position of the turbines on the selected site 
takes into account the results of detailed specialist 
environmental studies which identified the best 
environmental option that minimises negative 
impacts and avoids sensitive areas. 
Please send your comments on the Draft Basic 
Assessment Reports in writing by 25 October 
2018 to: 
Anja Albertyn; highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za  
Phone: 021 412 1529 or Fax: 086 762 2885;  
Postal: Office 220, Cube Workspace, Cnr Long Street 
and Hans Strijdom Avenue, Cape Town 8001 
Please feel free to contact me should you have any 
further queries, or should you no longer wish to 
receive notifications regarding the above projects. 
Kind Regards,  

31 Mr Sabelo Malaza 
Chief Director: Integrated 
Environmental Authorisations 

Dear Ms Bodasing 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 
THE PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF THE 85MW HIGHLANDS 
NORTHWIND ENERGY FACILITY WEST OF THE TOWN OF 

The wording in Table 2.1 NEMA listed activities was 
changed from ‘may’ to ‘will’ where applicable. All 
applied for listed activities can be linked to proposed 
infrastructure. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-public-review/
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-public-review/
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-public-review/
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Department of Environmental 
Affairs 
16/10/2018 

SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
The application for Environmental Authorisation (EA) and draft 
Basic Assessment Report (BAR) dated September 2018 and 
received by the Department on 17 September 2018, refer. 
This letter serves to inform you that the following information 
must be included to the final BAR: 
Listed Activities 
Please ensure that all relevant listed activities are applied for, are 
specific and that it can be linked to the development activity or 
infrastructure as described in the project description. 

If the activities applied for in the application form differ from 
those mentioned in the final BAR, an amended application form 
must be submitted. Please note that the Departments application 
form template has been amended and can be downloaded from 
the following link 
https://www.environment.gov.za/documents/forms 

The applied for activities have not changed and 
therefore no amended application form is required. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

Public participation 
Please ensure that comments from all relevant stakeholders are 
submitted to the Department with the final BAR. This includes but 
is not limited to the Eastern Cape Department of Finance, 
Economic Development, Environmental Affairs and Tourism, the 
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF), the 
provincial Department of Agriculture, the South African Civil 
Aviation Authority (SACAA), the Department of Transport, the 
Blue Crane Local Municipality, the Sarah Baartman District 
Municipality, the Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS), the 
South African National Roads Agency Limited (SANRAL), the 
South African Heritage Resources Agency (SAHRA), the 
Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT), BirdLife SA, the Department of 
Mineral Resources, the Department of Rural Development and 

Notifications for the availability of the Draft BA 
Report were sent on 17 September 2018. An email 
notification of the extension of the comment period 
was sent out on 28 September 2018. Follow up e-
mails were sent to all listed entities that had not 
commented on 14 and 15 November 2018. 
Evidence thereof is included in Appendix 9 of this 
Volume III: Comments & response Report. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

http://www/
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Land Reform, and the Department of Environmental Affairs: 
Directorate Biodiversity and Conservation. 

Please ensure that all issues raised and comments received during 
the circulation of the draft BAR from registered l&APs and organs 
of state which have jurisdiction in respect of the proposed activity 
are adequately addressed in the final BAR. Proof of 
correspondence with the various stakeholders must be included in 
the final BAR. Should you be unable to obtain comments, proof 
should be submitted to the Department of the attempts that were 
made to obtain comments. 

All comments received are included in this Comments 
& Response Report and addressed in the final BAR 
where applicable. Evidence of attempts made and 
follow up emails sent to all entities that failed to 
comment are included in Appendix 9 of this 
Comments & Response Report. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 

A Comments and Response trail report (C&R) must be submitted 
with the final BAR. The C&R report must incorporate all 
comments for this development. The C&R report must be a 
separate document from the main report and the format must be 
in the table format as indicated in Annexure 1 of this comments 
letter. Please refrain from summarising comments made by l&APs. 
All comments from l&APs must be copied verbatim and responded 
to clearly. Please note that a response such as "noted• is not 
regarded as an adequate response to l&AP's comments. 

This Table 5.1 in Final BAR Volume III Comments & 
Response Report (this report) includes all comments 
received verbatim, and responses, as well as copies 
of all original comments, email notifications and proof 
in Appendix 1-10 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The Public Participation Process must be conducted in terms of 
Regulation 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 & 44 of the EIA Regulations 2014 as 
amended. 

The Public Participation Process is being conducted in 
terms of Regulation 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 & 44 of the 
EIA Regulations 2014 as amended. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III C&RR 

The final BAR must also indicate that this draft BAR has been 
subjected to a public participation process. 

The public was given 37 days to comment on the 
Draft Basic Assessment report from 18 September 
2018 to 25 October 2018. Focus group meetings with 
occupiers were held on 19 October 2018. 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III C&RR 

The final BAR must indicate clearly the name of the newspaper 
that the advertisement for the draft BAR has been advertised. 

Newspaper advertisements in English and Afrikaans 
were placed in The Daily Sun Eastern Cape and 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 37 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

The Mid Karoo Express on 21 June 2018 (Volume 
III: Appendix 4). 

Alternatives  
Please provide a description of any identified alternatives for the 
proposed activity that are feasible and reasonable, including the 
advantages and disadvantages that the proposed activity or 
alternatives will have on the environment and on the community 
that may be affected by the activity as per Appendix 1 (2) (e) and 
3 (1) (h) (i) of GN R.982 of 2014. Further, you are required to 
indicate which alternative is preferred and provide detailed 
motivation on why it is preferred. 

Section 6 Assessment of Alternatives gives detailed 
account of all alternatives considered. This includes 
the No go Alternative, alternatives regions 
considered, alternative sites within the region that 
were considered, alternative turbine layouts that 
were assessed, and alternative technologies. 
Table 6.4 provides a summary of the alternatives 
considered in the selection of the preferred 
alternative. Based on this assessment, it was decided 
that the proposed location of the WEF will be the 
Highlands site, located in the Eastern Cape Province. 
Through the feasibility process the design of the WEF 
was developed taking into consideration 
environmental constraints. These constraints were 
provided by the specialists, and included no-go areas 
based on avifaunal and bat constraints, as well as 
floral and faunal constraints, aquatic buffers, and 
visual constraints. A provisional layout for the 
proposed development was designed based on these 
constraints, and provided to the specialists to use as 
part of the impact assessment phase (The Proposed 
Layout). The specialist’s detailed assessments 
resulted in constraints being refined or added so that 
this provisional layout has continued to evolve 
throughout the process. The Final Mitigated Layout 
takes into account all final specialist findings and 
recommendations, as well as geo-technical aspects of 
the site. The Final Mitigated Layout is submitted to 
the DEA for authorisation, and if approved and 
awarded preferred bidder status, this layout will 
further be developed, through micro siting of turbines 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 
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and roads, with the assistance from the relevant 
specialists.   

Layout & Sensitivity maps  
All preferred turbine positions must be clearly numbered. The 
turbine position numbers must be consistently used in all maps to 
be included in the final BAR 

All maps that show the development layout have 
consistently numbered turbine positions. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The final BAR must provide the technical details of the proposed 
facility in a table format as well as their description and/or 
dimensions. A sample for the minimum information required is 
listed under point 2 of the EIA information required for wind 
energy facilities below 

Tables A, B and C at the front of the final BAR 
contains all requested information in table format 
with reference to relevant sections in the report 
where applicable. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

A copy of the final layout map must be submitted with the final 
BAR. All available biodiversity information must be used in the 
finalisation of the layout map. Existing infrastructure must be 
used as far as possible e.g. roads.  
The layout map must indicate the following: 

• The envisioned area for the wind energy facility; i.e. placing of 
wind turbines and all associated infrastructure should be 
mapped at an appropriate scale. 

• All supporting onsite infrastructure such as laydown area, 
guard house, control room, and buildings, including 
accommodation etc. 

• All necessary details regarding all possible locations and sizes 
of the proposed satellite substation, the main substation and 
internal powerlines; 

• All existing infrastructure on the site, especially internal roads 
infrastructure; 

Volume I BAR Section 20 Figure 20.1 Environmental 
sensitivity presents the proposed development layout 
including associated infrastructure (roads, laydown 
areas and hardstands, substitution, O&M Complex, 
permanent laydown areas) and all identified 
environmental sensitivities and no go 
areas(agricultural, visual, bats, ecological, heritage, 
palaeontology, aquatic, avifauna and water 
crossings). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR  
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• The location of sensitive environmental features on site e.g. 
CBAs, heritage sites, wetlands, drainage lines etc. that will be 
affected by the facility and its associated infrastructure; 

• Buffer areas;  

• and All “no-go" areas. 

The final BAR must include an environmental sensitivity map 
indicating environmental sensitive areas and features identified 
during the assessment process 

Volume I: BAR Section 20 Figure 20.1 Environmental 
sensitivity presents the proposed development layout 
including associated infrastructure (roads, laydown 
areas and hardstands, substitution, O&M Complex, 
permanent laydown areas) and all identified 
environmental sensitivities (agricultural, visual, bats, 
ecological, heritage, palaeontology, aquatic, avifauna 
and water crossings). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The final BAR must include a map combining the final layout map 
superimposed (overlain) on the environmental sensitivity map. 

Volume I: BAR Section 20 Figure 20.1 Environmental 
sensitivity presents the proposed development layout 
including associated infrastructure (roads, laydown 
areas and hardstands, substitution, O&M Complex, 
permanent laydown areas) and all identified 
environmental sensitivities (agricultural, visual, bats, 
ecological, heritage, palaeontology, aquatic, avifauna 
and water crossings). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Specialist assessments 
The final BAR and all the attached specialist studies must indicate 
and adequately assess a consistent number of turbines. There 
seems to be discrepancies between the number of turbines 
applied for, and the numbers being assessed in the various 
specialist studies. 
 

The specialists assessed the worst case scenario, that 
all three Highlands Wind Energy Facilities: North WEF 
(17 turbines), Central WEF (14 turbines) and South 
WEF (18 turbines) are constructed. The number of 
turbines assessed therefore is 17+14+18=49. This 
corresponds to the turbines in the BARs. The number 
of turbines is consistent. The number of turbines 

EAP in final 
BAR Volume 
III: C&RR 
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assessed for the Highlands North WEF is 17 
throughout all specialist studies. 

The terms of reference for the ecological assessment must also 
investigate the following: 
• The property falls within the National Protection Areas 

Expansion Strategy Focus Area (NPAES). The ecological study 
must assess the impact on the proposed development on the 
integrity of the NPAES in the area. 

• Must indicate the location of both private and government 
nature protection areas in the area. Must indicate and describe 
the competing land uses in the area. 

• The NPAES is not based on ground-truthed 
information and is in the process of being 
updated. Furthermore, the NAPES is large and the 
development would not compromise the ability to 
meet conservation targets within the NPAES focus 
area. 

• The latest SAPAD database has been used. 
• The area is used for livestock and game farming, 

there is no intensive agriculture in the affected 
areas. 

 

Ecology 
Specialist in 
final BAR 
Volume III: 
C&RR 

The development property is also surrounded by numerous 
tourism facilities. The area to the north of the site and the R63 is 
identified as a Tourist Focus Area in the SBDM SDF. The social 
impact assessment must also include an assessment of potential 
impacts on tourism in the area. The report must also include a 
tourism impact statement. 

Section 4.2, Assessment of Planning Fit (p86) of the 
Social Impact Assessment confirms that the SBDM 
SDF identifies the area to the north of the site and 
the R63 as a Tourism Focus Area. Section 4.4.7, 
Potential Impact on Tourism (p116), discusses the 
potential impact on tourism, specifically game 
farming related activities. The section also 
summarises the results of three studies undertaken in 
the UK that indicate that the potential impact of WFs 
on tourism is limited. However, the section does note 
that the proposed WF is likely to have a localised 
impact on game farming operations in the immediate 
vicinity of the site. The significance is rated at 
Moderate Negative. The SIA also notes that the 
potential localised impact would also need to be 
considered within the context of the location of the 
Highlands WF within the Cookhouse Wind REDZ and 

Social 
Specialist 
in final BAR 
Volume III: 
C&RR 
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the significant socio-economic benefits associated 
with the establishment of renewable energy facilities. 

The EAP must ensure that the terms of reference (TOR) for all the 
identified specialist studies must include the following: 
A detailed description of the study's methodology; indication of 
the locations and descriptions of the development footprint, and 
all other associated infrastructures that they have assessed and 
are recommending for authorisations. 

All specialist studies (Volume II) have included a 
checklist for compliance with Appendix 6 GN 326 EIA 
Regulations 2014, as amended. This includes a 
detailed description of the methodology and project 
description assessed and that is recommended for 
authorisation. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Provide a detailed description of all limitations to the studies. All 
specialist studies must be conducted in the right season and 
providing that as a limitation will not be allowed. 

All specialist studies (Volume II) have included a 
checklist for compliance with Appendix 6 GN 326 EIA 
Regulations 2014, as amended in their reports. This 
includes details of the date and season of the site 
investigation and the relevance of the season to the 
outcome of the assessment. It also includes a 
description of any assumptions made and any 
uncertainties or gaps in knowledge.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Please note that the Department considers a 'no-go' area, as an 
area where no development of any infrastructure is allowed; 
therefore, no development of associated infrastructure including 
access roads is allowed in the 'no-go' areas. Should the specialist 
definition of 'no-go' area differ from the Departments definition; 
this must be clearly indicated. The specialist must also indicate 
the 'no-go' area's buffer if applicable. 

The Bat sensitivity map was updated to be in line 
with the Departments definition. No go areas for bats 
were changed to High sensitivity areas (No turbines, 
but other infrastructure allowed). Other infrastructure 
does not impact on bats. 
The Avifaunal Sensitivity map legend wording was 
changed to be in line with the Departments 
definition. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

All specialist studies must be final, and provide detailed/practical 
mitigation measures and recommendations, and must not 
recommend further studies to be completed post EA. 

The specialist studies are final and no further studies 
are required post EA, other than construction and 
operational monitoring. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Should specialists recommend specific mitigation measures for 
identified turbine positions, these must be clearly indicated. 

Only the Noise Impact Assessment recommends 
mitigation measures for specific turbines. This is 
detailed in Section 13.2.2 Operational phase Impact 
assessment as: “Use of noise mitigated turbine model 
for WTG16” (Page 121) 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Clearly defined cumulative impacts and where possible the size of 
the identified impact must be quantified and indicated, i.e. 
hectares of cumulatively transformed land.  

All specialists assessed cumulative impact in a 35 km 
radius. 
The ecology specialist has included estimated totals 
in his report. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

A detailed process flow to indicate how the specialist's 
recommendations, mitigation measures and conclusions from the 
various similar developments in the area were taken into 
consideration in the assessment of cumulative impacts and when 
the conclusion and mitigation measures were drafted for this 
project. 

The specialists were provided with a list of projects to 
be included in the cumulative assessment according 
to the Departments latest shapefile for renewable 
energy applications. The specialists then obtained 
any publically available reports for the cumulative 
developments. Each specialist study details the 
process and information included in their cumulative 
assessments. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Identified cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
development must be rated with the significance rating 
methodology used in the process. 

The specialists assessed cumulative impacts using 
the assessment methodology and the result is an 
impact significance rating. The visual specialist added 
a table to his cumulative section to demonstrate that 
the methodology was used and how the significance 
rating was achieved. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The significance rating must also inform the need and desirability 
of the proposed development. 

The cumulative impact significance rating was 
negative low or medium with mitigation for all 
environmental impacts, and positive high with 
enhancements for social impacts. This was taken into 
consideration in the EAPs recommendation. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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A cumulative impact environmental statement on whether the 
proposed development must proceed. 

All specialists gave a significance rating of the 
predicted cumulative impact. 

EAP  in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The visual impact assessment report does not provide a clear 
distinction of the categories used for the assessment of the 
visibility impact intensity of the facility as presented in Tables 7 
and 8 of the visual impact assessment report. The Department 
anticipates that this will be clearly defined in the final BAR. 

"Visibility' is assed in terms of distance from the 
proposed project. 
'Visual Impact intensity' is assessed using a number 
of quantitative and qualitative criteria as listed in 
Tables 7 and 8, of which visibility is only one. The 
criteria are defined in Section 11 on Pg. 18." 
The wording in the conclusion of the VIA has been 
changed to clarify the difference between visual 
intensity as assessed using the specialists 
methodology for visual assessments, and visual 
severity used to calculate significance in the impact 
assessment methodology. 

Visual 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

Figure 8 of the soils and agriculture impact assessment must be 
revised to include development footprints and numbered turbine 
positions as per comment d(i) of this comments letter. 

Figure 8 of the soils and agriculture impact 
assessment has been amended to include the 
development footprint and turbine numbers. 

Soil Specialist 
in final BAR 
Vol III C&RR 

The aquatic impact assessment must clearly indicate how many 
water crossings will be affected by the development footprint. 
This must also be clearly indicated on the sensitivity map. 

The aquatic impact assessment indicates that there 
will be 5 water crossings.  

Aquatic 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

The bat sensitivity map included on page 34 of 46 of the bat 
impact assessment report does not clearly show the different 
categories of sensitive areas within the development site. The 
map must be redrawn to clearly show areas of low, medium and 
high bat activity/sensitivity and all associated buffers. The map 
must also show all 'no-go' areas. Turbine position numbers must 
be clearly shown as per comment d(i) of this comments letter. 

The map has been redrawn to show sensitivity areas 
clearly. Landscape features such as vegetation types 
and watercourses that were displayed only for 
context have been removed from the map for easier 
reading. The site consists only of areas of low and 
high (no turbines permitted) bat sensitivity. No areas 
of medium or very high (no go) sensitivity were 

Bat specialist 
in final BAR 
Vol III C&RR 
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identified. The correct turbine numbers are shown on 
the map. 

The bat impact assessment report makes reference to the nearest 
turbine position to the Bloukrans Cave being 8km away. It is not 
clear whether this turbine falls within the Highlands North 
development area or forms part of other Highlands projects. 
There is no discussion of the possible impacts and mitigation 
measures of this turbine position on bats moving to and from the 
cave. 

The closest turbine is approximately 8.9 km from the 
cave. The turbine is T17, in Highlands North. This 
turbine does not need specific mitigation. The report 
addresses the presence of the cave and details 
surveys undertaken to try understand activity at the 
roost and compare that to activity at the site. The 
increased occupation of the Bloukrans cave by the 
Natal long-fingered bat in October (spring) appears 
not to have influenced bat activity at the site. 
Therefore, at least during the monitoring period 
surveyed, bats from the cave are at low risk by the 
Highlands WEFs especially given the large distance 
between the roost and the development. However, 
measures to mitigate any impacts were still taken 
into account by buffering important landscape 
features which bats are known to use. A 20 km 
buffer was placed around the cave inside which 
features that are important for bats have been 
buffered by larger distances than normal compared 
to best practise. For example, where appropriate a 
350 m buffer has been applied to some farm dams or 
wetlands as opposed to the standard 200 m buffer. 
In addition, a 5 km no go buffer was placed around 
the cave but this does not impact the current 
development boundaries.  

Bat specialist 
in final BAR 
Vol III C&RR 

Should the appointed specialists specify contradicting 
recommendations, the EAP must clearly indicate the most 
reasonable recommendation and substantiate this with 
defendable reasons; and were necessary, include further 
expertise advice. 

No contradicting recommendations were made by the 
specialists. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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The Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) to be 
submitted as part of the BAR must include the following: 
All recommendations and mitigation measures recorded in the 
BAR and the specialist studies conducted. 

All mitigation measures recommended by the 
specialists and recorded in the Bar are included in the 
EMPr in Section 6 and 7. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

The final site layout map. EMPr Figure 2: Highlands North Development Plan EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

Measures as dictated by the final site layout map and micro-
siting. 

The EMPr will be updated and submitted to the DEA 
once the final site layout has been produced after 
micro siting and walkthrough of the site by the 
relevant specialists.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

An environmental sensitivity map indicating environmental 
sensitive areas and features identified during the EIA process. 

An environmental sensitivity map has been added to 
the EMPr (Figure 3: Environmental Sensitivity) 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

A map combining the final layout map superimposed (overlain) on 
the environmental sensitivity map. 

Figure 3 Environmental Sensitivity map in the EMPr 
includes the final layout overlain with the 
environmental sensitivities 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

An alien invasive management plan to be implemented during 
construction and operation of the facility. The plan must include 
mitigation measures to reduce the invasion of alien species and 
ensure that the continuous monitoring and removal of alien 
species is undertaken. 

The EMPr includes an Alien Invasive Management 
Plan (Section 8, page 63-65) and Alien Plant 
Management plan (Section 9, page 65-68). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

A plant rescue and protection plan which allows for the maximum 
transplant of conservation important species from areas to be 
transformed. This plan must be compiled by a vegetation 
specialist familiar with the site and be implemented prior to 
commencement of the construction phase. 

The EMPr includes a Plant Rescue and Protection Plan 
(Section 10, page 68-69). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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An avifauna monitoring and management plan to be implemented 
during the construction and operation of the facility. This plan 
must be drafted by a suitably qualified avifauna specialist. 

An Avifauna Monitoring and Management Plan has 
been collated from the recommendations and 
mitigation measures already presented in the 
avifaunal specialist report and added to the EMPr 
(Section 19) 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

A re-vegetation and habitat rehabilitation plan to be implemented 
during the construction and operation of the facility. Restoration 
must be undertaken as soon as possible after completion of 
construction activities to reduce the amount of habitat converted 
at any one time and to speed up the recovery to natural habitats. 

The EMPr includes a Re-vegetation and Habitat 
Rehabilitation Plan (Section 11, page 69-73). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

An open space management plan to be implemented during the 
construction and operation of the facility. 

The EMPr includes an Open Space Management Plan 
(Section 12, page 73-74). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

A traffic management plan for the site access roads to ensure 
that no hazards would result from the increased truck traffic and 
that traffic flow would not be adversely impacted. This plan must 
include measures to minimize impacts on local commuters e.g. 
limiting construction vehicles travelling on public roadways during 
the morning and late afternoon commute time and avoid using 
roads through densely populated built-up areas so as not to 
disturb existing retail and commercial operations. 

The EMPr includes a Traffic Management Plan 
(Section 13, page 75) with the objective of “the 
prevention of incidents from the use of vehicles and 
disturbance of local public on public roads during the 
construction, operation and decommissioning phases 
of the proposed projects” Actions to achieve these 
objectives are listed. This includes that a site-specific 
traffic plan is to be developed and implemented 
during the detailed design phase prior to 
construction. This will take into account local and 
current commute conditions and any densely 
populated built up areas that would be affected. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

A transportation plan for the transport of components, main 
assembly cranes and other large pieces of equipment. 

The EMPr includes a Transportation Plan (Section 14, 
page 75) which aims to ensure the safe 
transportation of all components required for the 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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construction of the proposed projects to the 
construction site.” 

A storm water management plan to be implemented during the 
construction and operation of the facility. The plan must ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations and prevent off-site 
migration of contaminated storm water or increased soil erosion. 
The plan must include the construction of appropriate design 
measures that allow surface and subsurface movement of water 
along drainage lines so as not to impede natural surface and 
subsurface flows. Drainage measures must promote the 
dissipation of storm water run-off. 

The EMPr includes a Storm Water Management Plan 
(Section 15, page 76) and Erosion Management Plan 
(Section 16, page 7680.) which aim “to prevent 
increased soil erosion, to contain any contaminated 
run-off and to avoid water logging and pollution.” 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

A fire management plan to be implemented during the 
construction and operation of the facility.  

The EMPr includes a Fire Management Plan (Section 
17, page 81). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

An erosion management plan for monitoring and rehabilitating 
erosion events associated with the facility. Appropriate erosion 
mitigation must form part of this plan to prevent and reduce the 
risk of any potential erosion. 

The EMPr includes an Erosion Management Plan 
(Section 16, page 76-80). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

An effective monitoring system to detect any leakage or spillage 
of all hazardous substances during their transportation, handling, 
use and storage. This must include precautionary measures to 
limit the possibility of oil and other toxic liquids from entering the 
soil or storm water systems. 

The EMPr includes Fuel Storage Measures (Section 
18, page 82-84). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

Measures to protect hydrological features such as streams, rivers, 
pans, wetlands, dams and their catchments, and other 
environmental sensitive areas from construction impacts including 
the direct or indirect spillage of pollutants. 

The EMPr includes Fuel Storage Measures (Section 
18, page 82-84). This includes actions and measures 
to prevent accidental spills from entering the 
stormwater drainage system. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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The EAP must provide detailed motivation if any of the above 
requirements is not required by the proposed development and 
not included in the EMPr. 

All requirements are included in the EMPr. EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

Please also ensure that the final BAR includes the period for 
which the Environmental Authorisation is required and the date 
on which the activity will be concluded as per Appendix 1 
(3)(1)(q) of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended. 

Table 2.2: Legislative Requirements for Scope of 
Assessment and Content of Basic Assessment 
Reports has been updated as follows: 

where the proposed 
activity does not 
include operational 
aspects, the period for 
which the 
environmental 
authorisation is 
required, the date on 
which the activity will 
be concluded, and the 
post construction 
monitoring 
requirements finalised; 

Commencement of 
construction will 
occur within 10 years 
of authorisation and 
conclude within 5 
years of 
commencement. 
Post-construction 
monitoring 
requirements will be 
finalised within this 
period.  

 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

You are further reminded to comply with Regulation 19(1)(a) of 
the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended, which states that: 
"Where basic assessment must be applied to an application, the 
applicant must, within 90 days of receipt of the application by the 
competent authority, submit to the competent authority - 
(a) a basic assessment report, inclusive of specialist reports, an 
EMPr, and where applicable a closure plan, which have been 
subjected to a public participation process of at least 30 days and 
which reflects the incorporation of comments received, including 
any comments of the competent authority.” 

All changes made were clarifications, non-substantive 
corrections and responses, with the information 
already contained in the specialist’s reports, EMPr or 
draft BAR. All changes made to the BAR, specialist 
reports and EMPr from draft BAR to final BAR are 
listed in a table at the beginning of the final BAR. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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Should there be significant changes or new information that has 
been added to the BAR or EMPr which changes or information 
was not contained in the reports or plans consulted on during the 
initial public participation process, you are therefore required to 
comply with Regulation 19(b) of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, 
as amended, which states: 
"the applicant must, within 90 days of receipt of the application 
by the competent authority, submit to the competent authority - 
(b) a notification in writing that the basic assessment report, 
inclusive of specialist reports an EMPr, and where applicable, a 
closure plan, will be submitted within 140 days of receipt of the 
application by the competent authority, as significant changes 
have been made or significant new information has been added 
to the basic assessment report or EMPr or, where applicable, a 
closure plan, which changes or information was not contained in 
the reports or plans consulted on during the initial public 
participation process contemplated in subregulation (1)(a) and 
that the revised reports or, EMPr or, where applicable, a closure 
plan will be subjected to another public participation process of at 
least 30 days". 

Should you fail to meet any of the timeframes stipulated in 
Regulation 19 of the NEMA EIA Regulations,2014, as amended, 
your application will lapse. 

The timeframes will be adhered to. EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

You are hereby reminded of Section 24F of the National 
Environmental Management Act, Act No 107 of 1998, as 
amended, which stipulates that no activity may commence prior 
to an Environmental Authorisation being granted by the 
Department. 
Yours faithfully 

The Applicant has been informed of Section 24F. EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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EIA INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR WIND ENERGY FACILITIES  
1) General Site Information 
The following general site information is required: 
Descriptions of all affected farm portions 
21 digit Surveyor General codes of all affected farm portions 
Copies of deeds of all affected farm portions 
Photos of areas that give a visual perspective of all parts of the 
site 
Photographs from sensitive visual receptors (tourism routes, 
tourism facilities,etc.) 
Facility design specifications including: 
Type of technology 
Structure height 
Surface area to be covered (including associated infrastructure 
such as roads) 
Structure orientation 
Laydown area dimensions (construction period and thereafter) 
Generation capacity 
Generation capacity of the facility as a whole at delivery points 
This information must be indicated on the first page of the BAR. It 
is also advised that it be double checked as there are too many 
mistakes in the applications that have been received that take too 
much time from authorities to correct. 

This information is given on page i Table A: DEA 
Information Requirements – Wind Energy Facilities 
general Site Information 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

2) Sample of technical details for the proposed facility: 

Component Description/ Dimensions 

Location of the site  
Facility area  

This information is given on page ii Table B: DEA 
Information Requirements – WEF Technical Details 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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SG Codes    
Site access  
Export capacity  
Proposed technology  
Hub height from ground level  
Rotor diameter  
Area occupied by substations  
Area occupied by both permanent and 

 
 

and construction laydown areas  
Area occupied by buildings 
 

 
Width and length of internal roads  
Proximity to grid connection  
Type and height of fencing  

 

3. Site maps and GIS information 
Site maps and GIS information should include at least the 
following: 
All maps/information layers must also be provided in ESRI 
Shapefile format 
All affected farm portions must be indicated 
The exact site of the application must be indicated (the areas that 
will be occupied by the application) 
A status quo map/layer must be provided that includes the 
following: 
• Current use of land on the site including: 
• Buildings and other structures 
• Agricultural fields 
• Grazing areas 

This information is given in Table C: DEA 
Information Requirements - Site Maps and GIS 
Information 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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• Natural vegetation areas (natural veld not cultivated for the 
preceding 10 years) with an indication of the vegetation 
quality as well as fine scale mapping in respect of Critical 
Biodiversity Areas and Ecological Support Areas 

• Critically endangered and endangered vegetation areas that 
occur on the site 

• Bare areas which may be susceptible to soil erosion 
• Cultural historical sites and elements 
• Rivers, streams and water courses 
• Ridgelines and 20m continuous contours with height 

references in the GIS database 
• Fountains, boreholes, dams (in-stream as well as off-stream) 

and reservoirs 
• High potential agricultural areas as defined by the 

Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
• Buffer zones (also where it is dictated by elements outside 

the site): 
• 500m from any irrigated agricultural land 
• 1km from residential areas 
• Indicate isolated residential, tourism facilities on or within 

1km of the site 
A slope analysis map/layer that include the following slope 
ranges: 
• Less than 8% slope (preferred areas for WINDTURBINE and 

infrastructure) 
• between 8% and 12°/o slope (potentially sensitive to WIND 

TURBINE and infrastructure) 
• between 12%and 14% slope {highly sensitive to 

WINDTURBINE and infrastructure) 
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• steeper than 18 % slope (unsuitable for WIND TURBINE and 
infrastructure) 

A site development proposal map(s)/layer(s) that indicate: 
• Foundation footprint 
• Permanent laydown area footprint 
• Construction period laydown footprint 
• Internal roads indicating width (construction period width 

and operation period width} and with numbered sections 
between the other site elements which they serve (to make 
commenting on sections possible} 

• River, stream and water crossing of roads and cables 
indicating the type of bridging structures that will be used 

• Substation(s) and/or transformer(s) sites including their 
entire footprint. 

• Cable routes and trench dimensions (where they are not 
along internal roads) 

• Cut and fill areas at WIND TURBINE sites along roads and at 
substation/transformer sites indicating the expected volume 
of each cut and fill 

• Borrow pits 
• Spoil heaps (temporary for topsoil and subsoil and 

permanently for excess material) 
• Buildings including accommodation 
• With the above information authorities will be able to assess 

the strategic and site impacts of the application. 

4. Regional map and GIS information 
The regional map and GIS information should include at least the 
following: 

A second regional map that includes all points has 
been produced and is included in this Comments & 
Response Report as Comment Figure A. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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• All maps/information layers must also be provided in ESRI 
Shapefile format 

• The map/layer must cover an area of 20km around the site 
• Indicate the following: 
 roads including their types (tarred or gravel) and category 

(national, provincial, local or private) 
 Railway lines and stations 
 Industrial areas 
 Harbours and airports 
 Electricity transmission and distribution lines and 

substations 
 Pipelines 
 Waters sources to be utilised during the construction and 

operational phases 
 A visibility assessment of the areas from where the facility 

will be visible 
 Critical Biodiversity Areas and Ecological Support Areas 
 Critically Endangered and Endangered vegetation areas 
 Agricultural fields 
 Irrigated areas 
 An indication of new road or changes and upgrades that 

must be done to existing roads in order to get equipment 
onto the site including cut and fill areas and crossings of 
rivers and streams 

5. Important Stakeholders 
Important stakeholders 
Amongst other important stakeholders, comments from the 
National Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries must 
be obtained and submitted to the Department. Any application, 

Mashudu Marubini, Thoko Buthulezi and John 
Geerhing are registered I&APs and have been 
receiving notifications regarding the proposed 
development. John Geehring has provided 
comment. Follow up emails were sent on 15 and 21 
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documentation, notification etc. should be forwarded to the 
following officials: 
Ms Mashudu Marubini 
Delegate of the Minister (Act 70 of 1970) E-mail: 
MashuduMa@daff. gov.za 
Tel 012- 319 7619 
Ms Thoko Buthelezi Agri and Liaison office 
E-mail: ThokoB@daff. gov.za Tel 012- 319 7634 
All hardcopy applications / documentation should be forwarded to 
the following address:  
Physical address: 
Delpen Building 
Cnr Annie Botha and Union Street Office 270 
Attention: Delegate of the Minister Act 70 of 1970 
Postal Address: 
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Private Bag 
X120 Pretoria 0001 
Attention: Delegate of the Minister Act 70 of 1970 
In addition, comments must be requested from Eskom regarding 
grid connectivity and capacity. Request for comment must be 
submitted to: 
Mr John Geeringh Eskom Transmission Megawatt Park D1Y38 PO 
Box 1091 JOHANNESBURG 2000 · 
Tel: 011 516 7233 
Fax: 086 661 4064 
John.geeringh@eskom.co.za 
This information is given at the front of the report in Table A 
EAP in final BAR Vol III: C&RR 

November to request comments. (see emails at end 
of comment trail and Appendix 9) 

mailto:John.geeringh@eskom.co.za
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AGRICULTURE STUDY REQUIREMENTS 
Detailed soil assessment of the site in question, incorporating a 
radius of 50 m surrounding the site, on a scale of 1:10 000 or 
finer. The soil assessment should include the following: 

• Identification of the soil forms present on site 
• The size of the area where a particular soil form is found 
• GPS readings of soil survey points 
• The depth of the soil at each survey point 
• Soil colour 
• Limiting factors 
• Clay content 
• Slope of the site 
• A detailed map indicating the locality of the soil forms within 

the specified area, 
• Size of the site 
• Exact locality of the site 
• Current activities on the site, developments, buildings 
• Surrounding developments / land uses and activities in a 

radius of 500 m of the site 
• Access routes and the condition thereof 
• Current status of the land (including erosion, vegetation and 

a degradation assessment) 
• Possible land use options for the site 
• Water availability, source and quality (if available) 
• Detailed descriptions of why agriculture should or should not 

be the land use of choice 
• Impact of the change of land use on the surrounding area 

In terms of the DEA requirements please note the 
following excerpts from the Soil Impact Assessment 
report: 
Section 2 
The report fulfills the terms of reference for an 
agricultural study as set out in the National 
Department of Agriculture's document, Regulations 
for the evaluation and review of applications 
pertaining to renewable energy on agricultural land, 
dated September 2011, with an appropriate level of 
detail for the agricultural suitability and soil variation 
on site (less than the standardised level of detail 
stipulated in the above regulations is justified by the 
low agricultural potential of the proposed site and its 
inclusion within a REDZ – see section 3.1). DEA's 
requirements for an agricultural study are taken 
directly from this document, but use an older version 
of the document and not the most recent version, 
which was updated in 2011. 
Section 3.1 
The field investigation applied an appropriate level of 
detail for the agricultural suitability on site and for 
the level of impact of the proposed development on 
agricultural land. A detailed soil survey, as per the 
requirement in the above document, is appropriate 
for a significant footprint of impact on arable land. It 
is not appropriate for this site, where soil and climate 
constraints make cultivation non-viable. Conducting a 
soil survey at the required level of detail would be 
very time consuming but would add no value to the 
impact assessment. The level of soil assessment that 
was conducted for this report (reconnaissance 
ground proofing of land type data) is considered 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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A shape file containing the soil forms and relevant attribute data 
as depicted on the map. 

more than adequate for a thorough assessment of all 
agricultural impacts. 

Annexure 1 
Format for Comments & Response Trail Report 

Date of comment, 
format of 
comment, name of 
organisation/I&AP 

Comment Response from 
EAP/Applicant/Sp
ecialist 

27/01/2016 
Email 
Department of 
Environmental 
Affairs: Strategic 
Infrastructure 
Development 
(Joan Soap) 

Please record C&R 
trail report in this 
format 
 
 
Please update the 
contact details of 
the provincial 
environmental 
authority 

EAP: (Noted)The 
C&R trail report 
has been updated 
into the desired 
format, see 
Appendix K 
EAP: Details of 
provincial 
authority have 
been updated, 
see page 16 of 
the Application 
form 

 

This Comments & Response Report table is in the 
requested format. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

32 
 

Samantha Ralston-Paton 
Bird & Renewable Energy 
Project Manager 
Birdlife South Africa 
19 October 2018 
by email 

Dear Anja 
Re: Notification of Availability of Draft Basic Assessment Reports 
for the Proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities (North, South 
and Central) and Associated Grid Connections, Eastern Cape 
Province 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above 
applications. The site(s) for the proposed wind farm(s) are 
arguably less sensitive than the more easterly parts of the 

Dear Sam, 
This is to confirm that we received the letter of 
comments for the above project from Birdlife SA sent 
by you. The comments will be addressed and 
responded to in the final Basic Assessment Reports to 
be submitted to the Department in early January 
2019. You will receive a notification in this regard 
with access to the final reports. 

Anja Albertyn 
03/12/2018 
by email 
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Renewable Energy Development Zone (where BirdLife South 
Africa has serious concerns about potential impacts on Cape 
Vulture and other threatened species), but the area is not 
without its environmental challenges. Most notably the broader 
area has been identified as important for ecological 
connectivity, it is located within the Camdeboo Escarpment 
National Protected Area Expansion Strategy Focus Area and it 
is in close proximity to a number of private game reserves. 
While this does not necessarily preclude the development of wind 
energy infrastructure, it does imply that the application should be 
carefully scrutinized and should development proceed, it must be 
held to high environmental standards. In this regard, please note 
that our input relates primarily to impacts on birds and their 
habitats, not the overall desirability of the proposed 
developments. 
We are pleased to note that our guidelines have been used by the 
avifaunal specialists with regards to the recommended scope of 
the data collection and mitigation measures. We also note that 
the applicant has opted to adopt the recommended nest buffers 
and to avoid other areas associated with high collision risk, as 
identified by the avifaunal specialist. However, it is likely that 
there will still be residual negative impacts on birds, possibly 
including threatened and migratory species, especially given the 
moderate to high passage rates and abundance of birds on site. 

We would like to thank Birdlife SA for their active 
participation in this process. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 

While we are satisfied that sufficient effort has been / will be made 
to minimise impact through the layout of the facility, we suggest 
the following: 
All powerline infrastructure (including any above ground, internal 
lines) must be checked by a bird specialist and/or the EWT 
Wildlife Energy Programme, first during the design phase and 
again once constructed, to confirm the risk of electrocution has 
been addressed. 

The design phase requirement is already a 
recommendation of the bird specialist report. The 
additional check after construction should be 
considered by the Applicant. 

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 
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Consideration should be given to increasing the minimum 
clearance between live components of powerlines and possible 
bird perches (e.g. cross arms) from 1.8 m to 2.2 m, given that 
Cape Vultures are likely to be an occasional visitor to the area.  

The applicant will consider this suggestion and 
ensure that all structures constructed are safe and in 
line with Eskom's and the EWT's requirements for 
Safe bird structure.  

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 

The possibility of painting one turbine blade as experimental 
mitigation against turbine collisions be provided for. (The CAA has 
indicated that they will consider experiments that involve a single 
blade with signal red obstruction painting, to partly meet the 
regulations on Obstacles, as per the South African Civil Aviation 
Technical Standards with regards to Obstruction colours SANS 
1091 2004). 

This recommendation has been forwarded ti the 
Applicant for consideration during operation. 

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 

More attention needs to be paid to operational phase mitigation. The correct and most effective form of operational 
mitigation, can only be prescribed once operation 
begins. A thorough understanding of the key 
issues/impacts is required, and this can only be 
determined during operations. Mitigation may need 
to be very specific, i.e. species specific and turbine 
specific, and may only need to, for example, be 
applied to one or two turbines or one area of the site 
in certain environmental conditions etc. Furthermore, 
should the project proceed, likely operation will only 
be in more than three years’ time, by which time new 
more suitable mitigations may exists, and measures 
proposed now may be outdated.  
However, an operational phase monitoring plan has 
been collated from the specialist report  and included 
in the EMPr.  

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 

The EMPr should include clear environmental impact management 
outcomes (see Appendix 4 of the NEMA EIA regulations) relating 
to operational phase impacts on birds. 

The EMPr Section 7 includes impacts and mitigation 
measures and outcomes relating to operational phase 
impacts on birds. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 60 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

An operational phase mitigation plan should be drafted and 
proactively implemented to address anticipated impacts on birds 
(there is no need to wait for predicted impacts to occur). 

The correct and most effective form of operational 
mitigation, can only be prescribed once operation 
begins. A thorough understanding of the key 
issues/impacts is required, and this can only be 
determined during operations. Mitigation may need 
to be very specific, i.e. species specific and turbine 
specific, and may only need to, for example, be 
applied to one or two turbines or one area of the site 
in certain environmental conditions etc. Furthermore, 
should the project proceed, likely operation will only 
be in more than three years’ time, by which time new 
more suitable mitigations may exists, and measures 
proposed now may be outdated.  
However, an operational phase monitoring plan has 
been collated from the avifaunal specialist report and 
included in the EMPr. 

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 

This operational phase mitigation plan for birds should be 
periodically reviewed together with the results of monitoring, and 
if necessary updated along with the EMPr. 

This plan will be reviewed together with the results of 
monitoring and any updates will be included in the 
EMPr and submitted to the DEA for consideration.   

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 

d. Applicants do not always account for the cost and 
management implications of operational phase mitigation 
and monitoring. Unless otherwise indicated, it must be 
assumed that the applicant has agreed that measures 
proposed the application(s) are reasonable and feasible. 
They must therefore ensure that: 
1. There are adequate funds for monitoring and mitigation 

throughout the lifespan of the project (preferably set 
aside for this purpose, based on the worst-case 
scenario); 

2. The infrastructure is compatible, and 

The Applicant acknowledges the recommended 
requirements for operational phase monitoring. Costs 
of this work will be accounted for in the future 
planning and financial modelling of the Project. 
Mitigation requirements will be discussed with 
appointed specialists and official recommendations 
incorporated into contractual agreements for the 
construction, operation and decommissioning phases 
of the project.  

Applicant in 
final BAR Vol 
III: C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 61 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

3. The necessary contractual agreements (e.g. with the 
turbine manufacturer and landowners) are put in place. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider our input. 
Yours sincerely, 

33 Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental 
Consultants 
42 Afrikander Road 
Simon’s Town 
7975 
Tel/Fax: 021 786 2919 
E-mail: avdspuy@iafrica.com 
25 October 2018 
By Email 

OBJECTION TO SIX APPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
AUTHORISATION RESPECTIVELY FOR THE PROPOSED 
HIGHLANDS NORTH, CENTRAL AND SOUTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES AND THEIR ASSOCIATED GRID INFRASTRUCTURES, 
EASTERN CAPE 
Introduction and context of these objections 
These objections are submitted by AVDS Environmental 
Consultants on behalf of the parties listed in Appendix A to 
these objections. 

Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
This is to confirm that your comments on the 
proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities and 
associated infrastructure applications have been 
received and are being responded to. Once finalised 
the responses will be emailed to you, and they will be 
included in the final Basic Assessment Reports. 
Kind Regards 
 

Anja Albertyn 
07/11/2018 
By email 

The 11 parties on behalf of whom or which these objections are 
submitted are to be listed individually as Registered I&APs and 
must be recorded as being strongly opposed to the six HWEF 
applications for the reasons set out in this submission of 
objections and variously elsewhere (notwithstanding the fact that 
the reasons tabled herein by no means constitute the full array of 
reasons for the objections by our clients and which are severely 
limited herein on account of the unreasonable manner and 
timeframe in which the current comment opportunity has been 
extended to the parties referred to herin). 

The parties listed in Appendix A are individually listed 
as I&APs. It is on record that these 11 parties are 
strongly opposed to the application. 
All I&APs have been provided with 37 days to 
comment on the reports. This is over the legislated 
comment period of 30 days.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

The interests and concerns of the objectors in this submission 
extend beyond their personal interests and they also share a 
common bond in that they seek to prevent the environmental and 
social degradation of the greater area, which would result as a 
direct consequence of the proposed activities being authorised by 
the competent authority. 

A comprehensive assessment of potential 
environmental and social impacts has been 
conducted. It concluded that no high residual impacts 
on the environment that cannot be mitigated to 
medium or low significance, are expected. The social 
impact assessment has concluded that the overall 
social impact to the greater area would in fact be 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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positive and with enhancements is expected to be of 
high positive significance for the greater region. 

This submission of objection concerns the six DBARs and all other 
products and procedures related to the six discrete environmental 
applications for the developments that collectively comprise the 
Highlands WEFs. However, and principally given the unreasonably 
short comment opportunity (in terms of inter alia its overlap with 
a period of public school holidays during which the author and 
many of the objecting clients were on leave and away; its 
unannounced and unexpected launch; and its unreasonably short 
window period in the context of six subject environmental 
applications and associated documentation) and the impossibility 
of the task of reviewing and preparing comment on all six 
applications, as is the desired wish of our clients, the author has 
been forced to undertake a very limited review of only the North 
HWEF DBAR, and a limited number of the specialist studies. The 
assumption is thus made by the author of these objections that 
the remaining and unreviewed 5 DBARs are sufficiently similar to 
the reviewed one to assume that the comments made on the 
reviewed DBAR apply equally to the remaining 5 DBARs. The 
situation is forced upon our clients by the EAP, against their will, 
and is entirely unsatisfactory to them. They accordingly reserve 
all their rights and reiterate their request to have been availed of 
a reasonable opportunity to comment upon all 6 DBARs and 
associated documentation. 

The Regulations do not make provisions for prior 
notification of the comment period dates to I&APs. 
I&APs received an initial notification of the proposed 
development in June 2018. No request for prior 
notification of the comment period was received. 
The Regulations do not make provision for school 
holidays to be taken into consideration in determining 
when the 30 day commenting period is held. 
The six Basic Assessment applications that required 
review are for one development: the Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities of up to 150 MW, which was split in 
order to comply with REIPPP requirements. The six 
draft BA reports shared an identical Volume II: 
Specialist Studies and Volume III: Comments & 
Response Report. These volumes therefore were only 
required to be reviewed once. In addition, the six 
applications are Basic Assessments, and not full EIA 
reports. Therefore the amount of time required to 
review the documentation is standard for a wind 
energy facility of this size, and the legislated period 
of 30 days constitutes a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on the application. 
The Regulations make provisions for comment by 
registered Interested & Affected Parties, for a period 
of at least 30 days. 
As the process followed is that of a Basic Assessment 
Process, a Final Basic Assessment Report must be 
submitted to the Department within 90 days of 
receipt of the applications by the competent 
authorities. Any extension of the public review period 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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will therefore impact directly and negatively on the 
time available to suitably address the comments 
received. 
Despite the above reasoning, and as a sign of good 
faith to ensure a thorough investigation of the 
contents of the applications is possible, the comment 
period for the six applications was  extended by five 
(5) working days, or seven (7) calendar days. All 
registered I&APs received notifications of the 
extended comment period. 
The comments made by Mr van der Spuy with 
regards to the Highlands North WEF will be included 
in all six applications as per his request. 

In the reading of this objection any reference to the HWEF in the 
singular must be taken to refer to all 6 of the proposed 
development proposals (and NEMA-listed activities) encompassed 
under the 6 environmental applications which relate to the 3 
proposed wind farms (being the North, Central and South 
Highlands Wind Energy Facilities) and their 3 respective, 
associated electrical grid infrastructure proposals. Likewise any 
reference made to an application in the singular tense must be 
interpreted to include all of the other 5 environmental applications 
as well. Such assumptions are made primarily for practical 
reasons and are reluctantly based upon the advice of the 
applicants’ EAP (to the effect that the applications and associated 
potential impacts are sufficiently similar to justify such an 
approach). 

The comments made by Mr van der Spuy with 
regards to the Highlands North WEF will be included. 
The EAP confirms that the comments made are not 
of a substantive nature regarding any of the details 
of the individual project descriptions that differ and 
can be applied to all six applications. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

Any reference made to the “EAP” in this objection is used in a 
practical sense to refer to the party/ parties involved in the 
management and assessments related to the BA process and the 
preparation of the respective DBARs. It must not be construed as 
amounting to an acknowledgement of the legitimacy of a properly 

Please refer to Appendix 9.1 Declaration of the EAP 
and 9.2 Undertaking under oath of the application 
form. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 64 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

constituted EAP in the management of the applications (the 
objection later sets out its concerns around the matter of an 
appointment of a proper EAP). 

Simultaneous to the appointed mandate of AVDSEC as a 
representative of its clients, AVDSEC also acts as a professional 
expert in this objection, where appropriate and according to the 
specialist expertise and qualifications of AVDSEC member, Andre 
van der Spuy (the author), which are as follows: 

• BSc: Zoology; Environmental & Geographical Science 
• BSc (Hons): Environmental & Geographical Science 
• MSc: Conservation Biology 

Andre van der Spuy has professional experience of 25 years in 
the field of environmental management  and  is  competent  to  
critically  review  and  comment  on  all  aspects  of 
Environmental Impact  Assessments  as  well as  social and 
biophysical aspects. The author is, in this matter, acting in a 
capacity as a professional representative and also a professional 
reviewer. 

The qualification of AVDSEC as a qualified 
environmental consultant is acknowledged. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

The submissions made here are made by AVDS Environmental 
Consultants (according to the employed capabilities of Andre van 
der Spuy) and it should be registered on the I&AP database as 
such. 

The submission is registered as made by AVDS 
Environmental Consultants. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 

It is submitted in this objection that the recommendation by the 
EAP in the DBAR that the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative be 
approved is unjustified, unsubstantiated and premature, on 
account of the fundamental flaws revealed in this limited review 
and objection. The EAP’s recommendation is made in the almost 
total absence of comment from the affected local community 
(landowners and “occupiers”) as is revealed by the mere 2 brief 
records of interests from 2 local community members (both being 

The EAPs recommendation that the Preferred 
Alternative be approved is based on the specialists 
studies findings and their assessments as presented 
in the draft Basic Assessment Report. Therefore the 
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative is not 
unjustified or unsubstantiated. 
The EIA Regulations 2014, as amended, Appendix 1 
state (2) Objectives of the basic assessment process 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 65 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

our clients now), as such are contained within Appendix 5 of the 
C& RR. 

are (e) (i) to - identify and motivate a preferred site, 
activity and technology alternative. Therefore the 
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative in the 
Basic Assessment report is not premature. 
In the Basic Assessment process the public is given 
opportunity to comment during the public 
commenting period for a period of at least 30 days, 
which was extended to 37 days. 
The comment letter does not detail what the 
fundamental flaws are to which it refers. 
Comments from I&APs were sought and received 
during the initial notification phase as evidenced in 
Appendix 1. In addition the social specialist 
conducted a series of interviews with landowners and 
willing surrounding landowners as detailed in the 
Social Impact Assessment page 136. Therefore the 
EAPs recommendation was not made in absence of 
comment from the affected local community.  
The public had the opportunity to comment on the 
draft basic assessment reports and in addition a 
series of focus group meetings was conducted by 
Arcus with occupiers of affected and adjacent 
properties. Details thereof are presented in Section 4, 
this table and Appendix 8. 

All of our clients confirm that they and their considerable and 
well-established interests will be negatively impacted by the 
proposed HWEF to a significant degree. Neither the Applicant 
nor the EAP have made any reasonable effort to offset the 
inevitable damages that our clients would be subjected to and 
our clients therefore find the 6 applications for the proposed 
HWEF to be unacceptable, damaging and unlawful. 

The EAP cannot comment on the “considerable and 
well-established interests (that) will be negatively 
impacted by the HWEF to a significant degree” as 
this has not been quantified and no evidence has 
been provided regarding these potential negative 
impacts. The social impact assessment identified and 
assessed potential impacts on adjacent tourism 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III: 
C&RR 
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operations and the result was an impact of 
potentially medium negative significance. 
The EAP does not know how the proposed HWEF is 
unlawful, as this BA process is a legislated required 
process to determine if a development can proceed 
or not. The results of the social impact assessment 
did not indicate any negative impacts of high 
significance on surrounding landowners.  

This objection reminds the Applicant that the latter must ensure 
that “that negative impacts on the environment and on (our 
clients’) environmental rights be anticipated and prevented, and 
where they cannot be altogether prevented, are minimised and 
remedied”. Proper, correct and acceptable mitigation of the 
inevitable negative impacts (including those not yet identified or 
otherwise ignored or undeplayed in the applications) must be 
effected, with the “no go” option considered as the ultimate 
mitigation measure. The “no go” option is our clients’ preferred 
option but should the HWEF  proposal proceed, then it will be 
necessary to compensate for and / or offset those residual 
negative impacts which the approved HWEF development will 
undeniable have upon our affected landowner clients, and the 
environment itself. 

A basic assessment process is being conducted as 
per EIA Regulation 2014 (as amended), Appendix 1. 
This included the undertaking of an impact and risk 
assessment process, describing positive and negative 
impacts, as well as possible mitigation measures that 
could be applied and the level of residual risk. The 
No-Go Alternative was considered and is discussed in 
Section 6.1 of the BAR. It is understood that the No 
Go alternative is the preferred option for the 
objectors, however the No Go Option represents a 
lost opportunity cost for a larger group of people that 
stand to benefit from the proposed development. 
The social specialist study recommends the following 
mitigation measure for the potential negative impact 
of medium significance on adjacent tourism, property 
values and sense of place: “Recommended that the 
applicants meet with the affected landowners to 
discuss the possibility relocating wind turbines that 
have the highest potential visual impact.” 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The Applicant states: “The Applicant met with the 
majority of the objecting party, including Grant 
Abrahamson of East Cape Safaris, Fleming Jensen of 

The Applicant 
in final BAR 
Vol III C&RR 
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Side by Side Safaris and Hein Badenhorst of Kamala 
Game Reserve, on 8 August 2018. However, the 
objectors focussed on objecting to the proposed 
project outright rather than engaging in a discussion 
about compensation. Despite having contact details, 
the objecting party have not contacted the Applicant 
directly to approach the topic of compensation.  
Neither the objecting party, nor AVDS, have provided 
any evidence, either locally or abroad, of case studies 
where proximity to wind energy facilities have been 
proven to have had a significant negative influence 
on the financial sustainability of tourism or game-
farming. In addition, neither the objecting party, nor 
AVDS, have provided any insight into how such 
compensation should be calculated.”  
The Applicant has provided proof of communication 
regarding the meeting held with surrounding 
landowners in the form of e-mails which are included 
in Appendix 9. 

This objection must not be presumed to constitute the full range 
of our clients’ concerns with the HWEF application, and our clients 
reserve their right to table any further matters that may come to 
their attention going forward. 

Thank you for comments received thus far and 
participating in the process.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Procedural Issues 
Inadequate and non-compliant public participation process. 
The NEMA and associated legislated environmental application 
processes thereunder, including the Basic Assessment process 
being followed for the HWEF applications, make substantive 
provision for the inclusion of public and local community input 
into such processes so as to give effect to the Constitutional right 
of citizens to meaningfully contribute to and influence decisions 

A Public Participation process in line with regulation 
40, 41, 42, 43 and 44 is being conducted and 
interested & affected parties have been encouraged 
to participate. 
The BARs concluded that no negative impacts of high 
significance that cannot be mitigated to acceptable 
levels are likely to occur. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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that will affect them. The DEA’s ultimate decisions on the subject 
HWEF applications will constitute such decisions that will have a 
significant and in all reasonable likelihood adverse impact upon 
our clients, as well as upon the environment itself. It is therefore 
our client’s rightful expectation that the EAP responsible for 
managing these applications, and the DEA (which is responsible 
for administering these applications), will give full effect to the 
rights of our clients to participate in these applications and 
associated BA process. 

The process conducted gives full effect to I&APs 
rights to participate in the process and was 
conducted in line with the Regulations. In addition 
the commenting period was extended beyond the 
required period of 30 days by a further 7 days.  

Review of the HWEF BA process and DBAR has revealed that they 
are substantially lacking in the necessary consultation process and 
are thus fatally flawed as matters stand presently. It is quite 
apparent that the EAP has instead embarked upon a process 
whereby first formal notification to I&APs entails a single, very 
advanced Preferred HWEF development proposal that excludes 
any other meaningful alternatives, including even the required 
“no go” alternative. The process and DBAR is in fact so advanced 
towards favouring the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative that the 
DBAR includes the EAP’s stated recommendation that the 
Applicant’s Preferred Alternative be approved. This premature 
recommended approval is made in the absence of some crucial 
legislated steps for engagement with all potential I&APs yet to 
have been undertaken, to the extent that at this date it is known 
that occupiers of adjacent properties have not yet even been 
notified of the applications. It is furthermore clear that the DBAR 
is already an end product which simply seeks to include I&AP 
input, including that of our clients, after the fact and to an extent 
that such input would have no influence at all on the 
predetermined and already included recommendation of approval 
of the EAP. 

Regulation 41 of the EIA regulations 2014, as 
amended, sets out that the notice must be given to 
interested & affected parties of an application or 
proposed application by fixing a notice board, given 
written notice, placing advertisements, and using 
reasonable alternative methods where a person is 
unable to participate in the above. According to 
Subregulation (3) the notification does not require a 
description of alternatives considered to be included. 
The public has opportunity to comment on 
alternatives considered during the public review 
period which constitutes the consultative process. 
All reasonable attempts were made to contact 
occupiers of the adjacent properties from the initial 
notification stage onwards, and focus group meetings 
were held with occupiers of affected and adjacent 
properties that are not owned by Mr AVDS’s clients, 
who declined any assistance in the process. 
The process is such that the studies conducted have 
assessed the proposed development and an iterative 
design process was undertaken. The DBARs have 
concluded on this basis that the project should be 
approved. The final reports, based on the public 
consultation process, may say otherwise. To say that 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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any I&AP input will have no influence on the 
recommendations of the EAP, is premature.  

Review of the DBAR is also insightful to the extent that it reveals 
a sustained and embedded approach by the EAP to select and 
manipulate the information presented, in context of inter alia the 
EIA Regulations, towards the purposes of the Applicant (i.e. 
recommended approval of the Applicant’s desired Alternative). 
The Applicant-favoured bias of the EAP is thus also revealed. The 
DBAR constitutes nothing more than a motivational report 
designed to serve the Applicant’s best interests alone, and as 
such it is contrary to the rights and interests of our clients to 
participate in a fair and unprejudiced BA process 

Negative and positive impacts are discussed and 
assessed. The impact statement is based on the 
outcomes of the specialist studies. 
There has been no manipulation of the information 
presented. The DBARs present the process of 
determining the preferred development layout, taking 
into consideration the required 12 months of bird and 
bat monitoring, as well as the other 8 specialist 
studies.  
Due to the nature of the regulations, and the strict 
timeframes of the applications, the embedded 
approach is widely accepted and ensures that the 
application for the proposed development submitted 
is the best environmental option. To state that this is 
indeed an applicant favoured approach or bias is 
simply not correct.  
I&APs have been provided with a 37 day comment 
period to participate in the process, it is unclear how 
this has not been a fair process undertaken thus far.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Our clients accordingly have no trust in the EAP and are unwilling 
to place their considerable rights and interests at the risk of 
such party by way of participating in a fundamentally flawed 
and Applicant-favoured BA process. They according insist that 
the flaws be remedied entirely and that further drafts of the 
respective BARs be provided to all registered I&APs (and 
occupiers) once the flaws identified herein have been cured. 

It is unfortunate that I&APs are unwilling to 
participate in the process. The purpose of public 
participation is to understand the concerns and 
queries of all potentially interested and affected 
parties and ensure that these are heard, responded 
to and addressed.  
The EAP is legally required to be independent and 
has been in this process, and without knowing the 
specific concerns of the I&APs, these cannot be 
addressed and included as part of the process.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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A fundamental requirement of the HWEF applications is that of an 
adequate public participation process which complies fully and 
without compromise with EIA Regulations 40 and 41 and NEMA. 
The requirements are given force and purpose in the  first 
sentence under Point 2 of Appendix 3 of the EIA Regulations in 
which is stated that the objective of the environmental impact 
assessment process, per: 
“The objective of the environmental impacts assessment process 
is to, through a consultative process -…”. 
(Bold text added) 
A through and compliant public participation process is therefore 
a fundamental requirement in order to meet the legislated 
objectives of the EIA process. Despite the brevity of the review of 
the DBAR undertaken so far, and for the reasons explained, it is 
clear that the consultative process (public participation process) 
upon which the current BA process and DBAR is based fails to 
meet the substantial PPP requirements necessary and therefore 
the objectives of the BA process, which is the substance of the 
DBAR, have also not been met. Some of the failings amount to 
“fatal flaws” (thereby rendering the proposed HWEFs as being 
unsustainable developments). 

This application follows a basic assessment process 
therefore Appendix 3 is not applicable, which refers 
to an EIA process. However, a consultative process in 
line with Regulations 40-44 has been conducted in 
which the public was given opportunity to comment 
during the public commenting period. AVDS does not 
detail which requirements in the Regulations have 
not been met or what he considers failings and fatal 
flaws. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The purpose and procedural requirements for a correct and 
complaint PPP are set out under, respectively, EIA Regulations 
40 and 41. 

The process followed complies with Regulation 40 
and 41. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

It is incumbent upon the person conducting the PPP, in terms of 
EIA Regulation 41(2), to “give notice to all potential interested 
and affected parties of an application…” (Bold text added), and it 
is therefore necessary for the EAP to establish the identity of all 
such parties who/which constitute “potential interested and 
affected parties” before the serving of the notification specified 
under EIA Regulation 41(2). To do otherwise is to invite 

Regulation 41(2) states that the EAP must give notice 
to all potential interested & affected parties of and 
application by complying with subregulations (a) to 
(e). The EAP undertook all steps detailed under (a) to 
(e) to comply with these subregulations, as detailed 
in Section 3 and 4 of this report. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 71 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

unnecessary risk to the subject BA process and applications, as is 
the case with the HWEF applications now. 

Misrepresentation  of  the  true  facts  through  selective  use  
and  manipulation  of  critical information. 

There has been no misrepresentation of true facts or 
manipulation of the information presented. The 
DBARs present the process of determining the 
preferred development layout, taking into 
consideration the required 12 months of bird and bat 
monitoring, as well as the other 8 specialist studies.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The EAP has engaged in selective use and manipulation of critical 
information so as to further the interests of the Applicant and in 
order to arrive at the (predetermined) EAP environmental 
statement which recommends that the Applicant’s Preferred 
Alternative(s) be approved. 

The EAP has not engaged in selective use and 
manipulation of critical information. The EAP is legally 
required to be independent and has been throughout 
the process. The Preferred Alternative was derived 
through an iterative process that took into account 
the results of the various specialist studies and 
therefore represents the best environmental option. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

For instance, Section 6.2 confusingly talks about a “Pre-
feasibility” process which the Applicant supposedly undertook in 
order to consider various potential project sites. Table 6.1 
thereafter presents an extremely superficial tabulated comparison 
of four sites which were supposedly considered for the 
proposed (i.e. HWEF) wind farm. In table 6.1 the subject 4 
sites, or regions, are interchangeably referred to as sites and 
then regions making matters even more confusing. Not one Site 
of the 3 sites and 4th Region which are referenced in Table 6.1, 
are identified by name or location and it is thus objectively 
impossible for I&APs to verify the credibility of this vital 
information or and the associated comparison. No external 
supporting evidence is provided in the applications. 
 

Appendix 1 (3) (g) of the EIA Regulations 2014, as 
amended require the basic assessment report to 
contain a motivation for the preferred site, activity 
and technology alternative. Section 6.2 provides this 
motivation (h) A full description of the process 
followed to reach the proposed preferred alternative 
within the site (bolding supplied) is required, as is 
given in Section 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5. Therefore details of 
names and exact locations of the investigated site 
alternatives are not required to be presented in the 
BAR. 
For clarification the headings in Table 6.1 have been 
changed from Site B, Site C and Site D to Region B, 
Region C and Region D in the final BAR. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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It should be noted the details and a full description of 
all alternatives considered for the preferred site is not 
required by the Regulations.  
The other Regions were considered unsuitable for 
wind energy development due to insufficient wind 
resource or high avifaunal sensitivity. 

It is noted with a reasonably due level of suspicion (given the 
vagueness of the information provided by the EAP) that the 
Applicant’s Preferred Alternative is favoured above all other 
hypothetical Alternatives given under Table 6.1. and 6.2 of the 
DBAR. 

Table 6.1 and 6.2 demonstrate how the Applicant 
reached the decision on selecting the development 
site as the most reasonable site alternative and 
therefore provides the motivation for the preferred 
site.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Notwithstanding concerns (as raised elsewhere in this objection) 
regarding non- compliance of the process engaged in the 
comparison of potential Alternative sites/ regions, the EAP is 
advised to make the details of the “Pre-feasibility” investigation 
and comparison available to I&APs in its original form, and in 
which the 4 Alternatives are clearly indicated on a plan. This is 
vital information for I&APs to consider, as it is their right to 
comment on all material which could influence a decision which 
may affect them. Should the information here advised not be 
forthcoming in a future I&AP review opportunity then our clients 
will be forced to consider the means of a PAIA request to obtain 
such (and which may well result in detrimental delays to the BA 
process). The advised information should include that which has 
informed Table 6.2 also. 

Appendix 1 (3) (g) of the EIA Regulations 2014, as 
amended require the basic assessment report to 
contain a motivation for the preferred site, activity 
and technology alternative. Section 6.2 provides this 
motivation for the preferred site. Details and a full 
description of all alternatives considered for the 
preferred site is not required by the Regulations. 
Appendix 1 (3) (h) states that a full description of the 
process followed to reach the proposed preferred 
alternative within the site is required, as is given in 
Section 6.3. Therefore names and locations of the 
investigated regional and local site alternatives are 
not required in the BAR. 
The alternative regions investigated in the Pre-
feasibility phase were treated as separate confidential 
projects, and therefore no comparative report exists. 
Three sites were not taken further due to insufficient 
wind resource or high avifaunal sensitivity.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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The DBAR consistently employs throughout the DBAR a sustained 
use of subjective, generalized and Applicant-favoured opinions of 
the EAP which are presented as facts, but which mere opinions 
are typically unreferenced, are contrary to scientific fact, and are 
blatantly wrong. The use of such subjective, non-independent and 
Applicant-biased approach is seen throughout the DBAR and there 
are far too many instances to attend to within the confines posed 
by this unreasonably limited review opportunity. These critical 
inaccuracies include comments by the EAP pertaining to climate 
change; renewable energy socio-economic and job benefits; 
comparative cost-effectiveness of wind farms; and, descriptions of 
the affected local community (of which our clients form a 
significant sector), amongst other matters. Some examples will 
suffice for present purposes: 
Example 1: In its motivation of the Need and Desirability for the 
HWEF the EAP erroneously states (DBAR, Section 5.1) that: 
“South Africa is one of the world's largest emitters of CO2 in 
absolute and per capita terms.” 
However, the statement is entirely incorrect and contrary to the 
facts – Dr. J. Ledger, Associate Professor in Management & 
Energy Studies, University of Johannesburg (pers. com., 
23/4/2017) advises as follows: 

“The Carbon Dioxide nonsense is frequently 
used as a justification for installing renewable 
energy in South Africa, as well as the reason for 
wanting to introduce a carbon tax. The 
statement that South Africa is the largest CO2 
‘emission country’ in Africa is without any basis. 
All the CO2 measurements for making that case 
are based on emissions from industry, and that 
puts SA being responsible for about 1.2% of 
global emissions. These figures never include 
the emissions from the burning of biomass, or 

Appendix 1 (3) (p) of the EIA Regulations 2014, as 
amended, require the EAP to “provide a reasoned 
opinion as to whether the proposed activity should or 
should not be authorised.”, and therefore a reasoned 
opinion has been given. The EAP has acted 
objectively and independently throughout the 
process, and no evidence has been presented to the 
contrary. The statements made on climate change 
have been checked and confirmed as accurate (see 
below), statements on renewable energy socio-
economic and job benefits are presented as stated by 
the social specialist. The EAP maintains the 
statement “Wind Energy is today one of the most 
readily available, technically viable and commercially 
cost-effect sources of renewable energy.“ in South 
Africa to be factually correct. All reasonably possible 
efforts were made by the EAP as well as the social 
specialist to engage the local community in the 
assessment, which were largely declined by the 
clients of AVDS. 
 
 
The report does not state that South Africa is the 
largest CO2 “emission country” in Africa. The report 
states that “South Africa is one of the world's largest 
emitters of CO2 in absolute and per capita terms.” 
Without seeing the original response from Dr. J. 
Ledger, it appears that these comments are taken 
out of context (the quote is from 2017) and do not 
change the fact that South Africa is one of the 
world’s largest emitters of CO2.  
The European Commission’s Emission Database for 
Global Atmospheric Research (1990-2016) 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
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the removal of CO2  through sequestration by 
plants. 

 
The Japanese Ibuku satellite has been 
measuring that for a number of years, and in 
terms of net emissions (after sequestration), 
South Africa is rated as 35th in the world, with 
many African countries higher on the list. The 
figures below are from one of my PowerPoint 
presentations. “ 
 

CO2 net emissions by country after sequestration in Gt/y. African 
countries are highlighted 
China - 1.467 # 1 
United States of America - 0.942 # 2 India - 0.456 # 3 
Democratic Republic of the Congo - 0.337   # 4 Russia - 0.28 
#5 Indonesia - 0.257 Japan - 0.231 Bolivia - 0.23 Germany - 
0.209 Angola - 0.152   # 10 Iran - 0.136 Zambia - 0.133 # 12 
Saudi Arabia - 0.129 Central African Republic - 0.126 South Sudan 
- 0.115 United Kingdom - 0.109 Mexico - 0.101 France - 0.097 
Malaysia - 0.092 Colombia - 0.08 Ethiopia - 0.08 Italy - 0.077 
Poland - 0.076 Thailand - 0.076 Turkey - 0.076 Ukraine - 0.075 
United Republic of Tanzania - 0.07   # 27 Venezuela - 0.069 
Mozambique - 0.065 # 29 Nigeria - 0.061 Cameroon - 0.06 
South Korea - 0.059 Myanmar - 0.056 Republic of the Congo - 
0.054 South Africa - 0.051 # 35  
The statement by the EAP is thus factually incorrect (South Africa 
is not even the highest emitter of CO2 in Africa!) and the EAP’s 
motivation of the HWEF, on this basis, is equally incorrect. The 
same incorrect justification based on climate change has been 
used elsewhere, in other instances, in the DBAR to motivate the 
benefits of the HWEF. (In fact, the HWEF will contribute to carbon 

(http://edgar.jrc.ec.europa.eu/overview.php?v=CO2a
ndGHG1970-2016&dst=CO2pc&sort=des9) reports 
South Africa as the 15th highest CO2 emitter in 2016 
in the world, and 47th highest CO2 emitter per capita 
in the world; and the highest CO2 emitter in Africa, 
and the second highest CO2 emitter per capita in 
Africa (Libya being the highest). 
The Global Carbon Atlas corroborates South Africa’s 
status as it lists South Africa as the 13th highest CO2 
emitter in the world and 45th emitter per capita in the 
world in 2016. 
http://www.globalcarbonatlas.org/en/CO2-emissions  
Comment was sought from Professor Guy Midgley 
from the University of Stellenbosch who is an 
internationally acknowledged expert in biodiversity 
and global change science: 
https://www.nrf.ac.za/content/professor-guy-midgley 
Professor Midgley comments that:” I would use 
Edgar data or similar that shows we are 19th in the 
world and a top emerging economy emitter. I cant 
find Kibuki satelite data after searching around a bit, 
and would question if this technology is mature 
enough at this stage to replace national inventories. 
Does the unfccc accept these data? It seems 
premature. “and “Since this email I have spoken to a 
few experts in the remote sensing/global change field 
and they all say the same thing – this is not yet a 
mature technology, so I think your critic needs to be 
seriously questioned”.  
Professor Midgleys original emails are included in 
Appendix 7. 
The EAP does not make any unjustified statement 
regarding climate change. The EAP does not purport 
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emissions significantly based upon inter alia its own energy use, 
necessary baseload back-up, and its purpose as a means of 
production). 
The EAP is clearly not a climate change expert, or even qualified to 
make any statements on climate change, given the factual 
inaccuracy of the above statements by the EAP. 

to be a climate change expert in the report. The 
information contained in this section is based on 
reliable scientific evidence and collated by the EAP 
for the purposes of the EIA.  
It is therefore confirmed by multiple sources that 
“South Africa is one of the world's largest emitters of 
CO2 in absolute and per capita terms “and that the 
EAPs statement is factually correct. 
Renewable energy projects will play a significant role 
in meeting South Africa’s targets in accordance with 
the Paris Agreement and assisting the transition to a 
low-carbon economy. 

Example 2: In her sustained attempts to create an Applicant-
favourable, environmental and social context (i.e. a context of 
limited land use options) against which the alternative land use 
represented by the proposed HWEF is then favourably presented, 
the EAP on numerous occasions refers to the participating farms 
as having limited agricultural land use options. However, she 
noticeably avoids consideration of any other alternative type of 
land use (other than the proposed HWEF). For instance , on page 
34 of the DBAR is noted the following response by the EAP: 
“The current land use is low-intensity grazing and the land is not 
suitable for other agricultural uses.” (Underlining supplied) 
The EAP, in her Applicant-favoured approach, fails to 
acknowledge the proven successful local land uses of game 
farming, game reserve management and associated ecotourism 
options, as such are well represented in the area, and which 
would also be a very suitable option for those participant farms 
located within the HWEF site. 

The EAP rejects the notion that the report is 
Applicant favourable. The statement that the current 
land use is grazing and not suitable for other 
agricultural uses is taken directly from the soil 
specialist report and is correct. The point of this 
statement is that the current land use will not be 
affected by the proposed development and can 
continue.  
A project landowner (Bill Brown – Highlands Trust) 
has submitted a comment with regards to why the 
project landowners do not consider game related 
farming as a suitable land use for the project land 
portions. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Example 3: Under Section 7.3 of the DBAR a description of the 
“Adjacent Properties”, which include a number of our clients, is 
given as follows: 
“More recently, game farming has become an increasingly 
important activity in the area and is either combined with 
livestock farming or has in some cases replaced commercial 
livestock farming. Based on the findings of the sites visit the 
existing game farming operations  are  located  within  a  
continuous  band  within  5-10  km  along  the  eastern boundary 
of the proposed development site. The game farming includes 
operations based  on  Buffelsfontein,  Kamala  Game  Reserve,  
Kaalplaas  (East  Cape  Safaris), Klipplaat (Side by Side Safaris), 
and possibly more (e.g. Driefontein). These operations focus 
primarily on the overseas trophy-hunting market and attract high-
end visitors to the area (Nolte, pers. comm). The game farms also 
provide benefit to other sectors of the local economy in Somerset-
East, including local suppliers (groceries, etc.), taxidermists and 
other operations. 
Due to the broken topography and the extensive nature of 
farming activities, the settlement pattern in the study area is 
sparse and largely concentrated along major roads. Farms located 
in close proximity to the R63, Waterford Road or Klipplaat Road 
tend to be inhabited. Labourer’s housing is typically located in the 
immediate periphery of farm yards. Large operations (such as 
Rietfontein) may have up to 10 resident farm worker households. 
More isolated farms (which make up the majority of farms on the 
WF site) are typically farmed as stock-posts inhabited by a small 
number of supervising staff. Most of the relevant owners own 
farming operations in other parts of the broader region, such as 
Graaff-Reinet, Cookhouse and Middleton, and deploy staff to the 
study area farms on an as-needed base. The study area is located 
sufficiently close to Somerset- East to enable owners to transport 
permanent and casual labour in and out on a daily basis. 

This section is based on the social specialist report, 
which details interviews conducted with surrounding 
landowners and project landowners. It must be made 
clear that the clients of Mr AVDS have been 
approached by the social specialist, but mostly 
refused to participate in the process. Access to their 
properties was not granted. The social specialist 
made attempts to conduct interviews. Therefore, 
there may indeed be inaccuracies resulting from their 
refusal to participate, but not to the extent that the 
description and the assessment changes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Based on field interviews, permanent direct employment 
associated with site farms and those in the immediate 
vicinity, ranges from none or only supervisory staff, to 10 
for a large commercial farming operation such as 
Rietfontein, and 24 for Kaalplaas (East Cape Safaris).” 
This is an incorrect description and is clearly designed by the EAP 
to create the impression, for benefit of the Applicant, that the 
area is sparsely populated therefore the negative impacts of the 
proposed HWEF upon local inhabitants will be minimal. The EAP’s 
version is however best refuted by our client, Kevin McCaughey 
(email, 24/10/2018) who provides the following comment in 
response to the above description: 
“Looking at the report below, I think the report about ‘stock posts 
“ is false . I only know of one, Mr Bill Brown , his farm is a so 
called “stock post “ because he does not live on the property , he 
has permanent staff on his farm. Never seen any farmer in our 
area collecting casual staff from Somerset East on a regular basis 
. All farms have permanent staff.` 
Who are the relevant farmers from other areas like 
Graaff-Reinet, Cookhouse, and Middleton? Most 
farmers in our area live on their farms. 
PS , Are the rest of us irrelevant farmers .” 

 
 
 
 
 
This is not an incorrect description, it is based on 
valid information obtained from I&APs willing to 
participate in the process. Regardless this “new 
information” does not change the results of the social 
assessment. 
 
The report does not state that there are no 
permanent staff on site, rather is stating that these 
numbers are small. Relevant refers to the land 
owners on which the proposed development will be 
constructed, who own farming operations in the 
broader region. The report clearly indicated that the 
isolated farms are those on which the WEF will be 
developed, and is not refereeing to the surrounding 
farms. “More isolated farms (which make up the 
majority of farms on the WF site) are typically farmed 
as stock-posts inhabited by a small number of 
supervising staff. Most of the relevant owners own 
farming operations in other parts of the broader 
region, such as Graaff-Reinet, Cookhouse and 
Middleton, and deploy staff to the study area farms 
on an as-needed base.” 
 
It’s important to note the context in which these 
words are used, the report does not state relevant 
farmers from other areas, as  Kevin McCaughey 
states, but rather states that the relevant WEF lands 
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owners have farming operations in the broader 
region (Graaff- Reinet, Cookhouse and Middleton).  
 
It should also be noted that attempts were made to 
contact the surrounding land owners to get their 
inputs, such as the ones stated by AVDS’s client, but 
none were willing to participate and provide this 
information.  

As can be seem from the above examples and objections the 
DBAR is fundamentally flawed on account of extensive false 
opinions of, and misrepresentations by, the EAP, but which are 
presented by the EAP as being relevant facts, and which she 
then uses to motivate the Applicant’s interests and Preferred 
Alternative (and which the EAP even goes so far as to 
prematurely recommend for approval). 

There are no misrepresentations by the EAP, who 
simply summarised the social specialist findings. 
These are based on interviews conducted.  
The Regulations state that an impact statement must 
be included in the BAR, therefore the 
recommendation is not premature. 
Regardless of when the consultation process was 
undertaken, in this case according to the regulations, 
these comments, have not been received by the EAP, 
and this is the first instance that these have been 
seen (and not in the original format).  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Added to the false information presented in the DBAR is other 
critical information which is omitted as well as information 
which is variously vague, unreferenced and unsubstantiated via 
evidence (even where such is a requirement of the EIA 
Regulations, such as pertains to the consultative process 
required to be engaged in the identification of Alternatives). 

There is no false information presented in the BAR. 
AVDS does not detail what critical information was 
omitted. The public is encouraged to comment on the 
assessment of alternatives which is detailed in 
section 6 of the BAR. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

EIA Regulations 40(2) and 41(6)(a) find particular reference in so 
far as they require that all pertinent information be made 
available for review by I&APs. The DBAR and BA process fails 
to comply in this regard. 

It is unknown what information AVDS is referring to 
that was not made available for review. All pertinent 
information in relation to the proposed development 
is contained in the BARs. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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In summary, the DBAR is factually incorrect on numerous 
substantive aspects and that information has played a 
significant role in how the EAP arrived at her recommended 
approval of the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative. Our clients 
accordingly object in the strongest manner to the poor 
quality, or total lack, of important and factually correct 
information, and its sustained use in the motivation of the 
application(s). The EAP is therefore advised to entirely 
reproduce the necessary DBARs based upon the true facts of the 
matter and to adopt an independent approach, as is required in 
law. 

No details regarding which “substantive aspects” 
AVDS is referring to are given. None of the points 
raised so far change the outcome of the specialist’s 
assessments. The BARs contain no factually incorrect 
information to the best of the EAPs knowledge. The 
EAP has acted independently and objectively 
throughout the process. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Advanced stage of BA process and DBAR reached in the 
absence of required and genuine “consultative process” 
with I&APs. 
Under EIA Regulations Appendix 1 (2) it is stated that 
“(t)he objective of the basic assessment process is to, 
through a consultative process… (a) identify alternatives 
considered…; (c) describe the need and desirability of the 
proposed alternatives…” (Underlining supplied), amongst other 
important tasks in which the input of I&APs, such as our clients, 
is required to be meaningfully considered by the EAP. 
 
 

The consultative aspect of the Basic Assessment 
process is provided for as per Regulations as the 
public commenting period, which was extended 
beyond the required 30 days, during which time 
I&APs are encouraged to participate and provide 
their input on all aspects of the BAR including 
alternatives and the need & desirability of the 
proposed activity. The BAR identifies alternatives 
considered (Section 6) and describes the need & 
desirability of the proposed alternatives (Section 5 
and 6). All comments made by I&APs during the 
consultative period have been considered by the EAP, 
responded to and addressed in the Final Basic 
Assessment report. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

However, the DBAR which is presented in the current Review 
opportunity is so well advanced by the EAP as to have 
settled already on the Preferred Alternative of the Applicant 
as the only one which was considered in the associated 
assessment of environmental impacts and the EAP goes so far 
as to even recommend the Preferred Alternative for approval at 
this juncture.  

The EIA Regulations 2014, as amended, Appendix 1 
state (2) Objectives of the basic assessment process 
are (e) (i) to - identify and motivate a preferred site, 
activity and technology alternative. Therefore the 
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative in the 
Basic Assessment report is not premature. I&APs are 
being consulted in the public commenting period. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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The significance of this is weighed against the fact that many 
potential I&APs have not even been notified at this stage of 
the BA process, and which includes the occupiers of our clients’ 
various properties. There is no substance in the DBAR to 
prove that any local community members, who will in all 
reasonable likelihood be adversely affected by the proposed 
developments, such as our clients and the staff employed on 
their respective properties, have been included in any 
meaningful consultative process towards identification of the 
alternatives and other required aspects of the proposal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Many attempts were made by the EAP to contact the 
occupiers of the clients land parcels from the start of 
the initial notification period. However AVDS advised 
his clients to not engage in any way, and refused to 
assist in contacting the occupiers. See email 
(18/10/2018) in which AVDS states that they will not 
assist in any way (underlining supplied):   
 
“Dear Ms Albertyn 
My client, Fritz Walters, has advised me that you 
have been in contact with him without having the 
courtesy or ethical conscience to include myself. I 
imagine you have adopted such approach on the 
advice of Tony Barbour perhaps? 
It is noted that you have quickly responded in this 
manner after my email of yesterday to you in which 
your request for “occupiers” details was refused. The 
clients have now been properly advised of the real 
intentions of your unethical and scheming approach 
and have been advised not to engage or assist you in 
any further manner. I have also advised my clients of 
Arcus’ similar unethical approach in the Umsinde 
Emoyeni Wind Farm application (Murraysburg) and 
where promises made to my clients there were 
ultimately not honoured in the consultation process 
and the affair was manipulated to serve the interests 
of the Applicant alone. I wish to place on record that 
I have absolutely no trust in you or your Company on 
account of previous experiences (and now these) and 
I have advised my clients to adopt the same attitude 
in order to protect their interests and legal rights.   
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In fact, there is no evidence of any process to arrive at identified 
Alternatives (worse still, there are no Alternatives  at all 
which have been subjected to the required impact 
assessment) or the presented need and desirability arguments 
contained within the DBAR. 

At the same time we recognise the legal and 
independent rights of “occupiers”, as such are 
termed under NEMA. 
Relevant officials of the DEA are copied in here for 
their own record. 
Sincerely 
Andre van der Spuy” 
---------------------------- 
The Basic Assessment Report Section 6 details the 
assessment of alternatives. In addition specialists 
assessed alternative turbine layouts in an iterative 
manner, in which the initial proposed turbine layout 
(as described in Table 6:3) was developed from 
specialists sensitivity mapping, then assessed as 
“without mitigation”, and the Final Mitigated Layout 
was assessed as “with mitigation” in their assessment 
tables. Alternative grid connection routes were 
assessed separately by all specialists in the impact 
assessment tables. 

Consequently, in order to bring the applications into a state 
of compliance on these grounds, it is advised that the EAP 
return to the genuine consideration of Alternatives and engage 
with I&APs, including our clients and the “occupiers” resident 
upon their respective properties. Our clients stand ready to 
present their proposed Alternatives for proper consideration prior 
to any preferred Alternative of the Applicant being settled upon, 
and recommended by the EAP. 
 
 

Many attempts were made throughout the process to 
engage with the clients of AVDS, including 
conducting interviews, site visits and focus group 
meetings.  
The EIA Regulations 2014, as amended, Appendix 1 
state (2) Objectives of the basic assessment process 
are (e) (i) to - identify and motivate a preferred site, 
activity and technology alternative. Therefore the 
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative in the 
Basic Assessment report is not premature. I&APs 
were encouraged to submit their comments during 
the public review period. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Occupiers  not  yet  notified  despite  recommended  approval  of  
the  Preferred  HWEF development by the EAP. 
Our clients employ a large number of persons in their various 
operations and who would be termed “occupiers” under the EIA 
Regulations. 

Many attempts were made by the EAP to contact the 
occupiers of the clients land parcels from the start of 
the initial notification period (see below). However 
AVDS advised his clients to not engage in any way, 
and refused to assist in contacting the occupiers. 
Focus meetings with occupiers of project land parcels 
and other surrounding properties were held. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Our clients and their employees are involved on a day-to-day 
basis in their shared work, and their livelihoods and interests are 
directly linked one to the other. Added to this is the substantial 
support and socio-economic development directed to the 
employees of our clients by the clients themselves. The proposed 
HWEF will therefore have a material and unavoidable negative 
impact upon both our clients and their employees should it 
proceed in any form. That said, our clients respect and encourage 
the independent thought and Constitutional rights of their 
employees in this and all matters and therefore encourage their 
employees, as so-called “occupiers”, to insist on their rights to 
participate in these applications to the full extent of their wishes. 
Our clients are also respectful of, and indeed wary of infringing 
on, the rights of their employees to participate in these 
applications and for this reason (and others) our clients have 
declined to participate in any tasks which are rightfully and legally 
allocated to the EAP in regard to the notification and engagement 
of “occupiers’ on their properties. The EAP has been previously 
advised in this matter and was alerted also to our clients respect 
for the Protection of Privacy Act in the matter. 

A request was made in the initial notification letter 
(14 June 2018) to landowners and surrounding 
landowners (see Appendix 2): “To assist Arcus in 
ensuring all I&APs have been informed of the 
proposed developments, we kindly request your 
assistance in obtaining contact details of labourers 
and occupiers on your properties. Arcus will include 
them on our database and ensure that they have 
been included as part of the EIA process.” 
Failing a response a second request was sent to 
surrounding landowners and landowners on 25 
September 2018: “In the initial notification that you 
received regarding the Highlands Wind Energy 
Facilities (attached), we requested that you assist us 
with contact details of any labourers and occupiers 
on your property so that they can be included in the 
public participation process. We have not received 
any response from you in this regard. Please could 
you confirm if there are any individuals residing or 
working on your properties adjacent to the proposed 
development site, and send us the names and any 
contact details of the individuals residing or working 
there.” 
Failing further response, attempts to contact the 
remaining landowners via telephone were made. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Records of this are presented in Appendix 8. In 
addition further emails were sent as presented in 
Appendix 8. 
Emails to Mr Fleming and Mr Badenhorst (to our 
knowledge at the time AVDS’s only clients) were sent 
requesting: “Please could you send me a list of 
names and cell phone numbers of your staff (if they 
agree), so that we may contact them. We want to 
ensure they have been informed of the proposed 
Highlands Wind Energy facilities development and 
enable them to provide their comments. Alternatively 
please could you provide them with my phone 
number 076 265 8933 and advise them that they can 
send a “please call me”, or a missed call, and they 
will be phoned back.” 
Therefore no breach of the Protection of Privacy Act 
was requested.  
A series of Focus Group meetings was conducted on 
19 October 2018 on several farms in the area with 
occupiers of affected and surrounding properties 
whose details Arcus was able to obtain through the 
above steps, and who agreed to a meeting Minutes, 
attendance registers and photographs are presented 
in Appendix 8.  

Having established the above context it is now noted that 
occupiers of adjacent properties (at least those of our clients) 
have not yet been notified of the applications and current 
comment opportunity, as is required under EIA Regulations 
41(2)(b)(ii). This is despite the facts that the EAP and 
Applicant have already settled on the Preferred Alternative as 
the only considered alternative which has been assessed, and 
that the EAP has already recommended for approval. 

All reasonably possible attempts were made to 
contact the occupiers of surrounding land parcels as 
detailed above. 
It is factually incorrect that only the preferred 
alternative has been assessed. The Basic Assessment 
Report Section 6 details the assessment of 
alternatives. In addition specialists assessed 
alternative turbine layouts in an iterative manner, in 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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 which the initial proposed turbine layout (as 
described in Table 6:3) was developed from 
specialists sensitivity maps and then assessed as 
“without mitigation”, and the Final Mitigated Layout 
was assessed as “with mitigation” in their assessment 
tables. Alternative grid connection routes were 
assessed separately in the impact assessment tables. 

Occupiers have thus been excluded from any meaningful 
participation in the already advanced findings of the DBAR. The 
EAP would be well advised to return the BA process to the point 
of proper consideration of inter alia other reasonable and feasible 
alternatives but only once occupiers have been notified formally, 
as required, of the applications, and their rights to participate fully 
therein. 

Focus group meetings with occupiers were held on 
19 October 2018. All reasonable attempt were made 
to obtain the personal details of occupiers. This was 
only successful for properties that AVDS does not 
represent. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

As matters stand, the findings of the DBAR can be said to very 
likely exclude the interests occupiers, who will be amongst those 
most negatively affected should the proposed development 
proceed. 

The draft BAR was subjected to a 37 day public 
commenting period and the final BAR includes all 
comments from occupiers and I&APs that 
participated, as per Regulations.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The terms of reference, and assessments, of the specialist studies 
devoid of I&AP input. 
The specialist studies for the applications have already been 
finalized and their findings used in the preparation and 
recommendations of the DBAR. Accordingly, the current PPP is an 
“after the fact” effort of no real meaning and which appears to 
simply be an attempt create an impression of legitimacy of 
the DBAR and applications (in terms of local community and 
public input). 

The public was given opportunity to comment on the 
specialist studies Terms of Reference, assessments 
and findings during the 37 day public review period 
as per Regulation 40. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 85 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

It is a recognized fact that local familiarity with the receiving 
environment is significantly more advanced that that of outsiders, 
such as specialists. The NEMA takes cognizance of this important 
fact and requires that any environmental processes thereunder be 
informed by local knowledge and which is why specific attention 
is given under EIA Regulations 40 and 41 for the inclusion of 
persons (owners and occupiers) associated with affected land. 

The public was given more than legally required 
opportunity to comment on the Draft BAR and 
specialist reports, and such comments were 
encouraged. AVDS’s clients were encouraged to 
participate in the process from the initial notification 
stage, during the social impact assessment interviews 
and during the public commenting period. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

It can therefore safely be said that the suite of specialist studies 
which have informed the DBAR is lacking in important local input. 
This is especially concerning as regards, for instance, the social 
impact assessment, where the specialist is seen to make his own 
assumptions and associated impact ratings on behalf of the local 
community who have not even been engaged yet (or even 
notified of the applications in some instances). 

All reasonable attempts were made to engage AVDS’s 
clients throughout the process. It must be 
emphasized that the social specialist requested a 
meeting with AVDS’ client Mr F Jensen and this 
request was denied. Furthermore access to the land 
by the avifaunal specialist was also denied by Mr 
Jensen. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The EAP is therefore advised to adjust the specialist terms of 
reference according to the input obtained from the local 
community (including our clients) via the legislated PPP and only 
thereafter the recommencement of proper and locally informed 
specialist studies should be initiated. 

Input from the local community was indeed obtained 
from those occupiers that participated, and these 
comments are considered. All input obtained via the 
legislated PPP including input on the specialists 
Terms of Reference as received during public 
commenting period is included in the final BAR. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Wholesale failure to provide “a reasonable opportunity to 
comment”, per EIA Regulation 
EIA Regulation 41(6)(b) states that, “a reasonable opportunity to 
comment to the comment o the application…”: must be provided 
by the person conducting the PPP. 

A reasonable opportunity to comment was given to 
I&APs in the form of an extended 37 day 
commenting period. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Regarding the current opportunity to comment the EAP originally 
provided a 30-day period upon which to comment upon the 6 
applications and their associated 9 specialist impact assessments, 
and 1 “Comments and Responses Report”, and which altogether 

The Regulations do not make provisions for prior 
notification of the comment period dates to I&APs. As 
surrounding landowners to the proposed 
development Mr. Hein Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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constitute the literature informing the overall HWEF proposed 
development. The comment period was initiated so as coincide 
with a public school holiday period and it was issued without any 
advanced notice (which would have enabled I&APs to prepare 
accordingly). 

Jensen, received an initial notification of the 
proposed development in June 2018. No request for 
prior notification of the comment period was received 
from either Mr. Hein Badenhorst, Mr. Fleming Jensen. 
The Regulations do not make provision for school 
holidays to be taken into consideration in determining 
when the 30 day commenting period is held. 
The six Basic Assessment applications that require 
review are for one development: the Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities of up to 150 MW, which was split in 
order to comply with REIPPP requirements. The six 
applications share an identical Volume II: Specialist 
Studies and Volume III: Comments & Response 
Report. These volumes therefore only require to be 
reviewed once. In addition, the six applications are 
Basic Assessments, and not full EIA reports. 
Therefore the amount of time required to review the 
documentation is standard for a wind energy facility 
of this size, and the legislated period of 30 days 
constitutes a reasonable opportunity to comment on 
the application. 
The Regulations make provisions for comment by 
registered Interested & Affected Parties, which 
includes any representatives they choose to engage, 
for a period of at least 30 days. 
As the process followed is that of a Basic Assessment 
Process, a Final Basic Assessment Report must be 
submitted to the Department within 90 days of 
receipt of the applications by the competent 
authorities. Any extension of the public review period 
will therefore impact directly and negatively on the 
time available to suitably address the comments 
received. 
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Despite the above reasoning, and as a sign of good 
faith to ensure a thorough investigation of the 
contents of the applications is possible, the comment 
period for the six applications was extended by five 
(5) working days, or seven (7) calendar days to 25 
October 2018. All registered I&APs received a 
notification of the extended comment 
period (attached). 

The EAP was accordingly advised by AVDS Environmental 
Consultants that the comment opportunity was exceedingly 
unreasonable and various legitimate reasons were advanced. 
Accordingly a request to the EAP was also made for an 
extension to the comment period by at least 30 additional days 

The EAP maintains that 37 days is a reasonable 
opportunity to comment for the above reasons. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The EAP rejected the request made and instead extended the 
comment period by a mere 5 working days. The reasons for the 
EAP’s rejection of the requested extension were refuted by this 
author and the EAP was advised that she had ignored EIA 
Regulation 41(6)(b) and to which other regulations pertaining to 
PPP under a BA process must be subservient. Under the 
circumstances the EAP was then advised to expect a necessarily 
and unavoidably limited comment/ objection from AVDS 
Environmental Consultants on behalf of its clients. This document 
constitutes the severely limited review and associated comment 
delivered on behalf of our clients and which is forcibly limited by 
the management actions of the EAP which are considered 
unreasonable and non-compliant. 

The EAP maintains that 37 days is a reasonable 
opportunity to comment. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Furthermore, it is our considered view that the EAP is limiting 
and inhibiting the full and proper expression of our clients, and 
their interests, in these applications in a manner that unfairly 
promotes the interests of the Applicant (as such is supported by 
the approach of the EAP in her preparation of the DBAR). The 

All reasonable attempts were made to engage with 
the clients of AVDS from the initial notification stage. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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actions of the EAP in this regard are objected to and all rights 
reserved without limit. 

No proper and legally-constituted EAP and Applicant- 
favoured bias of those involved in the management of the 
applications. 
Based on the reviewed evidence there exists no properly and 
legally defined EAP managing these applications. Furthermore, 
there are other parties involved in the management of the 
applications, and associated decisions, who have no legal 
mandate to do so and who have accordingly contaminated and 
compromised the applications and BA process. 

The EAPs working on this project are qualified, 
experienced in this particular field, and independent. 
Please refer to BAR Vol I: Appendix A EAP CV & 
Declaration of Independence 
The EAP is legally defined as per Section 1.4 and 
Appendix A of the BAR, and the signed Application 
Form submitted to the Department. 
No details on what other parties AVDS is referring to 
is given. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The Applicant should be notified of the situation and the 
compromised nature of the applications and the DBAR which is 
currently out for review. 
 

It is unknown why the applications are considered 
compromised.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Our clients insist on their right to participate in applications 
which are under the management of a legally constituted EAP 
who meets with all the necessary requirements and who is 
uncompromised. As this objection shows elsewhere, the 
requirements of objectivity and independence of the various 
parties managing and interfering in these applications is not 
met and our clients reserve their rights fully in regard to the 
consequences thereof. 

The EAP has signed a Declaration of Independence 
and is acting objectively and independently in line 
with Regulation 13 of the EIA Regulations 2014, as 
amended. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

As evidenced above and elsewhere in this objection, the EAP 
(or more correctly those parties involved in management of the 
application) have adopted a sustained and ingrained systematic 
approach of favouring the Applicant in all its actions, opinions 
and recommendations. Under the EIA Regulation 13 the EAP is 

No evidence is provided. The EAP has signed a 
Declaration of Independence and is acting objectively 
and independently in line with Regulation 13 of the 
EIA Regulations 2014, as amended. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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required to be objective and independent and thus the 
applications are non-complaint and indeed fatally flawed. 

Failure properly to assess Alternatives, including the “No go” 
Option. 
The DBAR fails substantially and fatally to meet the rigorous 
criteria set under inter alia EIA Regulations, Appendix 1, for the 
identification and assessment of Alternatives to the proposed 
development alternative (the “Preferred Alternative”). Instead the 
DBAR moves directly to the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative, 
which it, and the associated specialist studies have assessed 
ALONE. The process taken to arrive at the Preferred Alternative 
(that is considered alone in the DBAR and recommended for 
approval by the EAP) is exceptionally vague; unsupported by 
evidence; and, uninformed by required I&AP “consultative 
process” (EIA Regulations, Appendix 1(2)(b) refers). The 
vagueness and limited nature of this information is dealt with as 
identified elsewhere in this objection and examples from the 
DBAR of the intentional vagueness and limited information are 
provided. 
 

Section 6: Assessment of Alternatives which gives a 
detailed process flow of how the Preferred Alternative 
was identified. It is factually incorrect that the 
specialists have only assessed the Preferred 
Alternative. The specialists assessed alternative 
turbine layouts in an iterative manner, in which the 
initial proposed turbine layout (as described in Table 
6:3) was developed from their specialist sensitivity 
maps, and then assessed as “without mitigation”, and 
the revised Final Mitigated Layout was assessed as 
“with mitigation” in their assessment tables. 
Alternative grid connection routes were assessed 
separately in the impact assessment tables. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The EAP is advised that the 2014 EIA Regulations define 
“alternatives” as follows: 
“ "alternatives", in relation to a proposed activity, means different 
means of meeting the general purpose and requirements of the 
activity, … and includes the option of not implementing the 
activity;” (Underlining supplied) 
The HWEF applications fail to assess entirely, or even realistically 
consider, the “option of not implementing the activity” (i.e. the 
“No go” Alternative) despite such being an explicitly stated 
requirement in the reading and interpretation of the term 
“alternatives” under 2014 EIA Regulations. This failure on the part 

The No Go Alternative is assessed in the BAR Section 
6.1 - The No Development Alternative. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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of the applications constitutes a fatal flaw on the part of the 
applications and DBAR itself. 
It is noted in fact that the DBAR relegates the function of the “No 
go” Alternative to being simply a “baseline” scenario against 
which to measure and assess impacts associated with the 
Preferred Alternative of the Applicant. Such is a fundamentally 
flawed interpretation of the EIA Regulations. 

It is recorded here that our clients favour the “No go” option as it 
will have the least impact upon themselves as well as the greater 
local community and the environment in general. It also 
represents the “best practical environmental option” despite and 
contrary to the flawed and Applicant-biased nature and 
motivations of the EAP in the DBAR. Should any other form of so-
called renewable energy facility be considered then our clients 
would consider the development of a solar energy facility subject 
to strict conditions of theirs which would be designed to protect 
the environment and all sectors of the local community. 

It is recorded that the clients of AVDS favour the No 
Go Alternative.  
The assessment of the No Go Alternative (Section 
6.1) found that the No Go Alternativehas the 
following advantages: 
• No change in current landscape or environmental 

baseline 
• No risk of negative environmental and social 

impacts 
• No impacts on local hunting tourism industry 
It was found to have the following disadvantages: 
• Land use remains low agricultural, without 

benefits from complimentary land use 
• No additional electricity will be generated through 

renewable resources 
• No opportunity for additional employment 

(permanent or temporary) in an area where job 
creation is identified as a key priority 

• No socio-economic benefits for the community 
associated with the establishment of a 
Community Trust 

• The government will not be assisted in addressing 
climate change, energy security and economic 
development 

• No development in an area earmarked and 
suitable for such specific development (REDZ) 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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The EAP found the No Go alternative to have a lost 
opportunity cost based on the above. Based on this 
the No Go Alternative was not selected as the 
preferred Alternative. 
Solar energy was assessed as a technology 
alternative and the BAR states the following: “The 
site topography is less suited to the construction of 
large scale ground mounted solar facilities. Solar 
electricity generation would also require a much 
greater infrastructure footprint and water 
consumption (for cleaning panels) to generate the 
equivalent energy of the proposed WEFs. Wind farms 
are less land intensive and water intensive than solar 
projects.” Table 6.4 lists advantages and 
disadvantages of solar facilities in the preferred 
location. 

The EAP is advised that in order for the applications to be 
complaint it will be necessary for the Applicant and EAP to 
abandon the current applications totally and engage properly 
with I&APs through a legally complaint “consultative process” 
in which alternatives are identified, and thereafter assessed in a 
comparative and equal manner (and which must include the “no 
go” option as a realistic and viable alternative). 
 

I&APs were engaged with throughout the process 
from the initial notification stage. The Basic 
Assessment report was subjected to a 37 day public 
commenting period and all comments received are 
addressed in the final BAR. The No Go Alternative 
was included in Section 6.1. The No- Go Alternative 
was assessed and was deemed to be reasonable, but 
not feasible in terms of meeting the country’s need 
for renewable energy. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Cumulative impacts of the proposed HWEF not properly 
assessed. 
The brief review of the DBAR reveals that it bases its cumulative 
impact assessment upon a substantial misinterpretation of the 
definition and meaning of “cumulative impact” as such is defined 
under NEMA (and presumably also the cumulative assessments of 

Section 18 Cumulative Impacts The cumulative 
impact assessment goes beyond the Departments 
request to include cumulative impacts in a 30 km 
radius The Avifaunal Specialist assessed impacts 
within a 50 km radius to include the existing wind 
energy facilities Nojoli WEF, Cookhouse WEF and 
Amakhala Emoyeni WEF and proposed Cookhouse II, 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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the various specialists studies are also similarly at fault). It also 
severely limits the range (to a radius of 35km from the proposed 
HWEF) under which cumulative impact factors are considered. 
Given the AVDS Environmental Consultants familiarity with the 
general area and specifically the area encompassed by the 
environmentally sensitive Cookhouse REDZ, combined with the 
evidenced favouring of the Applicant’s interests by the EAP, it is a 
very viable proposition to suggest that the limited interpretation 
and application of the critical aspect of cumulative impact 
assessment is a calculated one by the EAP and which is designed 
to avoid the vey possible impact findings of High negative 
potential cumulative environmental impacts which are beyond 
mitigation (and which would thus constitute fatal flaws under 
NEMA’s principles for sustainable development). 

Middleton and Golden Valley 1 and 2 WEFs, in 
addition to solar farms within a 50 km radius. It was 
found that with mitigation the potential impact is of 
medium negative significance. The bat specialist 
assessed cumulative impacts within a 250 km radius 
and found that that the potential impact is of medium 
negative significance with mitigation. All other 
specialists assessed cumulative impacts within a 35 
km radius. 
 

The EAP is advised that our clients will not accept such a flawed 
cumulative impact assessment as is contained in the DBAR and 
the EAP will be well advised to conduct a proper cumulative 
impact assessment which incorporates the Cookhouse REDZ 
entirely, including those operating wind farms which are known to 
be destroying Endangered Cape Vulture (such as Cookhouse and 
Amakhala Wind Farms) and other threatened bird and animal 
species. It will also need to include all other known wind farm 
projects (such as the neighbouring Watson/ Siemens wind farm 
initiative) and any other activities which could contribute to the 
cumulative impact of the proposed HWEF. 

The conducted cumulative impact assessment is in 
line with the Regulations and goes beyond the 30 km 
requirement by the Competent Authority.  
The Avifaunal Specialist assessed impacts within a 50 
km radius to include the existing wind energy 
facilities Nojoli WEF, Cookhouse WEF and Amakhala 
Emoyeni WEF and proposed Cookhouse II, Middleton 
and Golden Valley 1 and 2 WEFs, in addition to solar 
farms within a 50 km radius. It was found that with 
mitigation the potential impact is of medium negative 
significance. The bat specialist assessed cumulative 
impacts within a 250 km radius and found that that 
the potential impact is of medium negative 
significance with mitigation. All other specialists 
assessed cumulative impacts within a 35 km radius. 
The “neighbouring Watson/Siemens wind farm 
initiative” is not on the latest DEA database for 
renewable energy applications (2018 Q3). No other 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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publically available information for this “initiative” 
could be found. 

Substantive Issues 
Lack of “consultative process” against which to assess proclaimed 
need and desirability. 

The BAR was subjected to a public consultation 
period of 37 days which goes beyond the legislative 
requirement of 30 days. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

EIA Regulations, Appendix 1, point 2, states that; 
 “The objective of the basic assessment process is 
to, through a consultative process…  
 (a) determine the policy and legislative context within which the 
activity is located and document how the proposed activity 
complies with and responds to the policy and legislative context; 
(b) describe the need and desirability of the proposed activity, 
including the need and desirability of the activity in the context of 
the preferred location;”. 
(Bold text added) 

The BAR was subjected to a public consultation 
period of 37 days which goes beyond the legislative 
requirement of 30 days. 
The BAR addresses the policy and legislative context 
in Section 2 and the Need & Desirability in Section 5 
and I&APs had the opportunity to comment on these. 
 
  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

It is therefore a fundamental requirement that aspects of need 
and desirability regarding the proposed activity and its preferred 
location be informed by a “consultative process.” This objection 
has however already revealed the substantial failings of the BA 
process to engage in a credible PPP with local and affected I&APs 
and it is therefore impossible for the real and complete need and 
desirability requirements to be properly ascertained by the “EAP”. 

The BAR was subjected to a public consultation 
period of 37 days which goes beyond the legislative 
requirement of 30 days. 
The BAR addresses the Need & desirability in Section 
5 and all comments received during the public 
commenting period are addressed and included in 
the final BAR. The Need & Desirability assessment is 
based on current DEA guidelines. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

As a consequence, the DBAR’s approval of the need and 
desirability of the HWEF are unfounded and lack credibility. 

The BAR addresses the Need & Desirability in Section 
5 and all comments received during the 37 day public 
commenting period are addressed and included in 
the final BAR. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Also, given the views of unconditional objection of our clients, the 
HWEF, and the considerable local community representation 
encompassed directly and indirectly in their views, it is clear that 
the proposed HWEF is neither needed nor desirable “in the 
context of the preferred location”. 

It is recorded that the clients of AVDS do not view 
the proposed development as needed or desirable in 
the preferred location. It is however noted that the 
clients only speak for themselves, and do not have a 
mandate to speak for the local community. The 
results of the focus group meetings held with 
occupiers did not record any negative comments 
towards the proposed development.  
The social study concluded: 
“The findings of the SIA indicate that the 
development of the proposed Highlands WF will 
create employment and business opportunities for 
locals during both the construction and operational 
phase of the project. The establishment of a 
Community Trust will also benefit the local 
community. The proposed development also 
represents an investment in clean, renewable energy 
infrastructure, which, given the negative 
environmental and socio-economic impacts 
associated with a coal based energy economy and 
the challenges created by climate change, represents 
a significant positive social benefit for society as a 
whole. The findings of the SIA also indicate that the 
Renewable Energy Independent Power Producers 
Procurement Programme (REIPPPP) has resulted in 
significant socio-economic benefits, both at a national 
level and at a local, community level. These benefits 
are linked to foreign Direct Investment, local 
employment and procurement and investment in 
local community initiatives.  
The Highlands WF site is also located within a REDZ. 
The area has therefore been identified as suitable for 
the establishment of renewable energy facilities. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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However, a key concern identified during the SIA 
relates to the visual impacts associated with the wind 
turbines and the potential impact on existing, 
established game farming and hunting operations in 
the area, specifically the area to the north, east and 
south of the site. The majority of these operations 
cater for up-market overseas visitors and the existing 
“African veld” sense of place represents a key 
component of their marketing strategy. The 
establishment of a wind farm on their western 
boundary would impact on the areas current sense of 
place, which in turn, may negatively impact on their 
operations and property values. The potential 
impacts will be largely be confined to four to five 
existing game farming operations. The potential 
localised impact would therefore need to be 
considered within the context of the location of the 
Highlands WF within the Cookhouse Wind REDZ and 
the significant socio-economic benefits associated 
with the establishment of renewable energy facilities.   
 
The Need & Desirability assessment concluded that 
the technology is the preferred technology in a REDZ, 
that the current land use of the site would be 
improved, that the local community would benefit. 

The EAP engages in an extensive approach of motivation of the 
proposed HWEF based largely and significantly upon factual 
inaccuracies which are designed to show the proposal in a 
favourable light. This objection was earlier presented, as 
examples, of but a very few of the extensive mistruths 
perpetuated by the EAP in the DBAR, in the interests of the 
Applicant. The total number of mistruths perpetuated and stated 
by the EAP in the DBAR are too numerous to record in this very 

Any reference of factual inaccuracies that AVDS 
claims are in the report have been responded to and 
indeed shown to be correct as stated in the DBARs.  
All information contained in the DBARs are verifiable 
and done with the collaboration of independent 
specialists. The information contained in the need 
and desirability is true and correct at the time of 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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limited record of objection but they are easily detected by a 
suitably and properly qualified and experienced reader (such as 
would be expected from within the offices of the Competent 
Authority who will ultimately administer these applications). 
Therefore the EAP has acted contrary to the requirements for an 
appointed EAP as such are set out under EIA Regulation 13, but, 
more importantly, in so doing, the EAP has also discredited the 
resultant proclaimed need and desirability of the proposed HWEF.  

writing the report and done according to the DEA 
guidelines. 
 

The need and desirability of the proposed HWEF has been used 
extensively by the EAP to arrive at her prematurely recommended 
approval of the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative yet the DBAR and 
BA process are almost entirely uninformed by locals community 
input (land owners and “occupiers”), including that of our clients. 

The Final BAR includes all comments received from 
occupiers, landowners and I&APs. 
The Draft BAR contains information from the local 
community including a series of interviews with 
landowners conducted by the social specialist for his 
assessments (see Page 136 Social Impact 
Assessment) 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

It is recommended that the EAP abandon the current DBAR and 
BA process and instead revert, from outset, to a legally compliant, 
factually correct and independent approach in which the real need 
and desirability of the proposed HWEF can be honestly tested 
against the facts and the views of the affected local community, 
through the required “consultative process”. 

This Basic Assessment process is legally compliant, 
factually correct and independent. The BAR has been 
subjected to a public consultation period of 37 days. 
as per the Regulations. The need and desirability of 
the WEF was informed by the social assessment 
which took into consideration local community needs. 
The Social Impact Assessment states: “The findings 
of the review indicated that renewable energy is 
strongly supported at a national, provincial and local 
level. The development of and investment in 
renewable energy is supported by the National 
Development Plan (NDP), New Growth Path 
Framework and National Infrastructure Plan, which 
all make reference to renewable energy. At a 
provincial level the development of renewable energy 
is supported by the Eastern Cape Provincial Growth 
and Development Plan (ECPGDP), the Sarah 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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Baartman District Municipality Integrated 
Development Plan (IDP) and the Blue Crane Route 
Local Municipality Integrated Development Plan 
(IDP). The proposed Highlands WF is also located in 
the Cookhouse Wind REDZ. The area has therefore 
been identified as suitable for the establishment of 
wind energy facilities. However, there is a need to 
ensure that the siting of renewable energy facilities 
(including wind farms) does not impact on the areas 
tourism potential. In this regard the area to north of 
the site and the R63 is identified as Tourist Focus 
Area in the SBDM SDF.” 

It is observed that the EAP has relied upon the Cookhouse REDZ 
as a supporting directive for the proposed HWEF but the EAP 
would instead be well advised to properly consider the now well 
documented significant negative environmental impacts 
associated with the wind farms already operating in this 
Cookhouse REDZ and to which the proposed HWEF will simply 
add further negative impacts to an already significant negative 
cumulative impact (such as that upon the Endangered Cape 
Vulture population). 

No evidence with regards to any significant negative 
environmental impacts that were not considered in 
the assessments have been provided by AVDS. The 
avifaunal impact assessment included cumulative 
impacts from the existing wind farms within a 50 km 
radius, and those to Cape Vulture. The significance of 
cumulative impacts on avifauna is rated as of 
medium significance with mitigation. 12 months of 
pre-construction monitoring found low abundance 
and activity of Cape Vulture on site. Birdlife SA has 
commented: “The site(s) for the proposed wind 
farm(s) are arguably less sensitive than the more 
easterly parts of the Renewable Energy Development 
Zone (where BirdLife South Africa has serious 
concerns about potential impacts on Cape Vulture 
and other threatened species)…” 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Social impact assessment inadequate (Economic impacts 
not properly assessed) 
The SIA was undertaken by Tony Barbour. AVDS Environmental 
Consultants is familiar with the work of this consultant on other 

Mr van der Spuy makes no specific reference to any 
of the impacts identified during the Construction and 
or Operational Phase of the project. In the absence 
of any specific reference to and or comment on the 

Social 
Specialist final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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wind farm environmental applications and the very brief review of 
his SIA has found the expected approach of this consultant to, on 
its own, and without regard to I&AP input, identify and select (the 
same) potential social impacts which are designed to deliver 
overall impact ratings which are favourable (i.e. positive, or 
Medium negative to Low negative) to the Applicant. 

impacts identified and discussed in the SIA it is not 
possible to respond to this statement, specifically the 
statement that the economic impacts are not 
properly assessed. The study does however provide 
an overview of a number of relevant documents 
pertaining to the social and economic opportunities 
and benefits associated with the renewable energy 
sector, specifically within the South African Context, 
including the overview of the Independent Power 
Producers Procurement Programme (IPPPP) 
undertaken by the Department of Energy, National 
Treasury and DBSA (30 June  2017). 

The social specialist did include I&AP input in his 
report by conducting interviews with surrounding 
landowners and landowners.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The impact descriptions of Mr. Barbour are also carefully worded 
to deliver only favourable results to the Applicant. For instance, 
under SIA Table 2 the “Creation of employment and business 
opportunities” is listed as a potential impact associated with the 
proposed HWEF. It is therefore almost impossible for any rating 
other than a positive impact rating to be attributed to the tailored 
description of the subject impact, irrespective of what 
development type, is being considered since the description 
deliberately excludes any option for recording of a negative 
impact rating around employment dynamics. A proper, unbiased 
impact description would rather read as follows: 
“Impact on employment and business opportunities.” 
Such proper description would then permit the recording of the 
very real likelihood of a negative impact finding (i.e. net job 
losses) associated with the proposed HWEF, on account of its 
negative impact on potentially affected and already-existing 

The impact descriptions simply reflect the potential 
impacts (positive and negative) that are likely to be 
associated with the proposed WF. As indicated in the 
SIA both positive and negative impacts are identified 
and assessed. They are not “carefully worded” to 
deliver only favourable results. 

Social 
Specialist final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 99 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

tourism and nature-based operations that are in existence in the 
area. 

The EAP is advised that the SIA by Mr. Barbour is biased towards 
the interests of the Applicant and has also exaggerated the 
positive potential impacts associated with the proposed HWEF 
and under-declared the potential negative ones. The findings of 
the Barbour SIA are significantly uninformed by a large sector of 
the local community, which includes our clients, and the findings 
are unrepresentative of the real social impacts that could arise 
from the proposed HWEF. We, and our clients, do not recognize 
the SIA nor its author as being credible. 
 

Mr van der Spuy makes no specific reference to the 
positive impacts that have allegedly been 
“exaggerated” and no evidence has been provided by 
Mr van der Spuy to substantiate his statement that 
the positive impacts have been “exaggerated”.  
It is also unclear what Mr van der Spuy defines and 
or means by the wording “a large sector of the local 
community”.  In addition, in the absence of any 
detailed comment on and discussion of what Mr van 
der Spuy believes are the “real social impacts” this 
statement cannot be substantiated. 

Social 
Specialist final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The EAP does not have any evidence to support 
AVDS’s claim that the SIA is biased. All specialists 
conducting the specialist studies are independent and 
have signed the declaration of independence in this 
regard. 
The social specialist interviewed affected landowners, 
surrounding landowners (including a client of AVDS), 
occupiers and a guest house owner for the social 
impact assessment (see page 136 of SIA for detailed 
list). Other clients of AVDS (Mr Jensen) declined to 
participate. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The Barbour SIA makes a token effort to assess the potential 
impacts of the proposed HWEF upon property values and 
adjacent operations but Mr. Barbour is not sufficiently qualified or 
experienced to deal with the important matters of an economic 
(as such are specifically referred to in the EIA Regulations) and 
property value nature. 

The SIA confirms that the potential impact of the 
proposed WEF on property values and current 
operations was raised as a concern, specifically by 
game farmers located to the east of the site. A 
literature review was undertaken as part of the SIA. 
However, the SIA clearly notes that “the review does 
not constitute a property evaluation study and merely 

Social 
Specialist final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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 seeks to comment on the potential impact of wind 
farms on property values based on the findings of 
studies undertaken overseas. The assessment rating 
is based on the findings of the review”.  

 EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Accordingly, our clients have commissioned the services of a 
professional who is well skilled and experienced in the issues 
which the Barbour SIA has attempted to assess. Our clients’ 
specialist will properly assess the true impacts associated with the 
proposed HWEF and the results may be delivered to the EAP and 
Applicant (and/ or Competent Authority) in due course. 

See above comment regarding literature view and 
comment that the review does not constitute a 
property evaluation. 
To date there is no industry recognised property 
valuation report which states that wind farms 
negatively affect property prices in South Africa. 

Social 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

Since the Barbour SIA has failed to quantify the potential negative 
impacts of the proposed HWEF upon our clients properties and 
interests, and associated due mitigation thereof, our clients have 
appointed another qualified professional whose task it is to 
ascertain the potential impact of the proposed HWEF upon our 
clients properties and interests as a basis upon which to proceed 
with mitigation efforts (such as quantification of damages 
required to calculate compensation due by the Applicant and 
those others associated with, and who stand to benefit from, the 
proposed HWEF). 

In terms of the EIA legislation Mr van der Spuy and 
his clients are entitled to appoint a professional of 
their choices to undertake and or review specialist 
studies. However, as indicated above, Mr van der 
Spuy does not specifically identify and or discuss the 
negative impacts that would impact on his client’s 
properties. There is also no indication of where his 
client’s properties are located relative to the 
proposed WF and the activities on these properties 
that would potentially be impacted.  

Social 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

In its motivation of the proposed HWEF the DBAR relies heavily 
upon a proclaimed creation of employment associated with 
renewable energy and wind farms generally but it noticeably fails 
to specific how many permanent jobs would be created by 
specifically the proposed HWEF and what the associated specific 
job descriptions would be. The SIA likewise fails to clearly specify 
this critical information but nonetheless proceeds, on flimsy and 

The SIA indicates that, based on experience from 
previous projects, in the region of 200-250 temporary 
employment opportunities will be created during the 
construction phase. The SIA notes that it is 
anticipated that approximately 55% (136) of the 
employment opportunities will be available to low 
skilled workers, 30% (76) to semi-skilled workers and 

Social 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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unsubstantiated grounds, to make a positive impact assessment 
of the proposed HWEF in this regard. Should the EAP not totally 
withdraw such fallacious grounds of motivation for the proposed 
HWEF she must then be prepared to specify the following exactly 
and unambiguously: 

- How many jobs, directly and permanently linked to the 
HWEF, will be created by the proposed HWEF? 

What is the exact job description of each permanent 
job? 

15% (38) for skilled personnel.  During the 
operational phase the SIA notes that ~ 20 jobs will 
be created. While a detailed description of each job is 
not provided the SIA does note that of this total ~ 12 
are low skilled workers, 6 semi-skilled and 2 skilled.   
The SIA does therefore provide information on the 
number of employment opportunities that will be 
provided, for both the Construction and Operational 
Phase, and the type of jobs in terms of skills levels. 
The SIA also provides information on the overall 
number of employment opportunities created by the 
Independent Power Producers Procurement 
Programme (IPPPP) based in the review by the 
Department of Energy, National Treasury and DBSA 
(30 June  2017). 

It is pointed out that job creation is a national priority under the 
National Development Plan yet unbiased evidence shows that 
wind farms such as the proposed HWEF do not create any 
meaningful jobs. Instead it is expected that where wind farms are 
proposed to be established within existing rural areas where 
ecotourism activities abound, a significant net job loss could be 
expected due to the wind farm induced failures of ecotourism 
businesses (the latter being entirely incompatible with wind 
farms). Impacts on jobs in the coal mining also refer. Thus, the 
proposed HWEF is fundamentally at odds with the National 
priorities pertaining to job creation. 

Mr van der Spuy makes no reference to the source 
that he basis his statement that “unbiased evidence 
shows that wind farms such as the proposed HWEF 
do not create any meaningful jobs”.  
As noted in the SIA, the review of the Independent 
Power Producers Procurement Programme (IPPPP) by 
the Department of Energy, National Treasury and 
DBSA (30 June 2017) highlights and quantifies the 
employment opportunities created by the renewable 
energy programme in South Africa.  
The statement by Mr van der Spuy that the proposed 
HWEF is fundamentally at odds with the National 
priorities pertaining to job creation and is therefore 
incorrect and misleading. 

Social 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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Findings of the Visual Impact Assessment are disputed. 
Our clients strongly dispute the findings of the VIA and which 
are significantly understated. 

It is recorded that the visual impact assessment 
findings are disputed by AVDS. 

Visual 
Specialists in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

The VIA is essentially a desktop survey which has not been 
ground-truthed according to the significant areas and operations 
(of our clients) which are likely to be the most severely affected 
by the proposed HWEF. This is viewed as a fundamental flaw in 
the VIA’s credibility yet the EAP has anyway swiftly advanced the 
DBAR to the point of her recommending that the Preferred 
Alternative be approved. 
The EAP is advised that the proposed VIA will have a devastating 
visual impact (both directly and indirectly) upon all of our clients 
and their operations, as well as the general area and its “sense of 
place”. A proper verification of the VIA findings would reveal such 
findings. 

The VIA was both a desktop study and ground-
truthed during field work, taking the most important 
landscape features and affected visual receptors into 
account. The VIA authors used the best information 
that was available at the time, although it is 
recognized that the database on game farms is not 
always complete or up to date.  
Viewpoints were, however, selected based on worst-
case scenarios, i.e. generally those where the 
proposed WEF would be the most visible to receptors 
in the area. Photo-montages were prepared for the 
most severe cases in the opinion of the VIA authors. 
It follows that any other receptors, not included in 
the selected viewpoints, would be affected to a lesser 
degree. 
ADVS does not specify in detail which of his clients 
would be adversely affected by the proposed WEF, 
nor where they are located, and therefore it is 
difficult to respond to the generalized comments. 
The VIA authors prefer to use 5 categories of visual 
impact ranging from low to high. The EAP specified 
that only 3 categories (low, medium, high) were to 
be used. This did not however affect the overall 
findings of the VIA, or whether there was a fatal flaw 
or not. 

Visual 
Specialists in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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It is noted that while the VIA (Table 19) has identified a potential 
Medium-High negative impact (Operational phase; with 
mitigation) for the “Visual impact significance” of the North HWEF 
the EAP has allocated instead the lower impact significance of 
only Medium negative (DBAR, Table in Executive Summary) and 
which is contrary to the application of the precautionary principle 
which should have been applied in such instance. 

The assessment methodology used in the assessment 
tables uses three categories for significance, which 
are calculated based on intensity, duration, extent 
and probability of the impacts. The visual specialists 
own category for visual intensity was medium-high, 
however the significance rating was medium with the 
assessment methodology utilised, as is evidenced in 
the corresponding impact table. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The EAP (and/ or Competent Authority) may accordingly be 
served with the results of a separate visual impact study 
undertaken by a suitably qualified and independent specialist 
appointed by our clients. Unlike the VIA for the HWEF, our client’s 
VIA will proceed further so as to significantly verify its results on 
the ground. 

A separate visual study would require that the 
specialist is independent and not answerable to the 
landowners if the verification of the VIA is to be 
considered unbiased. The VIA authors, who were 
independent of the Applicant, are of the view that a 
separate visual study, using similar accepted visual 
criteria, should come up with similar findings. An 
independent review of the VIA would be welcomed. 

Visual 
Specialists in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

 The visual specialists Quinton Lawson and Bernard 
Oberholzer have a combined 30 years of experience 
in undertaking visual impact assessments. Oberholzer 
is the author of the best practice guidelines for visual 
and aesthetic specialists in EIA processes, and both 
authored the Landscape Assessment for the National 
Wind and Solar PV SEA. They are acting 
independently and have signed a Declaration of 
Interest. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Findings of the Avifaunal Impact Assessment are 
disputed. 
Our clients strongly dispute the findings of the avifaunal impact 
assessment and which appear to be significantly understated in 
order to favour the Preferred Alternative of the Applicant. 

Based on the specialist’s experience of having 
assessed a number of proposed wind farms across 
South Africa, and having worked extensively on three 
operational sites, it is not agreed that the findings 
have been significantly understated. The various 
construction phase impacts (for either of the three 

Avifaunal 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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 WEFs separately) were rated as medium prior to 
mitigation. Due to the various, well established and 
easily implementable mitigations available during 
construction, these can be reduced to low with 
mitigation. The operational phase impact of turbine 
collision (for each WEF separately) was rated as 
medium prior to and after mitigation (even though 
the probability was reduced with mitigation), while 
power line collisions and electrocutions were also 
rated as medium, but can be reduced to low (as well 
established mitigations exist for these impacts). As 
we understood that should the project/s proceed, 
realistically only one phase would not be built, but 
rather a number of turbines (up to 140 MW) across 
more than one of the WEF phases. We therefore 
assessed this scenario (Table 19). This shows one of 
the most important impacts (turbine collisions) to be 
rated as High prior to mitigation. We strongly believe 
that implementation of the mitigations will reduce 
this to medium. This includes mitigation primarily in 
the form of reducing the constructed number of 
turbines and advising the turbine layout and avoiding 
sensitive areas (identified based on rigorous long-
term monitoring including bird flight path analysis. 
The phrase “preferred alternative” does not appear in 
the avifaunal impact assessment.  
There was no “preferred alternative” for the WEF 
assessment. All turbine locations were considered. 
The turbine positions in the assessed layout (as 
shown in Figure 10) and the final mitigated layout 
avoid all avifaunal no-go areas and high sensitivity 
buffers. 
Regarding the grid connections for each phase, no 
alternative was preferred. Considering the Grid 
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Connections and Associated Infrastructure (e.g. 
substations), the report concluded: 
•         The potential impacts of Alternative 1 and 
Alternative 2 for Phase 1 (North) were found to be 
the same. Either alternative is acceptable with 
mitigation. 
•         The potential impacts of Alternative 1 and 
Alternative 2 for Phase 2 (Central) were found to be 
the same. Either alternative is acceptable with 
mitigation. 
•         The potential impacts of Alternative 1 and 
Alternative 2 for Phase 3 (South) were found to be 
the same. Either alternative is acceptable with 
mitigation. 
•         Due to their much longer lengths, either 
alternative (1 or 2) for Phase 3 (South) are likely to 
have higher impacts on birds than the grid 
connection alternatives proposed for Phase1 or Phase 
2. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that the 
substation locations (and associated grid connection 
options) for either Phase 1 or 2 are used to connect 
the final project/s to the grid. 
•         All substation locations are acceptable, subject 
to mitigations, (however, those proposed for Phases 
1 and 2 are preferred as they result in shorter grid 
connection). 
Regarding the No-go Alternative, the report stated 
the following: 
“Should the proposed development not be 
constructed (i.e. the no-go alternative is realised), 
the status quo with regards to the current land use is 
likely to persist in the medium to long term. The bird 
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baseline as described in the report is unlikely to 
change significantly, apart from changes caused by 
natural environmental fluctuations (e.g. dry vs wet 
years). There will be no negative impact on the 
avifauna of the proposed development site if the no-
go alternative is realised.” 

The assessment of the cumulative impact of the proposed HWEF 
is flawed on account of the very limited extent of range 
considered (35 km although) and the failure to consider the 
impending Watson/ Siemens wind farm which will be a neighbour 
to the east of the proposed HWEF. 
 

The cumulative bird impact assessment considered all 
operational, proposed (i.e. undergoing an EIA/BA 
process) or approved wind and solar developments 
within 50 km. Lapsed projects previously proposed 
were not considered.  
This information was obtained from  the South 
African Renewable Energy EIA Application Data for 
SA, 2018, SECOND QUARTER data release, available 
for download from the DEA website. 
The following, operational, proposed or approved 
developments within 50 km were identified for 
consideration in the cumulative assessments:  
·  Operational 140 MW Cookhouse Wind Farm 
·  Operational 88 MW Nojoli Wind Farm 
·  Operational 134 MW Amakhala Emoyeni Wind 
Farm 
·  Potential 140 MW Msenge Emoyeni Wind Farm 
(under same EA as Amakhala) 
·  Proposed 140 MW Middleton Wind Energy Project 
·  Proposed Golden Valley 1 & Golden Valley 2 Wind 
farms  
·  10mw Photovoltaic (PVv) Solar Farm In Pearston 
·  10 Mw Photovoltaic Solar Farm In Pearston on Erf 
468-Portion Of The Pearson Municipal Commonage. 

Avifauna 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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·  A 55MW PV Solar Farm And Associated 
Infrastructure On Portion 2 Of The Farm Kraan Vogel 
Kuil No.50, Pearston 
Any publically available specialist, EIA or BA reports 
were obtained and reviewed in terms of avifaunal 
impacts, and included in the cumulative assessment. 
It is unclear what project is referred to by the 
“Watson/Siemens wind farm” as this name did not 
appear on the DEA database of applications. It is 
possible that some of the above projects and/or 
other lapsed projects may have changed 
names/ownership and are being pursued under a 
different name. 

It is of significant concern to note that the possibility of 
“unacceptable impacts” (however such may be defined) is not a 
discounted scenario by Mr. Pearson in the avifaunal study. Proper 
sustainable development, as determined in terms of NEMA, 
would require that such a situation, even if remotely possible, 
would render the proposed development as unsustainable and 
thus fatally flawed (application of the required “risk averse and 
cautious approach” advocated under NEMA finds relevance). 

The phrase “unacceptable impacts” was used in the 
following context when reviewing operational 
monitoring results: “If unacceptable impacts are 
observed (in the opinion of the bird specialist after 
consultation with BLSA, relevant stakeholders and an 
independent review), the specialist should conduct a 
literature review specific to the impact (e.g. collision 
and/or electrocution) and provide updated and 
relevant mitigation options to be implemented. 
Mitigations that may need to be implemented (and 
should be considered in the project’s financial 
planning) include”, and it went on to possible 
mitigations that can be implemented should this very 
unlikely situation arise.  
The possibility of unacceptable impacts is very 
unlikely. Furthermore it is very difficult to quantify 
and determine what constitutes an “unacceptable 
impacts”. Thorough operational monitoring and 
reporting to all relevant stakeholders is 

Avifauna 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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recommended, so actual impacts can be quantified. 
If there is agreement that these constitute 
“unacceptable impacts” then additional mitigations 
are proposed to bring the levels of mortality down, 
including shut down of turbines. Following the 
implementation of these additional measures 
correctly and thoroughly, it is predicted that the 
impact will no longer be unacceptable.  
A risk averse approach has been followed by 
designating extensive no-go areas for placement and 
by recommending that no more than 40 turbines be 
constructed across all three projects combined. The 
report concludes “the construction of a medium sized 
WEF of less than 40 turbines would be acceptable, if 
all turbine positions are outside of all the identified 
avifaunal No-Go areas and all other mitigations and 
recommendations in this report are implemented” 

The avifaunal study does not pay heed to the precautionary 
principle. It is non-complaint with NEMA and the EIA regulations 
on various grounds. 

The study adheres to the precautionary principle as 
discussed in the previous point. The study adheres to 
the requirements of the EIA regulations, for specialist 
studies, Appendix 6, as detailed on page 2 of the Bird 
Impact Assessment Report – Contents of Specialist 
Reports – Checklist. 

Avifauna 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

Given concerns over the quality and credibility of the findings of 
the Arcus Avifaunal study our clients have appointed their own 
specialist to undertake a review of the Arcus (Andrew Pearson) 
avifaunal study. 

The avifaunal impact assessment report was peer 
reviewed by an independent specialist, Mr Jon 
Smallie, and this review was attached to the 
avifaunal impact assessment report. Some of Mr 
Smallie’s findings include the following: 
· “The avifaunal specialist (Andrew Pearson) is 
certainly qualified and sufficiently experienced to 
conduct this assessment”. 

Avifauna 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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· “The report is in line with the applicable guidelines”. 
· “Overall, the survey scope is suitable and 
adequate”. 
· “We confirm that we agree with the methodology 
and presentation of findings.” 
· “Overall, the impact ratings and findings are 
acceptable in our view.” 
· “Our impression is that the work was conducted 
both fairly and independently.” 

 Birdlife SA has commented that the avifaunal study is 
in line with BirdLife’s guidelines that effort was 
sufficient and recommended buffers were adhered 
to. No fatal flaws were identified and BirdLife SA is 
not objecting to the results or the proposed 
development if mitigations measures are 
implemented as recommended. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Flora and Fauna Impact Assessment inadequate and 
findings disputed. 
The author is familiar with the work of Simon Todd who has 
undertaken the flora and faunal specialist report. Mr. Todd, 
we have been reliably informed is not a general ecologist 
but is rather a vegetation specialist. 

I am not sure where AVDS obtained his information 
from, but I don’t think “reliably informed” is a valid 
manner of obtaining information that can be easily 
objectively verified.  The Ecological Report contains a 
short CV and summary of experience as per the EIA 
Regulations. Simon Todd is an ecologist with 
extensive experience in the impacts of land use on 
biodiversity, including both fauna and flora. He has 
contributed to the recent SANBI/EWT mammal red 
listing and has extensive experience in dealing with 
fauna of conservation concern.  In addition, his 
experience as an ecologist dealing with both fauna 
and flora is also exemplified by his contributions to 
both the REDZ SEA and the Shale Gas SEA as lead 
ecologist on both these projects. Simon has specific 

Ecology 
specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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long-term experience in that part of the Eastern 
Cape, having lived and grown up in that area, apart 
from the large number of specialist studies that he 
has done in the area as a specialist.   

The specialist study was very briefly reviewed and from which it 
was clearly evident that it fails to meet with the requirements of 
NEMA and is wholly deficient on various grounds. Furthermore, 
the impact ratings appear to be manipulated in order to suite the 
purposes of the Applicant. In some instances proposed mitigation 
(which has been used to lower particular unmitigated impact 
findings) is entirely unrelated to the impact in question. 

 The comment is not specific and does not provide 
detail on how requirements are not met. It is stated 
that the report “was very briefly reviewed” but then 
go so far as to say that the report is “wholly 
deficient”. It is clear that the report has not been 
adequately reviewed and understood by AVDS. 
The impact ratings are in no way manipulated.  By 
not reading the report AVDS fails to recognize the 
process whereby the developer has arrived at the 
final layout.  The study was preceded by a field 
assessment aimed at identifying sensitive features 
that should be avoided by the development.  The 
sensitivity mapping was provided to the developer at 
an early stage of the process and this has been used 
to inform the final layout and ensure that impact on 
sensitive features was minimized. It is this planning 
and avoidance that has been critical in resulting in 
the final low impact ratings.   
Again the final contention that mitigation is not 
related to the impact is false and perhaps AVDS is 
not familiar with the impact pathway that was being 
mitigated, by not reading and understanding the 
entire Ecological Report.   

Ecology 
specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

The study is little more than a very general desktop survey 
and it liberally employs grossly unscientific methods and 
rationale to arrive at its findings (which are essentially the 
Applicant-favoured opinions of Mr. Todd). An example of this is 
provided by Figure 10, a photograph, in which 2 springbok are 

This comment is not supported by facts. The site was 
visited numerous times across several seasons and 
detailed fieldwork was conducted across the site. The 
study is in no way equivalent to a desktop study and 

Ecology 
specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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noted to be grazing in the vicinity of a wind turbine and which 
is then taken by Mr. Todd support his grossly generalised view 
that “Most antelope appear to quickly become habituated to 
turbines…”. Using then the same rationale as Mr. Todd, a 
photograph of running springbok in the vicinity of wind turbines 
would be sufficient evidence to support the alternative view 
that most antelope do not become habituated to turbines! 

is very well supported by information collected on-
site.   
The image referred to is not provided as evidence of 
the contention per se but is rather provided as an 
illustration of an existing wind farm with typical game 
clearly comfortable with the wind turbines. The 
opposite rationale does not follow in the manner as 
suggested by  AVDS.  An animal grazing calmly 
beneath a turning wind turbine can with a fair degree 
of certainty be assumed to be comfortable with the 
turbine assuming that it has the ability and space to 
move away from it as was the illustrated case.  An 
animal running away beneath a wind turbine says 
nothing at all on it’s own, about either the animal or 
the wind turbine.  The animal could be running away 
from anything and there is no link between cause 
and effect with regards to the potential role of the 
wind turbine.  The causal relationship is clearly 
maintained and holds in the former case but not the 
latter case.  Wind turbines are stationary and do not 
sneak up on animals with the intention of chasing 
them away.  Animals will on the other hand become 
habituated to machines even when these make a 
noise.  An alternative example that can be provided 
are vehicles in game reserves.  Most animals will 
become habituated to the presence of cars and will 
come in very close proximity to cars of their own 
volition.   

Mr. Todd is dismissive in his attention to the very important 
potential impacts of operational phase noise on animals. 
Turbines are well known to emit infrasound and which can 
have serious health impacts on particular persons who are 
prone to such effects. It would therefore be reasonably 

This impact is not ignored the report states”some 
fauna may be negatively affected due to noise or 
other reason and may avoid the proximity of the 
turbines and would therefore experience greater 
long-term habitat loss.”  It can also be deduced 

Ecology 
specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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speculated that particular animal species would likewise be prone 
to noise and infrasound negative impacts, especially given the 
naturally very quiet character of the area and in which 
suitably adapted (noise- and vibration- sensitive) fauna will 
occur. The impact of sound on fauna and species is rapidly 
being recognized as a significant and growing threat around the 
world and it is not acceptable, nor legal under NEMA, to dismiss 
it in the manner that Mr. Todd has done. The EAP is advised to 
appoint a suitable noise specialist to undertake a noise and 
infrasound study specific to the potential impacts of such on 
fauna. 

which species are likely to be most affected by 
turbine noise. Species which rely heavily on hearing 
to find their food or avoid predators are likely to be 
most negatively affected. This is likely to include 
species such as Bat-eared Foxes which use hearing 
to detect their prey beneath the soil. Golden Moles 
use vibrations in the soil to detect their prey and it is 
reasonable to assume that they would be affected by 
wind turbines. However, the majority of the site is 
not suitable for golden moles such the locally 
occurring species, the Hottentot Golden Mole which is 
likely to be present in the forest patches of the area, 
but the soils across most of the site are too hard and 
compacted for golden moles.   
There are no published studies in reputable journals 
that provide support for the negative impacts of 
infrasound on health of animals or humans.  The 
negative impacts of infrasound appear to be 
supported largely by pseudoscience and this is not a 
widely accepted scientific fact.  
AVDS is also ignoring the fact that background noise 
levels in remote areas are not always low in space or 
time. The site is windy and this generates significant 
noise itself and also significantly changes the ability 
of fauna to hear the environmental noises around 
them. This has a similar impact to the noise 
generated by turbines.  
It is doubted that appointing a noise specialist would 
greatly inform the impacts of noise on fauna. The 
noise profiles of turbines are well known and 
generated for each turbine model. But in the field, 
detectable noise is affected by landscape topography, 
vegetation density, wind direction, air moisture 
content and a variety of other factors. Studies that 
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have been conducted to date have found that some 
species favour the inside of wind farms while other 
species avoid the inside of the wind farm and prefer 
the margins where there is less turbine influence. As 
such, the ultimate result of the development is likely 
to be a shift in fauna community structure within the 
wind farm.  

All potential impacts of the HWEF not assessed, including 
“off site” impacts. 
EIA Regulations, Appendix 1, 3(1)(h)(vii), states that: 
“A basic assessment report must contain the information that 
is necessary for the competent authority to consider and come 
to a decision on the application, and must include…a full 
description of the process followed to reach the proposed 
preferred alternative within the site, including,…positive and 
negative impacts that the proposed activity and alternatives 
will have on the environment and the community that may be 
affected…”. 
Therefore all potential impacts that the proposed HWEF and its 
alternatives (of which there are none in the case of the proposed 
HWEF applications) will have on the environment must be 
assessed and described in the DBAR. 

Potential positive and negative impacts of the 
proposed activity and alternatives on the 
environment and community that may be affected 
focussing on the geographical, physical, biological, 
social, economic, heritage and cultural aspects have 
been identified by the specialists and assessed in 
their specialist reports. Alternative turbine layouts 
(The Proposed Layout and the Final Mitigated Layout, 
Table 6.3) were assessed through an iterative 
process which resulted in the Final Mitigated Turbine 
Layout being developed as the best practicable 
environmental option.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The proposed HWEF will definitely have impacts on the 
environment beyond the preferred site but such environmental 
impacts have not been fully identified, acknowledged or assessed 
in the DBAR. 

Impacts on the environment including beyond the 
preferred site have been identified and assessed by 
the specialist team. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Such off-site impacts of the proposed HWEF would include those 
upon the environment in and around: 
(i) the borrow-pits that will serve the needs of the HWEF during 

construction (Under Section 1.6 of the DBAR it is 

Already licensed borrow pits will be used to source 
material. Should new borrow pits be required a 
separate impact assessment process will be required 
for authorisation thereof.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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acknowledged that “This study does not analyse the impact 
of borrow pits.”). 

(ii)  the road and traffic changes that will be incurred during the 
transportation program for the proposed HWEF (as such are 
briefly alluded to in the DBAR). 

A Traffic Assessment was conducted by a specialist 
that assesses the traffic impact of the construction, 
operations and decommissioning of the proposed 
development. It concluded “that the development of 
the Highlands WEF and grids and associated 
infrastructure will not have undue detrimental impact 
on traffic and that identified impacts can be suitable 
mitigated.”  

The EAP is advised to ensure that the off site potential impacts 
are properly identified and assessed. 

Impacts on the environment including beyond the 
preferred site have been identified and assessed by 
the specialist team. No impacts that have not been 
considered have been identififed by AVDS. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Conclusion 
Our necessarily brief review of the proposed HWEF and DBAR has 
found them to be fundamentally, and indeed fatally, flawed on 
several counts. The DBAR has: failed to properly address the 
critical issue of reasonable and feasible alternatives to the 
proposed activity; failed to consider the “no go” alternative as a 
legitimate alternative (or anything more than a “baseline” 
scenario); failed to properly address the cumulative impacts that 
could result from the proposed activity; failed to properly 
establish the need and desirability for the proposed activity; failed 
to assess all of the potential impacts associated with activity 
proposed; and, it has been prepared and managed in the absence 
of a single clearly defined and legally-constituted “EAP”. 

A comprehensive assessment of alternative locations, 
technologies and layouts including the no go 
alternative was conducted (Section 6 – Assessment 
of Alternatives). Cumulative impacts within a 
minimum radius of 35 km (and 50 km for birds and 
250 km for bats) were assessed by all specialists and 
are presented in Section 18 – Cumulative impacts. 
The Need & Desirability of the proposed development 
is discussed according to government guidelines in 
Section 5 – Need & Desirability. All impacts identified 
by the specialists were assessed, and AVDS does not 
detail which impacts were not assessed. The EAP 
signing off on the report is clearly defined in Section 
1.4 - The Environmental Assessment Practitioner, on 
the submitted Application form, and in Appendix A - 
EAP CV & Declaration of Independence. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The review also reveals that the DBAR suffers from a critical lack 
of local community input (landowners and “occupiers”) and it 
cannot therefore be considered to represent the wishes and 

The final BAR includes all comments submitted by 
occupiers, landowners, surrounding landowners, 
stakeholders, organ of state and other I&APs, 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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desires of the local community who will be the most affected by 
the proposed activity. It therefore also fails the test of 
environmental justice. It is known that “occupiers” who are 
required to be notified of the applications have not yet even been 
notified. 

throughout the process, including focus group 
meetings and the public commenting period, as well 
as comments submitted after the close of the public 
commenting period. 
All reasonably possible attempts were made to notify 
occupiers of surrounding land portions and this was 
successful for properties not owned by the clients of 
AVDS. A series of focus group meetings was held and 
comments received from the occupiers are included 
in the final BAR. 

Notwithstanding the above plethora of fundamental flaws the EAP 
has proceeded to anyway advance the DBAR to a final state in 
which the EAP prematurely recommends that the Applicant’s 
Preferred Alternative be approved by the Competent Authority. 
Under the circumstances the EAP’s recommendation can in no 
manner be taken to amount to a reasoned and rational one. 

The EIA Regulations 2014, as amended, Appendix 1 
state (2) Objectives of the basic assessment process 
are (e) (i) to - identify and motivate a preferred site, 
activity and technology alternative. Therefore the 
recommendation of a Preferred Alternative in the 
Basic Assessment report is not premature. I&APs 
were consulted during the 37 day public commenting 
period. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

The review also finds that the significance of the potential impacts 
presented are understated and suspicious and therefore 
effectively favour the interests of the Applicant. The overt bias of 
the EAP is pointed out via various examples where the 
unsubstantiated opinion of the EAP is presented as being fact in 
the motivation of the Applicant’s proposed activity. 

The assessments of the significance of impacts were 
conducted by a team of independent specialists and 
summarised without modification by the EAP in the 
basic assessment report. The EAP has acted 
independently and objective throughout the process. 
All specialists used the same methodology for their 
assessments to maintain consistency and 
independence. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Despite the fundamental failings and omissions of the DBAR there 
already exists sufficient evidence and reason to establish that the 
proposed HWEF will amount to harmful and unsustainable 
development and that it should accordingly be abandoned. Under  

The specialist studies concluded that no impacts of 
high negative significance that cannot be mitigated to 
a low or medium significance are likely to occur. 
Therefore the statement that the development of the 
WEF will amount to harmful and unsustainable 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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the  circumstances  the  “no  go”  option  clearly  constitutes  the  
“best  practical environmental option”. 

impacts is unfounded. None of the specialists found 
that the proposed development should not proceed. 
All specialists confirmed that the Final Mitigated 
Layout is acceptable. 

Finally, on the basis of this review the EAP is advised to properly 
and ethically advise the Applicant of the high risk involved in 
pursuing these applications any further (given the unsustainable 
nature of the proposed developments) and to accordingly 
abandon the current applications. Should a different approach 
however be held by the Applicant then it will be necessary to redo 
the associated BA process from the beginning. 

The specialist studies concluded that no impacts of 
high negative significance that cannot be mitigated to 
a low or medium significance are likely to occur. 
Therefore the statement that the development of the 
WEF is unsustainable is unfounded. None of the 
specialists found that the proposed development 
should not proceed. All specialists confirmed that the 
Final Mitigated Layout is acceptable. 
The EAP does not see the need to redo the 
application from the beginning, as the applications 
and the BA process complies with NEMA and the EIA 
Regulations. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

This objection and comment is submitted by: 
Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental Consultants Date: 25 October 2018 

Appendix 1: List of clients 

1 Hein Badenhorst 
Kamala Private 
Game Reserve  sillery@iafrica.com 

2 
Flemming 
Jensen 

Side by Side 
Safaris 

info@sidebysidesafari
s.com 

3 
Grant 
Abrahamson 

East Cape 
Safaris  

grant@eastcapesafari
s.co.za 

4 
Kevin 
McCaughey Boskam kevin@bosberg.co.za 

The list of clients has been added to the I&AP 
database. Of these 11 landowners the location of 
three is unknown: Mornay Schafer – De Brill, Michael 
Puren, Gonakraal and Jannie Geyer – Skietfontein. An 
internet search shows Gonakraal to be 9.6 km south 
west of the closest turbine (T49). 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
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5 Francois Pieters 
Driefontein 
Safaris 

pietersf@xinergistix.c
om 

6 Mornay Shafer De Brill verbal 

7 Poul Brondum 
Malpepo 
Safaris mail@malpepo.com 

8 Bjorn Jensen 

Klipplaatberg; 
Diana 
Taxidermy 

info@sidebysidesafari
s.com 

9 Michael Puren Gonakraal julitap@jabama.co.za 

10 Jannie Geyer Skietfontein jwgeyer@eastcape.net 

11 Fritz Walter Die Drei fritz@woodline.co.za 
 

Additional comments after end of public review period 

34 Africa Maxongo Fishile 
Eastern Cape Province 
Heritage Resources Authority 
nmaxongo@ecphra.org.za 

 Dear Africa Maxongo Fishile, 
We have not received comment from the Eastern 
Cape Provincial Heritage Resources Authority on the 
above mentioned draft BA Reports. The reports are 
uploaded on SAHRIS.  
The Department of Environmental Affairs has 
commented on these reports as follows: 
“…should an application for Environmental 
Authorisation  be subject to the provisions of Chapter 
II, section 38 of the National heritage Resources Act, 
Act 25 of 1999, then this Department will not be able 
to make nor issue a decision in terms of your 
application for Environmental Authorisation pending a 
letter from the pertinent heritage authority 
categorically stating that the application fulfils the 
requirements of the relevant heritage resources 

Anja Albertyn 
07/11/2018 
by email 

mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
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authority as described in Chapter II, section 38(8) of 
the National Heritage Resources Act, Act 25 of 1999. 
Comments from SAHRA and/or provincial 
department of heritage must be provide in the 
BAR.” 
Please could you indicate when we can expect your 
comment for inclusion in the final BAR, to be 
submitted in December 2018. 
Kind Regards, 

35 Aphiwe Fayindlala  
aphiwe.fayindlala@drdlr.gov.z
a 

 Good day, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 
period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from your Department. Please 
could you let us know if we can expect your 
comment in the next few days as we are in the 
process of finalising the reports. You will be notified 
of the availability of the report once finalised and you 
will be able to submit your comment on the final 
report directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs. Thank you and kind regards,  
 
Attachments:  
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
12/11/201/8 
by email 

36 Lindiwe Ndeu 
Chief Directorate: protected 
Area Planning Legislation 
Compliance and Monitoring 

 Dear Lindiwe, 
Please find attached a request for your comment on 
the proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities 
applications for EA. 

Anja Albertyn 
12/11/2018 
by email 
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Department of Environmnetal 
Affairs 
473 Steve Biko, Arcadia, 
Pretoria, 0083 

The Directorate: Biodiversity and Conservation has 
requested your comment on the above applications. 
The public review period ended on 25 October 2018, 
and we are aiming to submit the Final Report before 
15 December 2018. We would therefore appreciated 
it greatly if you could submit your comment as soon 
as possible, but no later than 30 November, so that 
we have time to respond and address your 
comments in the limited timeframe available. 
You can download the reports here: 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-
public-review/ 
Please could you let me know if you require anything 
else in order to provide comment, and when is the 
earliest you will be able to provide comment by. 
Thank you very much. 
Kind Regards,  
Attachment: 2780_DEA letter Notification of 
DBAR_PAPLCM.pdf 
 
ATT: Lindiwe Ndeu  
Chief Directorate: Protected Area Planning 
Legislation Compliance and Monitoring  
Department of Environmental Affairs  
Environment House,  
473 Steve Biko, Arcadia,  
Pretoria, 0083  
DEA Reference Numbers:  
14-12-16-3-3-1-1955  
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14-12-16-3-3-1-1956  
14-12-16-3-3-1-1957  
14-12-16-3-3-1-1958  
14-12-16-3-3-1-1959  
14-12-16-3-3-1-1960  
31 October 2018  
To whom it may concern,  
RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENT ON THE DRAFT 
BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORTS FOR THE 
PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE EASTERN CAPE 
PROVINCE  
WKN Windcurrent South Africa (Ltd) Pty are applying 
for environmental authorisation to construct the up 
to 150 MW Highlands Wind Energy Facilities (WEFs), 
and associated infrastructure including grid 
connection infrastructure (the Proposed 
Development), located near the town of Somerset 
East in the Eastern Cape Province. Arcus Consultancy 
Services South Africa (Ltd) Pty (‘Arcus’) has been 
appointed to act as the independent environmental 
impact assessment practitioner (EAP) to undertake 
the environmental impact assessment (EIA) process 
for Environmental Authorisation under Chapter 5 of 
the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 
(Act 107 of 1998 – NEMA) as amended, for the 
Proposed Development. The Proposed Development 
Site is situated within the Cookhouse Renewable 
Energy Development Zone (REDZ).  
For the purpose of obtaining Environmental 
Authorisation, and bidding requirements in the 
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Department of Energy’s Renewable Energy 
Independent Power Producers Procurement 
Programme (REIPPPP), the project has been split into 
three phases: North, Central and South. A Special 
Purpose Vehicle (SPV) has been set up for each of 
the three phases. Each phase consists of two 
applications: one for the wind energy facility and one 
for the respective grid connection. The Proposed 
Development therefore consists of six applications:  
 Highlands North Wind Energy Facility (RF) 
(Pty) Ltd:  
 Highlands North WEF Phase 1 consisting of up to 
17 turbines with a generating capacity of up to 5 
MW each,  
 Electrical Grid Connection and Associated 
Infrastructure for Highlands North WEF Phase 1;  
 Highlands Central Wind Energy Facility (RF) 
(Pty) Ltd:  
 Highlands Central WEF Phase 2: up to 14 turbines 
with a generating capacity of up to 5 MW each  
 Electrical Grid Connection and Associated 
Infrastructure for Highlands Central WEF Phase 2;  
 Highlands South Wind Energy Facility (RF) 
(Pty) Ltd:  
 Highlands South WEF Phase 3: up to 18 turbines 
with a generating capacity of up to 5 MW each;  
 Electrical Grid Connection and Associated 
Infrastructure for Highlands South WEF Phase 3.  
The Directorate: Bidiversity and Conservation has 
made the following comment: “The area has been 
identified as a potential target for the protected area 
expansion (NPAES), please ensure that comments 
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from the Directorate: Protected Area Planning 
Legislation, Compliance and Monitoring comments 
are incorporated in the Final BAR”. 
The Draft Basic Assessment reports for the above six 
applications is available for download from the Arcus 
website:  
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-
public-review/  
Please send your comments on the Draft Basic 
Assessment Reports in writing By 30 November 2018 
to the address below:  
Contact : Anja Albertyn Telephone : +27 21 412 
1529  
Email : highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za Fax : +27 
86 762 2885  
Postal address: Office 220 Cube Workspace, Cnr 
Long Street and Hans Strijdom Road, Cape Town, 
8001  
Please feel free to contact the undersigned should 
you have any queries. 
Kind Regards, Ashlin Bodasing 

37 'Bongani.gxilishe@deaet.ecap
e.gov.za' 
'Thobela.Mahijana@otp.ecpro
v.gov.za'; 
'ayabulela.ngoxo@agr.ecprov.
gov.za'; 
'Nomvuyo.Mputamputa@otp.e
cprov.gov.za'; 
'lungelo.madlingozi@gmail.co

 Good day, 
We have not received comment from the Eastern 
Cape Provincial Government on the below basic 
Assessment reports for the Highlands Wind Energy 
Facilities sent to you on 17 September 2018 . Please 
could advise if you will be commenting. The 
comment period ended on 25 October 2018 but we 
can include your comment in the final report if it 
arrives by 30 November 2018. After that your 

Anja Albertyn 
14/11/2018 
by email 
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m'; 
'Matsidiso.oliphant@otp.ecpro
v.gov.za'; 
'Siyabulela.onceya@ectreasur
y.gov.za'; 
'lumkile.ngada@agr.ecprov.go
v.za'; 
'Nokukhanya.Dlamini@otp.ecp
rov.gov.za'; 
'nokuzola.ndlela@otp.ecprov.g
ov.za'; 
'zukiswa.ngwane@dpw.ecape.
gov.za' 

comment will be sent directly to the Department of 
Environmental Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you 
Kind Regards 
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

38 Gerry Pienaar 
Director Environmental Impact 
Management DEDEAT 
Gerry.Pienaar@dedea.gov.za 

 

 Good day, 
We have not received comment from your 
Department on the below Basic Assessment reports 
for the proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities 
near Somerset East, sent to you on 17 September 
2018 . Please could advise if you will be commenting. 
The comment period ended on 25 October 2018 but 
we can include your comment in the final report if it 
arrives by 30 November 2018. After that your 
comment will be sent directly to the Department of 
Environmental Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you 
Kind Regards,  
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
14/11/2018 
by email 

mailto:Gerry.Pienaar@dedea.gov.za
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14/11/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja, 
Unfortunately we were unable to access the documents you 
referred to in September, in spite of requesting assistance from 
our IT people. Some EAP’s do supply us with hard copies on CD’s 
and we are then able to comment properly. We should have 
notified you earlier than now, but you must understand that we 
receive very large numbers of documents for comment in addition 
to our own EIA applications and sometimes lose track of some, 
especially if we have failed to access the documents. 
Kind regards 

Dear Gerry, 
We regret to hear that this is the case, as we did not 
have anyone else have problems downloading the 
files, which are still available for download on our 
website. In our letter to you we did say that CDs are 
available upon request (see below). I can courier a 
CD to you immediately. Please can you supply me 
with the correct physical address and I will do this 
right away. 
Kind Regards,  

Anja Albertyn 
14/11/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja, 
This is an internal problem on our side, so it is not your fault at 
all. We definitely do need to comment, so It will be highly 
appreciated if you could send CD’s to both our Head Office and 
our Regional Office in Port Elizabeth, as follows: 
Department of Economic Development Environmental Affairs and 
Tourism 
Corner of Bellmont Terrace and Castle Hill 
Central, Port Elizabeth  
6000 
Attention Mr Andries Struwig 
Department of Economic Development Environmental Affairs and 
Tourism 
Beacon Hill 
Hockley Close 
King Williams Town 
5600 
Attention Ms Ncumisa Manyonga 

Dear Gerry, 
I have sent CD’s to the below addresses by courier. 
They should arrive tomorrow. Please can you ensure 
that we receive comment by latest 30 November 
2018 for inclusion in the Final BA Reports, or the 
comment will be sent directly to the Department for 
their consideration without us being able to respond 
or address any issues. 
Please could you kindly confirm receipt of the CDs. 
Thanks very much, 
 

Anja Albertyn 
14/11/2018 
by email 
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Kind regards, I will coordinate comments from our side so you 
can liaise with me 

15/11/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja, 
CD’s were received, we will comment by 30 November as 
requested. 
Regards 

  

30/11/2018 
By Email 
 

Dear Arcus, 
 
Please find attached. 
 
Kind regards 
Attachment: Highlands Draft BAR Comments 30 Nov 18.pdf 
 
ARCUS Consulting 
Attention: Ms Anja Albertyn per email 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 30 November 2018 
 
Dear Ms Albertyn, 
COMMENTS FROM THE EASTERN CAPE DEPARTMENT OF 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
AND TOURISM [HEREAFTER REFERRED TO AS DEDEAT] 
ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORTS FOR THE 
PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES AND 
ASSOCIATED GRID CONNECTIONS, EASTERN CAPE 
PROVINCE 
Thank you for making available the abovementioned reports on 
CD’s and allowing the Department the time to comment. The time 

Dear Gerry, 
We have been trying to contact you regarding your 
comment on the Highlands Wind Energy facilities. 
Please could you call the lead EAP Ashlin Bodasing 
when you have a moment for a quick discussion as 
soon as possible? The number is 021 412 1529. 
Thank you, 
Dear Anja, 
Apologies. I have been on leave due to illness of 
family member. Can Mr Bodasing perhaps just send a 
short list of issues that he would like to discuss, so 
that I can think about them before we discuss? 
Regards 
Dear Gerry, 
Thank you for getting back to us. We would like to 
discuss / clarify the following points in order to 
compile our response for the Issues Trail: 

• Location of the site visit you made 
• Compensation for surrounding game 

farmers not possible at this stage, or as part 
of this process, cannot be quantified or 
included as a mitigation measure as part of 
the EIA process; in addition the Applicant 

Anja Albertyn 
19/12/2018 
by email 
 
 
 
Gerry Pienaar 
19/10/2018 
by email 
 
 
 
Anja Albertyn 
19/12/2018 
by email 
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afforded also allowed a senior official to visit the area in order to 
assess some of the key issues. Our inputs are as follows: 

met with the surrounding game farmers 
before the start of this process, and they 
rejected the notion of compensation; 

• Cost benefit analysis was not possible due 
to eg financial information from game 
farms, SED spend by them etc. 

We are available for a call tomorrow before 
lunchtime. Please let us know when is a suitable time 
for you? 
Thanks very much! 
Kind Regards, 
Dear Anja, 
I will just respond to the issues you raised below, I 
do not think we need to discuss further: 

- The site visit was mainly to assess visual 
impact from the Suurberg Mountains looking 
towards Somerset East, as it is that part of 
the view-shed that was our main concern. 

- If the game farmers themselves rejected 
compensation and there is proof of that, 
your response is noted and accepted. 

- The point you make about cost benefit 
analysis is accepted. One has the same 
challenge when trying to objectively assess 
potential adverse economic impacts of 
WEF’s on tourism in coastal areas. 

Kind regards 
-------------------------------------------------------------- 
Dear Gerry, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gerry Pienaar 
19/10/2018 
by email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anja Albertyn 
19/12/2018 
by email 
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The visual specialist has assessed the visibility of the 
Highlands wind energy facilities from Kuzuko Lodge 
in response to this comment received:  
“It would be very helpful if you could assist my client 
by showing what the proposed wind farms would 
look like from Kuzuko Lodge, which is at GPS 
coordinates 33deg 12’51.10” S ; 25deg 29’43.15” E 
(you can google Kazuko Lodge on Google Maps. 
What my client is looking for is a map to show the 
position of the wind farms relative to his lodge, and a 
visual image (perhaps a photo montage) of what the 
wind turbines would look like from his lodge.” 
The visual specialists reponse was: 
“I have checked the visibility using our 3D models 
and the Google earth terrain and no WTGs would be 
visible at all from this location - it is much too far way 
(45.7 km from the closest WTG) and intervening 
terrain would definitely screen any view of the 
proposed wind farm.” 
Kuzuko Lodge commissioned their own visual 
viewshed assessment by S3 technologies which 
states: 
‘The farm is between 35 and 45 km from the 
proposed windfarm. During the day, unless it is very 
clear day, a viewer will not readily see the turbines 
due to the distance unless looking specifically for 
them. I have based this on the approximately 40 km 
viewing distance of the Cookhouse windfarms from 
farms such as Kamala, Side By Side Safaris, Eastern 
Cape Safaris and Boskam. These turbines are visible 
fairly faintly during the day. However, these become 
far more visible at night with the red flashing aviation 
warning lights that are positioned at the top of the 
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turbines. These contrast significantly against a 
relative un-lit night landscape.” 
The visual specialist has responded: 
The original geographic co-ordinates provided by 
Peter Kantor are for the 2nd green block on the 
viewshed analysis by S3 Technologies and confirms 
my original observation that the WEF would not be 
visible from this location (33º12'51.10" S 
25º29'43.15" E at 593m above mean sea level) due 
to intervening terrain. 
However, I see that there is an additional location 
indicated on the viewshed (33º11'51.08" S 
25º27'49.71" E at 647m amsl) -  since this location is 
on a high point in the terrain the WEF will indeed be 
visible from here - although at 42.75km distance they 
would be hardly discernible. 
I have attached a Google Earth screen shot from this 
location which shows the wind turbines modelled and 
placed correctly in the terrain (the WTGs are shown 
with the entire swept diameter of the rotor modelled 
as a flat disc, so the visual effect is more than one 
would see with an actual rotor). 
The lights from these WTGs would potentially be 
visible at night but, again, distance and climatic 
conditions would be mitigating factors. I really can't 
comment about the visibility of lights from the 
existing wind farms as we don't have any data for 
these (turbine positions, heights etc.). As I have 
pointed out in my previous email however, some of 
the proposed wind farms in the area are much closer 
than Highlands to the Kazulo Lodge.” 
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Kind Regards, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
----------------------------------------------- 
Dear Anja, 
Response accepted, thank you for looking into it. 
Regards 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gerry Pienaar 
19/10/2018 
by email 
 

 1. Back-ground 
1.1. The game farming industry and associated tourism activities 

is of significant economic importance to the Eastern Cape 
Province, not only as a foreign exchange earner but also 
with respect to job creation in rural areas. It must also be 
noted that this form of land-use to a significant extent 
allows land-owners to retain natural biodiversity on their 

The social impact assessment acknowledges that 
“game farming, hunting and tourism related to game 
farms is a growing sector in the area. The SBDM IDP 
notes that game reserves are now a major industry 
within the district and contribute to the other 
prominent economic sector of the area, namely 
tourism.” 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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properties, so these farms also play an important role in 
biodiversity conservation in the Province. 

It must also be noted that a wind energy facility only 
requires a very small proportion of land to be 
transformed, with a minimum of 98% of the land 
being able to retain its current status, and even be 
positively rehabilitated to a more natural condition.  

 1.2. Following from 1.1. above the Department strongly concurs 
with the following statements made in the Social Impact 
specialist report submitted by the applicant: 
“Adjacent landowners involved in game farming raised 
significant concerns about the visual impacts associated with 
wind farms and the potential impact on their operations. 
The concerns were not only linked to day time impacts, but 
also night time impacts associated with aviation lights and 
the impact on the dark, undisturbed night time sky. Based 
on the findings of the VIA all three Phases would impact on 
the current, established game farming operations located 
from the north-east to the south-west. Kamala Game 
Reserve would be most significantly affected by the North 
and Central Phases, East Cape Safaris by the Central and 
South Phases, and Side by Side Safaris by the South Phase. 
However, the potential impact of wind energy facilities on 
the landscape is an issue that does need to be considered, 
specifically given South African’s strong attachment to the 
land and the growing number of wind facility applications. 
The Environmental Authorities should therefore be aware of 
the potential cumulative impacts when evaluating 
applications and the potential implications for other land 
uses, specifically game farming and associated tourist 
activities” 

The Department’s agreement with the social 
specialist study is recorded. 
This study also states: “there is limited evidence to 
suggest that the proposed Highlands WF would 
impact on the tourism in the SBDM and BCLM. The 
findings also indicate that wind farms do not impact 
on tourist routes. At a regional level the impact is 
rated Low Negative. However, the proposed WF may 
have a localised impact on the game farming 
operations in the immediate vicinity of the site. The 
significance of this impact is rated Moderate 
Negative. The potential localised impact would 
however need to be considered within the context of 
the Highlands WF location within the Cookhouse 
Wind REDZ and the significant socio-economic 
benefits associated with the establishment of 
renewable energy facilities.” 
The visual impact assessment assessed the visual 
impact of the operational phases of the Highlands 
WEFs to be of medium significance with mitigation 
and the cumulative impact to be of low significance. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 1.3. It is accepted that the proposed Highlands WEF’s are 
located in in a gazetted Renewable Energy Development 
Zone, i.e. in an area that Government has determined to be 

The same specialist studies that would have been 
conducted outside of a REDZ (in a full Scoping & EIA 
process) were conducted for the Highlands wind 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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generally suitable for WEF development. It nevertheless 
remains important to make every reasonable effort to 
minimize adverse impacts on other land-uses within an 
REDZ.  

energy facilities applications. The Terms of reference 
for these studies were not influenced by the REDZ 
and a full impact assessment was conducted for each 
discipline. 

 1.4. The overall Need and Desirability for renewable energy 
development in South Africa and the Eastern Cape Province 
is not disputed, nor is the importance of WEF’s in capital 
investment into the Province. The local socio-economic 
benefits of WEF’s are also not disputed.  

The Department’s agreement with the Need & 
Desirability of the project in South Africa and the 
Eastern Cape Province, and the associated local 
socio-economic benefits is recorded. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 1.5. Following from the above DEDEAT is also highly aware of 
the complexity of attempting to reconcile different land- 
uses that may not be compatible. The same applies to 
situations where the .over-all benefit of a development 
might be strongly positive, but with significant negative 
consequences for small numbers of IAP’s.  

The social specialist’s literature review on the impact 
of wind farms of tourism found no evidence that 
demonstrates that surrounding tourism operations 
will be negatively affected by the proposed 
development, and to which degree this can be 
expected. A potential impact has however been taken 
into consideration and assessed for the region (low 
negative) and for adjacent properties (medium 
negative). It is unknown how and if the already 
existing wind farms which are slightly visible from the 
adjacent properties during the day, but much more 
so at night, are already affecting these operations. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 2. Comments specifically related to visual impact on 
game farming activities in the area 

2.1. On a site visit to the area DEDEAT looked at the area of 
interest from the Copper Moon Game Farm adjacent to 
Kuzuko and Addo Elephant National Park. The African veld 
views from the upmarket lodge were awesome and featured 
prominently on advertising brochures. Guests, almost 
without exception, commented on the unspoilt karoo 

The proposed Highlands WEF is more than 42km 
away from the Copper Moon Game Farm and is not 
visible from the Lodge due to intervening terrain. It is 
only when one is north of the R400, and then only on 
higher points in the terrain that it becomes visible but, 
at this distance, will be barely discernible. The other 
proposed Wind farms in the area are much closer.. 
Please also see Map 14-16 from the Visual Impact 
Assessment (inserted again below as Comments & 
Response Report Figure B: Viewshed) 

Visual 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 
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landscape and stunning night skies. The lodge faces 
Somerset East. 

 2.2. The visual impact assessment seems to have concentrated 
on the immediate surroundings and we could not determine 
to what extent it considered the view shed as seen from the 
Suurberg Mountains to the south i.e. where AENP and 
Kuzuko Lodge is or any other high lying areas in between 
for that matter. We think that it would have been prudent to 
look at the view shed from this perspective.  

The proposed Highlands WEF is more than 45 km 
away from the Kuzuko Lodge and is not visible from 
the Lodge due to intervening terrain. It is only when 
one is on higher points in the terrain that it becomes 
visible but, at this distance, will be barely discernible. 
The other proposed and existing Wind farms in the 
area are much closer. 

Visual 
Specialist in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

 2.3. It is our opinion that the game farms that will be affected 
economically because of the visual pollution require financial 
compensation. It is unfair that farmers who agree to have 
the turbines erected on their properties are paid 
handsomely, yet they affect the livelihood of others who do 
not receive similar financial benefits from the wind farm 
companies.  

The Applicant met with surrounding game farmers on 
8 August 2018 to discuss the proposed project. 
However the landowners did not suggest 
compensation as an option, but rather rejected the 
proposed development completely. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 3. Observations regarding biodiversity aspects, 
including cumulative impacts 

3.1. During our visit we came across 4 flocks of blue crane, two 
pairs of Secretary birds and a Ludwig’s bustard with 2 
chicks. All these birds are vulnerable to the blades of wind 
turbines. Ludwig’s populations are declining to highly 
endangered.  

The visit was conducted in an area approximately 50 
km from the proposed development site, therefore 
observations of bird species in that area may not be 
applicable to the proposed development site. 
However, 12 months of pre-construction bird 
monitoring was conducted in line with Birdlife SA’s 
guidelines at the proposed development site and did 
record Blue Crane (Near-threatened), Secretarybird 
(Vulnerable) and Ludwig’s Bustard (Endangered) and 
were included in the impact assessment. These three 
species are also in the list of ten species considered 
as being key for the assessment of impacts and 
potential impacts on them are discussed in detail (Vol 
II: Bird impact Assessment: Section 5.7.7). Birdlife 
SA has commented that their guidelines have been 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR  
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used by the avifaunal specialist with regards to the 
recommended scope of the data collection and 
mitigation measures, and that the applicant has 
opted to adopt the recommended nest buffers and to 
avoid areas associated with high collision risk, as 
identified by the avifaunal specialist.  

 3.2. We have noted that the avifauna specialist study indicated a 
high diversity of avifauna with a relatively high number of 
priority and Red Data species within the study area 
compared to other proposed WEF’s that the specialists have 
worked with. One did not however pick up that his made 
any difference to the rating of the impacts and the overall 
impact statement. We are of the opinion that this should 
have been linked to a cumulative study of the WEF’s in this 
area.  

The bird impact assessment was informed by the 
results of the 12 months of pre-construction 
monitoring as well as a desktop study. Impacts were 
rated accordingly, as is demonstrated in Vol II: Bird 
Impact Assessment: Section 3.6 Impact Assessment 
Methodology. While a relatively high number of 
priority (26) and Red Data species (13) was 
recorded, of these only four (Blue Crane, Ludwig’s 
Bustard, Verreaux’s Eagle and African Rock Pipit were 
recorded regularly, while generally there were only 
occasional sightings of the others (Vol II: Bird Impact 
Assessment, page 31). A site sensitivity map was 
created from observations of areas of high activity of 
sensitive species as well as their nests. The 
development layout avoids these identified areas of 
high and very high avifaunal sensitivity. 
A cumulative bird impact study considering existing 
and proposed developments in a 50 km radius was 
conducted (Vol II: Bird impact Assessment: Section 
7.15 Cumulative impacts). This included the existing 
operational Cookhouse, Nojoli and Amakhala 
Emoyeni WEFs, as well as a further five proposed 
wind farms and three solar farms. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 3.3. Further to 3.2 above one would have thought that it would 
have been prudent to consider e.g. the avifaunal cumulative 
impacts in association with all the WEF’s that already exist in 

A cumulative bird impact study considering existing 
and proposed developments in a 50 km radius was 
conducted (Vol II: Bird impact Assessment: Section 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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this area as well as WEF’s authorised but not yet 
constructed. The avifaunal specialist study only seems to 
concentrate on the development site and does not consider 
cumulative loss of habitat in the area especially as most of 
the other WEF’s in this area is also located within Bedford 
Dry Grassland. The issue of cumulative impact is of course 
not only limited to avifauna but should be considered 
generally across the board.  

7.15 Cumulative impacts). This included the existing 
operational Cookhouse, Nojoli and Amakhala 
Emoyeni WEFs, as well as a further five proposed 
wind farms and three solar farms. The assessment 
did include the cumulative habitat destruction impact 
which was rated as of medium significance (Section 
7.15.1)  

 3.4. It must again be noted that game farms play a significant 
role in biodiversity conservation outside formal protected 
areas in the Eastern Cape. If these farms should no longer 
be able to operate successfully, biodiversity conservation will 
be detrimentally affected.  

No evidence has been provided that neighbouring 
tourism operations will no longer be able to operate 
successfully, however it is acknowledged that results 
from overseas studies may not be applicable to the 
South African context, and that no study on the 
effect of wind farms on trophy hunting operations in 
South Africa has been conducted to date. 
It must also be noted that a wind energy facility only 
requires a very small proportion of land to be 
transformed, with a minimum of 98% of the land 
being able to retain its current status, and even be 
positively rehabilitated to a more natural condition. 
Wind energy facilities are therefore also able to 
contribute towards the conservation of biodiversity.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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 4. Comments on proposed mitigation measures 
4.1. One of the mitigatory measures proposed for instance 

relates to vulture mortalities and it is stated that if such is 
unacceptably high then the turbines should not be allowed 
to operate during the time that the vultures would fly. 
Similarly if bat mortalities turns out to be unacceptably high 
then the turbines should not be allowed to operate during 
the hours that the bats would fly around. The question is 
whether the business model for the specific facility takes 
into account a worst case scenario such as this. Would the 
WEF for instance still be an economically viable business if it 
is restricted to certain hours of operation as a mitigation 
measure to prevent mortalities of vultures or any other 
priority or red data bird species such as blue cranes or 
bustards – bearing in mind that this may actually coincide 
with favourable wind conditions. The put another angle on 
this – does the business case model take into account the 
implications if the WEF may only operate during the night 
time when these birds generally don’t fly around bearing in 
mind that in most instances the wind tends to die down at 
night.  

The bird impact assessment lists mitigation measures 
that “should be considered in the project’s financial 
planning”. These mitigations include habitat 
management, carcass management, using bird 
deterrent devices, temporary curtailment and 
possible offset programmes, which are all included in 
the EMPr. Therefore, if these measures should 
become necessary, the Operator would be in 
contravention of their Environmental Authorisation if 
financial provisions are not in place to implement 
these. The Applicant has made the following 
statement: 
“The Applicant acknowledges the recommended 
requirements for the operational phase monitoring. 
Costs of this work will be accounted for in the future 
planning and financial modelling of the project. 
Mitigation requirements will be discussed with 
appointed specialists and official recommendations 
incorporated into contractual agreements for the 
construction, operation and decommissioning phases 
of the project” 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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 4.2. We think the issue here is the practicality of implementing 
the mitigatory measures that are being proposed in a case 
where it turns out that it would be necessary to do so. If the 
economic model does not consider this, then it is 
meaningless to even have these mitigatory measures. Put 
differently, the economic implications of implementing these 
mitigatory measures should be factored into the business 
case or economic model at the outset. In our view it is 
highly unlikely that a WEF will be closed down as a result of 
operational monitoring showing that mortality of priority or 
red data species is unacceptably high. Hence these need to 
be addressed up front prior the facility being constructed.  

The Applicant acknowledges the recommended 
requirements for the operational phase monitoring. 
Costs of this work will be accounted for in the future 
planning and financial modelling of the project. 
Mitigation requirements will be discussed with 
appointed specialists and official recommendations 
incorporated into contractual agreements for the 
construction, operation and decommissioning phases 
of the project 

Applicant in 
final BAR Vol 
III C&RR 

 4.3. Generally we would have liked to see a section in the Draft 
BAR that deals with mitigation measures applied at existing 
WEF’s with an analysis of the effectiveness thereof. 
Furthermore it would also have been informative to consider 
monitoring results (operational that is) from existing WEF’s 
with some extrapolation to the site under consideration. 
With regard to the operational monitoring that is to take 
place we think that at some stage one would have to ask 
what are we actually trying to achieve with this, especially if 
such monitoring is not used to do a cumulative assessment 
of impacts. Furthermore, if such monitoring shows for 
example that Cape Vulture mortalities at a WEF is 
unacceptably high (provided of course that one can quantify 
how to define unacceptably high mortalities) what 
implications will that have for the WEF. Taken into account 
the investment that went into the construction of such a 
facility it is highly unlikely that the WEF operations will be 
halted.  

Operational monitoring reports for the existing WEFs 
in the area have in fact been considered. Available 
reports were obtained from Birdlife SA and were 
reviewed to inform the cumulative impact 
assessment (Section 7.15). A study of the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures at existing wind 
farms in South Africa has not been published to date, 
and is beyond the scope of an avifaunal impact study 
for a Basic Assessment. Information published by 
Birdlife SA on impacts of wind farms on birds in 2017 
was included in the assessment. 
The list of mitigation measures does not include 
halting operation of the wind farm, but it does 
include a range of realistic options such as habitat 
and carcass management, using deterrent devices 
and shutdown on demand system, temporary 
curtailment of individual turbines and possible offset 
programmes, which can be costed for. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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 4.4. With regard to economic and aesthetic impacts, there has to 
be more effort made to disguise turbines, even to the extent 
of considering different coloured paint and a change in the 
flashing red light system that mars the African night sky. An 
Aircraft Lighting Detection System (ALDS) has been 
developed and is now widespread in the USA to reduce 
night time light pollution.  

The Applicant is required to comply with the 
requirements of the Civil Aviation Authority with 
regards to flashing lights on turbines and the colour 
of the blades.  
The Applicant has liaised with the Civil Aviation 
Authority to determine what measures may be put in 
place to reduce the impact of lighting. The one 
measure that has been approved for other proposed 
projects in South Africa is a layout where only the 
perimeter turbines of the Wind Energy Facility have 
the flashing red light system, to reduce the overall 
night time light impact. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 4.5. There are also guidelines and voluntary compliance in the 
USA and Europe to switch off or “feather” turbines below a 
certain wind speed, especially at night. This reduces bat 
mortality by up to 90% The rapid decrease in air pressure 
around turbines causes bleeding in bats’ lungs. Wind 
turbines are the greatest cause of large-scale bat mortality 
(a massive cost to the agriculture sector and therefore to 
food security). But bats mainly fly at night and at low wind 
speed! We need to adopt these guidelines if they are proven 
best practice.  

12 months of bat monitoring according to current 
best practice guidelines was conducted to inform the 
impact of the proposed development on bats. The 
study suggests that the proposed development can 
be achieved without unacceptable risks to bats. The 
significance of impacts on bats is predicted to be of 
low significance with mitigation. 
The bat specialist has recommended: “If mortality 
does occur, the level of mortality should be 
considered by a bat specialist to determine if this is 
at a level where further mitigation needs to be 
considered. Mitigation options may include using 
ultrasonic deterrents, raising the cut-in speeds of 
turbines and turbine blade feathering. Any 
operational minimization strategy (i.e. curtailment) 
should be targeted during specific seasons and time 
periods for specific turbines coincident with periods 
of increased bat activity”  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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 5. Comments on the conclusions of the Draft BAR 
The crux of this matter is to be found in the excerpt from the 
conclusions of the Draft BAR submitted by the applicant: 
 
“The Proposed Development Site is also located within a REDZ. 
The area has therefore been identified as suitable for the 
establishment of renewable energy facilities. However, a key 
concern identified during the SIA relates to the visual impacts 
associated with the wind turbines and the potential impact on 
existing, established game farming and hunting operations in the 
area, specifically the area to the north, east and south of the site. 
The majority of these operations cater for up-market overseas 
visitors and the existing “African veld” sense of place represents a 
key component of their marketing strategy. The establishment of 
a wind farm on their western boundary would impact on the 
areas current sense of place, which in turn, may negatively 
impact on their operations and property values. The potential 
impacts will be largely be confined to four to five existing game 
farming operations. The potential localised impact would 
therefore need to be considered within the context of the location 
of the Highlands WEFs within the Cookhouse Wind REDZ and the 
significant socio-economic benefits associated with the 
establishment of renewable energy facilities.” 

This is the conclusion of the Social impact 
assessment. The conclusion of the Draft BAR reads: 
“The proposed Highlands North WEF and its 
associated infrastructure, as part of the proposed 
Highlands Wind Energy Facilities, including grid 
connection infrastructure, has the potential to 
provide much needed renewable energy to the 
country’s grid. The use of renewable energy to 
provide power to South Africa is supported at 
International, National, Provincial and Local 
Government Levels. Further, given South Africa’s 
need for additional electricity generation and the 
need to decrease the country’s dependency on coal-
based power, renewable energy has been identified 
as a national priority, with wind energy identified as 
one of the most readily available, technically viable 
and commercially cost-effective sources of renewable 
energy.  
The proposed development area has been identified 
by the Council of Scientific and Industrial Research 
(CSIR) as a Renewable Energy Development Zone 
(REDZ) Focus Area, which has been so earmarked by 
the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) under 
the developing wind energy Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) process. The latter aims to identify 
geographical areas best suited for the rollout of wind 
energy projects and the supporting electricity grid 
network. The Highlands North WEF is located within 
the Cookhouse REDZ, and is ideally placed to achieve 
the above.  
The potential positive impacts associated with the 
proposed project are further recognised through the 
creation of jobs for the local community, and the 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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positive contributions to the socio-economic 
development of the surrounding areas and local 
communities.  
Should the Highlands North WEF be developed, the 
actual physical footprint of the wind turbines and 
associated on-site infrastructure will occupy an area 
of land equivalent to less than 1% of the total 
Proposed Development Site. Small livestock grazing 
and other agricultural activities can continue in 
parallel with the operation of the turbines. The 
project will have no significant impact in terms of loss 
of agricultural productivity. Should the mitigation 
measures identified by specialists and the 
recommendations of the EMPr be effectively 
implemented the negative impacts associated with 
the proposed project will be significantly reduced. 
The study has concluded that there are no negative 
high residual impacts, including potential cumulative 
impacts associated with the proposed development. 
Taking into consideration the findings of the BA 
process for the proposed project and the fact that 
recommended mitigation measures have been used 
to inform the project layout design, it is the opinion 
of the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) 
that the majority of negative impacts associated with 
the implementation of the proposed project have 
been mitigated to acceptable levels. While the 
residual impacts of the project will have an impact on 
the local environment, and potentially on four to five 
existing game and hunting tourism operations, the 
extent of the benefits associated with the 
implementation of the projects will benefit a much 
larger group of people, in terms of renewable energy 
supply and positive local and regional economic 
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impact. In addition, the area has been designated a 
Renewable Energy Development Zone for wind 
energy in particular, through a Strategic 
Environmental Impact Assessment by National 
Government.  

 5.1. The dilemma is of course to weigh up the overall benefits, 
both broadly and locally, against potential and actual 
adverse impacts. In this regard the methodology used to 
assess cost/benefit is important, as is what data is 
considered to arrive at a conclusion. Has it e.g. been taken 
into account what the impact may be if the game farms 
have to close down? In such a case it may not only be a 
socio-economic impact but also an impact on biodiversity. 
Furthermore, in a Karoo environment visual impact does not 
only affect the immediate vicinity of a WEF, but in this 
instance stretches all the way to the Suurberg Mountains to 
the south. We think that it would would be appropriate to 
interrogate this matter in more details.  

A Cost benefit analysis was not possible due to 
financial information from game farms, SED spend by 
them etc. not being available. The Provincial 
Department has accepted this response (see email 
trail above and original emails in Appendix 10.)  
The viewshed of the proposed development from the 
Suurberg mountains (Kuzuko Lodge) was assessed 
by the visual specialist and the turbines will be not 
visible or hardly discernible in good conditions during 
the day. The red flashing lights will be more visible at 
night during good conditions, however there are 
already existing wind farms closer to the Suurberg 
mountains than the Highlands WEFs. 
 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

 5.2. We recognise the fact that this proposed development is 
within a gazetted REDZ but are of the opinion that that in 
itself cannot guarantee a positive decision. If the negative 
impacts are unacceptably high it stands to reason that a 
decision can be negative. In this regard the SEA that was 
done to determine the REDZ was done at a certain scale and 
specific local circumstances may apply in local areas within 
the REDZ.  

This was never disputed and the same 
comprehensive specialist’s impact assessments were 
conducted for the proposed development as for any 
WEF outside of the REDZ. No high post mitigation 
negative impacts were identified by the specialist’s 
assessments. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

39 Mare Hougaard 
FAO Eastern Cape Provincial 
Treasury 

 Subject: FW: Notification of Availability of Draft Basic 
Assessment Reports for Highlands Wind Energy 
Facilities for Public Comment 

Anja Albertyn 
14/11/2018 
by email 
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Private Bag X0029, Bhisho, 
5605 
Tyamzashe Building, Phalo 
Avenue, Bhisho, 5605 
mare.hougaard@ectreasury.c
o.za 

Good day, 
We have not received comment from the Eastern 
Cape Provincial Government on the below Basic 
Assessment reports for the Highlands Wind Energy 
Facilities sent to you on 17 September 2018. Please 
could advise if you will be commenting. The 
comment period ended on 25 October 2018 but we 
can include your comment in the final report if it 
arrives by 30 November 2018. After that your 
comment will be sent directly to the Department of 
Environmental Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you 
Kind Regards,  
Attachments:  
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

40 Department of Agriculture, 
Forestry and Fisheries  
'MashuduMa@daff.gov.za' 
'MmaphakaT@daff.gov.za'; 
'SteveGAL@daff.gov.za'; 
'RebeccaT@daff.gov.za'; 
'Mvusiwekhaya@gmail.com' 
ThokoB@daff.gov.za 

 Good day, 
We have not received comment from your 
Department on the below Basic Assessment reports 
for the proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities 
near Somerset East, sent to you on 17 September 
2018 . Please could advise if you will be commenting. 
The comment period ended on 25 October 2018 but 
we can include your comment in the final report if it 
arrives by 30 November 2018. After that your 
comment will be sent directly to the Department of 
Environmental Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you 
Kind Regards,  

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 
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Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

41 Department of Rural 
Development and Land 
Reform 
'Ntombohlanga.miso@drdlr.go
v.za' 
'Mathemba.Gcasamba@drdlr.g
ov.za' 
'Nosiphiwo.jekwa@drdlr.gov.z
a' 

 Good day, 
Please see our query below to which we have not 
received a response. The Department of 
Environmental Affairs has requested comment on the 
attached applications from the provincial Department 
of Agriculture. Please could you let me know if your 
Department intends to comment? 
Thank you, 
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 

42 Lizell Stroh 
Obstacle Inspector 
PANS-OPS Section 
Air Navigation Services 
Department 
Tel: 011 545 1232 | 083 461 
6660 / Email: 
strohl@caa.co.za | 
www.caa.co.za 

 Dear Lizelle, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 
period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from the SACAA. Please could 
advise if you will be commenting. The comment 
period ended on 25 October 2018 but we can include 
your comment in the final report if it arrives by 30 
November 2018. After that your comment will be 
sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you and kind regards,  
Attachments: 

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 

mailto:strohl@caa.co.za
http://www.caa.co.za/
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Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

16/11/2018 
by email 

The S. A. Civil Aviation Authority has taken note of your intention 
to develop a wind farm and requires the following information in 
order to assess the possible impact on aviation.   
An formal application via Form CA139-26 – Wind Farm 
application, available electronically from the SACAA 
website(www.caa.co.za), follow link “Information for the industry” 
– drop down list – Obstacles- Forms.   
Completion of the attached Excel spread sheet – Property 
boundaries co –ordinates. 
Completion of the attached Pylon geographic co-ordinates. Should 
these co-ordinates not be available at this stage, an indication of 
the planned route of the power evacuation lines to the point of 
connection with the national grid. 
A live .kmz file(Google Earth or similar) indicating proposed 
planned turbine layout. 
Kindly provide a .kml (Google Earth) file reflecting the footprint of 
the proposed development site including the proposed overhead 
electric power line route that will evacuate the generated power 
to the national grid. 
  
Also indicate the highest structure of the project & the Overhead 
electric power transmission line. 
In order to assist with the DEA process, the SACAA will, subject to 
the proposed wind farm not presenting a hazard, issue a “in 
principle” conditional approval on the receipt of the planned 
turbine layout which will be subjected to an in depth 
assessment  accordance with the Civil Aviation Technical 
Standards.  Should the turbine layout change from that which has 

Dear Lizelle, 
The Applicant has confirmed that an application was 
already lodged. Please see the attached email 
evidence. I have also attached the filled in table with 
property coordinates, and a kml of the proposed 
activities as requested. The highest structure for the 
wind farm is 200 m and the highest structure for the 
OHL is approximately 30 m. 
Please let me know if you require any additional 
information. 
Kind Regards, 
Attachments: 
Wind farm applications: WKN-Windcurrent – 
Highlands Wind Energy Facility – Eastern Cape 
Highlands WEFs_20180829.kmz 
20181120_Highlands_development Area Boundary 
Co-ordinates.klm 

Anja Albertyn 
20/11/2018 
by email 

http://www.caa.co.za/
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been provided initially, a new assessment would be required to be 
conducted.  Kindly note, that the conditional approval will be valid 
for a period of 5 years from date of issue. On completion of the 
project and receipt of “as built” detail and a statement of 
compliance to specified conditions, the SACAA will provide a final 
approval. 
As the proposed site may be adjacent to areas of military interest, 
the SAAF will be included in the request for review, once the 
proposed site and wind farm information is made available for 
assessment. The SACAA refrains from commenting on a proposal, 
but will either conditionally support or disapprove the project; 
from an aviation perspective should the project create a hazard or 
obstacle to aviation in the area of the project. 
Following the receipt of the information, an invoice to cover the 
assessment will be generated and becomes payable before the 
assessment results will be released. 
  
Please follow the procedure for this Authority to grant approval to 
the proposal. 
Kind regards 

43 
 

Department of Transport 
'info@dot.gov.za'; 
customercare@dot.ecprov.gov
.za 
 
 
 
 
 

 Good day, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 
period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from the DOT. Please could advise 
if you will be commenting. The comment period 
ended on 25 October 2018 but we can include your 
comment in the final report if it arrives by 30 
November 2018. After that your comment will be 
sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration.  

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 

mailto:customercare@dot.ecprov.gov.za
mailto:customercare@dot.ecprov.gov.za
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No-reply-info@dot.gov.za 
16/11/2018 
by email 
 

Kind Regards, 
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

Hi Highlands Highlands, 
Incident# 107421 has been resolved: 
Incident # 107421 
Summary: FW: Notification of Availability of Draft Basic 
Assessment Reports for Highlands Wind Energy Facilities for 
Public Comment 
Customer Name: Highlands Highlands 
Location:  
Priority: 3 
Status: Resolved 
Category:  
Resolved On: 
Technician Name: 2018-11-16 09:35:09 AM (UTC 02:00) - 
Africa/Johannesburg 
MakwelaM 
Description 
Good day, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your comment on the 
below developments. The comment period closed on 25 October 
2018 and we have not received comment from the DOT. Please 
could advise if you will be commenting. The comment period 
ended on 25 October 2018 but we can include your comment in 
the final report if it arrives by 30 November 2018. After that your 

  

mailto:No-reply-info@dot.gov.za


Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 146 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

comment will be sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn 
Environmental Practitioner 
Tel: +27 (0) 21 412 1529 
Email: highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 
Arcus 
Office 220 Cube Workspace 
Cnr Long Street and Hans Strijdom Road 
Cape Town 
8001 
www.arcusconsulting.co.za 
[cid:image008.png@01D47CF6.CD6081C0] 
From: Highlands 
Sent: 17 September 2018 16:25 
Subject: Notification of Availability of Draft Basic Assessment 
Reports for Highlands Wind Energy Facilities for Public Comment 
Dear Interested & Affected Party, 
RE: NOTIFICATION OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT BASIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORTS FOR THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND 
ENERGY FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED GRID CONNECTIONS, 
EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
You are receiving this notification regarding the availability of the 
Draft Basic Assessment Reports for the proposed Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities and associated grid connections, as you have 
been identified as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP). We 
invite you to review and comment on these reports. 
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Please find the attached letter for your interest, in English and 
Afrikaans: 
1.)    NOTIFICATION OF AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT BASIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORTS FOR THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND 
ENERGY FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE IN 
THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
2.)    KENNISGEWING VAN BESKIKBAARHEID VAN DIE KONSEP 
BASIESE ASSESSESSRINGSVERSLAE VIR DIE VOORGESTELDE 
HIGHLANDS-WINDKRAGAANLEG EN GEPAARDGAANDE 
INFRASTRUKTUUR IN DIE OOS-KAAP 
The Basic Assessment reports are available for public review and 
comment from 18 September 2018 to 18 October 2018 (both 
days inclusive) at the following locations: 
  *   Langenhoven Library, Somerset East; 
  *   Ernst van Heerden Library, Pearston; 
*         Website https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-public-review/ 
Electronic copies on CD-ROM are available on request. 
With reference to the proposed development, please send your 
comments on the Draft Basic Assessment Reports in writing by 
the 18 October 2018 to: 
Anja Albertyn; 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za<mailto:highlands@arcusconsulti
ng.co.za> 
Phone: 021 412 1529 or Fax: 086 762 2885; 
Postal: Office 220, Cube Workspace, Cnr Long Street and Hans 
Strijdom Avenue, Cape Town 8001 
Please feel free to contact me should you have any further 
queries, or should you no longer wish to receive notifications 
regarding the above projects. 
Kind Regards, 
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Anja Albertyn 
Environmental Practitioner 
Tel: +27 (0) 21 412 1529 
Email: 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za<mailto:highlands@arcusconsulti
ng.co.za> 
Arcus 
Office 220 Cube Workspace 
Cnr Long Street and Hans Strijdom Road 
Cape Town 
8001 
www.arcusconsulting.co.za<http://www.arcusconsulting.co.za> 
[cid:image002.png@01D44EA2.DA89A7F0] 
 

No-reply-info@dot.gov.za 
20/11/2018 
by email 
 

Hi Highlands Highlands, 
 
Incident# 107421 has been closed: 
Incident # 107421 
Summary: FW: Notification of Availability of Draft Basic 
Assessment Reports for Highlands Wind Energy Facilities for 
Public Comment 
Customer Name: Highlands Highlands 
Location:  
Priority: 3 
Status: Closed 
Category:  

  

mailto:No-reply-info@dot.gov.za
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Closed On: 2018-11-20 09:35:13 AM (UTC 02:00) - 
Africa/Johannesburg 
Description 
Good day, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your comment on the 
below developments. The comment period closed on 25 October 
2018 and we have not received comment from the DOT. Please 
could advise if you will be commenting. The comment period 
ended on 25 October 2018 but we can include your comment in 
the final report if it arrives by 30 November 2018. After that your 
comment will be sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn 
Environmental Practitioner 
Tel: +27 (0) 21 412 1529 
Email: highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 
Arcus 
Office 220 Cube Workspace 
Cnr Long Street and Hans Strijdom Road 
Cape Town 
8001 
www.arcusconsulting.co.za 
[cid:image008.png@01D47CF6.CD6081C0] 
From: Highlands 
Sent: 17 September 2018 16:25 
Subject: Notification of Availability of Draft Basic Assessment 
Reports for Highlands Wind Energy Facilities for Public Comment 
Dear Interested & Affected Party, 
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RE: NOTIFICATION OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT BASIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORTS FOR THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND 
ENERGY FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED GRID CONNECTIONS, 
EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
You are receiving this notification regarding the availability of the 
Draft Basic Assessment Reports for the proposed Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities and associated grid connections, as you have 
been identified as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP). We 
invite you to review and comment on these reports. 
Please find the attached letter for your interest, in English and 
Afrikaans: 
1.)    NOTIFICATION OF AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT BASIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORTS FOR THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND 
ENERGY FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE IN 
THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
2.)    KENNISGEWING VAN BESKIKBAARHEID VAN DIE KONSEP 
BASIESE ASSESSESSRINGSVERSLAE VIR DIE VOORGESTELDE 
HIGHLANDS-WINDKRAGAANLEG EN GEPAARDGAANDE 
INFRASTRUKTUUR IN DIE OOS-KAAP 
The Basic Assessment reports are available for public review and 
comment from 18 September 2018 to 18 October 2018 (both 
days inclusive) at the following locations: 
  *   Langenhoven Library, Somerset East; 
  *   Ernst van Heerden Library, Pearston; 
*         Website https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-public-review/ 
Electronic copies on CD-ROM are available on request. 
With reference to the proposed development, please send your 
comments on the Draft Basic Assessment Reports in writing by 
the 18 October 2018 to: 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 151 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Anja Albertyn; 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za<mailto:highlands@arcusconsulti
ng.co.za> 
Phone: 021 412 1529 or Fax: 086 762 2885; 
Postal: Office 220, Cube Workspace, Cnr Long Street and Hans 
Strijdom Avenue, Cape Town 8001 
Please feel free to contact me should you have any further 
queries, or should you no longer wish to receive notifications 
regarding the above projects. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn 
Environmental Practitioner 
Tel: +27 (0) 21 412 1529 
Email: 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za<mailto:highlands@arcusconsulti
ng.co.za> 
Arcus 
Office 220 Cube Workspace 
Cnr Long Street and Hans Strijdom Road 
Cape Town 
8001 
www.arcusconsulting.co.za<http://www.arcusconsulting.co.za> 
[cid:image002.png@01D44EA2.DA89A7F0] (AutoClosed) 

44 Department of Water Affairs 
'MakhanyaP@dwa.gov.za' 

 Good day, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 
period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from the Department of Water 
and Sanitation. Please could advise if you will be 

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 
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commenting. The comment period ended on 25 
October 2018 but we can include your comment in 
the final report if it arrives by 30 November 2018. 
After that your comment will be sent directly to the 
Department of Environmental Affairs for their 
consideration.  
Thank you and kind regards, 
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

45 SANRAL 
'runkelc@nra.co.za'; 
'Kleinhansm@nra.co.za'; 
'Abrahamsn@nra.co.za'; 
'Dekockr@nra.co.za' 

 
 

Good day 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 
period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from SANRAL. Please could advise 
if you will be commenting. The comment period 
ended on 25 October 2018 but we can include your 
comment in the final report if it arrives by 30 
November 2018. After that your comment will be 
sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you and kind regards, 
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 
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Chumisa Njingana (SR) 
Statutory Control 
Administrator 
SANRAL 
13/12/2018 
By email 

Good day Mr. / Ms. Anja 
Hope that this email finds you well. 
Please find the attachment for your attention. 
The original will be sent via Post Office. 
Have a blessed day. 
Kind regards 
Chumisa 
Dear Sir / Madam 
THE SOUTH AFRICAN NATIOANL ROADS AGENCY LIMITED AND 
NATIONAL ROADS ACT, 1998 (ACT 7 OF 1998): NATIONAL ROAD 
R63 SECTION 10 - PROPOSED HIGHLANDSWIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED GRID CONNECTIONS, EASTERN 
CAPE PROVINCE 
The South African National Roads Agency (SOC) Limited 
(SANRAL) have the following comments with regards to the 
proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities and associated Grid 
connections: 
The wind turbines must be erected at least 200 metres from the 
Nation Road Reserve boundary. If this requirement cannot be 
met,then a good motivation has to be submitted to SANRAL as   
to why the wind turbines should be erected closer. 

No turbines are proposed within 200 m from the 
National Road Reserve Boundary. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

All other buildings / structures should be erected at least 60 
metres from the National Road Reserve boundary and / or 500 
metres from any intersection. 

No buildings / structures will be erected with 60 
metres from the National Road reserve boundary and 
/ or 500 km from any intersection 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

If access is required from the national Road R63, an approval 
from SANRAL is required, otherwise access can be obtained from 
the nearest numbered route. 

Access will be required from the R63 and 
authorisation from SANRAL will be sought should the 
project achieve preferred bidder status and proceed.  

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 154 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response Respondent 
& Date of 
Response 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

  A formal application together with the plans of the proposed wind 
farm must be submitted to SANRAL for approval 

Should the project proceed to preferred bidder status 
a formal application will be lodged with SANRAL. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

No installation of any infrastructure inside the Road Reserve No infrastructure will be installed inside the Road 
Reserve 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

Construction of all work may only commence after written 
approval has been obtained from SANRAL. 

Should the project proceed to preferred bidder status 
a formal application will be lodged with SANRAL. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 

46 Endangered Wildlife Trust 
Lourens Leeuwner 
Wildlife & Energy Programme 
lourendl@ewt.org.za 
 

 Dear Lourens, 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 
period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from the EWT. Please could advise 
if you will be commenting? The comment period 
ended on 25 October 2018 but we can include your 
comment in the final report if it arrives by 30 
November 2018. After that your comment will be 
sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you and kind regards,  
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 

47 Department of Mineral 
Resources 

 Good day 
I would like to follow up with regards to your 
comment on the below developments. The comment 

Anja Albertyn 
15/11/2018 
by email 
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'Azwihangwisi.Mulaudzi@dmr.
gov.za'; 
'samradonline@dmr.gov.za' 

period closed on 25 October 2018 and we have not 
received comment from the DMR. Please could advise 
if you will be commenting? We can include your 
comment in the final report if it arrives by 30 
November 2018. After that your comment will be 
sent directly to the Department of Environmental 
Affairs for their consideration.  
Thank you and kind regards,  
Attachments: 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs_AFR.pdf 
Highlands_WEFs_Draft 
BAR_Notification_lAPs.pdf 

48 C.J. Bertie 
Director, Kuzuko Lodge Pty 
Ltd 
cbertie@acland.co.za 
22/11/2018 
by email 

Dear Ms Albertyn 
I am a director of Kuzuko Lodge (Pty ) Ltd, a hospitality business 
that operates in the Kommadagga Area of the Eastern Cape some 
90 km’s from Somerset East. 
I have just been advised about the possibility of a windfarm being 
built in the area in which we operate and as we understand what 
is being planned it will in all likelihood have a disastrous impact 
on our business. 
We are a major employer in the Somerset East Area and we are 
dismayed that we were not advised/consulted on a project that 
would seriously negatively impact our business  
The positioning of the windfarm and the lights on the turbines will 
totally spoil the views from our property during the day and even 
more so at night and potentially put 65 permanent and some 20 
part time jobs at risk in a society where unemployment is in 
excess of 50%. If our business suffers there will be many 
businesses in Somerset East that we support that will also suffer 
and that the Somerset East area cannot afford. 

Dear Mr Bertie, 
Thank you for your interest in the project and getting 
in touch regarding your concerns. Your email will be 
included in the Comments & Response Report, and 
you are now registered as an I&AP and will be 
updated about the progress of the process. You are 
welcome to view the Draft Basic Assessment reports 
for the proposed developments at this link: 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/projects/highlands-
wind-energy-facilities-basic-assessment-reports-for-
public-review/ 
I specifically refer you to Volume II – 8  - Visual 
Impact Assessment which assesses the visual impact 
on the surrounding environment. 
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/wp-
content/uploads/sites/2/2018/09/8-Visual-Impact-
Assessment.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
22/11/2018 
by email 

https://arcusconsulting.co.za/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2018/09/8-Visual-Impact-Assessment.pdf
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2018/09/8-Visual-Impact-Assessment.pdf
https://arcusconsulting.co.za/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2018/09/8-Visual-Impact-Assessment.pdf
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Please contact me as a matter of urgency so that we can interact 
with Arcus and formally object to the project. 
Regards 
Chris. 
 

While the official commenting period has closed you 
can still submit your comments on the proposed 
developments to us for consideration by the 
Department of Environmental Affairs. 
It appears that your property lies very far (more than 
50 km) from the proposed development and was 
therefore not considered a potentially affected party. 
I look forward to receiving your comment. 
Kind Regards, 

Kantor Legal Services cc 
Tel 021 686 1194     
Cell 083 265 3313      
Fax 086 672 3395 
kantorcc@iafrica.com 
26/11/2018 
by email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11/12/2018 
by email 
 

Dear Anja 
I am assisting Chris Bertie in this matter. It would be very helpful 
if you could assist my client by showing what the proposed wind 
farms would look like from Kuzuko Lodge, which is at GPS 
coordinates 33deg 12’51.10” S ; 25deg 29’43.15” E (you can 
google Kazuko Lodge on Google Maps. What my client is looking 
for is a map to show the position of the wind farms relative to his 
lodge, and a visual image (perhaps a photo montage) of what the 
wind turbines would look like from his lodge. 
I look forward to your response. 
Kind regards 
Peter Kantor 
Kantor Legal Services cc 
Tel 021 686 1194    Cell 083 265 3313     Fax 086 672 3395 

Dear Peter, 
Thank you for your comment which I have forwarded 
on to the visual specialists for their response. I have 
also added you to the I&AP database for the project 
so that you will be kept informed of the progress of 
the process. 
Kind Regards, 
 

Anja Albertyn 
11/12/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja 
Thank you for your response. Would you please also ask the 
visual specialists whether any of the towers will appear on the 
skyline from Kazuko Lodge. 
Kind regards 
Peter 

Dear Peter, 
The visual specialist has responded to your query as 
follows: 
I have checked the visibility using our 3D models and 
the Google earth terrain and no WTGs would be 
visible at all from this location - it is much too far way 

Anja Albertyn 
11/12/2018 
by email 
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 (45.7 km from the closest WTG) and intervening 
terrain would definitely screen any view of the 
proposed wind farm.  
This will be included in the Comments & Responses 
Report. 
Please let me know should you have any further 
queries. 
Kind regards,  

  Dear Anja 
My client has obtained the attached  viewshed map from a 
specialist, which indicates that the towers are indeed on the 
viewshed from Kuzuko Lodge and certainly from my client’s farm. 
The consultant’s comments are in the email attached, which make 
it clear that the turbines are visible fairly faintly during the day 
(more so on very clear days) but more visible at night with the 
red flashing aviation warning lights on top of the turbines. The 
relative un-lit night landscape emphasises the contrast at night. 
 
My client is of the view that if the turbines appear on the skyline 
the visual impact will be more noticeable during the day and also 
at night. Please find attached a photograph from Kazuko Lodge in 
the direction of the proposed wind farm, which my client says is 
600 m above the elevation of the Lodge. 
 
Hence my client’s request that you indicate whether any of the 
towers will appear on the skyline from Kuzuko Lodge. 
 
I await your response. 
 
Thanking you, 

The original geographic co-ordinates provided by 
Peter Kantor are for the 2nd green block on the 
viewshed analysis by S3 Technologies and confirms 
my original observation that the WEF would not be 
visible from this location (33º12'51.10" S 25º29' 
43.15" E at 593m above mean sea level) due to 
intervening terrain.  
However, I see that there is an additional location 
indicated on the viewshed (33º11'51.08" S 
25º27'49.71" E at 647m amsl) -  since this location is 
on a high point in the terrain the WEF will indeed be 
visible from here - although at 42.75km distance they 
would be hardly discernible. 
I have attached a Google Earth screen shot from this 
location which shows the wind turbines modelled and 
placed correctly in the terrain (the WTGs are shown 
with the entire swept diameter of the rotor modelled 
as a flat disc, so the visual effect is more than one 
would see with an actual rotor). 
The lights from these WTGs would potentially be 
visible at night but, again, distance and climatic 
conditions would be mitigating factors. I really can't 
comment about the visibility of lights from the 
existing wind farms as we don't have any data for 

Visual 
Specialist 
11/12/2018 
by email 
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Kind regards 
Peter 
From: menno Klapwijk menno@bcksa.co.za 
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2018 10:17 PM 
To: Chris Bertie <cbertie@acland.co.za>; 'Andre van der Spuy' 

<avdspuy@iafrica.com>  
Cc: 'Flemming Jensen' <info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; 'Hein 

Badenhorst' <sillery@iafrica.com>  
Subject: RE: Highlands WEF: VIA review   
Dear Chris  
We have developed a Viewshed map of the proposed windfarm in 
relation to Kuzuko. From it you can see that a large portion of the 
farm will be in direct line of sight.  
We used the positions of the Phase 3 turbines as these were the 
most southern and closed to Kuzuko. However, for completeness 
we can generate the viewshed for all phases at short notice.  
The farm is between 35 and 45 km from the proposed windfarm. 
During the day, unless it is very clear day, a viewer will not 
readily see the turbines due to the distance unless looking 
specifically for them. I have based this on the approximately 40 
km viewing distance of the Cookhouse windfarms from farms 
such as Kamala, Side By Side Safaris, Eastern Cape Safaris and 
Boskam. These turbines are visible fairly faintly during the day. 
However, these become far more visible at night with the red 
flashing aviation warning lights that are positioned at the top of 
the turbines. These contrast significantly against a relative un-lit 
night landscape  
I hope this gives you a better understanding of what to expect  
Kind regards  

these (turbine positions, heights etc.). As I have 
pointed out in my previous email however, some of 
the proposed wind farms in the area are much closer 
than Highlands to the Kazulo Lodge. 
 
 
Google Earth Screenshot: see Appendix 9 

mailto:menno@bcksa.co.za
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Menno 
Attachments:  
10122018_BCK_WEF_Highlands_VIA_A4_portrait_General_Southe
rn_phase_turbines.jpg 
PHOTO-2018-12-07-10-36-35.jpg 
(see Appendix 10 for attachments) 

49 Mariette Liefferink 
CEO:  FEDERATION FOR A 
SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT 
TEL. (+27) 11 465 6910 
(+27) 73 231 4893 
Postnet Suite #113, Private 
Bag X153, Bryanston, 2021 
E-MAIL: mariette@pea.org.za 
23/11/2018 
by email 
 

Dear Ms Albertyn 
I write on behalf of the Federation for a Sustainable Environment 
(FSE). The FSE is a federation of community based civil society 
organisations committed to the realisation of the constitutional 
right to an environment that is not harmful to health or well-
being, and to having the environment sustainably managed and 
protected for future generations.   
I refer to the above-mentioned Application and my telephonic 
discussion with Ms Ashlin Bodasing of Arcus Consultancy Services 
this morning. 
I, on behalf of the FSE, hereby kindly request to be registered as 
an Interested and Affected Party and to be supplied with the Final 
BAR when it becomes available. 

Mariette Liefferink, CEO of the Federation for a 
sustainable environment was registered as an I&AP. 

Ashlin 
Bodasing 
28/11/2018 
by phone 

by phone Mrs Liefferink phoned to enquire which mountain range the 
project is located on. Anja Albertyn responded that she will send 
a kml with the proposed development layout to her. 

Hi Mariette, 
Please find the Highlands kml attached for Google 
Earth. This should answer your queries about the 
exact project location. 
The project is currently applying for Environmental 
Authorisation (EA). Should the Department of 
Environmental Affairs grant the EA, then the 
developer is able to bid the project to ESKOM in the 
REIPPP Programme’s next bidding round. In each 
bidding round Eskom allocates a certain amount of 
MW to wind energy projects, and selects the 

Anja Albertyn 
03/12/2018 
by email 
 

mailto:mariette@pea.org.za
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preferred bidders based on a point system from all 
nationwide projects that are being bid. We do not 
know when the next bidding round will take place. 
We have heard conflicting reports that it can happen 
as early as March, or as late as 2023.  
Please do let me know if the above does not answer 
all your queries. 
Kind Regards, 

03/12/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja 
Receipt acknowledged, with sincere thanks! 
Best Regards 

None required  

03/12/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja 
I apologise for the fragmented requests.   
I also thank you for the Google map.  It was helpful. 
However, in order for us to ascertain with certainty whether or 
not we should object to the proposed project, can you please 
confirm on exactly which mountain range the windfarm is to be 
built. It is assumed that you as the EAP will be very familiar with 
the area and the mountain range where the proposed wind farm 
is to be established. 
 

Dear Mariette, 
The proposed Highlands Wind Energy Facilities are 
not located on top of a mountain range. The lower 
reaches of the Groot Bruintjieshoogte mountain 
range are located approximately 2- km to the north 
of the proposed development site. The land parcels 
that constitute the development site are located on 
the lower lying areas (foothills) south of the Groot 
Bruintjieshoogte mountain range. Please see the 
attached map which shows the mountain range in 
the north (dark brown 1500 – 1750 m above mean 
sea level) and the turbine locations at an elevation of 
between 750 and 1250 m above mean sea level to 
the south of the mountain range. 
Please let me know should this not fully answer your 
query. 
Kind Regards, Anja 
Attachment: North WEF Fig 15.1 Physiography with 
50 m Contours, Fieldwork and Viewpoints.pdf 

Anja Albertyn 
06/12/2018 
by email 
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50 Hylton Newcombe 
Director – technical 
Wind Relic (Pty) ltd 
54 Thomas Road, Walmer, 
6070 Port Elizabeth 
08339581079 
hylton@windrelic.net 
10/12/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja Albertyn 
Please would you register me as an IAP for the above project 
Kind regards 
 

Dear Hylton, 
You have been registered as an I&AP and will receive 
notifications regarding the progress of the Highlands 
wind energy facilities project. The final Basic 
Assessment Reports will be submitted to the 
Department of Environmental Affairs by 9 January 
2019. 
Kind Regards,  

Anja Albertyn 
10/12/2018 
by email 

Dear Anja, 
Thank you for your prompt response. 
Regarding process, with the WEF being in a Gazetted REDZ area, 
therefore undertaking a BAR, is the application still submitted to 
DEAT due to it being an RE development, and therefore DEDEAT 
is not the responsible authority? 
As by norm DEDEAT is the responsible authority for BAR 
applications. 
Kind regards 
 

Dear Hylton, 
That is correct. The National Department of 
Environmental Affairs is the Competent Authority for 
RE Developments. Comment from the provincial 
DEDEAT is however required as well. 
Please let me know if you have any further queries. 
Kind Regards,  
 

Anja Albertyn 
10/12/2018 
by email 

51 Veronique Fyfe 
Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) 
Ltd 
5th Floor, 125 Buitengracht 
Street 
Cape Town 8001, South Africa 
+27 82 825 6069 (Mobile) 
eia@g7energies.com 
13/12/2018 

Hi Anja Albertyn; 
 
Please could you register myself as an I&AP on the Highlands 
WEF and grid connection project.  Please register me with the 
email address eia@g7energies.com. 
 
Thank you in anticipation. 

Hi Veronique 
You have been added to the I&AP database and will 
receive notifications regarding the project progress. 
Regards,  
 

Anja Albertyn 
10/12/2018 
by email 

mailto:hylton@windrelic.net
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
tel:%2B27%2072%20013%200806
mailto:eia@g7energies.com
mailto:eia@g7energies.com
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by email 

52 Bill Brown 
Glen Avon Farm B&B 
042 243 3628 
28 December 2018 
By email 

IN SUPPORT OF HIGHLANDS WIND FARM 
1. The agricultural specialists report indicates that the land in 

question is only suitable for low-intensity grazing or wind 
farm development. When Mr Andre van der Spuy, (who 
legally represents those who object to the wind farm) 
questions why the land has not been considered for game 
related farming, he interprets low-intensity grazing as 
applying to domestic livestock and evidently not to game. 
Low intensity grazing (and, to a lesser extent, browsing) 
would apply to both domestic as well as wild animals. The 
agricultural specialist report does, therefore, include game 
farming as a viable enterprise for the area. 

2. Mr Van der Spuy’s question regarding game farming can be 
interpreted as suggesting that, by farming game, landowners 
would be making ‘better’ use of the land, and would not be 
enticed by the financial gains of wind farming. To begin with, 
there are a number of financial reasons, why landowners 
may not farm game:  
(i) Some of the land is government owned. Emerging farmers 
assigned to this land do not have title to this land, and, as 
such, cannot use the land as co-lateral, nor do they have the 
capital or expertise to go into such a venture. 
(ii) Some are dedicated livestock owners who do not wish to 
farm game. 
(iii) Some game farmers entered the industry many years 
ago and are well established. It is inevitably more difficult for 
farmers who are not in the industry to enter the industry 
successfully. 
(iv) I am personally aware of a farmer who, having returned 
home to farm some 5 years ago, decided to increase the 
farms viability by dedicating part of the farm to high-value 

This comment was submitted in response to 
Comment 33 by AVDS. 

EAP in final 
BAR Vol III 
C&RR 
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game. The colour variant of the species in question was 
initially valued at R480 000 per unit. Now, 5 years later, this 
colour variant is valued at about R10 000 per unit. Such 
collapses in the market value are obviously a deterrent to 
many who have entertained the idea of some form of game 
farming. Needless to say, I am one of these. 

3. There are also ecological reasons why a landowner may not 
farm game: 

 (i) In the past, game would move over vast areas as they 
followed the change of season and rainfall patterns. Today, it 
is acknowledged that completely intact ecological systems 
are basically non-existent. At 2 million hectares, even the 
Kruger National Park has it problems, and the concept of 
trans-boarder parks was initiated to help with this. So what 
of the average game farm of, say, 5000ha? It is widely 
acknowledged that the long-term viability of a farm is 
dependent on the integrity of the soil and vegetation, and 
that animals need to be managed in such a way as to 
minimise negative impact through poor grazing practices 
such as under, over and selective grazing. Domestic livestock 
can be easily rotated from one camp to another allowing for 
adequate recovery of the vegetation. In some areas, this, 
coupled with the use of fire and the adaptive use of 
supplementary feeding where needed, can allow for the 
integrity of the land to be preserved in the long-term. Game, 
on the other hand, cannot be rotated and controlled to the 
same degree. The impact of long-term selective grazing by 
game is often very visible in areas where such farming 
adjoins livestock farming. The game farming areas often 
show a marked scarcity of grass, with a dominance of less 
palatable ‘increaser’ species (pictures available). 
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 (ii) Where the game is intensively managed, the degradation 
within the small camped areas can be extreme and is self-
evident. This is common with particularly valuable animals. 

 (iii) Arid and semi-arid areas are particularly susceptible to 
degradation. This includes the Highlands region. 

4. Inevitably, a landowner’s interest in the land-use of an area 
is heavily determined by financial values. I must point out 
that I had initially tried to farm sheep on my property but 
had to give up because of excessive losses to predators that 
were either not controlled on some properties in the vicinity, 
or controlled to a minor extent. I had no recourse to this 
problem but to switch to farming cattle, which is far less 
profitable. While I have not objected to land owners getting 
on with their respective enterprises even though some of 
their enterprises have had a negative financial effect on me, 
the point is that some land owners do object to the wind 
farm. It would seem that they feel that the wind farm would 
negatively affect their clientele who want an aesthetically 
pleasing African experience.  

5. If wind farms are an aesthetic problem, then I would suggest 
that such a land owner starts in his/her back yard. Animals 
and plants that are foreign to that area are invariably held as 
a deviation from authenticity and aesthetics by many who 
are in the know. While most properties have exotic species, it 
is the conscious planting of exotics – some even prohibited – 
that I point to. If the clientele on a game farm do not object 
to the presence of out-of-range South African species, 
completely foreign species, or an avenue of exotic conifers, 
why should the landowner or the clientele be concerned 
about wind turbines which are arguably less intrusive than 
large pylons? I am also aware that visiting hunters very 
frequently do not hunt in what would be termed zxcan 
aesthetically pleasing manner – certainly, the purist would 
decry any hunting that does not involve ‘fair chase’. Why 
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would such hunting clientele – and land owners who provide 
such hunting - be concerned about wind turbines? 

6. The security of the supply of electricity is crucial to our 
economy, and we surely have an interest in our local 
economy. The proposed wind farm would be a major 
contributor to the security of electricity. Such wind turbines 
are found in many parts of the world and are an attempt to 
be environmentally sound through lowered carbon emissions. 

7. The security of food is also crucial to our economy. Wind 
farming is compatible with livestock farming, as is evident in 
the Cookhouse area. While it may be that the erection of the 
wind turbines may lower the overall carrying capacity of the 
areas slightly due to access roads and the space at the base 
of the turbines, I make the point that game farming is a 
minor contributor to food security.  

8. While some who object to the wind farm may be established 
farmers who run significant enterprises, others may have 
‘lifestyle’ farms of little or no productivity. These people may 
not even be around in the long-term. Their decision may 
have significant effect on commercial farmers who are 
making good use of their land. In what way is their ‘vote’ 
justified?  

9. Should foreigners who own land object to the local land 
owners adding to the power supply of the country? 

In other areas I am told that game farmers have not objected to 
wind farms. An Environmental Impact Assessment on the 
Highlands site has already determined that, due to environmental 
reasons, the turbines should not be erected at the higher 
elevation, but that they be erected lower down where their 
visibility would be less obvious. I feel that the points detailed 
above show very clearly that the wind farm is a positive initiative. 
Bill Brown 
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53 Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental 
Consultants 
42 Afrikander Road 
Simon’s Town 
7975 
Tel/Fax: 021 786 2919 
E-mail: avdspuy@iafrica.com 
5 February 2019 
By Email 

Dear Ms. Albertyn 
1. Please could you advise us of the exact date of expiry of 57 
day decision-making period after submission of the Final BARs. 
2. Please kindly ensure that we, and our clients, are immediately 
notified of the Department’s final decision on the applications. 
Regards 
Andre van der Spuy 

Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
The 57 day decision-making period ends on Monday 
4 March 2019. Notifications will be sent out to all 
I&APs, including you and your clients, as per EIA 
Regulation 2014, as amended.  
I trust this answers your query. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn 
Environmental Practitioner 

Anja Albertyn 
 
5 February 
2019 

54 Minnie Zondi  
Content Researcher  
 
Leads 2 Business 
(www.L2B.co.za)  
Tel: 033 343 1130 or 0860 
836337 (0860 TENDER)  
Fax: 033 343 5882  

Good day Anja, 
Please advise has the EIA process for the above mentioned 
project been completed?  
Looking forward to your response 

Hi Minnie, 
The final Basic Assessment Reports were submitted 
to the DEA on 7 January 2019. The decision-making 
period for the DEA ends on 4 March 2019. As an 
I&AP you will be notified of the outcome, as per EIA 
Regulations 2014, as amended. 
Please let me know if you have any further queries. 
Regards, Anja 

Anja Albertyn 
 
6 February 
2019 

55 Nicholas Smith 
 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 14:34 
To: smalaza@environment.gov.za; 
tvandermerwe@environment.gov.za 
Cc: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr. Malaza and Ms. van der Merwe 

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Email was directed 
at the DEA and Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was 
cc’d in.  
 
 

 

http://www.l2b.co.za/
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14 February 2019 
By Email 

We refer to the above and attach a letter addressed to the 
Department on behalf of our clients as described on page 3 
thereof, the contents of which letter are self-explanatory. The 
letter refers to three appendices thereto, the first of which is also 
attached to this email. We will transmit the second and third 
appendices to you under cover of a separate email. 
We look forward to the Department’s response to the aspects 
raised at paragraphs 6.1 and 6.2 of the attached letter. In the 
interim, please acknowledge receipt of this email and the one to 
follow shortly. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith 

Email attachment (1) 
Letter_DEA_140219 

RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIESAND 
RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE, EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE (DEA 
REFERENCE NUMBERS: 14/12/16/3/3/1/955 TO 
14/12/16/3/3/1/960) 
1. We refer to the above applications in which the respective 
Basic Assessment Reports (“BARs”) were delivered to the 
Department of Environmental Affairs by Messrs. Arcus 
Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd (“Arcus”) on or about 
7January 2019.   
2. We act for the interested and affected parties on whose behalf 
substantive written comments on the BARs were delivered to the 
environmental assessment practitioner(“EAP”) employed by Arcus, 
by Andre van der Spuy Consulting on 25 October 2018.  Our 
clients are described on page 2 of this letter. 
3. In the context of the basic assessments undertaken by the EAP 
employed by Arcus and acting for the applicant, our clients 
commissioned various experts to review certain aspects of the 
information provided by Arcus and/or the EAP.   

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Attachment is part 
of the email which was directed at the DEA and 
Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was cc’d in.  
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4. The relevant review reports that are at hand to date (and are 
furnished herewith) are respectively the following: 
4.1. A visual impact assessment review prepared at the behest of 
our clients by Messrs. Bapela Cave Klapwijk Landscape Architects 
and Environmental Planners(title page dated January 2019 and 
signature page dated 6 February 2019); 
4.2. a report prepared at the behest of our clients by the 
Ecological Partnership, titled “Comments on Simon Todd’s flora 
and fauna report for the basic assessment of the proposed 
Highlands wind farm”(dated 7 February 2019); and 
4.3. a document titled “Peer review of the bird impact study for 
the proposed Highlands wind farm developments in the Somerset 
East area of the Eastern Cape Province”(prepared by Messrs. 
Avisense Consulting at the behest of our clients) and dated 
November 2018. 
5. The review reports appended to this letter are substantively 
relevant to the Department’s proper consideration of the merits of 
the applications for environmental authorisation currently pending 
before the Department and pertaining to the listed activities that 
comprise and/or form part of the proposed Highlands wind 
energy facilities and their associated infrastructure.  It follows 
that the Department should have full and proper regard to the 
attached reports in the context of its officials’ discharge of the 
Department’s constitutional and legislative mandate pertaining to 
the requirements of section 24 of the National Environmental 
Management Act107 of 1998 (“NEMA”) read with the NEMA EIA 
Regulations, 2014 (as amended). 
6. Against the backdrop set out above, we would be grateful if 
you would by return confirm the following: 
6.1. Receipt of this letter and the various experts’ review reports 
appended hereto; and 
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6.2. that the review reports transmitted to you under cover of this 
letter will be considered by the relevant officials within the 
Department when considering the substantive merits of the 
applications that are currently pending before the Department in 
this matter. 
Yours faithfully, 
NICHOLAS SMITH ATTORNEYS 
Clients represented by us in this matter 

Email attachment (2) 
Visual Impact Assessment Report 

Review Rev 2 (3) 

Attachment is not included here, but is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 11 

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Attachment is part 
of the email which was directed at the DEA and 
Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was cc’d in.  
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56 Nicholas Smith 
 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
14 February 2019 
By Email 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 14:37 
To: smalaza@environment.gov.za; 
tvandermerwe@environment.gov.za 
Cc: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: SECOND & THIRD APPENDICES TO OUR LETTER OF 
EVEN DATE (IN RE HIGHLANDS WEFs AND RELATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE) 
Dear Mr. Malaza and Ms. van der Merwe 
Attached please find copies of the second and third appendices to 
our letter transmitted to you by email moments ago. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith  

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Email was directed 
at the DEA and Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was 
cc’d in.  

 

Email attachment (1) 
AVDS Highlands WEFs Review of 

Bird Study AVISENSE 2 

Not included here, but is included as part of the original 
comments received Volume III Appendix 11 

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Attachment is part 
of the email which was directed at the DEA and 
Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was cc’d in. 

 

Email attachment (2) 
Report Ecological 

Partnership_07022019 

Not included here, but is included as part of the original 
comments received Volume III Appendix 11 

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Attachment is part 
of the email which was directed at the DEA and 
Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was cc’d in. 

 

57 Nicholas Smith 
 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
14 February 2019 

From: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Date: Thursday, 14 February 2019 at 14:37 
To: Sabelo Malaza <Smalaza@environment.gov.za>, Toinette 
VanDerMerwe <TVanDerMerwe@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: "highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za" 
<highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr. Malaza and Ms. van der Merwe 

From: Toinette Van Der Merwe 
[mailto:TVanDerMerwe@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 21 February 2019 09:50 AM 
To: nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
Cc: EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za>; 
Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 
Masina Litsoane <MLitsoane@environment.gov.za>; 
Mmamohale Kabasa 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Bongeka Ngcoliso 
<BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za>; Lunga Dlova 

No response 
sent to I&AP 
by EAP. Email 
was directed 
at the DEA 
and 
Highlands@ar
cusconsulting.
co.za was cc’d 
in.  

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
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mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:Smalaza@environment.gov.za
mailto:TVanDerMerwe@environment.gov.za
mailto:highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
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mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
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By Email  We refer to the above and attach a letter addressed to the 
Department on behalf of our clients as described on page 3 
thereof, the contents of which letter are self-explanatory. The 
letter refers to three appendices thereto, the first of which is also 
attached to this email. We will transmit the second and third 
appendices to you under cover of a separate email. 
We look forward to the Department’s response to the aspects 
raised at paragraphs 6.1 and 6.2 of the attached letter. In the 
interim, please acknowledge receipt of this email and the one to 
follow shortly. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith 

<LDlova@environment.gov.za>; 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 
Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES & ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Nick, 
Apologies for this late reply, I were on leave and only 
returned today. 
This mail confirms receipt of your mails sent to the 
Department on 14 February 2019 and 18 February 
2019 ito the Highlands applications. 
Your mails were forwarded to the relevant case 
officers.  They are copied into this mail. 
Kind regards 
Toinette van der Merwe 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
Coordination, Strategic Planning and Support 
Tel: 012 399 8630 
Email: tvandermerwe@environment.gov.za 

58 Vusi Skosana 
 
Director: Integrated 
Environmental Authorisations 
(IEA)  
Directorate: IEA: 
Coordination, Strategic 
Planning & Support 
Private Bag X447 
Pretoria 0001 

From: Vusi Skosana [mailto:VSkosana@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 18 February 2019 09:13 AM 
To: nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
Cc: Sabelo Malaza <Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; Toinette 
Van Der Merwe <TVanDerMerwe@environment.gov.za>; 
Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Lunga 
Dlova <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; Ephron Maradwa 
<EMaradwa@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr Smith 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Monday, February 18, 2019 10:48 
To: 'Vusi Skosana' <VSkosana@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: 'Sabelo Malaza' 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'Toinette Van Der 
Merwe' <TVanDerMerwe@environment.gov.za>; 
'Mmamohale Kabasa' 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 'Lunga Dlova' 
<LDlova@environment.gov.za>; 'Ephron Maradwa' 
<EMaradwa@environment.gov.za>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 

No response 
sent to I&AP 
by EAP. Email 
was directed 
at the DEA 
and 
Highlands@ar
cusconsulting.
co.za was cc’d 
in.  
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Tel: 012 399 9326 
Cel: 082 848 6337 
 
18 February 2019 
By Email 
 

In response to the above: 
Please note that the correct Reference numbers for the 
applications you inquired about are: 
1. 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 DBAR FOR THE 85 MW HIGHLANDS 

NORTH WEF WEST OF SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE 
CRANE ROUTE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE 
PROVINCE 

Please note that the Department has received at this stage 
received a Draft Bar and provided comments on 16 October 2018. 
The Department then reived a final BAR on the 07 January 2019 
and case officer is Ms Mmamohale Kabasa, feel free to liaise with 
case officer in case you need further clarity on the status of the 
application 
2. 14/12/16/3/3/1/1960 DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

FOR THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE, EASTERN 
CAPE PROVINCE 

The Department received the Draft BAR and provided comments 
on 19 October 2018. The final BAR was submitted on the 07 
January 2019 and case officer is Mr Lunga Dlova, feel free to 
liaise with case officer in case you need further clarity on the 
status of the application. 
The Department is still in a process of issuing the EAs in this 
regard, so far no EAs have been granted yet, which are both due 
buy not later than  05 March 2019. 
I hope this clarifies your query. 
Regards 

Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES & ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr. Skosana, Ms. Kabasa and Mr. Dlova 
We refer to the above and to Mr. Skosana’s e-mail of 
even date.   
We note in particular that the Department is in the 
decision-making phase of the basic assessment 
process, and that no decision on the merits of the 
respective applications has yet been made by the 
Department.   
In the circumstances, we anticipate that Ms. Kabasa 
and Mr. Dlova will now peruse and fully consider the 
contents of the specialist review reports delivered to 
the Department by e-mail last week, and will ensure 
that the submissions therein that go to the merits of 
the applications are properly presented as 
substantively relevant considerations that must be 
taken into account in DEA’s decision-making process.   
We await confirmation respectively from Ms. Kabasa 
and Mr. Dlova that they will ensure that appropriate 
consideration is given to the external review reports 
that we delivered last week at the behest of our 
clients. 
Your cooperation in this regard is appreciated. 
Yours faithfully, 
Nicholas Smith 

59 Nicholas Smith 
 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2019 12:34 
To: 'Lunga Dlova' <LDlova@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: 'Muhammad Essop' <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 

No response sent to I&AP by EAP. Email was directed 
at the DEA and Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za was 
cc’d in. 
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2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
21 February 2019 
By Email  

'Mmamohale Kabasa' <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 'Bongeka 
Ngcoliso' <BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za>; 'Masina Litsoane' 
<MLitsoane@environment.gov.za>; 'Pumeza Skepe' 
<PSkepe@environment.gov.za>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & 
ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr. Dlova 
Thank you for your email. 
We will endeavour to obtain three original and signed versions of 
each of the expert reports as soon as reasonably possible, and 
will then post those to DEA (for the attention of the three case 
officers) to the postal address you’ve provided below.  
We anticipate that you will in the interim review the electronic 
versions emailed to the Department, as the contents of the 
reports will not change, but will merely be supplemented with the 
respective experts’ signatures. 
Yours faithfully 
Nicholas 

  From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: 21 February 2019 12:05 PM 
To: Lunga Dlova 
Cc: Muhammad Essop; Mmamohale Kabasa; Bongeka Ngcoliso; 
Masina Litsoane; Pumeza Skepe; highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 
Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & 
ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr. Dlova 
Thank you for your email. 
It is not possible for you and your fellow case officers to print the 
three expert reports we emailed to DEA last week and to you this 
morning (which total some 30 pages in all)? If DEA is not able to 

From: Lunga Dlova 
[mailto:LDlova@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 21 February 2019 12:19 PM 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Cc: Muhammad Essop 
<MEssop@environment.gov.za>; Mmamohale 
Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Bongeka 
Ngcoliso <BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za>; Masina 
Litsoane <MLitsoane@environment.gov.za>; Pumeza 
Skepe <PSkepe@environment.gov.za>; 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 

No response 
sent to I&AP 
by EAP. Email 
was directed 
at the DEA 
and 
Highlands@ar
cusconsulting.
co.za was cc’d 
in.  
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do so, please confirm that fact, and let us have the postal address 
to which you would like us to deliver the hard copies of the three 
reports to the three case officers. We will then transmit the 
reports (electronic copies of which you already have in your 
possession) by priority post. 
We note that you refer to 3 case officers in your email below. 
Please advise as to who the third case officer is (we know that 
you and Ms. Kabasa are two of the case officers, but were not 
previously made aware that there is a third case officer.) 
We await your urgent response. 
Yours faithfully 
Nick 
 
From: Lunga Dlova [mailto:LDlova@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 21 February 2019 11:07 AM 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Cc: Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 
Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Bongeka 
Ngcoliso <BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za>; Masina Litsoane 
<MLitsoane@environment.gov.za>; Pumeza Skepe 
<PSkepe@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & 
ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Nick Smith 
Please send hard copies of the specialist studies to all 3 Case 
Officers as soon as possible. 
Regards 
Lunga 
From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: 20 February 2019 04:24 PM 
To: Mmamohale Kabasa 

Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES & ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Mr Smith 
Thank you for the quick response to my email. 
Please note that the Department only accepts 
originally signed hard copies for consideration.  
Attention to the following Case Officers; 
Mr Lunga Dlova 
Ms Mmamohale Kabasa, and  
Ms Bongeka Ngcoliso 
Address:  
Chief Directorate: Integrated Environmental 
Authorisation. 
Department of Environmental Affairs 
Environment House 
473 Steve Biko Road, Arcadia 
Pretoria 
Regards 
Lunga 
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Cc: Muhammad Essop; Lunga Dlova 
Subject: FW: HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIES & 
ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Dear Ms. Kabasa 
Herewith the first of the two emails sent last week to the 
Department’s Mr. Malaza and Ms. van der Merwe (not to Mr. 
Skosana, who responded to my email below, on behalf of the 
Department, on 18 February. Presumably Mr. Skosana sent us a 
response at the request of Mr. Malaza and/or Ms. van der Merwe) 
Yours faithfully 
Nicholas 

60 Bill Brown 
Glen Avon Farm B&B 
042 243 3628 
22 March 2019 
By email 

Good Day 
Please put us on your mailing list. 
Kind Regards 
Bill Brown 
PS I am resubmitting my letter supporting the wind farm. 
 

Dear Bill and Alison, 
Thank you for getting in touch. You will continue to 
receive notifications. Your letter was submitted to the 
Department in the final Basic Assessment Reports 
submitted in January 2019 and will be considered 
when they make their decision. 
You will be informed of any progress of the project. 
Kind Regards, Anja 

Anja Albertyn 
 
22 March 
2019 

Email attachment 
In Support of Highlands Wind 

Farm 

CASSIE LOTTER                                          28 DECEMBER 2018 
IN SUPPORT OF HIGHLANDS WIND FARM 

1. The agricultural specialists report indicates that the land in 
question is only suitable for low-intensity grazing or wind 
farm development. When Mr Andre van der Spuy, (who 
legally represents those who object to the wind farm) 
questions why the land has not been considered for game 
related farming, he interprets low-intensity grazing as 
applying to domestic livestock and evidently not to game. 
Low intensity grazing (and, to a lesser extent, browsing) 
would apply to both domestic as well as wild animals. The 
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agricultural specialist report does, therefore, include game 
farming as a viable enterprise for the area. 

2. Mr Van der Spuy’s question regarding game farming can be 
interpreted as suggesting that, by farming game, landowners 
would be making ‘better’ use of the land, and would not be 
enticed by the financial gains of wind farming. To begin with, 
there are a number of financial reasons, why landowners 
may not farm game:  
(i) Some of the land is government owned. Emerging farmers 
assigned to this land do not have title to this land, and, as 
such, cannot use the land as co-lateral, nor do they have the 
capital or expertise to go into such a venture. 
(ii) Some are dedicated livestock owners who do not wish to 
farm game. 
(iii) Some game farmers entered the industry many years 
ago and are well established. It is inevitably more difficult for 
farmers who are not in the industry to enter the industry 
successfully. 
(iv) I am personally aware of a farmer who, having returned 
home to farm some 5 years ago, decided to increase the 
farms viability by dedicating part of the farm to high-value 
game. The colour variant of the species in question was 
initially valued at R480 000 per unit. Now, 5 years later, this 
colour variant is valued at about R10 000 per unit. Such 
collapses in the market value are obviously a deterrent to 
many who have entertained the idea of some form of game 
farming. Needless to say, I am one of these. 

3. There are also ecological reasons why a landowner may not 
farm game: 

 (i) In the past, game would move over vast areas as they 
followed the change of season and rainfall patterns. Today, it 
is acknowledged that completely intact ecological systems 
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are basically non-existent. At 2 million hectares, even the 
Kruger National Park has it problems, and the concept of 
trans-boarder parks was initiated to help with this. So what 
of the average game farm of, say, 5000ha? It is widely 
acknowledged that the long-term viability of a farm is 
dependent on the integrity of the soil and vegetation, and 
that animals need to be managed in such a way as to 
minimise negative impact through poor grazing practices 
such as under, over and selective grazing. Domestic livestock 
can be easily rotated from one camp to another allowing for 
adequate recovery of the vegetation. In some areas, this, 
coupled with the use of fire and the adaptive use of 
supplementary feeding where needed, can allow for the 
integrity of the land to be preserved in the long-term. Game, 
on the other hand, cannot be rotated and controlled to the 
same degree. The impact of long-term selective grazing by 
game is often very visible in areas where such farming 
adjoins livestock farming. The game farming areas often 
show a marked scarcity of grass, with a dominance of less 
palatable ‘increaser’ species (pictures available). 

 (ii) Where the game is intensively managed, the degradation 
within the small camped areas can be extreme and is self-
evident. This is common with particularly valuable animals. 

 (iii) Arid and semi-arid areas are particularly susceptible to 
degradation. This includes the Highlands region. 

4. Inevitably, a landowner’s interest in the land-use of an area 
is heavily determined by financial values. I must point out 
that I had initially tried to farm sheep on my property but 
had to give up because of excessive losses to predators that 
were either not controlled on some properties in the vicinity, 
or controlled to a minor extent. I had no recourse to this 
problem but to switch to farming cattle, which is far less 
profitable. While I have not objected to land owners getting 
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on with their respective enterprises even though some of 
their enterprises have had a negative financial effect on me, 
the point is that some land owners do object to the wind 
farm. It would seem that they feel that the wind farm would 
negatively affect their clientele who want an aesthetically 
pleasing African experience.  

5. If wind farms are an aesthetic problem, then I would suggest 
that such a land owner starts in his/her back yard. Animals 
and plants that are foreign to that area are invariably held as 
a deviation from authenticity and aesthetics by many who 
are in the know. While most properties have exotic species, it 
is the conscious planting of exotics – some even prohibited – 
that I point to. If the clientele on a game farm do not object 
to the presence of out-of-range South African species, 
completely foreign species, or an avenue of exotic conifers, 
why should the landowner or the clientele be concerned 
about wind turbines which are arguably less intrusive than 
large pylons? I am also aware that visiting hunters very 
frequently do not hunt in what would be termed zxcan 
aesthetically pleasing manner – certainly, the purist would 
decry any hunting that does not involve ‘fair chase’. Why 
would such hunting clientele – and land owners who provide 
such hunting - be concerned about wind turbines? 

6. The security of the supply of electricity is crucial to our 
economy, and we surely have an interest in our local 
economy. The proposed wind farm would be a major 
contributor to the security of electricity. Such wind turbines 
are found in many parts of the world and are an attempt to 
be environmentally sound through lowered carbon emissions. 

7. The security of food is also crucial to our economy. Wind 
farming is compatible with livestock farming, as is evident in 
the Cookhouse area. While it may be that the erection of the 
wind turbines may lower the overall carrying capacity of the 
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areas slightly due to access roads and the space at the base 
of the turbines, I make the point that game farming is a 
minor contributor to food security.  

8. While some who object to the wind farm may be established 
farmers who run significant enterprises, others may have 
‘lifestyle’ farms of little or no productivity. These people may 
not even be around in the long-term. Their decision may 
have significant effect on commercial farmers who are 
making good use of their land. In what way is their ‘vote’ 
justified?  

9. Should foreigners who own land object to the local land 
owners adding to the power supply of the country? 

In other areas I am told that game farmers have not objected to 
wind farms. An Environmental Impact Assessment on the 
Highlands site has already determined that, due to environmental 
reasons, the turbines should not be erected at the higher 
elevation, but that they be erected lower down where their 
visibility would be less obvious. I feel that the points detailed 
above show very clearly that the wind farm is a positive initiative. 
Bill Brown 
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61 EIA Admin 
Integrated Environmental 
Authorisations: 
Coordination, Strategic 
Planning and Support 
Tel: (012) 399 8630 / (012) 
399 8529 
Email: 
EIAadmin@environment.gov.z
a 

From: EIAadmin [mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 5, 2019 14:50 
To: MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com; Ashlin Bodasing 
<AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Andrew Pearson 
<Andrewp@arcusconsulting.co.za>; quinton@openmail.co.za; 
Simon.Todd@3foxes.co.za 
Cc: Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; Thabile 
Sangweni <TSangweni@environment.gov.za>; EIAadmin 
<EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1956, 1957, 1958, 1959 & 1960 
Good day. 
Please find herein the attached decision for the above mentioned.  
I hope you find all in order. 
Thank you. 

From: Anja Albertyn  
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 16:32 
To: EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za>; MrWolf@wkn-
windcurrent.com; Ashlin Bodasing 
<AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Andrew Pearson 
<Andrewp@arcusconsulting.co.za>; quinton@openmail.co.za; 
Simon.Todd@3foxes.co.za 
Cc: Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; Thabile 
Sangweni <TSangweni@environment.gov.za>; 
LDlova@environment.gov.za; Bongeka Ngcoliso 
<BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1956, 1957, 1958, 1959 & 
1960 
Good day, 
Please find attached response to the below. A hardcopy will be 
delivered to the Department tomorrow morning. 
Kindly confirm receipt. 
Kind Regards,  
Anja Albertyn, MSc, Pr. Sci. Nat 
Environmental Practitioner 

Email attachment (1)  
Suspension of Application 

SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 14(1) OF THE EIA 
REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE PROPOSED 85MW 
HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS 
ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; THE70MW HIGHLANDS 
CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV 
POWERLINE; AND THE 90MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE WEST OF 

The applications for Environmental Authorisation (EAs) and the 
final Basic Assessment Reports (BARs) received by the 
Department on 07 January 2019 and the additional information 
received on 14 February 2019, refer. 
The EAP has considered the suspension letter received from the 
department on 05 March 2019, which refers to additional 
information in the form of peer reviews submitted by Mr Nicholas 
Smith, on behalf of his client, Mr Andre van der Spuy.  Please 
find enclosed responses to the allegations contained in the letter, 

tel:0123951734
tel:0123951734
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
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SOMERSET EAST WITHINTHE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
 
The applications for Environmental Authorisation (EAs) and the 
final Basic Assessment Reports (BARs) received by the Department 
on 07 January 2019 and the additional information received on 14 
February 2019, refer. 

from the EAP, the applicant and the specialists copied in the 
letter.  
The comment period on the draft BARs for the above-mentioned 
applications was 18 September 2018 to 25 October 2018. Mr van 
der Spuy submitted a letter of objection on 25 October 2018 
which was responded to in detail in the final BARs. Please see 
pages 57 - 111 of Volume III: Comments and Responses Report 
of the final BARs. According to NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014 as 
amended, there are no provisions for comments to be sent 
directly to the DEA once the final reports have been submitted 
for authorisation. However, Mr. van der Spuy, through his lawyer 
submitted these comments to the DEA, on 14 February 2019, 90 
days (excluding the period 15 December – 5 January) after the 
end of the official comment and review period, and indeed, right 
towards the end of the DEA’s regulated decision-making time 
period 
Following this submission, on 5 March 2019, the DEA stated in a 
letter of suspension that the Department believes that the EAP, 
and/or the specialists have not complied with regulation 13 of 
the EIA Regulations 2014, as amended, and cited Regulation 
10(c), 13(1) (b), 13(1)(c), 13(1)(d).  
The EAP and the specialists, deny these allegations, by the DEA, 
and state that, throughout the process, the EAP and the 
specialists have remained independent and conducted 
themselves appropriately and in line with the requirements of 
the NEMA and the EIA regulations. They have also not withheld 
any information from the competent authority.  
Following receipt of the suspension letter the EAP requested the 
avifauna specialist, the visual specialist and the ecology specialist 
to review the reports submitted to the department by Nicholas 
Smith, the attorney representing Mr. AVDS and the I&AP’s that 
he represents.  
Each specialist study “peer reviewed” by Mr. van der Spuy’s 
appointed specialists are dealt with independently in detail 
below, and a consolidated table specifically addressing the points 
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raised in the suspension letter by the department are presented 
as well. The original responses by the specialists are appended 
to this response letter, Appendix I – Avifaunal Specialist 
Response, Appendix II – Ecology Specialist Response and 
Appendix III – Visual Specialist Response. 
A technical letter from the Noise Specialist is included as 
Appendix IV.   

 On 14 February 2019, the Department received additional 
information in the form of an independent peer review of the 
Avifaunal, Ecological and Visual Impact Assessment reports as 
contained in the BARs from Mr Nicolas Smith. Mr Smith is acting on 
behalf of his client Mr Andre van der Spuy. The findings of the 
latter studies indicate that there are deficiencies with the findings 
and assessments submitted as part of the environmental impact 
assessment (EIA) applications currently under review. The peer 
reviews are appended to this letter under Appendix 1. 

The EAP received the same information on 14 February 2019. 
The EAP forwarded the same to the case officers on Monday 18 
February 2019. 

 Following a review of the BARs and the above-mentioned 
information, this Department, in terms of Regulation 14(1) of the 
EIA Regulations,2014, as amended, believes that the 
Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP} and/or specialists 
have not complied with the requirements of Regulation 13 of the 
EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended. 
 

The EAP and the specialists have complied with all requirements 
of Regulation 13, as detailed below. In-house specialist reports 
(Avifauna, Bats and Noise) were peer reviewed by independent 
specialists and these peer reviews were included in the Draft and 
Final Basic Assessment Reports. The additional peer reviews 
received by the EAP and the Department on 14 February were 
commissioned by the parties opposing the proposed 
developments. 

 Regulation 10(c) of the EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended states 
that "an applicant must provide the competent authority with all 
information that reasonably has or may have the potential of 
influencing any decision with regard to an application". 
 

The Applicant did provide the competent authority with all 
information available at the time of submission of the final basic 
assessment report. The additional peer reviews were made 
available to the EAP and Applicant at the same time as they were 
made available to the Department. The EAP and the specialists 
have not withheld any information and have provided the DEA 
with all information that reasonably has or may have the 
potential of influencing any decision with regards to the 
application. The peer reviews commissioned by Mr van der Spuy, 
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do not add any new information that has the potential to change 
any of the specialist assessments and mitigation measures 
included in the Final Basic Assessment Reports submitted to the 
DEA for authorisation. This has been confirmed by the specialist 
and the EAP. 

 Regulation 13(1)(b) states that "An EAP and a specialist, appointed 
in terms of regulation 12(1) or 12(2), must have expertise in 
conducting environmental impact assessments or undertaking 
specialist work as required, including knowledge of the Act, these 
Regulations and any guidelines that have relevance to the 
proposed activity;” 

The EAP and the appointed specialists have proven expertise in 
conducting environmental impact assessments and the 
respective specialist work, as required, including knowledge of 
the Act, the Regulations and applicable guidelines, as is 
presented in the EAP and specialist CVs and their declarations of 
independence in the submitted Basic Assessment Reports. In 
summary the Lead EAP, Ashlin Bodasing has over fourteen years 
in the environmental consulting industry and has been involved 
in a number of renewable energy applications. Through her 
fourteen year of working, she has gained the expertise in 
conducting environmental impact assessment, she has gained a 
thorough working knowledge of the Act and the EIA Regulations 
and the guidelines that have influence over each project 
application.  
Andrew Pearson has a four year BSc (hons. equivalent) in 
Conservation Ecology, certificates in Environmental Law, as well 
as ten years’ experience in environmental management, 
including over eight years as an Avifaunal Specialist. He has 
conducted specialist work on over 25 wind farm project in south 
Africa.  
An independent peer review by Mr. Jon Smallie, found that “The 
avifaunal specialist (Andrew Pearson) is certainly qualified and 
sufficiently experienced to conduct this assessment. Mr Pearson 
has >5 years avifaunal consulting experience, at least two years 
of which involved Andrew working closely with me whilst we 
were both employed by the Endangered Wildlife Trust. Andrew is 
a competent and very thorough avifaunal specialist”. 
Bernard Oberholzer is a Landscape Architect and Environmental 
Planner (BOLA). He has a Bachelor of Architecture (UCT 1970), 
Master of Landscape Architecture (U. of Pennsylvania 1975) and 
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is a Professional member of the SA Council for the Landscape 
Architectural Profession (SACLAP), reg. no. 87018 and a Fellow 
of the Institute of Landscape Architects of South Africa. 
 
Bernard has 40 years’ experience as a professional landscape 
architect, specialising in, environmental planning, coastal 
planning, urban landscape design and visual assessments. He is 
currently an independent consultant, and was for 7 years the 
Convenor of the Master of Landscape Architecture Programme at 
UCT. He has presented papers on Visual and Aesthetic 
Assessment Techniques, and provides specialist services as a 
reviewer of visual impact studies prepared by other firms. 
He is the author of Guideline for Involving Visual and Aesthetic 
Specialists in EIA Processes, prepared with the CSIR for the 
Dept. of Environmental and Development Planning, Provincial 
Government of the Western Cape, 2005. 
Bernard has been involved in numerous land use suitability 
studies and visual assessments for a wide range of projects, and 
serves as a member of the Stanford Heritage Committee. 
Quinton Lawson is an Architect (qarc) and holds a Bachelor of 
Architecture (Univ. of Natal 1977). He is a Professional member 
of the SA Council for the Architectural Profession (SACAP), reg. 
no. 3686. Member of the Cape Institute for Architecture and SA 
Institute of Architects. 
Quinton has practiced as a professional architect since 1978, 
specialising in architectural and urban design, environmental 
design and computer visualisation. 
He was one of the founding partners of Meirelles Lawson 
Architects formed in 1988, initially specialising in economic and 
sustainable housing. He was a senior partner at MLB Architecture 
and Urban Design, with specialist expertise in visual modelling 
and design solutions, and he retired from MLB Architects in 
2018. 
In the past he has been a visiting lecturer at UCT teaching a 
post-graduate course on Computer Techniques in Landscape 
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Architecture, including visualisation and visual assessment 
techniques. 
Together with BOLA, Quinton has been involved in numerous 
visual impact assessments over a number of years, and he 
recently served a 5 year term on the Impact Assessment Review 
Committee of Heritage Western Cape. 
Simon Todd is Director and principal scientist at 3Foxes 
Biodiversity Solutions and has over 20 years of experience in 
biodiversity measurement, management and assessment.  He 
has provided specialist ecological input on more than 200 
different developments distributed widely across the country, but 
with a focus on the three Cape provinces.  This includes input on 
the Wind and Solar SEA (REDZ) as well as the Eskom Grid 
Infrastructure (EGI) SEA and Karoo Shale Gas SEA.  He is on the 
National Vegetation Map Committee as representative of the 
Nama and Succulent Karoo Biomes.  Simon Todd is a recognised 
ecological expert and is a past chairman and current deputy 
chair of the Arid-Zone Ecology Forum.  He is registered with the 
South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions (No. 
400425/11). 

 Regulation 13(1)(c) states that “An EAP and a specialist, appointed 
in terms of regulation 12(1) or 12(2), must ensure compliance with 
these Regulations;" 

The EAP and specialists have conducted the application 
processes in accordance with the EIA Regulations. 

 Regulation 13(1)(d) states that "An EAP and a specialist, appointed 
in terms of regulation 12(1) or 12(2), must perform the work 
relating to the application in an objective manner, even if this 
results in views and findings that are not favourable to the 
application " 
Based on the above, the following is noted: 

The EAP and appointed specialists have performed the work in 
an objective manner, and have signed declarations of 
independence in this regard. The additional peer reviews were 
commissioned by Mr van der Spuy, on behalf of surrounding land 
owners objecting to the development of the WEF. To avoid any 
potential questions on independence, all specialists studies 
conducted by employees of Arcus were independently peer 
reviewed and these peer reviews were included as part of the 
Final BARs submitted to the DEA. The impact assessments and 
significance ratings were conducted in an objective manner and 
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reflect the current knowledge at the time of writing the reports, 
including each specialist report.   

 1. Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd. conducted 
the Avifaunal Assessment. Avisense conducted the Avifaunal 
Assessment peer review. The peer review concluded inter alia: 

Arcus conducted the avifaunal assessment and Jon Smallie was 
commissioned to undertake an independent peer review of the 
Avifaunal Impact Assessment, which was included in the final 
BAR’s submitted to the DEA.  Jon Smallie’s concluded that 1. 
“the avifaunal specialist is certainly qualified and sufficiently 
experienced to conduct this assessment”. 2. “The report is in line 
with the applicable guidelines.” 3. “Overall the survey scope is 
suitable and adequate.” 4. “We confirm that we agree with the 
methodology and presentation of the findings.” 5. “Overall the 
impact ratings and findings are acceptable in our view.” 6. “We 
support the recommendation in the conclusion that two 
Verreaux’s Eagle be fitted with GPS trackers” and 7. “Our 
impression is that the work was conducted both fairly and 
independently” 

 i. "lacks the accuracy, completeness and detail required to fully 
identify and evaluate the impacts of the proposed 
development." 

The Arcus study exceeded best practice guidelines (Jenkins et al, 
2015) and 72 hours per Vantage Point per year were conducted 
in line with the Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines (BLSA 2017). The 
monitoring approach was also informed by a site feasibility study 
for the proposed development site. This study (Arcus 2017) 
included a site visit by the specialist (which included searching 
for nests) and thorough desk-based review and was completed 
in March 2017.  
The independent peer review by Jon Smallie, concluded that the 
Arcus study complied with both applicable sets of guidelines. 
This peer review also stated that the survey scope was “suitable 
and adequate” and that the nest survey work conducted was 
“very thorough survey of available nesting substrate on site, and 
provides high confidence in the status quo with respect to 
sensitive species breeding”. 
The “peer review” study conducted by Avisense Consulting was 
commissioned by Mr Andre van der Spuy, who is representing 
objectors to the proposed development, as per. letter sent to 
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DEA by Nicholas Smith Attorneys on 14 February 2019 (Appendix 
V). 
 
During the course of the EIA, Birdlife South Africa considered the 
Avifaunal Assessment and provided comment that “We are 
pleased to note that our guidelines have been used by the 
avifaunal specialists with regards to the recommended scope of 
the data collection and mitigation measures. We also note that 
the applicant has opted to adopt the recommended nest buffers 
and to avoid other areas associated with high collision risk, as 
identified by the avifaunal specialist.” (See Volume III: 
Comments & Responses Report: Section 5: Table 1: page 55 of 
the final BARs). 
They further state, “While we are satisfied that sufficient effort 
has been / will be made to minimise impact through the layout 
of the facility.” and suggested various mitigation measures be 
implemented.  These have all been included as suggested 
mitigation measures (see Volume I: BAR Appendix B: EMPr: 
Table 7.2 and Volume III: Comments & Responses Report: 
Section 5). 

 ii. The impact assessment underplays the potential severity of 
turbine and/or power line collision impacts on threatened and 
collision-prone species such as Verreaux's Eagle, Cape 
Vulture, Blue Crane and Ludwig's Bustard, and over-estimates 
our current ability to mitigate such impacts, resulting in 
residual impact ratings that are overly lenient on the 
development proposal. This project- specific failing is 
compounded and magnified in the report's attempt to 
evaluate the cumulative impacts of this and other renewable 
energy projects in the region on local populations of 
threatened birds. 

The impact assessment for turbine collisions rated the severity of 
the impact as high before and after mitigation, which is the 
highest possible rating. The impact assessment for powerline 
collision rated the severity as high before mitigation and medium 
with mitigations. Therefore the statement that “the impact 
assessment underplays the severity of turbine and/or powerline 
collision impacts” is factually incorrect (see page 46 Volume II: 
Bird Impact Assessment Report). 
Collisions with powerlines are easier to mitigate than turbine 
collisions as lines can be placed underground and marking 
devices on any remaining lines have been proven to reduce 
mortalities although they do not remove the threat of collisions. 
The significance of the cumulative impact was calculated as high 
before mitigation and medium with mitigations and a list of 
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required measures is given. It remains the specialist’s opinion 
that the assessment ratings are justified. 
On page 9 of his peer review Jenkins (2018) stated “the pre-
mitigation impact of about 35 km of new 66-132 kV line on these 
and other key species (possibly including Cape Vulture) is 
considered “Medium” and reduced to “Low” by the attachment of 
bird diverters”.  
This is an incorrect statement, which gives the incorrect ratings 
for the assessment of the grid connection. The 35 km long grid 
connection is applicable only to the Highlands South (Phase 3) 
application. Table 34 shows that collisions for this line (and for 
both its alternatives) was rated as “High” without mitigation and 
“Medium” with mitigation.  The assessment of “Medium” without 
mitigation and reducing to “Low” with mitigation was for the 
North (Phase 1) grid connection and the Central (Phase 2) grid 
connection. These lines are proposed to be a maximum of 5 and 
8 km long respectively. 

 iii. The report suggests the use of GPS-trackers on Verreaux's 
Eagles as a pre-construction intervention aimed at measuring 
the disturbance and collision impacts of wind farm 
construction and operation on this species. However, the 
availability of the VERA model renders this expensive, hands-
on, and intrinsically risky approach redundant and 
unnecessary. Furthermore, VERA modelling should be used 
now, to more accurately inform the avian impact study and 
influence the authorization process, rather than later, after 
the EA has already been issued. 

Neither the specialist nor the EAP were aware of this VERA 
model at the time of writing. Notably, on Mr Jenkins himself 
states: “Megan Murgatroyd’s Verreaux’s Eagle Risk Assessment 
(VERA) model for predicting the distribution of collision risk in 
this species is still in development” There is also no indication 
that this model has been independently tested, reviewed and 
endorsed by other specialists in the field. During the public 
consultation period, BLSA commented on the report and made 
no reference to the use of the VERA model or its availability. The 
Arcus specialist still recommends tagging of the birds during 
construction, to further knowledge of the actual impacts on the 
birds. 
An independent peer review by Jon Smallie stated the following 
regarding the tracking of the Verreaux’s Eagles: “We support the 
recommendation in the ‘Conclusion’ that two Verreaux’s Eagles 
be fitted with GPS trackers, but recommend this also be 
repeated elsewhere in the report under mitigation measures so 
that it is not missed by anyone extracting listed mitigation from 
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the tables”. The independent external review by Jon Smallie also 
did not recommend the use of the VERA model, and did not 
identify any deficiencies in the assessment which would justify 
use of such a model. 

 iv. “These findings could potentially require that impact ratings 
concerning this highly sensitive species be adjusted, 
materially affecting perspectives on the long-term 
sustainability of the proposed wind farm.” 

“These findings” are in reference to the findings of a planned 
Cape Vulture study, not yet conducted or completed. The words 
extracted should be read in context with the full statement by 
Jenkins (2018) which is as follows: “Similarly, upcoming results 
of an EWT study of Cape Vulture movements and numbers in the 
Bedford/Cookhouse region in relation to wind energy 
development in the area should be included in this study. These 
findings could potentially require that impact ratings concerning 
this highly sensitive species be adjusted, materially affecting 
perspectives on the long-term sustainability of the proposed 
wind farm”  
We were not aware of this project/study at the time of writing. 
According to EWT (Pers. Com Dr. G. Tate) project initiation only 
began in September 2018, and no birds have been tagged as yet 
in the area. The initial findings of this project/study, as well as a 
useable model to predict risk, is only likely to be available at the 
end of 2019. 
Cape Vulture was recorded on the project site in one season and 
in low numbers, and is likely to only be an occasional visitor to 
the project site. Vulpro provided the most up to date available 
Cape Vulture data for roost sites in the broader area, which 
showed that the closest roost site of this species is 60 km away 
and the closest breeding colony is 175 km away. Extensive cliff 
survey work, by both Arcus and Jenkins (2018) in the area on 
and around the WEF site did not locate any additional 
roost/colony sites. Should mortalities occur for this species 
(which is unlikely but possible), they could be mitigated (or 
reduced in future) by implementing mitigation such as carcass 
management strategies and/or shut down on demand strategies.  
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No additional information has been presented by Jenkins’ peer 
review that changes the impact ratings and the outcome of the 
assessments.  
It should be noted the proposed Highlands WEF sites are more 
than 60 km the known vulture roost. BLSA in their comment 
stated the following, “The site(s) for the proposed wind farm(s) 
are arguably less sensitive than the more easterly parts of the 
Renewable Energy Development Zone (where BirdLife South 
Africa has serious concerns about potential impacts on Cape 
Vulture and other threatened species)……” 

 2. The Ecological Assessment was conducted by Mr Simon Todd 
and the peer review was done by Ecological Partnership. The 
peer review concluded inter alia: 

i. “Simon Todd makes authoritative statements in his report 
dismissing or minimising the continuous impact of broad-band 
wind turbine sound on the fauna in the operational area 
without any evidence. 

The Arcus ecological specialist is aware of the impacts of sound 
on fauna, having reviewed the peer-reviewed literature on this 
subject in another recent context.  Evidence of this work is 
available in Todd (2016) and Scholes et al. (2016).   These 
papers specifically consider the impact of noise on fauna and 
provide an overview of the manner in which sounds affects 
fauna as well as the different ways in which fauna respond and 
adapt to these changes to their environment.  That noise affects 
fauna is not debatable and is taken a basic premise from which 
to work and understand the specific impacts associated with 
wind farms.  There are no authoritative statements in the report 
to the contrary. 
In terms of the vertebrate fauna, noise generally acts to degrade 
the quality of the habitat for vulnerable and sensitive species.  As 
such, the presence of turbines does not exclude species from the 
area, but may result in a decrease in the fitness or density of the 
affected species.  In this regard it is important to note that wind 
turbines are similar in their effects to roads and other sources of 
anthropogenic noise and there is nothing specific about wind 
turbine noise that makes its impact different from other sources. 

 ii. The impact of continuous broad-band wind turbine sound on 
the health of animals is another potential negative impact 
which is not considered in Mr Todd's report. 

The turbines will not emit broad-band sound on a continual basis 
as the turbines only turn and generate power when the wind is 
above the kick-in speed.  The noise specialist has written a note 
on this (Appendix IV to this letter) and concluded the following: 
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“Noise levels will be lower during low wind speeds, and no wind 
turbine noise will be present during periods of calm (20-year 
monthly mean wind speed in Uitenhage: 3.14 m/s) 
High wind speeds also result in elevated background noise 
levels; this provides additional masking of the wind turbine noise 
and correlates with low levels of faunal activity, particularly with 
the regard to vocalising for territorial or mate attraction 
purposes. 
It is not possible for all areas to be downwind of the wind 
turbines simultaneously; those areas which are downwind of the 
turbines will change with varying wind direction. For those area 
which are directly upwind of the turbines during a given wind 
direction, noise levels will be approximately 10 dB lower than 
presented. 
Worst-case predicted noise levels are comparable with the level 
of noise already present in the locality; 
Wind turbines emit very low levels of infrasound, and it is not 
possible to produce an infrasound-based noise contour plot. 
Infrasound generated by wind turbines is likely to be lower than 
infrasound generated by the wind itself, and there is considered 
to be no reasonable prospect of a significant effect.” 

 iii. There is no mitigation for the continua/ broad-band sound 
emitted by the wind turbines, and therefore he cannot speak 
about post-mitigation operational impacts. 

The Fauna & Flora Specialist Basic Assessment report (Final 
BARs Volume II) provides a variety of mitigation measures. Apart 
from stopping turbines for periods, there does not appear to be 
any effective mitigation for turbine noise. However, until such 
time as the noise impact of turbines on fauna are demonstrated 
through science-based and peer-reviewed research and 
literature, there is no valid reason to justify the operational 
impact of stopping turbines during operation to reduce noise.  In 
addition, there are a variety of noise reducing measures that are 
implemented as standard practice on wind farms aimed at 
reducing the overall noise impacts. 
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 iv. His significance ratings below are meaningless as he has 
failed to provide any qualitative or quantitative assessment of 
the impacts. 

The significance ratings were not defined in the Fauna & Flora 
Specialist Basic Assessment report (Final BARs Volume II) 
because they are defined and fully described in the main EIA 
report (Final BARs Volume I).  The same definitions were applied 
in the Fauna & Flora Specialist Basic Assessment report and 
accordingly it was not necessary to repeat this in the report.  
This is a standard and accepted impact significance hierarchy.   
The significance ratings are therefore not meaningless.  We note 
that the Ecological Partnership (EP) report does not substantiate 
any such broad-brush and sweeping statements. 

 v. To begin assessing impacts of the wind farm's broad-band 
sound on the fauna, Mr Todd should include a map showing 
predicted sounds levels (sound contours) at 50 metre 
intervals from the perimeter of the proposed wind farm 
development for infrasound (<20 Hz), low frequency sound 
(20-200 Hz) and higher frequency sound (>200 Hz).” 

It is unclear why EP are requesting this information.  According 
to Arcus’s noise specialist (Appendix IV of this letter): 
“Wind turbines emit very low levels of noise at such frequencies, 
and as such, manufacturers do not provide such information. 
The lowest octave-band provided by the manufacturer is 32 Hz. 
As such, it is not possible to present a noise contour plot of 
infrasound levels. 
Infrasound is present in the environment, and is generated by a 
wide range of natural sources (e.g. wind, waves etc.). In 
February 2013, the Environmental Protection Authority of South 
Australia published the results of a study into infrasound levels 
near wind farms. This study measured infrasound levels at urban 
locations, rural locations with wind turbines close by, and rural 
locations with no wind turbines in the vicinity. It found that 
infrasound levels near wind farms are comparable to levels away 
from wind farms in both urban and rural locations. Infrasound 
levels were also measured during organised shut-downs of the 
wind farms; the results showed that there was no noticeable 
difference in infrasound levels whether the turbines were active 
or inactive. 
On this basis, the very low level of infrasound generated by wind 
turbines is likely to be lower than infrasound generated by the 
wind itself. It is not possible to provide a noise contour plot 
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relating to infrasound, and there is considered to be no 
reasonable prospect of a significant effect”. 

 3. The Visual Assessment was conducted by Mr Bernard 
Oberholzer. The peer review was conducted by BCK 
Landscape Architects and Environmental Planners. The peer 
review concluded inter alia: 

i. "the report did not take into account many of the eco-tourism 
based farms in terms of the negative visual impact on the 
aesthetics of their operations. Furthermore, it is believed that 
the criteria used to evaluate the visual impact are overly 
conservative in terms of intensity bearing in mind the 
enormous size and height of the turbines (total height 210m - 
the equivalent of a 70-80 storey building).” 

The peer review was commissioned by Mr van der Spuy, who is 
representing surrounding land owners objecting to the proposed 
development.  
There is no scientific evidence that wind farms negatively affect 
eco-tourism activities. According to the SIA, based on the 
findings of the literature review there is limited evidence to 
suggest that the proposed Highlands WF would impact on the 
tourism in the SBDM and BCLM. The findings also indicate that 
wind farms do not impact on tourist routes. At a regional level 
the impact is rated Low Negative. However, the proposed WF 
may have a localised impact on the game farming operations in 
the immediate vicinity of the site. The significance of this impact 
is rated Moderate Negative. The potential localised impact would 
however need to be considered within the context of the 
Highlands WF location within the Cookhouse Wind REDZ and the 
significant socio-economic benefits associated with the 
establishment of renewable energy facilities. 
The visual specialists took into account all the ecotourism based 
farms that were on the SAPAD Database, as well as those 
identified in the SIA and the list provided by the EAP. 
Assessments can only be based on information that is available. 
The visual specialist and the social specialist considered each 
other’s reports to inform their impact assessments. Therefore, 
the visual specialist did have knowledge of this information, and 
did not need to gain access to the surrounding land or have 
discussions with the land owners / farm managers to determine 
the land use, as this was undertaken by the social specialist. It 
should be noted that the avifaunal specialist and the social 
specialist tried at various times to gain access to the surrounding 
land owners’ properties and were denied access and / or 
declined to talk to the social specialist and voice their concerns 
(Final BARs Volume III: Comments & Response Report Table 1, 
page 80). According to the Social Impact Assessment report 
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(Final BARs, Volume II) “Only the owners of Buffelsfontein, 
Kamala and East Cape Safaris could be contacted for comment. 
The owners of Klipplaat (Side by Side) declined to comment at 
this stage (Mr. Fleming Jensen, communicated via Mr. Grant 
Abrahamson, pers. comm). A number of other properties in the 
vicinity of the site (e.g. Mistkraal and Driefontein) also appear to 
support commercial game hunting operations. The owners of 
these properties could not be reached for comment. However, 
the concerns identified by the owners of Kamala and East Cape 
Safaris are likely to be relevant and apply to the other game-
based operations in the study area." 
"The owner of Buffelsfontein has indicated that he had no issues 
with the proposed turbines, as the key portions of his property 
would either be in the view shadow or too distant to experience 
significant impacts (Tollie Jordaan, pers. comm)." (Final BARs, 
Volume II: Social Impact Assessment, page 77) 
It appears therefore that some of the landowners have been 
reluctant to take part in the public participation process, and 
instead lodged their objections through Mr van der Spuy. 
Both the Visual Impact Assessment report and Social Impact 
Assessment report (final BARs, Volume II) indicate that some of 
the farms with ecotourism facilities are within the 2-5km zone, 
and where information was available at the time, visual buffers 
were indicated for these, for example Volume II: Visual Impact 
Assessment report page 16. 
The maximum turbine height being applied for is 200 m.  
The visual specialists, in comparing the 3 wind farms, rated the 
Northern WEF slightly higher than the Central and Southern 
WEFs, because of the arterial R63 Route, the Bruintjieshoogte 
scenic pass, the Bruintjieshoogte mountains (scenic resource) 
and the proximity of the Kamala Private Game Reserve, (at a 
higher elevation), in relation to the Northern WEF. 
The visual assessment followed the methodology provided by the 
EAP, Adapted from T Hacking, AATS – Envirolink, 1998: An 
innovative approach to structuring environmental impact 
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assessment reports. In: IAIA SA 1998 Conference Papers and 
Notes. 
The potential impact that the proposed Highlands WEFS may 
have on each environmental receptor could be influenced by a 
combination of the sensitivity and importance of the receptor 
and the predicted degree of alteration from the baseline state 
(either beneficial or adverse). 
Environmental sensitivity (and importance) may be categorised 
by a multitude of factors, such as the rarity of the species; 
transformation of natural landscapes or changes to soil quality 
and land use. The overall significance of a potential 
environmental impact is determined by the interaction of the 
above two factors (i.e., sensitivity/importance and predicted 
degree of alteration from the baseline). Specialists, in their terms 
of references were supplied with a standard method with which 
to determine the significance of impacts to ensure objective 
assessment and evaluation, while enabling easier 
multidisciplinary decision-making. The significance of 
environmental impacts is a function of the environmental aspects 
that are present and to be impacted on, the probability of an 
impact occurring and the consequence of such an impact 
occurring before and after implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures. Intensity is calculated and presented in 
Tables 9 to 15 in the VIA and are not considered to be “overly 
conservative”. 

 ii. The consultants restricted their field survey to the 
surrounding roads. Except for the R63 they were generally 
5km and more away from the WEF site. As far as can be 
ascertained, at no point did they gain access to any of the 
affected farms or have any discussions with the land 
owners/farm managers to determine the type of land use and 
the impact the turbines might have aesthetically on their 
operations. 

The visual consultants made use of routes where they were not 
restricted by locked gates, and generally selected viewpoints that 
were close to farmsteads. Some of these farmsteads, mainly in 
the west, were in a view shadow or faced away from the 
proposed WEFs and it would not have served any purpose 
entering the private property.  
The visual report and the social report are interlinked.  We note 
that the the social report contains the following: 
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"Several of the farms which focus primarily on eco-tourism which 
included hunting, photographic, adventure and star-gazing are 
within the 2km -5km zone."  
"These farms include Kamala Private Game Reserve (2km), 
Eastern Cape Safaris (2km), Boskam (4.5km), Vaalklip Game 
Reserve (4km), Driefontein Safaris (1km), Side By Side Safaris 
(2.5km) and The Ridges. Several other farms fall just outside the 
5km zone such as Die Brill, Malpepo Safaris, Michael Puren 
Gonakraal and Skietfontein." 
 
The visual specialist and the social specialist considered each 
other’s reports to inform their impact assessments. Therefore, 
the visual specialist did have knowledge of this information, and 
did not need to gain access to the surrounding land or have 
discussions with the land owners / farm managers to determine 
the land use, as this was undertaken by the social specialist. It 
should be noted that the avifaunal specialist and the social 
specialist tried at various time to gain access to the surrounding 
land owners properties and were denied access and / or declined 
to talk to the social specialist and voice their concerns. According 
to the social report “Only the owners of Buffelsfontein, Kamala 
and East Cape Safaris could be contacted for comment. The 
owners of Klipplaat (Side by Side) declined to comment at this 
stage (Mr. Fleming Jensen, communicated via Mr. Grant 
Abrahamson, pers. comm). A number of other properties in the 
vicinity of the site (e.g. Mistkraal and Driefontein) also appear to 
support commercial game hunting operations. The owners of 
these properties could not be reached for comment. However, 
the concerns identified by the owners of Kamala and East Cape 
Safaris are likely to be relevant and apply to the other game-
based operations in the study area.  
"The owner of Buffelsfontein has indicated that he had no issues 
with the proposed turbines, as the key portions of his property 
would either be in the view shadow or too distant to experience 
significant impacts (Tollie Jordaan,  Social Specialsit pers. 
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comm)." (Final BARs Volume II: Social Impact Assessment page 
77)" 
It appears therefore that some of the landowners have been 
reluctant to take part in the public participation process, and 
instead lodged their objections through AVDS. 
Both the VIA and SIA indicate that some of the farms with 
ecotourism facilities are within the 2-5km zone, and where 
information was available at the time, visual buffers were 
indicated for these. 
The visual consultants attempted to obtain views covering a 
range of distances from the project site (from 857m to 11.5km), 
which would in turn, through interpolation, give an impression of 
the proposed turbines at different distances, as shown in the 
photomontages. This assists with the cumulative assessment of 
the wind farm as well. 

 iii. There appears to be some confusion in terms of the ratings 
for visibility and visual sensitivity in the report. 

For purposes of clarity, visibility and visual sensitivity are two 
completely different factors.  
The buffers used in the 2014 CSIR Report were nominal buffers 
for broad regional scale mapping purposes, and are not intended 
to be used indiscriminately at the project scale but rather 
adapted to local conditions, as noted in Table 4 in the VIA. For 
example, the receptor may be in a view shadow. Table 5 and 
Map 5 of the VIA indicates minimum visual buffers recommended 
for the Highlands project, which was taken into consideration in 
the layout. 

 iv. The cumulative impacts are significantly understated. The VIA 
report states that the cumulative visual impact significance is 
considered low due to distance being a mitigating factor. 
Under NEMA it is required to consider all potential 
development activities that could add to the cumulative 
impact in combination with Highlands WEFs. This would 
include the massive Siemens/ Watson wind farm which will 
directly abut the Highlands WEF site on the east and then run 
all the way through to Kwandwe north of Grahamstown and 

All existing and planned renewable energy facilities, including 
those at the application stage, have been considered, based on 
the latest (at the time of writing the VIA Report) REEA Database 
(Q4, 2018), available from DEA. The BCK report is potentially 
stating that the cumulative assessment for the Highlands WEF’s 
should have been conducted to take into account the entire 
Cookhouse REDZ and all potential developments within this 
zone. It is generally accepted that a 30 km radius is sufficient for 
the cumulative assessment for WEFs, in this case Arcus used a 
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taking in the old Spitskop West and Spitskop East wind farms. 
However, excluding the Pearson Solar project, there are at 
least another nine huge wind farm projects which will result 
in a combined visual massing in the REDZ area. 

35 km minimum radius for the cumulative assessment. According 
to Figure 1.1 in the BAR’s there is only one proposed WEF and 
one solar facility within the 35 km radius, so the EAP is unsure 
how the BCK specialist has counted 9 huge wind farm projects. 
Map 1 in the VIA indicates renewable energy facilities on the 
Database and nearly all of these are beyond 35km. 
There is no known record of the mentioned Siemens/Watson 
WEF either on the Database or websites, so it is unclear what 
wind farm BCK is referring to here. The Kwande WEF is 
northwest of Grahamstown, about 100km away, and the 
Spitskop WEF is east of the Middleton one, about 60km away 
and should therefore provide little or no cumulative visual 
impact. It should be noted that this minimum cumulative 
assessment radius was taken into consideration by all the 
specialists, and the VIA, confirms that 35 km is sufficient for the 
cumulative assessment, whereas, birds considered a 50 km 
radius and bats considered 250 km radius for their cumulative 
assessments.  
Added to this is the fact that the area falls within a gazetted 
Cookhouse REDZ, where one would expect to see wind farms. 
The cumulative visual impact is therefore considered to be low.  
The EAP is unaware of what huge wind farm is being referenced 
by BCK. Attempts to confirm and understand what wind farm 
BCK is referring to yielded no results. It should be noted, that 
even if there are plans for this wind farm, as far as can be 
established, this is only in the pre-planning, feasibility, 
prospecting stage, therefore there is no information available to 
assess. One cannot assess the potential of a wind with no 
information in the public domain, as there no information to 
assess. Expecting the EAP to include an idea of a wind farm, 
with no information to base the cumulative assessment on is not 
reasonable. Therefore only planned developments which have 
been through the application stage, with an idea of the size of 
the facility can be used to produce an informed cumulative 
assessment.  By definition, cumulative impacts are those that 
result from incremental changes caused by past, present or 
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reasonably foreseeable future actions together with the 
proposed development, if there is no publically available 
information on this “huge wind farm” how can one reasonably 
foresee that this will be developed. It is therefore not reasonable 
to include this unknown in the cumulative assessment. 

 v. We, furthermore, recommend that the buffer zone for the 
turbines and infrastructure should extend to 5 km, as stated 
by the VIA consultants, where the eco-tourism farms are in 
close contact with the WEFs.” 

Minimum visual buffers indicated in the Visual Impact 
Assessment (Final BARs: Volume II, page 17) for private 
reserves and game farms are 1km (high visual sensitivity), and 
2km (moderate visual sensitivity). If the latter buffer was 
increased to 5km it would still result in 'moderate' visual 
sensitivity. Therefore there is no need to extend the buffer zone 
to 5 km. 

 You are hereby informed that in terms of Regulation 48(1)(a) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended, it is an offence to “provide 
incorrect or misleading information in any form, including any 
document submitted in terms of these Regulations to a competent 
authority or omits information that may have an influence on the 
outcome of a decision of a competent authority;" and in terms of 
Regulation 48(1)(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended 
"fails to comply with regulation 10(c)." 

No misleading or incorrect information was knowingly submitted 
by the EAP or Applicant, and no information was knowingly 
omitted or withheld. The additional peer reviews commissioned 
by the opposing parties were received by the EAP and Applicant 
on the same day that they were submitted to the Department, 
and the EAP and applicant had no knowledge of any additional 
information being available at the time of submission of the 
BARs or thereafter. The Applicant therefore did not fail to comply 
with regulation 10(c) which states “An Applicant must provide 
the competent authority with all information that reasonable has 
or may have the potential of influencing any decision with regard 
to the application. 
All information submitted was based on specialist’s assessment, 
site visits and experience in conducting assessments for 
renewable energy applications. The information contained in the 
“peer reviewed” reports commission by Mr van der Spuy, does 
not contain any material new information. The information 
contained in the peer reviewed reports does not change any of 
the specialist’s findings nor does it change the assessments and 
mitigations measures proposed by the EAP and the specialists. 
There is no information contained in the peer reviewed reports 
that influence the outcome of the decision of the DEA. 
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 In terms of Regulation 14(1)(a) of the EIA Regulations, 2014, as 
amended, you are hereby informed that the timeframe for 
reviewing and considering the Highlands Wind Energy Facility 
applications (14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 14/12/16/3/3/1/1958 and 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1960) has been suspended until the matter is 
resolved, and that extended timeframes for processing the 
application will be communicated once a decision on the matter 
has been concluded. 
You are also informed that the associated powerline applications, 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1956, 14/12/16/3/3/1/1957 and 
14/12/16/3/3/111959 are also suspended as these applications are 
directly linked to the associated Wind Energy Facility applications. 
In terms of Regulation 14(6) of the EIA Regulations, 2014, as 
amended, you are hereby informed to notify all registered 
interested and affected parties (l&APs) of the Department's 
decision within 07 days from the date of this decision. 

It is acknowledged that the timeframe for reviewing and 
considering the Highlands applications have been suspended 
until the matter is resolved. The applicant would nonetheless still 
request an indicative time frame from the DEA, for considering 
the responses contained in this letter as well as the timeframe 
for the consideration of the applications.  
All registered I&APs were notified of the suspension of the 
timeframes in terms of Regulation 14(1) on 7 March 2019, ie. 02 
days following the suspension in terms of sub regulation 1(a). 
Proof of notifications are attached hereto. 

 In terms of Regulation 14(1)(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014, as 
amended, you are hereby informed that you are given an 
opportunity to make representations in writing to this Department 
within 15 days from the date of this decision. Upon receipt of the 
information, this Department will consider the matter and advise in 
terms of Regulation 14(5) of the EIA Regulations, 2014, as 
amended. 
The representations to be submitted must inter alia: 

Representations by the specialists in addition to the responses by 
the EAP presented here are attached hereto. 

 i. An indication from the EAP if the additional peer review was 
conducted and/or considered the terms of reference provided 
to the original specialist; 

We note that the EIA Regulations only require that reports be 
externally reviewed where EAPs or specialists do not comply with 
the requirements of regulation 13(1).  It is submitted that the 
EAP and all specialists met all the requirements of Regulation 
13(1), and therefore no external reviews were necessary.  
Nevertheless, where specialist reports were conducted by 
employees of Arcus, and without discrediting their independence 
and objectivity, the EAP commissioned external specialist reviews 
of the following reports: 
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• Bird Impact Assessment Report 
• Bat Impact Assessment Report 
• Noise Impact Assessment report 

The external review reports can be found attached to the 
relevant report reviewed in final BARs Volume II.  
We note also that the new reports were commissioned by Mr van 
der Spuy, an express objector to the wind farm developments in 
these applications and elsewhere, and no declarations of 
independence and objectivity are attached to the reports. The 
objectivity and independence of the authors of these reports is 
therefore questioned.   
We note further that Mr van der Spuy’s peer reviewers did not 
consider the terms of reference of the specialists appointed as 
part of the basic assessment process. We point out that: 
• The avifaunal assessment conducted as part of the basic 

assessment process was based on four season surveys of 72 
hours per vantage point, an extensive cliff nest survey and 
walk and drive transects.  

• The visual specialist appointed as part of the basic 
assessment process conducted an objective assessment 
taking into consideration all views of the proposed 
development. Although a site visit was conducted by Mr van 
der Spuy’s specialist, BCK, it appears to be focussed solely 
around those land owners that are objecting to the 
development and not around those that are in support of 
the development.  

The ecologist appointed by Mr van der Spuy did not conduct a 
site visit, and appears not to take into consideration or comment 
on the terms of reference of the ecological specialist appointed 
as part of the basic assessment process. 

 ii. An indication as to whether the conclusions and 
recommendations of the EAP and assessment rating of the 

As per the specialists’ inputs contained in this response, no 
significant additional information has been advanced in the peer 
reviews commissioned by Mr van der Spuy which changes the 
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BARs, as well as the mitigation actions and outcomes of the 
EMPrs will change, based on the new findings; 

ratings and/or outcomes of any of the assessments, mitigations 
and/or outcomes of the EMPrs. 

 iii. Request a response from the original avifaunal, ecological 
and visual specialists on the peer review reports; 

Response letters from the avifaunal, ecological and visual 
specialists are included as Appendix I, II and III. 

 iv. Include proof that all registered l&APs were notified of this 
decision.  

Proof of notification emails and registered mail is attached 
hereto. 

 Should you have any queries or wish to discuss the points raised 
above, please do not hesitate to contact the writer.  
Yours faithfully. 

 

Email attachment (2) 
AVDS Highlands WEFs Review  

of Bird Study 

Full letter is not included here. Only parts requiring responses is 
written in full below. Full letter is included as part of the original 
comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

AVISENSE Consulting (AC) was asked in October 2018 by André 
van der Spuy of AVDS Environmental Consultants to conduct a 
peer-review of the Arcus bird study and impact assessment as 
part of an objection to the WKN Windcurrent Highlands Wind 
Energy Facilities development applications. AVDS is representing 
Homegrown Farms cc and a consortium of landowners and 
objectors in the vicinity of the proposed wind farm project, all of 
whom are opposed to the development/s. 
The Arcus Avifaunal Specialist and the EAP have responded to 
the AC report below, for ease of reference the section numbers 
and page numbers in the review are repeated below. 

Reference Statement (extracted from AC, 2018) EAP  and Avifaunal Specialist Response 

Page 3, paragraph 1 Over effectively four days spent in the field a single observer 
managed to cover most (but not all) of the target habitat (Fig. 1), 
locate, characterize and survey (within time limitations) 22 cliffs or 
cliff- lines (Table 1, Fig. 2), and plot 22 definite or probable nest 
sites of cliff-nesting raptors and corvids (Table 1, Fig. 2). This in 
contrast to the nine sites documented by the Arcus study, with 
only three definite nest locations and including six cliffs with nest 

It is apparent that AC did not understand / misunderstood the 
information contained in the avifaunal impact assessment report 
(AIA). For clarity please note the following: 
The nine documented Arcus sites were the nine confirmed nest 
sites. The specialist did not report on ‘probable’ sites. In other 
words, the nine sites reported on where the nine sites where 
confirmed nest structures were found. There were not only three 
definite nest locations, as mentioned in the AC Report. All nine 
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structures that were not conclusively allocated to species (Table 1, 
Fig. 3). 

sites are definite nest locations. At five of these sites the species 
utilizing the nest (or most likely utilizing the nest) was confirmed. 
 
It should further be noted that the nest survey conducted was 
not restricted to these nine cliffs. The specialist searched over 40 
cliff lines/cliff sites/valleys (See Figure 1 below for areas 
searched). Our methods state that “The majority of potential cliff 
habitat on and within 3 km of the proposed development site 
was surveyed”, and can confirm that this is what was done and 
achieved. 

Page 3, paragraph 1 Verreaux’s Eagle nests were located on the highest quality cliffs 
only. Four sites of this key species were found, three of which 
featured to some extent in the Arcus report (although only two – 
N2 and N5 – were considered definite nesting areas).  

This statement in the AC report is factually incorrect.  
N1 was also considered a definite Verreaux’s Eagle nesting area, 
and was buffered accordingly with the same protective buffers 
as N2 and N5. All that was different was that the actual activity 
(i.e. current or recent breeding activity at the nest) could not be 
definitely confirmed at that time.  
 

Page 3, end of paragraph 1 The fourth nest was located on AVISENSE Cliff 3 (Table 1), 
between the Arcus N1 and N2 cliffs, at the eastern end of this 
large, south-facing cliff-line on the slopes of the 
Grootbruintjieshoogte. This site is about 1.6 km east of the Arcus 
site at N2 

The Verreaux’s Eagle nest described as the ‘fourth nest’ in the 
AC Report is over 3.5 km away from the North WEF site 
boundary and is possibly an alternate nest of the same pair 
observed by Arcus at N2. 
 
Further AC Report confuses cliff and nests sites, N1 and N2 refer 
to nest sites with actual nest structures, and not cliffs.  

Page 3, paragraph 2 The eagles deserted the site recently when some of the trees in 
the stand were cut down. The territory may now have dissolved, 
but there is also a chance that the Martial Eagle pair has simply 
relocated to another suitable nest tree and remain resident in the 
area. 

Martial Eagle (including a juvenile) was observed and recorded 
by the Arcus study, (although infrequently) and its presence in 
the area was considered in our assessments. 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 204 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response 

SUSPENSION PHASE 

Page 3, last paragraph The Arcus baseline study is basically sound. It is broadly compliant 
with national best practice (Jenkins 2015) and provides some level 
of detail on most of the relevant aspects of the affected avifauna. 

Our study exceeded the recommendations of the Best Practice 
guideline which recommends 48 hours of Vantage Point (VP) 
surveys per year be conducted for each VP (Jenkins et al. 2015) 
and 72 hours per VP per year were conducted in line with the 
Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines (Birdlife 2017). 

Page 3, last paragraph For example, only four days of fieldwork were allocated to 
surveying cliff-nesting birds over the full study period, which simply 
wasn’t enough 

This statement is incorrect. Four days were allocated specifically 
to the avifaunal specialist to conduct a separate, nest search 
independent of the on-going standard monitoring being 
conducted on site by a team of six observers. An additional two 
days were also spent on site in March 2017 during a feasibility 
site visit, during which a number of cliff lines were also checked. 
The specialist focused on the main cliffs, as well as cliffs that 
were not near to any of the standard survey locations. A number 
of cliffs (that were not surveyed by the specialist) were checked 
and surveyed by the bird monitoring team at the request of the 
specialist during the seasonal surveys.  
 
See Figure 1 in the Avifaunal Specialist Response (Appendix I)  
for the locations of all the cliff lines surveyed by the specialist 
and the Arcus bird team under guidance and instruction of the 
specialist. 
 
Our methods state that “The majority of potential cliff habitat on 
and within 3 km of the proposed development site was 
surveyed”, and we can confirm that this is what was done and 
achieved. 

Page 4, Table 1, Column 2 The column heading reads “Arcus cliff/nest  number” This should read as “Arcus nest number”. The table in the AC 
Report is misleading in that it infers that only 9 cliff sites were 
surveyed. This is incorrect, as explained in the response above. 
Furthermore, our results were not intending to display 
“occupancy”, especially of species such as Rock Kestrel and 
White-necked Raven. If we saw these species they were noted, 
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but we did not record it as a nest of these species, unless we 
were sure of the exact nest site/location on the cliff.  

Page 8, top of paragraph 1 For the most part the nest sites that were missed by the Arcus 
team are mostly those of White- necked Ravens or Rock Kestrels 
that aren’t considered an urgent priority in assessing the impacts 
of the proposed activity. 

We did not record sites/cliffs where we saw such species. We 
only recorded actual nests. If the Arcus team saw an actual nest, 
it was recorded and we tried to identify it. Some of the nesting 
sites recording in the AC report, it is likely that an actual nest 
has not been seen, it is just assuming that there is a nest, by 
observing species in the area. This is not clear in the report.  

Page 8, top of paragraph 1 However, it seems likely that at least one Verreaux’s Eagle nest 
site was missed 

This is possibly an alternate nest site for the pair observed and 
documented at N2 and is further away from N2. Regardless, its 
presence would not affect the assessment or the sensitivity and 
no-go areas of the site, as it is over 3.4 km from the site 
boundary and 3.7 km from the nearest proposed turbines. 

Page 8, paragraph 1 and the general lack of detail in the Arcus results suggests that 
others, possibly of significant species, may also have slipped 
through the cracks. 

Regardless of the level of detail included in the report, the 
results of the assessment does not change. Even if more detail 
was included the assessments would remain the same. Please 
see attached KML for locations of all the cliffs surveyed. 
However, we believe it is unlikely that nest sites of significant 
species, especially Verreaux’s Eagle were not found, especially 
on the WEF site which was very thoroughly checked. The nest 
survey conducted was thorough and it is unlikely that the nest 
survey or any of the seasonal survey’s missed any significant 
species. 

Page 8, paragraph 1 this work was concentrated into mid-winter only, with no attempt 
made to look for spring- and summer-breeders such as Lanner 
Falcon, Jackal Buzzard and Booted Eagle 

A number of cliff sites on and around the WEF site were 
surveyed by the bird team during the spring season monitoring 
from 30 October 2017 – 09 Nov 2017. 
 
We note here that AC did not record any Booted Eagle or Lanner 
nests in his spring survey work, nor did the activity recorded by 
this species suggest any potential areas of breeding on the WEF 
site.  
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Furthermore, the focussed cliff survey conducted by the 
specialist was specifically focussed on Verreaux’s Eagle, as a cliff 
survey is recommended for this species by applicable guidelines 
(i.e. the Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines). 
  

Page 8, paragraph 1 Also, the search area for the Arcus cliff survey was too tightly 
contained around the development envelope and should have been 
guided more by the distribution of optimal habitat and less by the 
letter of the guidelines document 

As per the AIA the majority of optimal habitat on and up to 3 km 
from the proposed development was searched.   

Page 8, Paragraph 2 The failure to spend any time at all searching for the possible 
Martial Eagle nest site in the vicinity of Kalama is also problematic. 
This is a wide-ranging, globally Vulnerable species known to be 
susceptible to disturbance and collision impacts (Taylor et al. 2015, 
Ralston-Paton et al. 2017), and the presence of a nest site 
anywhere near the previous location would at least require that the 
concentration of turbines in the north of the development area be 
moved a considerable distance to the south 

Possible Martial Eagle nest site locations (e.g. power lines and 
large stands of trees) on and around the WEF site that the team 
or the specialist passed, were checked during the nest survey 
and the seasonal monitoring.  
 
The latter is only correct if a nest was located within 5-6 km of 
turbine positions. Buffers applied to Martial Eagle nests to date in 
South Africa range from 1 km to 6 km, and a default buffer for 
this species, if Arcus were to recommend it would be in the 
region of 5-6 km.  

Page 8, Paragraph 3 Other small but not insignificant deficiencies of the Arcus report 
include references to the likelihood that both Blue Crane 
Anthropoides paradiseus and Secretarybird Sagittarius serpentarius 
– globally threatened and impact susceptible species (Taylor et al. 
2015, https://www.iucnredlist.org/search) - breed on or close to 
the development area, and yet no apparent effort was made to 
find such sites during the baseline study.  
 

Publically available information (BLSA, 20181) shows that as of 
October 2018, there had been one recorded collision fatality of 
Secretarybird in South Africa. It is possible that there have been 
more since the release of this report from BLSA. There has been 
no available information that the specialist is aware of this 
species being displaced or disturbed by WEF developments. Blue 
Cranes have been found to be extremely tolerant of human 
disturbance, and have been recorded successfully breeding on a 
number of wind farms (avifaunal specialist: Pers. Obs; Pers. Com 
Sam Ralston-Paton; Pers. Com Jon Smallie). Blue Crane is 

                                                
1 BirdLife SA, 2018. Presentation given to BAREF, October 2018. 
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regionally classified as Near-threatened, while Secretarybird is 
Vulnerable. Possible nests sites of both these species were 
searched for by the specialist and the bird team during the 
extensive amount of time spent on and around the WEF site 
during four seasons of monitoring and the nest survey. As there 
was no proven need for a structured search, this was not 
indicted in our methods. 

Page 8, Paragraph 3 Again, the report later requires that the area be surveyed for Blue 
Crane nests during construction and that any sites found should be 
monitored. Why was this important work not done during the 
baseline study when it could have made a material difference to 
the outcomes of the EIA? 
 

Nest sites were searched for as part of the day to day activities 
of the monitoring staff during the standard monitoring. It is 
possible that nest sites may be established in future, and there is 
no harm in recommending additional construction phase work. 
Blue Cranes have shown high tolerance to wind developments 
with relatively low mortality despite a number of operational 
facilities within their core range for a number of years (Ralston-
Paton et al, 2017; avifaunal specialist Pers. Obs; avifaunal 
specialist Pers. Com BARESG and BLSA).  
If a nest site was located during the monitoring work, it would 
not have changed the impact assessment or the significance 
ratings. It would (and can still, if found through the additional 
recommended work) advise the final constructed layout and the 
construction scheduling. Such an approach (of recommending 
additional post authorization / pre-construction/ construction 
phase field work) has been recommend by other specialists on 
other sites for Blue Crane, and the specialist is not aware of any 
projects where separate, specific searches for Blue Crane nesting 
sites were conducted (outside of the standard monitoring effort) 
to advise the EIA. 
 
On the Excelsior WEF site2, Blue Crane were “recorded in large 
numbers at the turbine site” although no breeding activity was 
recorded, and there was no ‘separate’ Blue Crane nest site 
search conducted. Smallie (2015) for the proposed Golden Valley 
WEF site recommended that “Blue Crane breeding surveys be 

                                                
2 Van Rooyen, C., Froneman, A., and Laubscher, N. 2012. Avifaunal pre-construction monitoring at the proposed Excelsior Wind Energy Facility.  
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conducted during breeding season (September to March) in 
order to determine whether this pair or others breed on site, and 
if so what effect construction has on their breeding success. This 
can be conducted by a suitable bird specialist and should ideally 
consist of a one day survey of the prime habitat, in 
approximately October-November (rainfall dependent), and then 
a maximum of two follow up one day surveys if breeding sites 
are found. These follow up visits will aim to determine breeding 
success at these sites”. It was also stated “Our experience at an 
operational wind energy facility elsewhere in SA where Blue 
Cranes are abundant, has shown that they will breed quite close 
to turbines (approximately 120m in one case) once the facility is 
operational. We therefore do not believe the likelihood of long 
term abandonment of breeding is high.” 

Page 8, Paragraph 4 Verreaux’s Eagle flight activity on the site was quite high, and the 
study concedes that this species will probably suffer turbine 
collision mortalities as a residual impact.  
 

The study noted that the species is likely to suffer some collision 
mortality at some stage during operations of the proposed 
WEF/WEFs, however the amount and frequency of collisions are 
not expected to reach a level that would be unsustainable for the 
regional population.  
Verreaux’s Eagle flight activity on site over 12 months (and 432 
hours of VP observations) was 0.227 flights per hour and 0.331 
birds per hour.  When compared with the activity of this species 
on other WEFs in SA, the activity levels are moderate. 
Furthermore, the study (and assessment) considered flight 
activity of all priority species, and not only Verreaux’s Eagle. For 
priority species only (including unidentified raptors which are 
likely priority species), the overall passage rate on the WEF was 
calculated as 2.75 birds/hour of observation. This is moderate 
when compared with various other WEF site. For example, at 
Jeffrey’s Bay Wind Farm flight activity pre-construction was 4.69 
birds/hour. At the Perdekraal (East and West) wind farm site 
Jenkins (2013) recorded 4.4 target birds/hour on the site during 
VP monitoring. In 200 hours of VP monitoring on the proposed 
Suurplaat site (Jenkins, 2015) recorded passage rates of 2.47 
target birds/hour, which was considered as being ‘relatively low’. 
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It should be noted that no go buffers of 3km were placed around 
Verreaux’s Eagle nest sites. Furthermore, beyond the 3 km 
buffer, areas associated with higher levels of flight activity have 
been excluded from the development through a detailed 
sensitivity mapping process, while other areas potentially with 
higher risk (e.g. steep slopes) but not necessarily where more 
flights were recorded, have also been excluded. 
It should be noted here that (as detailed and discussed on page 
52 of the avifaunal report, it is likely that less than 40 turbines 
would be constructed across all three phases in total. This 
likelihood was considered in our assessment of the likely impacts 
on avifauna. 

Page 8, Paragraph 5 Similarly, numbers of Blue Crane and Ludwig’s Bustard Neotis 
ludwigii are considered quite significant on the site.   

The word “significant” is not used in the report to describe the 
numbers of either of these species. Ludwig’s Bustard activity is 
summarized as follows: “Ludwig’s Bustard were relatively 
widespread and recorded across all seasons on both the WEF 
and control site. They were usually recorded in small groups of 
up to five birds. Generally, they spent more time on the ground, 
but were occasionally observed flying (especially when flushed). 
Ludwig’s Bustard was occasionally seen flying from VPs, with a 
low recorded passage rate of 0.053 bird/hour. Most flights were 
recorded over flat open grasslands (Figure 4), particularly in the 
south east of the proposed development site near VP6. Ludwig’s 
Bustard is known to be nomadic and to have seasonal 
movements in line with rainfall patterns, and considering it was 
recorded in all seasons, shows the good suitability of the area for 
this species. While the species is well known to be very 
vulnerable to power line collisions, no mortalities have been 
recorded from turbine collisions in South Africa to date. The 
species may be susceptible to displacement impacts, however 
post construction monitoring at one wind farm in South Africa 
concluded that the similar Denham’s Bustard has not been 
affected and there was no displacement with 0.35 birds/km 
recorded pre-construction and 0.51 birds/km during the first year 
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of operation”. Regarding Blue Cranes, this is responded to 
above. 

Page 8 and 9 Both of these threatened species are highly prone to fatal collisions 
with overhead lines (Jenkins et al. 2010, 2011, Shaw et al. 2010, 
2015, 2017) and yet the pre-mitigation impact of about 35 km of 
new 66-132 kV line on these and other key species (possibly 
including Cape Vulture) is considered “Medium” and reduced to 
“Low” by the attachment of bird diverters to certain sections of the 
lines identified as likely collision hot-spots by the bird specialist. 

This latter part of this statement is incorrect. The 35 km long 
grid connection is applicable only to the Highlands South (Phase 
3) application. Table 34 in the AIA shows that collisions for this 
line (and for both its alternatives) was rated as “High” without 
mitigation and “Medium” with mitigation.  The assessment of 
“Medium” without mitigation and reducing to “Low” with 
mitigation was for the North (Phase 1) grid connection and the 
Central (Phase 2) grid connection. These lines are proposed to 
be a maximum of 5 and 8 km long respectively. 

Page 9, Paragraph 1 This assessment is anything but precautionary and seems to ignore 
the fact that diverters are largely ineffective in lowering bustard 
and Gyps vulture collision rates because these birds have very 
narrow forward peripheral vision (Martin & Shaw 2010), and that 
collision hot-spots for cranes and bustards are virtually impossible 
to predict (Shaw 2013, Shaw et al. 2017).  
 

Recent grid connection line mitigation at the Eskom Sere wind 
farm in the Northern Cape has been shown to be successful 
where a hot-spot was identified for collisions, and reductions in 
bustard mortality was obtained through fitting of devices 
(avifaunal specialist EWT. Pers. Com.). Cape Vulture activity on 
site was very low, and it is unlikely that this species will suffer 
significant power line collision mortality on the site if all 
mitigations are implemented. Furthermore, it is likely that we will 
recommend (in the avifaunal walkthrough) all sections of all 
overhead lines are mitigated, removing the need to identify 
possible ‘hot spots’. Indeed the relevant mitigation in the report 
stated “It is likely that the specialist may recommend all, or the 
vast majority of spans will need to be mitigated, and suitable 
financial allowance should be made for this”. 

Page 9, Paragraph 1 Also, the impact ratings for power line electrocution in the report 
are considered to be the same as those for collision, even though 
mitigation of electrocution is quite simple and achievable, while 
adequate mitigation of collision risk is far more difficult to achieve 
(Jenkins 2010).  

The confidence in the assessment of these ratings reflected this 
difference, with the electrocution assessments having a high 
confidence based on a higher certainty of the effectiveness of 
the mitigations.  

Page 9, Paragraph 2 Another anomaly in the impact assessment is the finding that the 
three proposed phases of the Highlands project pose an equal 

The assessment of collision risk was not based solely on 
considering Verreaux’s Eagle. The flight sensitivity assessment 
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threat of turbine collision mortality, in spite of the fact that known 
Verreaux’s Eagle nests and Verreaux’s Eagle flight activity are 
concentrated in the north of the development envelope (Arcus 
2018, this study). Surely this would mean that the collision impact 
profile of Highlands North would be higher than that of the central 
and southern phases? I recommend that such a stratified approach 
to the assessment be considered, although preferably not by 
lowering the current impact ratings for the central and southern 
projects. 

considered a number of priority species and raptors, and the 
results of this show some areas of very high and high sensitivity 
(which have been designated as no-go areas) in the north, south 
and central portions of the WEF site. Indeed the only active 
Verreaux’s Eagle nest on the WEF site, is situated in the central 
western area of the site.  
The assessments in the AIA report based on the above will 
remain the same and do not need to be amended, based on the 
recommendation of the AC report.  

Page 9, Paragraph 3 These casualties will be additive to those already occurring at built 
facilities and likely to occur at other planned projects, spread 
across a broad front from east of Bedford to west of Pearston.  
 

It is likely that some of the proposed projects would not be 
constructed, due to the nature of the REIPPPP bidding process. 
We are not aware of any proposed WEF projects west of the 
Highlands project for at least 100 km up to Aberdeen. We are 
also not aware of any east of Bedford, other than the 
“Makanaone Wind Energy Facility” over 60 km south south west 
of Bedford, near to Grahamstown.  

Page 9, Paragraph 3 To consider the aggregate impact on birds of all these projects 
together as “High” and possibly lowered to “Medium” with 
mitigation is, at best, extremely optimistic indeed and shows a 
complete failure to apply the intended spirit of the Precautionary 
Principle. In my opinion, the pre-mitigation rating in this instance 
should be “Very High”, possibly lowered to “High” if a coordinated 
mitigation plan is instituted across all projects, developed in terms 
of a programme of additional research (see below). 
 

The cumulative assessment was based on considering the 
following operational projects (Cookhouse, Nojoli and Amakhala) 
and proposed projects Cookhouse II, Middleton, Golden Valley I 
and II). It should also be noted that the closest WEF project 
considered was over 30 km away, with no projects proposed 
next door or near the Highlands WEF. Any new developments 
will need to consider Highlands WEFs in their cumulative 
assessment, should the projects be authorised. Generally 
accepted cumulative impact assessment radius is 30 km, Arcus 
uses 35 km, and the AIA used a 50 km radius for the cumulative 
assessment. Only those projects that are in application stage or 
where there is publically available information were included in 
the assessment. In our opinion the precautionary approach was 
used and considering all reasonable foreseeable future actions 
the impact assessment ratings will not change as contained in 
the AIA Report. In addition the rating “Very High” does not exist 
in the methodology used in the assessment (Hacking 2011) and 
“High” is the highest possible rating. 
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 Two aspects of the Arcus report’s approach to mitigation also 
require mention here. Firstly, it recommends that a sample of the 
resident Verreaux’s Eagles most directly affected by the proposed 
development be trapped and fitted with tracking devices during the 
construction of the wind farm/s. The aim of this intervention would 
be to develop an absolute picture of eagle ranging behaviour and 
improve understanding of (i) disturbance impacts during 
construction and (ii) collision risk once the wind farm/s are 
operational. 
 

This is not strictly a mitigation, but a recommendation to assist 
in monitoring the eagles and determining the actual impact on 
them (if any).  An independent peer review by Jon Smallie stated 
the following regarding the tracking of the Verreaux’s Eagles: 
“We support the recommendation in the ‘Conclusion’ that two 
Verreaux’s Eagles be fitted with GPS trackers, but recommend 
this also be repeated elsewhere in the report under mitigation 
measures so that it is not missed by anyone extracting listed 
mitigation from the tables”. Therefore two specialists agree with 
the recommendation of fitting the VE with tracking devices.  

Page 9, Paragraph 4 But surely, if there is a need at all to track Verreaux’s Eagles as 
part of this project it should be to accurately define foraging 
patterns and the distribution of collision risk to fully inform the EIA 
and EA, not after the fundamental development decisions have 
already been made?  
 

A robust data set, collected in line with Verreaux’s Eagle 
guidelines using VP watches of 18 hours per season, delivered 
sufficient information on the usage areas of the site by this 
species. These high use areas were excluded from development 
as well as predicted high use areas in the form of steep slopes 
and ridges.  
An independent peer review by Jon Smallie stated the following 
regarding the tracking of the Verreaux’s Eagles: “We support the 
recommendation in the ‘Conclusion’ that two Verreaux’s Eagles 
be fitted with GPS trackers, but recommend this also be 
repeated elsewhere in the report under mitigation measures so 
that it is not missed by anyone extracting listed mitigation from 
the tables”. Therefore two specialists agree with the 
recommendation of fitting the VE with tracking devices. Any 
information, regardless of when the information is obtained, is 
useful when determining predicted and actual impacts. As 
mentioned the level of detail recorded during the four seasonal 
surveys was robust and according to the VE guidelines.  

Page 9, Paragraph 4 This said, while Megan Murgatroyd’s Verreaux’s Eagle Risk 
Assessment (VERA) model for predicting the distribution of collision 
risk in this species is still in development, it is available on request 
(and at a price) for use on specific projects (M. Murgatroyd, pers. 
comm.). 

Neither the specialist nor the EAP were aware of this VERA 
model at the time of writing.  Notably, as Mr Jenkins admits in 
his Statement, the model is still in development.  There is also 
no indication that this model has been independently tested, 
reviewed and endorsed by other specialists in the field. During 
the public consultation period, BLSA commented on the report 
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and made no reference to the use of the VERA model or its 
availability.  

Page 9, Paragraph 4 Once there is absolute clarity on the distribution of Verreaux’s 
Eagle pairs in the vicinity of the Highlands development area, VERA 
should be applied (instead of the deployment of trackers) to model 
flight patterns around these nests. Once again though, this should 
be done pre-emptively to inform the current EIA and influence the 
authorization process. 
 

The Arcus specialist still recommends tagging of the birds during 
construction, to further knowledge of the actual impacts on the 
birds. 
An independent peer review by Jon Smallie stated the following 
regarding the tracking of the Verreaux’s Eagles: “We support the 
recommendation in the ‘Conclusion’ that two Verreaux’s Eagles 
be fitted with GPS trackers, but recommend this also be 
repeated elsewhere in the report under mitigation measures so 
that it is not missed by anyone extracting listed mitigation from 
the tables”. The independent external review by Jon Smallie also 
did not recommend the use of the VERA model, and did not 
identify any deficiencies in the assessment which would justify 
use of such a model. At the time of the assessment, this model 
was not known to the specialist nor out in the public domain as 
an option when considering impact to VE from WEFs. Should the 
Department see it necessary, this could be included as a 
condition of authorisation to inform future development layouts. 
BLSA commented on the draft report during the public 
consultation period and this was not recommended by them in 
their comments. At this stage as per the AC report, this model is 
still in development, and not finalised so the veracity of this 
model is yet to be established.  

Page 10, Paragraph 1 Secondly, the Arcus report does little to address the possibility that 
the Highlands wind farms will add to the cumulative impact of 
other built or proposed wind farms in this area on the local Cape 
Vulture population. Importantly, the report doesn’t mention a 
research project recently started by the EWT and collaborators that 
will address exactly this issue 

The specialist nor the EAP were aware of this project at the time 
of writing. According to EWT (Dr. G. Tate, avifaunal specialist 
Pers. Com) project initiation only began in September 2018, and 
no birds have been tagged as yet in the area. The initial findings 
of these research, as well as a useable model to predict risk, is 
only likely to be available at the end of 2019. A comprehensive 
cumulative assessment was conducted and took into account all 
publically available information on renewable energy 
developments within a 50 km radius of the Highlands WEFs.  
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Page 10, Summary and Conclusions 1. The Arcus bird impact study for the Highlands wind farm 
proposal is superficially adequate, but lacks the accuracy, 
completeness and detail required to fully identify and evaluate 
the impacts of the proposed development. 

 

The specialist and the EAP disagree with this statement. The 
study conducted exceeded Jenkins et al, (2015) guidelines and 
72 hours per VP per year was conducted in line with the 
Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines (BLSA, 2017). The monitoring 
approach was also advised by a site feasibility study for the 
proposed development site. This study (Arcus 2017) included a 
site visit by the specialist (which included searching for nests) 
and thorough desk-based review and was completed in March 
2017.  
An independent Peer review by Jon Smallie, concluded that the 
Arcus study complied with both applicable sets of guidelines. 
This peer review also stated that the survey scope was “suitable 
and adequate” and that the nest survey work conducted was 
“very thorough survey of available nesting substrate on site, and 
provides high confidence in the status quo with respect to 
sensitive species breeding”. 
Further, BLSA, commented the following, “We are pleased to 
note that our guidelines have been used by the avifaunal 
specialists with regards to the recommended scope of the data 
collection and mitigation measures. We also note that the 
applicant has opted to adopt the recommended nest buffers and 
to avoid other areas associated with high collision risk, as 
identified by the avifaunal specialist.” 

Page 10, Summary and Conclusions 2. The survey work on cliff-nesting raptors contributing to the 
study was deficient in scope, extent and intensity, probably 
resulting in important sites not being detected (e.g. at least 
one Verreaux’s Eagle nest site was missed) and therefore not 
being factored into the impact assessment. 

 

We disagree with this and the comment is incorrect. The peer 
review by AC implies that only 9 cliff sites were surveyed by 
Arcus, and this is factually incorrect. The Arcus work surveyed 
the vast majority of all suitable cliff habitat on the WEF site and 
up to approximately 3 km from the WEF site boundary. Four 
days were allocated specifically to the avifaunal specialist (and 
an assistant- it is noted the Jenkins nest survey work was 
completed by one person) to conduct a separate nest search, 
independent of the on-going standard monitoring being 
conducted on site by a team of six observers. The specialist 
focused on the main cliffs, as well as cliffs that were not near to 
any of the standard survey locations. A number of sites (that 
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were not surveyed by the specialist) were checked by the survey 
team at the request of the specialist.  
With regards to the nest survey work done, an independent 
avifaunal specialist review by Jon Smallie stated “very thorough 
survey of available nesting substrate on site, and provides high 
confidence in the status quo with respect to sensitive species 
breeding” 
The Verreaux’s Eagle nest that was ‘missed’ would not have a 
bearing on the assessment or the proposed no-go areas on the 
WEF site, as it is over 3.5 km away from the North WEF site 
boundary and possibly an alternate nest of the same pair 
observed by Arcus at N2. After locating N2 it was decided that 
there is less likelihood of a new territory being situated within 2 
km of the active N2. Effort was therefore focused on searching 
other sites on or nearer the WEF site.  
So to say that the survey was deficient in scope is incorrect, no 
important sites are likely to have been missed and the VE nest 
that was located by AC, does not change the assessment or any 
of the sensitivities that would result in a layout change. 

Page 10, Summary and Conclusions 3. Other threatened and impact susceptible species, such as 
Blue Crane, Secretarybird and Martial Eagle, probably nest in 
or close to the proposed development area, but little if any 
effort was made to locate these sites, which therefore were 
not factored into the impact assessment. 

While no specific nest search was done for these species, nest 
sites were sought throughout the study period during the day to 
day standard activities and extensive amount of time spent on 
the site by the monitoring team and the specialist. The presence 
of these species on the site was considered and factored into the 
impact assessment. The comment that these species were not 
considered is incorrect, and misleading.  

Page 10, Summary and Conclusions 4. The impact assessment underplays the potential severity of 
turbine and/or power line collision impacts on threatened and 
collision-prone species such as Verreaux’s Eagle, Cape 
Vulture, Blue Crane and Ludwig’s Bustard, and over-estimates 
our current ability to mitigate such impacts, resulting in 
residual impact ratings that are overly lenient on the 
development proposal 

On page 9 of his peer review AC stated “the pre-mitigation 
impact of about 35 km of new 66-132 kV line on these and other 
key species (possibly including Cape Vulture) is considered 
“Medium” and reduced to “Low” by the attachment of bird 
diverters”.  
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This is an incorrect statement, which gives the incorrect ratings 
for the assessment of the grid connection, an indication that the 
report was not read thoroughly by AC 
The 35 km long grid connection is applicable only to the 
Highlands South (Phase 3) application. Table 34 shows that 
collisions for this line (and for both its alternatives) was rated as 
“High” without mitigation and “Medium” with mitigation.  The 
assessment of “Medium” without mitigation and reducing to 
“Low” with mitigation was for the North (Phase 1) grid 
connection and the Central (Phase 2) grid connection. These 
lines are proposed to be a maximum of 5 and 8 km long 
respectively. 
We disagree that the impact assessment underplays the 
potential severity of turbine and / power line collision impacts. 
The impact assessment was informed by extensive seasonal 
surveys, according to the VE guidelines developed by BLSA, nest 
surveys of over 40 cliff lines/cliff sites/valleys. The independent 
peer review conducted by Jon Smallie agreed with the 
assessment and the rating of impacts.  

Page 10, Summary and Conclusions 5. The report suggests the use of GPS-trackers on Verreaux’s 
Eagles as a pre-construction intervention aimed at measuring 
the disturbance and collision impacts of wind farm 
construction and operation on this species. However, the 
availability of the VERA model renders this expensive, hands-
on, and intrinsically risky approach redundant and 
unnecessary Furthermore, VERA modelling should be used 
now, to more accurately inform the avian impact study and 
influence the authorization process, rather than later, after 
the EA has already been issued. 

The use of the word “now” is interesting, as at the time the 
report was written we were not aware of this VERA model as an 
option for use in assessments. During the public consultation 
period, BLSA commented on the report and no mention of the 
use of the VERA model or its availability was made. We still 
recommend tagging of the birds during construction, to further 
our knowledge of the actual impacts on the birds, and to 
perhaps compare the usage of the birds on the site during 
operation, with the predicted usage areas, to verify this model. 
This model could be used to further advise the turbine layout 
once it has been tested and proven to be an effective way for 
predicting usage areas.  
An independent peer review by Jon Smallie stated the following 
regarding the tracking of the Verreaux’s Eagles: “We support the 
recommendation in the ‘Conclusion’ that two Verreaux’s Eagles 
be fitted with GPS trackers, but recommend this also be 
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repeated elsewhere in the report under mitigation measures so 
that it is not missed by anyone extracting listed mitigation from 
the tables”. 

Page 10, Summary and Conclusions 6. Similarly, upcoming results of an EWT study of Cape Vulture 
movements and numbers in the Bedford/Cookhouse region in 
relation to wind energy development in the area should be 
included in this study. These findings could potentially require 
that impact ratings concerning this highly sensitive species be 
adjusted, materially affecting perspectives on the long-term 
sustainability of the proposed wind farm. 

We were not aware of this project at the time of writing. 
According to EWT (Pers. Com Dr. G. Tate) project initiation only 
began in September 2018, and no birds have been tagged as yet 
in the area. The initial findings of these research, as well as a 
useable model to predict risk, is only likely to be available at the 
end of 2019, and therefore cannot be included in this current 
study. 

Email attachment (3) 
Report_Ecological_Partnership

_07022019 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Mr van der Spuy appointed The Ecological Partnership (EP) to 
conduct a peer review of the Ecological Report prepared for the 
Highlands WEF development by Mr Simon Todd.  There are no 
terms of reference included in his brief report, so it is unclear the 
mandate provided by Mr van der Spuy to EP. Text in italics are 
extracted from the EP review. The Arcus ecological specialist and 
the EAP have responded to the review report below.  
There are many vocal species in that area, including mammals, 
birds, amphibians, reptiles and invertebrates that use sound for 
territorial proclamation, mate attraction and other social functions 
that may be negatively and significantly affected. Birds and 
invertebrates, groups which contain many vocal species, are not 
covered in his report at all. The impact of continuous broad-band 
wind turbine sound on the health of animals is another potential 
negative impact which is not considered in Mr Todd’s report. 
Birds are not covered in the report as there is a separate avifaunal 
report where this impact was addressed. A twelve month 
monitoring programme in line with BirdLife South Africa Guidelines 
for Monitoring Avifaunal for Wind Farm developments was 
conducted by an independent specialist. This report was included 
as part of the Basic Assessment Reports for the Highlands WEFs. 
In terms of invertebrates, there may well be some species which 
will be negatively affected, but there are difficulties in determining 
which species these are and the precise manner in which they will 
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be affected.  The required research has not been done and 
invertebrate communities across most of the country are very 
poorly known.  It is only charismatic groups such as butterflies 
that have reasonable distribution records and for which some 
information is known on habitat preferences etc.    In terms of the 
vertebrate fauna, noise generally acts to degrade the quality of 
the habitat for vulnerable and sensitive species.  As such, the 
presence of turbines does not exclude species from the area, but 
may result in a decrease in the fitness or density of the affected 
species.  In this regard it is important to note that wind turbines 
are similar in their effects to roads and other sources of 
anthropogenic noise and there is nothing specific about wind 
turbine noise that makes its impact different from other sources.  
A statement from the Highlands Noise Specialist is included as 
Appendix IV.  
The comment from EP is itself not substantiated and in a 
professional review it is not adequate to be critical of 
“authoritative statements” by simply providing ones’ own 
authoritative statement.  This would ultimately result in an eternal 
back and forth of argument and counter-argument and no 
consensus around the issue is likely to emerge.  As such, the Arcus 
Ecological specialist finds the review flawed in its opening 
statement and it fails to present a case which, which proves that 
broad band wind turbine sound does impact the health of animals. 
EP further fails to provide any scientific evidence of such, EP also 
fails to provide any substantiation or evidence at all to support his 
contention that the study is flawed and does not adequately 
address the impacts of noise on fauna.  
I have extracted sections from his report below that are 
unacceptable in the light of what I have said above. Apart from 
their repetitive nature, there is no mitigation for the continual 
broad-band sound emitted by the wind turbines, and therefore he 
cannot speak about post-mitigation operational impacts. His 
significance ratings below are meaningless as he has failed to 
provide any qualitative or quantitative assessment of the impacts. 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 219 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response 

SUSPENSION PHASE 

EP does not substantiate in the review why the study was not 
acceptable.  The review does not provide evidence of studies 
which prove that broad band wind turbine noise impacts on 
animals, and provide no evidence to counter the findings of the 
Arcus Ecological report.   The statements made in the report are 
repetitive because there are three wind farm applications with 
potentially different receiving environments, but in practice these 
are similar and hence the impacts of noise on fauna will be similar 
and so the statements regarding noise impacts are repeated with 
regards to each wind farm application as is required by the EIA 
process.   
The report provides a variety of mitigation measures, but does not 
address sound, as apart from stopping turbines for periods, there 
does not appear to be any effective mitigation for turbine noise.  
However, until such time as the noise impact of turbines on fauna 
are demonstrated through science-based and peer-reviewed 
research and literature, there is no valid reason to justify the 
operational impact of stopping turbines during operation to reduce 
noise.  In addition, there are a variety of noise reducing measures 
that are implemented as standard practice on wind farms aimed 
at reducing the overall noise impacts. Contrary to the statement 
presented by EP, the turbines will not emit broad-band sound on 
a continual basis as the turbines only turn and generate power 
when the wind is above the kick-in speed.  What is important to 
note in this regard is that still evenings or days would naturally be 
the most important for species which communicate with sound 
and these days would not be lost to such species as the turbines 
do not turn in still weather.  It is therefore pertinent to recognize 
that wind farms generate noise at the same time as the 
background noise from the wind itself is at high levels.  As such, 
the negative impact of turbine noise on fauna is likely to be 
significantly lower than it would be if they turned independently 
of the wind. It is therefore clear that the background noise 
generated by the wind turbines is to a large extent “mitigated” by 
the high associated background noise levels from the wind and 
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those same species which might be affected by turbine noise are 
likely be much less active when the wind is strong.   
The significance ratings are not meaningless, they were not 
defined in the ecology report because they are defined and fully 
described in the main EIA report and it is not necessary to repeat 
this in the ecology report.  This is standard and accepted impact 
significance hierarchy and well known and understood within the 
relevant community of specialists, EAPs and government officials.   
The EP review provides no evidence to support the contentions of 
the statement and the statement fails to make any valid, evidence-
based arguments about the impacts of noise on fauna that 
warrant the reconsideration of the current ecological assessment 
for the Highlands Wind Farm. 

Email attachment (4) 
Visual Impact Assessment 

Report Review  Rev 2 (3) 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Mr AVDS appointed Bapela Cave Klapwijk (BCK) Landscape 
Architects & Environmental Planners to conduct a peer review of 
the Visual Report of Mr. Quinton Lawson in association with Mr. 
Bernard Oberholzer with the following terms of reference: 
“to review the VIA that has been undertaken for the three 
Highlands Wind Farms, and associated infrastructure, 
environmental applications and provide an independent and 
objective review as to the appropriateness of its scope, 
investigative rigour, findings, impact ratings and the interpretation 
and conclusions arising there from, as such are presented in the 
VIA and BA Report. Your review should identify any flaws that may 
exist in regard to the VIA and should also provide any 
recommendations that you deem necessary in order to rectify 
such.” 
The Arcus visual specialists and the EAP have responded to the 
BCK report below, for ease of reference the section numbers in 
the review are repeated below (italics is the BCK comment). 
Section 4.2 Investigative Rigour 
"The consultants restricted their field survey to the surrounding 
roads." 
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The visual consultants made use of routes where they were not 
restricted by locked gates, and generally selected viewpoints that 
were close to farmsteads. Some of these farmsteads, mainly in 
the west, were in a view shadow or faced away from the proposed 
WEFs and it would not have served any purpose entering the 
private property.  
The visual report and the social report are interlinked, and the 
social report addresses the following point from the BCK report 
“As far as can be ascertained, at no point did they gain access to 
any of the affected farms or have any discussions with the land 
owners/farm managers to determine the type of land use and the 
impact the turbines might have aesthetically on their operations.”: 

 "Several of the farms which focus primarily on eco-tourism which 
included hunting, photographic, adventure and star-gazing are 
within the 2km -5km zone."  

 "These farms include Kamala Private Game Reserve (2km), 
Eastern Cape Safaris (2km), Boskam (4.5km), Vaalklip Game 
Reserve (4km), Driefontein Safaris (1km), Side By Side Safaris 
(2.5km) and The Ridges. Several other farms fall just outside the 
5km zone such as Die Brill, Malpepo Safaris, Michael Puren 
Gonakraal and Skietfontein." 
The visual specialist and the social specialist consulted each 
other’s reports to inform their impact assessment. Therefore, the 
visual specialist did have knowledge of this information, and did 
not need to gain access to the surrounding land or have 
discussions with the land owners / farm managers to determine 
the land use, as this was undertaken by the social specialist. It 
should be noted that the avifaunal specialist and the social 
specialist tried at various times to gain access to the surrounding 
land owners properties and were denied access and / or declined 
to talk to the social specialist and voice their concerns (Final BARs 
Volume III: Comments & Response Report Table 1, page 80). 
According to the social report “Only the owners of Buffelsfontein, 
Kamala and East Cape Safaris could be contacted for comment. 
The owners of Klipplaat (Side by Side) declined to comment at this 
stage (Mr. Fleming Jensen, communicated via Mr. Grant 
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Abrahamson, pers. comm). A number of other properties in the 
vicinity of the site (e.g. Mistkraal and Driefontein) also appear to 
support commercial game hunting operations. The owners of 
these properties could not be reached for comment. However, the 
concerns identified by the owners of Kamala and East Cape Safaris 
are likely to be relevant and apply to the other game-based 
operations in the study area." 
"The owner of Buffelsfontein has indicated that he had no issues 
with the proposed turbines, as the key portions of his property 
would either be in the view shadow or too distant to experience 
significant impacts (Tollie Jordaan, pers. comm)." (Final BARs, 
Volume II: Social Impact Assessment, page 77) 
It appears therefore that some of the landowners have been 
reluctant to take part in the public participation process, and 
instead lodged their objections through AVDS. 
Both the VIA and SIA indicate that some of the farms with 
ecotourism facilities are within the 2-5 km zone, and where 
information was available at the time, visual buffers were 
indicated for these. (Volume II: Visual Impact Assessment report 
page 16.) 
"Except for the R63 they were generally 5km and more away from 
the WEF site." 
The visual consultants attempted to obtain views covering a range 
of distances from the project site (from 857 m to 11.5 km), which 
would in turn, through interpolation, give an impression of the 
proposed turbines at different distances, as shown in the 
photomontages. This assists with the cumulative assessment of 
the wind farm as well.  
Section 4.3 Impact Ratings 
"There appears to be some confusion in terms of the ratings for 
visibility and visual sensitivity in the report. The consultants refer 
to a 2014 CSIR report that recommends a buffer set back of 2 – 
5 km in which they include Kamala Private Game Reserve, Eastern 
Cape Safaris, Side By Side Safaris and Vaalklip Game Farm." 
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For purposes of clarity, visibility and visual sensitivity are two 
completely different factors. The buffers used in the 2014 CSIR 
Report were nominal buffers for broad regional scale mapping 
purposes, and are not intended to be used indiscriminately at the 
project scale but rather adapted to local conditions, as noted in 
Table 4 in the VIA. For example, the receptor may be in a view 
shadow. Table 5 of the VIA indicates minimum visual buffers 
recommended for the Highlands project. 
"The Viewshed Combined North, Central and South WEFs Map 
(MAP 17) in the report graphically indicates that the High Visibility 
zone extends to approximately 7 km. However, Table 5 in the 
report refers to a zone of 500m – 1 km as being of high visual 
sensitivity and a zone of 1 km – 2 km as being moderate visual 
sensitivity. Low sensitivity being anything beyond 2 km." 
"Section 11.1 Visual Assessment Criteria – Visibility defines the 
High Visibility zone where the turbines feature prominently within 
the observer’s viewframe as being from 0-2.5 km and the 
Moderate-high Visibility zone as being from 2.5 -5 km." 
The reviewer is confusing viewsheds (zones of visual influence), 
with visibility (related to distance) and visual sensitivity, which 
is a combination of viewshed, visibility and a number of other 
criteria. 
The colours on the combined viewshed of Map 17 in the VIA report 
do not indicate levels of visibility but are merely a colour gradient 
to illustrate distance from the WEF. Table 5 in the VIA indicates 
'sensitivity', which is not the same as 'viewshed' or 'visibility'.  
Section 11.1 of the VIA deals purely with 'visibility' and not 'visual 
sensitivity'. These terms represent separate criteria and cannot be 
used inter-changeably as seems to be the case in the BCK 
comments. Therefore it is logical that the ratings for each of these 
could be different. 
Section 4.4 Interpretation 
"There is a notable and obvious omission in Table 7 under the 
visual criteria “Landscape sensitivity (features and receptors). 
Ecotourism operations and game reserves around the Highlands 
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wind farm are also sensitive receptors as mentioned elsewhere in 
the report and these should be taken into account." 
There is no omission in Table 7. Although not explicitly explained 
or stated in the table, 'sensitive receptors' and 'protected 
environments' did include private nature reserves, game farms 
and ecotourism facilities, which were taken into account.  
"Table 7: Visual Impact Intensity (severity): The VIA rates the 
North WEF as having a Medium/High overall impact Intensity while 
the rating for the South WEF is Medium. However, it is apparent 
that the visual impact intensity for the South WEF is at least as 
intense, if not more, as the North WEF and based on the eco-
tourism activities immediately adjacent to the WEF site could be 
regarded as high for most of the criteria listed in Table 7." 
The visual specialists, in comparing the 3 wind farms, rated the 
Northern WEF slightly higher than the Central and Southern WEFs, 
because of the arterial R63 Route, the Bruintjieshoogte scenic 
pass, the Bruintjieshoogte mountains (scenic resource) and the 
proximity of the Kamala Private Game Reserve, (at a higher 
elevation), in relation to the Northern WEF. 
The relative visual sensitivity of the northern part of the study area 
is clearly illustrated in Map 7 of the VIA, which should confirm the 
visual specialists' ratings. 
There is no scientific evidence that wind farms negatively affect 
eco-tourism activities. According to the SIA, based on the findings 
of the literature review there is limited evidence to suggest that 
the proposed Highlands WF would impact on the tourism in the 
SBDM and BCLM. The findings also indicate that wind farms do 
not impact on tourist routes. At a regional level the impact is rated 
Low Negative. However, the proposed WF may have a localised 
impact on the game farming operations in the immediate vicinity 
of the site. The significance of this impact is rated Moderate 
Negative. The potential localised impact would however need to 
be considered within the context of the Highlands WF location 
within the Cookhouse Wind REDZ and the significant socio-
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economic benefits associated with the establishment of renewable 
energy facilities. 
"Field observation of wind turbines in the Cookhouse and Coega 
areas illustrates the visual prominence of the turbines for an 
extended distance. Most of the eco-tourism based farms 
surrounding the Wind Farms (see Figure 1 Viewshed Map) will 
experience the turbines prominently." 
It is agreed that the wind turbines will be visually prominent 
depending on the location and distance of the viewer in the 
landscape. Some of the ecotourism-based farms will experience 
the turbines prominently, while others, such as Vaalklip, are partly 
in a view shadow. These are all taken into consideration, both in 
the SIA and the VIA and the assessment in these reports reflects 
this accordingly.  
"The VIA over-states the ability of the visual impacts to be 
mitigated. The report states that the significant mitigation was in 
the siting of the turbines during the planning stage. The minor 
mitigation measures in terms of signage etc. will have very little 
impact on the overall visual impact of massive turbines 210 m 
high." 
The visual specialists believe that significant visual mitigation took 
place during the planning stage, through a number of iterations of 
the layout, in which environmental considerations from the various 
specialists were taken into account. It is agreed that signage 
would have little impact in comparison, but remains important 
when seen from close quarters. As stated in the Basic Assessment 
Reports, before the start of the application process detailed 
specialist feasibility studies were conducted to identify areas most 
environmentally suitable for development within the proposed 
development site boundary, to determine any fatal flaws to 
progressing the application and the development. As a result of 
these studies a development layout was produced that avoids 
sensitive areas and identified constraints. This included visual 
constraints and buffers about sensitive landscape, features and 
properties. It should be noted that the maximum height of the 
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turbines being applied for is 200 m and not 210 m as stated by 
BCK. 
"The cumulative impacts are significantly understated. The VIA 
report states that the cumulative visual impact significance is 
considered low due to distance being a mitigating factor. Under 
NEMA it is required to consider all potential development activities 
that could add to the cumulative impact in combination with 
Highlands WEFs. This would include the massive Siemens/ Watson 
wind farm which will directly abut the Highlands WEF site on the 
east and then run all the way through to Kwandwe north of 
Grahamstown and taking in the old Spitskop West and Spitskop 
East wind farms. However, excluding the Pearson Solar project, 
there are at least another nine huge wind farm projects which will 
result in a combined visual massing in the REDZ area." 
All existing and planned renewable energy facilities, including 
those at the application stage, have been considered, based on 
the latest (at the time of writing the VIA Report) REEA Database 
(Q4, 2018), available from the DEA website. The BCK report is 
potential stating that the cumulative assessment for the Highlands 
WEF’s should have been conducted to take into account the entire 
Cookhouse REDZ and all potential developments within this zone. 
It is generally accepted that a 30 km radius is sufficient for the 
cumulative assessment for WEFs. In this case Arcus used a 35 km 
minimum radius for the cumulative assessment. According to 
Figure 1.1 in the BAR’s there is only one proposed WEF and one 
solar facility within the 35 km radius, so the EAP is unsure how 
the BCK specialist has counted 9 huge wind farm projects. Map 1 
in the VIA indicates renewable energy facilities on the Database 
and nearly all of these are beyond 35km. 
There is no known record of the mentioned Siemens/Watson WEF 
either on the Database or websites, so it is unclear what wind farm 
BCK is referring to here. The Kwande WEF is northwest of 
Grahamstown, about 100 km away, and the Spitskop WEF is east 
of the Middleton one, about 60 km away and should therefore 
provide little or no cumulative visual impact. It should be noted 
that this minimum cumulative assessment radius was taken into 
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consideration by all the specialists, and the VIA, confirms that 35 
km is sufficient for the cumulative assessment, whereas, birds 
considered a 50 km radius and bats considered 250 km radius for 
their cumulative assessments.  
Added to this is the fact that the area falls within a gazetted 
Cookhouse REDZ, where one would expect to see wind farms. The 
cumulative visual impact is therefore considered to be low.  
Section 5 Conclusions and Recommendations 
"…the report did not take into account many of the eco-tourism 
based farms in terms of the negative visual impact on the 
aesthetics of their operations." 
The visual specialists took into account all the ecotourism based 
farms that were on the SAPAD Database, as well as those 
identified in the SIA and the list provided by the EAP. As pointed 
out by the EAP, assessments can only be based on information 
that is available. The EAP did everything reasonably possible to 
get information on surrounding landowners within a 5 km radius 
of the proposed Highlands WEFs, including Windeed searches, site 
notices, and placing posters and adverts in newspapers. It is 
unfortunate that a number of these land owners did not 
participate directly in the process with the EAP, but rather waited 
to submit comments through Mr AVDS. Nonetheless, the 
significance assessment took into consideration the general 
activities / land uses occurring around the proposed Highlands 
WEFs, including eco-tourism.  
"Furthermore, it is believed that the criteria used to evaluate the 
visual impact are overly conservative in terms of intensity bearing 
in mind the enormous size and height of the turbines…" 
The visual assessment followed the methodology provided by the 
EAP, Adapted from T Hacking, AATS – Envirolink, 1998: An 
innovative approach to structuring environmental impact 
assessment reports. In: IAIA SA 1998 Conference Papers and 
Notes. 
The potential impact that the proposed Highlands WEFS may have 
on each environmental receptor could be influenced by a 
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combination of the sensitivity and importance of the receptor and 
the predicted degree of alteration from the baseline state (either 
beneficial or adverse). 
Environmental sensitivity (and importance) may be categorised by 
a multitude of factors, such as the rarity of the species; 
transformation of natural landscapes or changes to soil quality and 
land use. The overall significance of a potential environmental 
impact is determined by the interaction of the above two factors 
(i.e., sensitivity/importance and predicted degree of alteration 
from the baseline). Specialists, in their terms of references were 
supplied with a standard method with which to determine the 
significance of impacts to ensure objective assessment and 
evaluation, while enabling easier multidisciplinary decision-
making. The significance of environmental impacts is a function of 
the environmental aspects that are present and to be impacted 
on, the probability of an impact occurring and the consequence of 
such an impact occurring before and after implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures. Intensity is calculated and 
presented in Tables 9 to 15 in the VIA and are not considered to 
be “overly conservative”.  
"Based on the close proximity of the surrounding eco-tourism 
establishments to the proposed wind farm it is concluded that the 
chosen site selected is inappropriate in terms of the high visual 
intensity impact bearing in mind that there are alternative 
locations within the REDZ." 
It is accepted that the ecotourism establishments may find the 
proposed wind farm inappropriate. However, the layout generally 
avoids major visual constraints, (Map7 in the VIA), is located 
within a REDZ, and is not considered a fatal flaw in visual terms. 
An alternative assessment was carried out and contained in the 
BAR’s. A detailed site assessment is contained in the BAR’s, which 
formed part of the alternative assessment, which also included, 
the no –go option, alternative technology and alternative designs 
(layouts). A summary table is contained in each BAR, summarising 
the alternatives considered.  
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"The VIA report states that the cumulative visual impact 
significance is considered low due to distance being a mitigating 
factor. However, excluding the Pearson Solar project, there are 
several wind farms planned and existing from abutting the 
Highlands wind farm on the east and extending all the way to just 
north of Grahamstown. One would expect the cumulative visual 
impact to be high." 
According to the DEA REEA Database (Q4, 2018), there is only 
one wind farm and one solar facility planned for the minimum 35 
km radius that was used for the cumulative assessment. The EAP 
is unaware of a huge wind farm that is being referenced by BCK. 
Attempts to confirm and understand what wind farm BCK is 
referring to yielded no results. It should be noted, that even if 
there are plans for this wind farm, as far as can be established, 
this is only in the pre-planning, feasibility, or prospecting stage. 
Therefore there is no information available to assess. One cannot 
assess the potential of a wind with no information in the public 
domain, as there is no information to assess. Expecting the EAP 
to include an idea of a wind farm, with no information to base the 
cumulative assessment on is not reasonable. Therefore only 
planned developments which have been through the application 
stage, with an idea of the size of the facility can be used to 
produce an informed cumulative assessment.  By definition, 
cumulative impacts are those that result from incremental 
changes caused by past, present or reasonably foreseeable future 
actions together with the proposed development. If there is no 
publically available information on this “huge wind farm” how can 
one reasonably foresee that this will be developed. It is therefore 
not reasonable to include this unknown in the cumulative 
assessment.  
"It appears that the consultants are not consistent in terms of 
criteria used to evaluate the extent of visual impact." 
As explained above, BCK appears to be confused about the terms 
'viewshed', 'visibility' and 'visual sensitivity', which are separate 
criteria and should not be used interchangeably. 
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"It is our opinion that Table 7 in the report (Visual Impact Intensity 
(Severity) has downplayed the severity of the potential impacts 
especially for the South WEF and that these should be adjusted to 
a High criteria rating." 
It is disagreed that the report downplays the intensity of the South 
WEF. Table 7 reflects a number of criteria that influences the 
overall impact intensity, including Visibility of turbines (distance), 
Visibility of lights at Night, Visual exposure (viewshed), Landscape 
integrity (rural intactness), Landscape sensitivity (features, 
receptors) and Visual absorption capacity. Even if Table 7 changes 
to the same rating as the North WEF, the final outcome based on 
the assessment methodology will still be moderate, as per the VIA 
Report (Table 14). 
“We, furthermore, recommend that the buffer zone for the 
turbines and infrastructure should extend to 5 km, as stated by 
the VIA consultants, where the eco-tourism farms are in close 
contact with the WEFs." 
Minimum visual buffers indicated in the VIA for private reserves 
and game farms are 1km (high visual sensitivity), and 2km 
(moderate visual sensitivity). If the latter buffer was increased to 
5km it would still be 'moderate' visual sensitivity. 

  The EAP and the specialist have responded to the peer reviewed 
reports and have concluded that the reports commissioned by Mr 
van der Spuy do not provide any new information that could have 
impacted on the assessments conducted or the mitigation 
measures proposed by the Arcus specialists. The EAP and the 
appointed specialist conducted the assessment in line with the 
relevant NEMA (Act 107 of 1998) and the EIA Regulations, 2014, 
as amended, and do not believe that the competent authority has 
any basis to find that there has been non-compliance with 
Regulation 13. 
We trust that this response provides you with the clarity the 
competent authority requires, and accordingly that the 
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suspensions are uplifted and the decisions on the applications are 
made. 
Yours Sincerely,  
Ashlin Bodasing 
Environmental Assessment Practitioner 

62 Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental 
Consultants 
42 Afrikander Road 
Simon’s Town 
7975 
Tel/Fax: 021 786 2919 
E-mail: avdspuy@iafrica.com 
8 March 2019 
By Email 

From: Andre van der Spuy [mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Friday, 08 March 2019 08:47 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: 'Hein Badenhorst' <sillery@iafrica.com>; Flemming Jensen 
<info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za; 'Sabelo 
Malaza' <Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale Kabasa' 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; LDlova@environment.gov.za; 
'Vusi Skosana' <VSkosana@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: HIGHLANDS WIND FARMS: NOTIFICATION OF 
SUSPENSION OF EA APPLICATIONS 
Dear Ms Albertyn 
Below, and its attached notice of 7/3/2019 advising of the 
suspension of the applications pertaining to the Highlands wind 
farms, refer. 
1. Please could you kindly provide us with the original directive 

issued by the Competent Authority in regard to the current 
suspension plus any other associated correspondences 
(including emails).  

2. It would also be appreciated if you could explain exactly how 
EIA Regulation 14(1), and possibly Regulation 13, have been 
effected and in relation to what precise aspects of the 
Highlands Wind Farms applications. 

Thank you 
Andre van der Spuy 
From: Highlands [mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za]  
Sent: 07 March 2019 03:54 PM 
Subject: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA APPLICATIONS 
HIGHLANDS WEFs 

From: Highlands  
Sent: Friday, March 8, 2019 10:51 
To: Andre van der Spuy <avdspuy@iafrica.com>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: 'Hein Badenhorst' <sillery@iafrica.com>; Flemming Jensen 
<info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za; 'Sabelo 
Malaza' <Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale Kabasa' 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; LDlova@environment.gov.za; 
'Vusi Skosana' <VSkosana@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND FARMS: NOTIFICATION OF 
SUSPENSION OF EA APPLICATIONS 
Dear Mr van der Spuy, 
Please find attached the original e-mail with attachments 
received from the Department on 5 March 2019. 
I trust the attached answers your queries.  
Kind Regards,  
Anja Albertyn, MSc, Pr. Sci. Nat 
Environmental Practitioner 
 
Attachment is included as part of the original comments and 
responses, Volume III Appendix 13 

mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:sillery@iafrica.com
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:Smalaza@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:LDlova@environment.gov.za
mailto:VSkosana@environment.gov.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
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Dear Interested and Affected Party, 
Please find attached letter of Notification of Suspension of EA 
Applications for the Highlands Wind Energy Facilities in English and 
Afrikaans. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any queries. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn, MSc, Pr. Sci. Nat 
Environmental Practitioner 

63.1 Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
8 March 2019 
By Email 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Friday, March 8, 2019 11:44 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>; 'Andre van der 
Spuy' <avdspuy@iafrica.com> 
Cc: 'Hein Badenhorst' <sillery@iafrica.com>; 'Flemming Jensen' 
<info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; 'Sabelo Malaza' 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale Kabasa' 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; LDlova@environment.gov.za; 
'Vusi Skosana' <VSkosana@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: HIGHLANDS WIND FARMS: NOTIFICATION OF 
SUSPENSION OF EA APPLICATIONS 
Dear Ms. Albertyn 
Thank you for your email and its attachments. We note the 
contents thereof (in particular, the contents of the Department’s 
letter dated 5 March 2019, addressed to your client, Messrs. 
Highlands Wind Energy Facility RF (Pty) Ltd and advising your 
client of the suspension of its applications for environmental 
authorisation).  
In the event that your client elects to deliver representations as 
referred to in the concluding paragraphs of the Department’s 
letter, we look forward to receipt of a copy of those 
representations from you when same are delivered to the 
Department. Given that those representations (if delivered) will in 
all reasonable likelihood contain and/or comprise material new 
information relevant to the environmental assessment, we submit 

No response provided to this email by the EAP. This 
email was received from the I&AP as a response to the 
email sent by Anja Albertyn to Andre van der Spuy, see 
reference 62 above. 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
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that all registered interested and affected parties are entitled to 
receive, review and comment on whatever further representations 
are delivered to the Department. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith 

63.2 Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
3 April 2019 
By Email 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 3, 2019 12:30 
To: 'Sabelo Malaza' <Smalaza@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: 'Lunga Dlova' <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale 
Kabasa' <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 'Bongeka Mtyana' 
<BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; 'Muhammad Essop' 
<MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 'Melissa Groenink' 
<melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WEF & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE / SUSPENSION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS UNDERTAKEN TO DATE BY ARCUS 
CONSULTANCY SERVICES  
Dear Mr. Malaza 
We refer to the above matter.  
As we understand it, the applications remain suspended at this 
stage in terms of the letter to that effect that you addressed to the 
applicants’ representatives, on 5 March 2019. It follows that the 
matter has not yet been resolved by the Department as envisaged 
in terms of Regulation 14(1)(a) of the NEMA EIA Regulations read 
with regulation 14(5).   
In the interim, the Department afforded the applicants’ EAP and 
specialists an opportunity to make representations to the 
Department in respect of the current suspension, and as 
contemplated in Regulation 14(1)(b) of the NEMA EIA Regulations. 
The representations delivered by the applicants’ EAP and 
specialists were circulated on 19 March 2019.  

From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 05 April 2019 03:04 PM 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>; Sabelo Malaza 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: Lunga Dlova <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; Mmamohale 
Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Bongeka Mtyana 
<BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; 'Melissa Groenink' 
<melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 
Subject: RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WEF & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE / SUSPENSION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS UNDERTAKEN TO DATE BY ARCUS 
CONSULTANCY SERVICES 
Dear Mr Smith. 
I acknowledge receipt of the email below and the email received 
on Wednesday 03 April 2019. 
Please could you send through a hard copy of all documentation 
in both emails for my attention. 
Regards 
Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic Infrastructure Developments 
 
No response provided by EAP as this email was directed 
at the DEA 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
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In the context of the abovementioned representations by the 
applicants and regarding the current suspension, please see the 
attached letter from us, and annexure “A” thereto. Our letter and 
annexure “A” thereto respectively comprise:  
(i) Our response to the letter the Department received from the 
applicants’ attorneys when the applicants’ representations 
regarding the suspension were delivered to the Department; and  
(ii) a succinct review (by our clients’ ecological specialist, Dr. Neil 
Wilson) of various aspects of the applicants’ EAP’s representations 
as referred to in the letter dated 19 March 2019 and delivered to 
the Department at the behest of Arcus Consultancy Services (Pty) 
Ltd), and including Dr. Wilson’s review of the applicants’ ecological 
specialist’s representations (in appendix II to Arcus’ letter).   
We will shortly also deliver the respective review reports that are 
being prepared currently by our clients’ visual impact assessor, and 
by our clients’ avifaunal expert, which are in response to the 
representations by the applicants’ EAP and the applicants’ 
specialists on aspects pertaining to the likely visual impacts, and 
avifaunal impacts, of the proposed project.   
The attached review report by Dr. Wilson, and the two review 
reports to follow (by the end of this week at the latest) are 
materially relevant to the Department’s consideration of the 
representations delivered by the applicants’ attorneys, EAP and 
specialists in response to the Department’s suspension of the 
environmental assessment process.  As such, and in order to give 
effect to the Constitutional right to procedurally and substantively 
fair administrative action, the Department will no doubt carefully 
analyse the attachments hereto as well as the additional review 
reports by our clients’ visual impact assessor and avifaunal expert 
that we will provide to the Department by no later than the end of 
Friday this week (5 April 2019), before the Department takes any 
of the steps envisaged by regulation 14(5) of the NEMA EIA 
Regulations. 
Please acknowledge receipt of this email. 
Yours faithfully, 
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ND Smith 

Email attachment (1) 
Letter_DEA_030419 

Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations 
Departmentof Environmental Affairs 
Attention:  Mr. Sabelo Malaza 

Our ref:  NDS/sg/H28-001 
Your ref:  

By email:  smalaza@environment.gov.za 
3 April 2019 

Dear Mr. Malaza 
RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY FACILITIESAND 
RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE, EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE: NOTICE 
OF SUSPENSION (BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
AFFAIRS DATED 5 MARCH 2019) OF APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION 
1. We refer to the above matter and to the letter addressed to you 
on 19 March 2019 by Cullinan & Associates Attorneys (“Cullinan”) 
at the behest of the latter’s clients described in paragraph 1 of 
Cullinan’s letter. 
2. We respond to Cullinan’s letter to the extent strictly necessary at 
this stage, and seriatim the contents thereof.   
Ad paragraphs 4 and 5of Cullinan’s letter: 
3. Notwithstanding Cullinan’s statement to the effect that its clients 
support the contents of the “representations prepared by the 
[applicants’] EAP and the specialists in response to the suspension 
notice …”,the primary consideration for present purposes (which 
falls to be analysed by the Department, as competent authority) is 
whether those representations meet the Department’s substantive 
requirements.  The same consideration applies to the Department’s 
analysis of whether Cullinan’s clients have complied with the 
relevant statutory and regulatory regime.   
Ad paragraphs 6 to 11: 

No response provided by EAP as this letter was directed 
at the DEA 
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4. We note Cullinan’s confirmation that the representations 
prepared by its clients’ EAP and specialists should be circulated to 
our clients, and acknowledge that those representations 
accompanied Cullinan’s letter under reply. As a matter of logic, and 
in terms of the applicable legal provisions, our clients are entitled 
to respond to the representations delivered to the Department at 
the behest of the applicants. This is in order to ensure procedurally 
fair administrative action in the Department’s future decision on 
the current suspension; and to ensure that the Department is fully 
apprised of all materially relevant information pertaining to the 
suspension, and the parties’ representations in that regard. 
Ad paragraphs 12 to 14: 
5. It is the Department’s function to establish whether Cullinan’s 
clients’ further representations constitute material new information.  
6. More fundamentally for present purposes, the Department must 
now establish whether the latter representations; and our clients’ 
experts’ review of those representations(the first of which is 
annexure “A” to this letter),require further investigation and/or 
assessment by the applicants’ EAP and/or the specialists retained 
by that EAP at the behest of the applicants. 
Ad paragraphs 15 to 24: 
7. We submit that the primary issue of concern to the Department 
is whether the specialist reports we delivered on 14 February 2019, 
read together with the representations delivered by Cullinan’s 
under cover of its letter of 19 March 2019, and with the review 
report appended to this letter, oblige further assessment of various 
impacts that appear not to have been assessed to date to the 
extent required by law.  Those aspects are traversed in the 
necessary detail in annexure “A” hereto. 
8. Our clients’ visual impact assessor (Mr. Klapwijk) and avifaunal 
expert (Dr. Jenkins) will shortly provide their written reviews of the 
applicants’ representations in response to the Department’s 
suspension. Those reviews will be delivered to the Department by 
no later than the end of this week (5 April 2019). 
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Ad paragraphs 25 to 27: 
9. We submit on behalf of our clients that the correct approach to 
the Department’s further consideration of the suspension notice 
and/or other steps available to the Department at this juncture will 
depend on the Department’s substantive finding as to whether 
further assessment is now obliged of the applicants’ EAP and 
experts, based on the considerations raised in annexure “A” to this 
letter, and the review reports by Mr. Klapwijk and Dr. Jenkins to be 
delivered shortly to the Department by us and as soon as we 
receive them.   
Yours faithfully, 
NICHOLAS SMITH ATTORNEYS 

Email attachment (2) 
annexure_A_Wilson_review_02

042019 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Response by EAP provided w ith response to Reference 
67 

63.3 Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
5 April 2019 
By Email 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Friday, April 5, 2019 14:51 
To: 'Sabelo Malaza' <Smalaza@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: 'Lunga Dlova' <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale 
Kabasa' <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 'Bongeka Mtyana' 
<BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; 'Muhammad Essop' 
<MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 'Melissa Groenink' 
<melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WEF & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE / SUSPENSION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS UNDERTAKEN TO DATE BY ARCUS 
CONSULTANCY SERVICES  
Dear Mr. Malaza 
Further to my email below of Wednesday this week, please find 
attached the review reports prepared respectively by Avisense 
Consulting’s Dr Andrew Jenkins, and by Bapela Cave Klapwijk’s Mr. 

From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 05 April 2019 03:04 PM 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>; Sabelo Malaza 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: Lunga Dlova <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; Mmamohale 
Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Bongeka Mtyana 
<BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; 'Melissa Groenink' 
<melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; 
highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 
Subject: RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WEF & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE / SUSPENSION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS UNDERTAKEN TO DATE BY ARCUS 
CONSULTANCY SERVICES 
Dear Mr Smith. 
I acknowledge receipt of the email below and the email received 
on Wednesday 03 April 2019. 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:Smalaza@environment.gov.za
mailto:LDlova@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:BMtyana@environment.gov.za
mailto:melissa@greencounsel.co.za
mailto:highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
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Menno Klapwijk (the latter review must be read with annexures “A” 
and “B” hereto). The attached review reports set out our clients’ 
specialists’ respective reviews of the representations by Arcus 
Consulting Services and the latter’s specialists regarding the 
current suspension of the basic assessments for the Highlands 
WEFs and associated infrastructure, which representations were 
delivered to the Department under cover of Cullinan and 
Associates’ letter dated 19 March 2019. 
Please acknowledge receipt of this email, and of the email we 
transmitted to you on Wednesday this week. 
Please also let us know if you require signed original versions of 
the attached review reports as well as Dr. Neil Wilson’s review 
which was emailed to you on Wednesday this week. 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith  

Please could you send through a hard copy of all documentation 
in both emails for my attention. 
Regards 
Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic Infrastructure Developments 
 
No response provided by EAP as this email was directed 
at the DEA 

Email attachment (1) 
Avisense review  

report_03042019 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Response by EAP provided w ith response to Reference 
67 

Email attachment (2) 
Response Arcus 
representations 

Klapw ijk_05042019 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Response by EAP provided w ith response to Reference 
67 

Email attachment (3) 
Annexure A Klapw ijk 

review_05042019 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Response by EAP provided w ith response to Reference 
67 

Email attachment (4) 
Annexure B Klapw ijk 

review_05042019 

Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 13 

Response by EAP provided w ith response to Reference 
67 
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64.1 Peter Kantor 
Kantor Legal Services cc 
021 686 1194 
7 and 10 March 2019 
By Email 

From: kantorcc@iafrica.com [mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2019 17:41 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Thanks very much for your email. Please would you let me have a 
copy of Mr Nick Smith’s suspension application, and your response 
to DEA once you submit it. 
Many thanks, 
Kind regards 
Peter 

 

 From: kantorcc@iafrica.com [mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Thursday, 07 March 2019 20:41 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Dear Anja 
Thank you for your email below. Please let me have a copy of the 
information dated 14 February 2019 referred to in the letter from 
Arcus date 7 March 2019, as well as a copy of the decision dated 5 
March 2019 referred to therein. 
Thanking you, 
Kind regards 
Peter 
From: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>  
Sent: Thursday, 07 March 2019 15:54 
Subject: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA APPLICATIONS 
HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Dear Interested and Affected Party, 
Please find attached letter of Notification of Suspension of EA 
Applications for the Highlands Wind Energy Facilities in English and 
Afrikaans. 

From: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>  
Sent: Friday, 08 March 2019 13:37 
To: kantorcc@iafrica.com; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Dear Peter, 
Please find attached the original email from the Department with 
attachments referred to in the letter. 
Please let me know if you have any further queries. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn, MSc, Pr. Sci. Nat 
Environmental Practitioner 

mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
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Please do not hesitate to contact me with any queries. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn, MSc, Pr. Sci. Nat 
Environmental Practitioner 

64.2 Peter Kantor 
Kantor Legal Services cc 
021 686 1194 
7 and 10 March 2019 
By Email 

From: kantorcc@iafrica.com [mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 15:00 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Wind Energy facilities 
Dear Aneesah 
Thank you very much for your response. I was indeed referring to 
the turbines. 
Kind regards 
Peter Kantor 

 

  From: kantorcc@iafrica.com [mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2019 12:32 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: Highlands Wind Energy facilities 
Dear Anja 
My client has requested me to ask you for the following 
information relating to the Highland Wind Energy facilities, if you 
are please able to assist: 
1. For each proposed mast position, the GPS co-ordinates, height 

above mean sea level, mast height and factors considered 
when determining the layout position. 

2. The light colour and lumen count of the lights atop each 
proposed mast. 

Thanking you in anticipation, 
Kind regards 
Peter Kantor 

From: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>  
Sent: Monday, 15 April 2019 14:54 
To: kantorcc@iafrica.com 
Subject: RE: Highlands Wind Energy facilities 
Dear Mr. Kantor 
In the absence of Anja, thank you for your queries.   
We assume by “mast” you are referring to the actual proposed 
wind turbines, rather than the wind measurement masts?  If so, 
please refer to the answers below: 
1. The GPS Co-ordinates, base height above sea level, and 

maximum proposed blade tip height (hub height + turbine 
blade length) are given in the table below.   

Factors Considered When Determining The Layout 
• Do not place turbines in areas that have been pointed out as 

“No-Go” by the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
Specialists   

mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
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• Place the turbines across the remainder of the site in order 
to maximise the overall potential energy yield 

• However, the turbines must be spaced far enough apart that 
their wake effects would not reduce the energy yield of 
downwind turbines 

 
2. When the South African Civil Aviation Authority (SACAA) 

grants approval for the proposed turbine layout, they will 
stipulate the required colour and lumen count for the 
Aviation lighting.  

Thank You. 
Kind Regards 
Aneesah Alwie 

65.1 Veronique Fyfe From: Veronique Fyfe [mailto:veronique@g7energies.com]  
Sent: Friday, 08 March 2019 14:48 

From: Highlands  
Sent: Friday, March 8, 2019 15:29 

mailto:veronique@g7energies.com
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Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) 
Ltd 
5th Floor, 125 Buitengracht 
Street, Cape Town, 8001 
+27 82 825 6069 (Mobile) 
eia@g7energies.com 
7 and 8 March 2019 
By Email 

To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Hi Anja, 
Thank you very much for sending through this information. 
Please will you let me know what the responses to this is and the 
outcome of the suspension. 
Thank you in anticipation 

To: Veronique Fyfe <veronique@g7energies.com>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Hi Veronique, 
No problem, I will do so. 
Have a great weekend! 
Anja 

 From: Veronique Fyfe [mailto:veronique@g7energies.com]  
Sent: Thursday, 07 March 2019 16:35 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: Re: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Hi Anja, 
Thank you very much for informing me. I was just wondering if 
you could let me know why the applications have been suspended? 
Thank you in anticipation, 
 

From: Highlands [mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za]  
Sent: Friday, 08 March 2019 13:40 
To: Veronique Fyfe <veronique@g7energies.com>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Dear Veronique, 
Please see attached the original email with attachments received 
from the Department. 
Let me know if you have any further queries. 
Kind Regards, 
Anja Albertyn, MSc, Pr. Sci. Nat 
Avifauna Specialist & Environmental Practitioner 

65.2 Veronique Fyfe 
Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) 
Ltd 
5th Floor, 125 Buitengracht 
Street, Cape Town, 8001 
+27 82 825 6069 (Mobile) 
eia@g7energies.com 
17 April 2019 

From: Veronique Fyfe [mailto:veronique@g7energies.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 13:22 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: Re: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Hi Anja, 
I was just wondering if you could please give me an update on the 
Highlands WEF? 
Has there been a resolution yet? 

From: Highlands  
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 9:28 
To: ‘Veronique Fyfe’ <veronique@g7energies.com> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Good Day Veronique 
The Highlands WEFs EA applications are still suspended.  
The I&APs that objected to the project submitted further 
comments which the DEA allowed the EAP to provide responses 
to, this was submitted to the department last week. 

https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
tel:%2B27%2072%20013%200806
mailto:eia@g7energies.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:veronique@g7energies.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:veronique@g7energies.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
tel:%2B27%2072%20013%200806
mailto:eia@g7energies.com
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By Email Thank you in anticipation, 
Veronique Fyfe | Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) Ltd 

Once an outcome is received all I&APs will be notified there-of. 
Thank You. 
Kind Regards 
Aneesah Alwie 

65.3 Veronique Fyfe 
Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) 
Ltd 
5th Floor, 125 Buitengracht 
Street, Cape Town, 8001 
+27 82 825 6069 (Mobile) 
eia@g7energies.com 
24 April 2019 
By Email 

From: Veronique Fyfe [mailto:veronique@g7energies.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 12:57 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: Re: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Hi Aneesah, 
Thank you very much for sending this through. 
Have a great day further. 
Veronique Fyfe | Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) Ltd 

 

  From: Veronique Fyfe [mailto:veronique@g7energies.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 9:40 
To: Highlands <Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: Re: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Hi Anja, 
Thank you very much for the feedback. Would you be able to 
share with me the additional comments that the I&AP sent back to 
the DEA. 
Thank you in anticipation, 
Veronique Fyfe | Project Manager 
G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) Ltd 

From: Highlands  
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 11:09 
To: 'Veronique Fyfe' <veronique@g7energies.com> 
Subject: RE: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION OF EA 
APPLICATIONS HIGHLANDS WEFs 
Dear Veronique 
As requested, please find attached: 
2 emails by objector to the DEA and the EAP response to the 
DEA. 
Thank You. 
Kind Regards 
Aneesah Alwie 

66 Melissa Groenink 
Senior Associate 
Cullinan and Associates 

From: Melissa Groenink [mailto:melissa@greencounsel.co.za]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2019 15:35 
To: 'Sabelo Malaza' <Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 
MEssop@environment.gov.za 

From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 11:01 
To: Melissa Groenink <melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; Sabelo 
Malaza <Smalaza@environment.gov.za> 

https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=125+Buitengracht+Street+Cape+Town+8001,+South+Africa&entry=gmail&source=g
tel:%2B27%2072%20013%200806
mailto:eia@g7energies.com
mailto:veronique@g7energies.com
mailto:Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za


Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 244 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response 

SUSPENSION PHASE 

 
18A Ascot Road, Kenilworth, 
Cape Town, 7780 
0216717002 
 
20 March 2019 
By Email 

Cc: jasper@wkn-windcurrent.com; tracy@wkn-windcurrent.com; 
'Alan Wolfromm' <mrwolf@wkn-windcurrent.com>; 'David 
Wolfromm' <wolfromm@wkn-windcurrent.com>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>; nicks@law.co.za 
Subject: Highlands Wind Energy Facilities: Suspension of 
applications 
 
Dear Sirs, 
SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 14(1) OF THE 
EIA REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE PROPOSED 
85MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND 
ITS ASSOCIATED 132Kv POWERLINE; THE PROPOSED 
70MW HIGHLANDS CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY 
AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132Kv POWERLINE; AND THE 
PROPOSED 90MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; WEST 
OF SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE 
LOCAL MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
We act for the Highlands North Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd, 
Highlands Central Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd and 
Highlands South Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd, the Applicants 
in the above projects. 
I refer to the suspension of the above applications by your 
Department, and enclose herewith a letter for your attention. 
Kindly confirm receipt hereof. 
Kind regards, 
Melissa 

Cc: jasper@wkn-windcurrent.com; tracy@wkn-windcurrent.com; 
'Alan Wolfromm' <mrwolf@wkn-windcurrent.com>; 'David 
Wolfromm' <wolfromm@wkn-windcurrent.com>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>; nicks@law.co.za 
Subject: RE: Highlands Wind Energy Facilities: Suspension of 
applications 
Dear Melissa. 
Your email below is noted. 
Kindly note that we await the hard copy documents for review 
and consideration. 
Regards 
Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic Infrastructure Developments 
 
No response provided by EAP as this email was directed 
at the DEA 

Email attachment 
2019.03.19 Letter to DEA re 
suspension – Sabelo Malaza 

Dear Mr Malaza, 
SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 14(1) OF THE EIA 
REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE PROPOSED 85MW 
HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS 
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ASSOCIATED 132Kv POWERLINE; THE PROPOSED 70MW 
HIGHLANDS CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS 
ASSOCIATED 132Kv POWERLINE; AND THE PROPOSED 90MW 
HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS 
ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; WEST OF SOMERSET EAST 
WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY IN THE 
EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

 INTRODUCTION 
1. We act for the Highlands North Wind Energy Facility (RF) 

(Pty) Ltd, Highlands Central Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) 
Ltd and Highlands South Wind Energy Facility (RF) (Pty) Ltd, 
the Applicants (collectively “our Clients”) in respect of the 
above project applications. 

2. We refer to the application suspension process followed by 
your department in terms of regulation 14 of the EIA 
Regulations, 2014. 

3. Our Clients wish to place their response on record and to 
address Mr Nicholas Smith’s email of 8 March 2019. 

 

 APPLICATION SUSPENSION 
4. We are instructed that our Clients have considered the 

representations prepared by the EAP and the specialists in 
response to the suspension notice and support the contents 
thereof. 

5. Our Clients believe that the EAP and specialists have 
complied with regulation 13 of the EIA applications, and 
submit that the explanations and clarification are sufficient 
for the Department to lift the suspension of these 
applications and to consider the reports for decision on the 
environmental authorisations. 

 

 NO NEED FOR FURTHER PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
6. We wish to address Mr Nicholas Smith’s email of 8 March 

2019 to the EAP and copied to various department officials, 
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including yourself. Mr Smith alleges that the representations 
to be submitted by the EAP and specialists “will in all 
reasonable likelihood contain and/or comprise material new 
information relevant to the environmental assessment” and 
therefore that registered I&APs are entitled to receive, 
review and comment thereon. 

7. Mr Smith’s comments are misplaced for three reasons. 
7.1. regulation  14  does  not  make  provision  for  I&APs  

to  be  provided  with  copies  of representations 
submitted in terms of regulation 14(1)(b); 

7.2. regulation 19(1)(b) cannot apply in these 
circumstances; and 

7.3. Mr Smith assumes that the EAP and specialist’s 
responses will “comprise material new information”. 

 8. I address each point in turn below. 
No right to comment on EAP’s and specialists’ representations 

 

 9. Regulation 14 sets out a process to allow the competent 
authority to assess the veracity of complaints made to it 
regarding the EAP’s responsibilities under regulation 13. Not 
all complaints are well-founded, and may unduly and unfairly 
taint the reputation of an EAP or specialist.  

 

 10. The Regulations therefore do not make provision for I&APs 
to be provided with copies of representations submitted in 
terms of regulation 14(1)(b), or an opportunity to comment 
thereon. Once the veracity of any allegations have been 
properly considered by the competent authority, they have 
wide powers to direct the applicant, EAP or specialist to take 
specific actions if they have reason to believe that regulation 
13 has not been complied with. Regulation 14(6) therefore 
requires I&APs to be informed of the “suspension, decision 
or actions to be completed in order to finalise the 
application” only. 
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 11. Nevertheless, in the interests of transparency, our Clients are 
happy for the EAP forward the representations to Mr Smith. 
The representations do not in any event contain any material 
information that has not been included in the basic 
assessment report (“BAR”) or the various specialist reports. 

 

 Regulation 19(1)(b) is not applicable 
12. It may be that Mr Smith bases his assertions that further 

public participation may be needed on regulation 19(1)(b) of 
the EIA Regulations, which provides for a further 
commenting period where “significant changes have been 
made or significant new information has been added to the 
basic assessment report”, prior to its submission to the 
competent authority. 

13. This is obviously not the case, as the BARs have been 
finalised and submitted to the Department for decision on 7 
January 2019.  

14. Accordingly, regulation 19(1)(b), and consequent further 
public participation,  cannot apply in a situation where a BAR 
has already been submitted to the competent authority for 
decision. 

 

 No material new information requiring further public participation 
15. Although regulation 19(1)(b) does not apply in the current 

situation, it is conceivable that the competent authority may 
request further public participation in terms of its powers 
under regulation 14(5), in appropriate circumstances.  

16. However, the competent authority is only empowered to 
instruct the EAP, specialist or applicant to take further 
actions in the event that it has reason to believe that there is 
non-compliance with regulation 13 by the EAP or any 
specialist. This decision must be taken after due 
consideration of the all of the information before the 
competent authority, including the representations submitted 
by the EAP. Its decision to request further actions cannot 
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therefore be taken arbitrarily. It must have a sound, rational 
and reasonable legal basis for concluding that the EAP or 
specialist has failed to comply with regulation 13.  

17. Despite assertions to the contrary in the Department’s letter 
of 5 March 2019, the information submitted by Mr Smith 
does not evidence such failure to comply with regulation 13. 
We trust that the Department will form the same conclusion 
upon consideration of the EAP’s and specialist submissions 
thereon. 

18. It is accordingly submitted that on the information before it, 
there is no reasonable or rational basis on which the 
Department can find that the EAPs or specialists failed to 
comply with its duties in regulation 13.  

19. It is further submitted that no “significant new information” 
has come to light during this regulation 14 process, and no 
changes to the BAR and specialist reports are warranted.  

20. We are not aware of any policy statement or guideline which 
provides insight as to what may be considered “significant” in 
the context of changes made or new information, and what 
constitutes “significant” in the circumstances remains largely 
subjective. However, it would be an absurd interpretation to 
find that any new information not included in a previous 
report is “significant” and which warrants an additional public 
participation period. The timeframes and requirements for 
public participation in the Regulations are specific, and any 
further public participation should be an exception rather 
than the norm. It should be based on logical reasoning and 
must have a  rational connection to the purpose for which an 
environmental impact assessment is carried out: 

In order to give effect to the general objectives of integrated 
environmental management … the potential consequences for or 
impacts on the environment of listed activities or specified activities 
must be considered, investigated, assessed and reported on to the 
competent authority….1 
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21. New information or changes which do not have a material 
impact on the consideration, investigation and assessment of 
potential consequences or impacts on the environment 
should not be considered to be significant changes which 
warrant additional public participation. Issues raised by 
I&APs during public participation, or in the current 
circumstances, outside legislated public participation 
processes, should also not automatically be considered to be 
significant issues which warrant a further commenting 
period. 

22. The EAP and the specialists have indicated clearly in their 
responses: 
22.1. that the submissions made by the reviewers 

commissioned by Mr Smith’s clients do not constitute 
any significant new information; and 

22.2. that  the  findings  of  the  reviewers  commissioned  by 
Mr  Smith’s  clients  do  not change  their  informed  
assessments  of  the  nature,  significance,  
consequence, extent, duration or probability of any 
impacts. 

23. There is accordingly no basis upon which it can be found that 
the information requires further public participation. In our 
view, a further public comment period only serves to 
increase the costs of the application processes and delay the 
decisions thereon. 

24. The competent authority has all the information before it to 
make a decision in terms of regulations 14, and on the 
applications themselves in terms of regulation 20. 

 CONCLUSION 
25. We trust the Department will consider the EAP’s and 

specialists’ responses to the new reports placed before the 
competent authority, and that it will conclude that any issues 
raised in the reports have been adequately and appropriately 
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dealt with in the specialist and review reports submitted as 
part of the BARs, and that the suspension will be uplifted. 

26. Kindly provide us with your expected timeframes for 
considering the representations and for determining how to 
proceed in terms of regulation 14(5) of the EIA Regulations.  

27. We note that the applications were suspended on 5 March 
2019, being the last day upon which the Department was to 
make a decision on the application. Assuming that the 
Department agrees with our Clients’ submissions that the 
EAP and specialists have not failed to comply with regulation 
13 and that the suspension will be uplifted, kindly provide 
timeframes within which the applications will be decided. 

Yours Sincerely, 
Cullinan & Associates Inc. 
Per: Melissa Groenink 

67 Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic 
Infrastructure Developments 
Integrated Environmental 
Authorisations 
Department of Environmental 
Affairs 
Private Bag X447 
Pretoria, 0001 
(012) 399 9406 
MEssop@environment.gov.za 
 
9 April 2019 
By Email 

From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 09 April 2019 08:50 AM 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>; Ashlin Bodasing 
<AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Lunga Dlova <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; Mmamohale 
Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Bongeka Mtyana 
<BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; 'Melissa Groenink' 
<melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za; 
Sabelo Malaza <Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; Milicent 
Solomons <MSolomons@environment.gov.za>; Coenrad Agenbach 
<Cagenbach@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WEF & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE / SUSPENSION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS UNDERTAKEN TO DATE BY ARCUS 
CONSULTANCY SERVICES 
Dear Mr Smith and Ms Bodasing. 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2019 10:17 
To: 'Muhammad Essop' <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; Ashlin 
Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: 'Lunga Dlova' <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale 
Kabasa' <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 'Bongeka Mtyana' 
<BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; 'Melissa Groenink' 
<melissa@greencounsel.co.za>; Highlands 
<Highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>; 'Sabelo Malaza' 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'Milicent Solomons' 
<MSolomons@environment.gov.za>; 'Coenrad Agenbach' 
<Cagenbach@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WEF & ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE / SUSPENSION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS UNDERTAKEN TO DATE BY ARCUS 
CONSULTANCY SERVICES 
Dear Mr. Essop 

tel:0123951734
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:LDlova@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:BMtyana@environment.gov.za
mailto:melissa@greencounsel.co.za
mailto:highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:Smalaza@environment.gov.za
mailto:MSolomons@environment.gov.za
mailto:Cagenbach@environment.gov.za
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The email trail below refers. 
Please note that we are requesting a further response from the 
EAP and the specialist team to the additional representations 
received, and all responses should be received on or before the 
18th of April 2019. 
Once responses are received from Ms Bodasing, no further 
opportunity for comments and representations will be allowed, and 
the Department will thereafter decide on the matter and make a 
decision on the applications in terms of Regulation 14(5) of the EIA 
Regulations, 2014 as amended. 
Kind Regards 
Muhammad Essop 

We note the contents of your email. 
Yours faithfully 
Nick 

From: Highlands  
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 15:55 
To: 'MEssop@environment.gov.za' 
<MEssop@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: 'EIAadmin@environment.gov.za' 
<EIAadmin@environment.gov.za>; 
'TSangweni@environment.gov.za' 
<TSangweni@environment.gov.za>; 
'LDlova@environment.gov.za' <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; 
'BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za' 
<BNgcoliso@environment.gov.za>; Ashlin Bodasing 
<AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1956, 1957, 1958, 1959 & 
1960 
Dear Muhammad 
Please find attached our responses to the additional comments 
received from Nicholas Smith on the 3rd and 5th of April 2019. As 
per your email received on the 9th April 2019 a hard copy will be 
couriered to reach your offices on the 18th April 2019. In the 
interim please find the attached electronic version of our 
responses. 
Please can you confirm if a copy of these responses must be 
sent to the objectors and all other registered I&APs.  
Thank You. 
Kind Regards 
Ashlin Bodasing 

EAP RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RECEIVED BY NICHOLAS SMITH ON 3RD AND 5TH APRIL 2019 

EAP Response email attachment 17 April 2019 
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RE: SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 14(1) OF THE EIA 
REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE PROPOSED 85MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 
132kV POWERLINE; THE 70MW HIGHLANDS CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; AND THE 
90MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE WEST OF SOMERSET EAST WITHIN 
THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE – ADDITIONAL RESPONSES 
Dear Sir,  
1 INTRODUCTION 
On 19 March 2019, the EAP submitted responses to the suspension letter received from the Department of Environmental Affairs 
(DEA), based on comments received from Nicholas Smith Attorneys, on behalf of Mr Andre van der Spuy (AVDS) and the objectors 
that he is representing. The EAP provided detailed responses to the DEA suspension letter, as well as comments received from each 
of the three specialists appointed by AVDS, with input from each of the Arcus specialists. Together with this each of the Arcus 
specialists, commented on and responded individually to the AVDS specialist reviews. After this submission to the DEA, Nicholas Smith 
on behalf of AVDS submitted additional comments and responses to Arcus’ submission to the DEA. This letter is being compiled in 
response to the additional comments and responses received by Nicholas Smith on the 3rd and 5th of April 2019, via email. The DEA 
requested via email on the 9th of April 2019 that Arcus respond to these email submissions.  
It is important to note that the specialists responses received on the 3rd and 5th of April 2019, are only on the responses by the EAP 
and not to the specific responses to the reports by the specialists.  
Following receipt of the additional responses the EAP requested the avifauna specialist, the visual specialist and the ecology specialist 
to review the reports submitted to the department by Nicholas Smith, the attorney representing Mr. AVDS and the I&AP’s that he 
represents.  
The consolidated comments from the EAP and the specialists are presented below. 
2 Avifauna 
The table below provides the EAP and avifaunal specialist response to the additional comments received.  
Table 1.1: Avifaunal Response 

 

No Avisense Response Arcus Response (EAP and Specialist) 

1.  In my respectful opinion, Mr Pearson is barely qualified to do the 
work that is required in the circumstances, and as part of the 
required environmental assessment – he has                  no formal 
training in ornithology that I am aware of, and does not have the 
required experience in the field to influence development decisions 
of this magnitude. This is not necessarily his fault 

The Avifaunal Specialist, Mr Pearson, is qualified and 
experienced to undertake avifaunal surveys, not only for 
renewable energy developments, but for other types of 
developments as well. Mr Pearson has conducted avifaunal 
impact assessment studies and/or avifaunal surveys on 
seventeen power line projects (the majority whilst in previous 
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– he is a sincere and hard-working specialist, and in terms of the 
prevailing standards and accreditation requirements applied to this 
field of work, he meets the applicable requirements. But the bar 
for these requirements is set dangerously low. Ultimately, this is an 
institutional problem beyond Mr Pearson’s control, but it is a 
problem all the same. 
 

employ with the Endangered Wildlife Trust), fourteen solar 
projects, and forty wind farm projects.    
The fact that Dr Jenkins, has a PhD in ornithology does not 
detract from the experience, qualification and works undertaken 
by Mr Pearson. They are both members of the Birds and 
Renewable Energy Specialist Group (BARESG), focussed on 
reducing impacts to avifauna from renewable energy 
developments.  
This peer review by Dr Jenkins is not the platform to attack or 
comment on the requirements/qualifications of avifaunal 
specialists to conduct studies for renewable energy applications. 
As a member of BARESG and one of the main authors of the 
guidelines used by all avifaunal specialists, Dr Jenkins, should 
have aired his issues with Mr Pearson at one of the many group 
meetings that they have attended together. 

 Many of the more critical aspects of the Highlands WEF bird impact 
assessment pertain to the distribution, status and exposure to 
impacts of the area’s raptors, and more specifically those of cliff-
nesting birds of prey. Having coached Mr Pearson myself only 
about 4 years ago on how to conduct such surveys, I am well 
aware of what he knows about this kind of work. For what it is 
worth, and in terms of nearly 40 years spent doing cliff-nester 
surveys as part of MSc, PhD and Post-doctoral level research, and 
to inform scores of avian impact assessments conducted over a 
period of nearly 30 years as a bird specialist, my opinion is that the 
work delivered by Mr Pearson on this project falls below the 
standard required. It is compliant with the letter of the Best 
Practice Guidelines for birds and wind energy in SA (Jenkins et al. 
2015) and includes an extended scope, in order also to comply 
with the equivalent guideline for Verreaux’s Eagle (BLSA 2017), but 
it fails to rise to the spirit of both documents, that requires the 
specialist to dig deeper, survey more intensively and think outside 
of the standard, baseline approach in order to fully assess possible 
impacts on key, threatened species. 

 

 Examples of additional bird work required to address specific 
elements of this failure include (i) conducting a more thorough and 

The primary aim of our cliff survey was to locate Verreaux’s 
Eagle nests on and within 3 km of the proposed development 
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extensive survey of the area’s cliff-nesting bird community, 
allocating sufficient time and effort to finding all the habitat within 
a 3 km radius and establishing what species, if any, are resident on 
all the proximal cliff-lines, (ii) extending this cliff-nest survey to 
include the highest quality habitat – the highest cliffs – within a 
wider radius (6 km?), to more fully and accurately determine the 
size and distribution of the Verreaux’s Eagle breeding population 
potentially exposed to the impacts of the development (note that 
this and the survey work in (i) requires that observers spend 
enough time at each target cliff, at the right time of the year, to 
see what birds are present and whether or not they are breeding), 
(iii) using the revised, complete and accurate distribution of 
Verreaux’s Eagle nests as a basis for using VERA to model areas of 
high use/collision risk in relation to the proposed WEF layout, (iv) 
searching the area to the north of the WEF previously occupied by 
a nesting pair of Martial Eagles to determine whether or not this 
former territory is still occupied, and locating all Blue Crane nests 
on the WEF site as well as finding the Secretarybird nest 
apparently situated close to or within the proposed development 
area, (v) waiting for and incorporating into the impact assessment 
preliminary results of the Cape Vulture study being conducted 
nearby by the EWT, and (vi) not, at any stage, subjecting 
Verreaux’s Eagles in the vicinity of the development proposal to the 
risk inherent in trapping and GPS-tagging these birds. 

site/s. This was achieved. While doing the above we also aimed 
to record any other cliff-nesting species and possible nesting 
sites of these species if found. These included species such as 
Lanner Falcon, Peregrine Falcon, Cape Eagle Owl, Jackal 
Buzzard, Rock Kestrel, African Harrier Hawk, Black Stork, and 
Booted Eagle. However, it was not deemed necessary to spend 
additional time at particular cliffs trying to confirm all birds 
(potentially present or nesting at a particular cliff) particularly for 
the species mentioned above.  With the exception of Jackal 
Buzzard and Rock Kestrel, all of these showed very low activity 
on the site. It was decided that available time and resources 
(which went beyond the general standard used on the majority 
of previous bird studies on WEFs in South Africa) was better 
spent on the site, particularly at Vantage Points, recording actual 
flight activity, behaviour and abundance of key species on the 
site.  
 
It is not impossible that there could be another Verreaux’s Eagle 
nest site within 6 km of the, project however this is deemed 
unlikely, and very unlikely within 3 km of the boundary. We are 
confident that all Verreaux’s Eagle nest sites within 3 km of the 
site have been located. We are also confident that, if one 
considers the additional nest site found by Dr Jenkins, all nests 
within 6 km of the WEF site, have been found and number 3 in 
total. The VERA model was not mentioned during the public 
participation phase, by the objectors, following which the final 
reports were submitted to the DEA for decision. Approximately, 
two months after the submission of the reports to the DEA for 
decision, the objectors are requesting the model being applied to 
this application. While the specialist and the EAP is not opposed 
to using the VERA model to guide turbine placement and no go 
areas, sufficient information has been collected at this site, to 
assist the DEA in making an informed decision on the 
applications, based on the information contained in the Avifaunal 
Impact Assessment and the EIA Reports. We are also of the 
opinion that the results of the VERA are unlikely to differ 
significantly (especially on the development site) from the no-go 
areas already stipulated in the report (which are based on 72 
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hours per year per vantage point across 6 vantage points), and 
avoid high risk areas in line with the Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines. 
It would be interesting to see how the results of VERA correlate 
to the Arcus No-go areas in the avifaunal impact assessment 
report. Based on the above, the specialist advises that this model 
can be run to advise the final layout before the commencement 
of construction.  

2.  See response to (1) above, which applies equally to the 
representations made by Arcus directly above.  

See responses above.  

3.  Perhaps I am not reading the Arcus bird impact study correctly – in 
which case I apologise – but as I see it – collision impacts for each 
of the three possible phases of the project are rated Medium pre- / 
Medium post-mitigation for turbines, and Medium pre- / Medium 
post- mitigation for power lines, while impacts for “All phases” are 
rated as High pre- / Medium post- mitigation for turbines and 
Medium pre- and Low post-mitigation for power lines.  

The significance of impact of turbine collision was rated as 
follows for each separate WEF phase: 

• North (Phase 1)- Medium before mitigation and medium 
after mitigation 

• Central (Phase 2)- Medium before mitigation and 
medium after mitigation 

• South (Phase 2)- Medium before mitigation and 
medium after mitigation 

For the above ratings, the application of mitigation reduced the 
probability of the impact, however due to the rating criteria 
used, this did not result in the significance falling into a lower 
category. 
 
The significance of impact of power-line collision was rated as 
follows for each separate WEF phase: 

• North (Phase 1)- Medium before mitigation and low 
after mitigation 

• Central (Phase 2)- Medium before mitigation and low 
after mitigation 

• South (Phase 2)- Medium before mitigation and low 
after mitigation 

These ratings are for the internal power lines connecting 
turbines on the WEF. The application of mitigation (which 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 256 

No Avisense Response Arcus Response (EAP and Specialist) 

includes burying the vast majority of these lines) reduced the 
probability of the impact, and resulted in a reduced significance. 
Due to grid connection constraints all turbines from all three 
WEF phase will not be built. A rating was therefore not done for 
“all phases”. Rather, table 19 (pg. 52) in the specialist report 
shows an assessment of a WEF up to a maximum of 140 MW 
and utilising turbine positions from all three phases, which is 
likely to result in less than 40 turbines being constructed. The 
significance of the impact of turbine collisions for this scenario 
was rated as High without mitigation and Medium with 
mitigation. The significance of the impact of power line collisions 
(from internal powerlines connecting turbines on the WEF) for 
this scenario was rated as Medium without mitigation and Low 
with mitigation, because effective mitigation in the form of 
burying these lines will be implemented. 

 I cannot find an impact table in the report for turbine collisions 
that “rated the severity of the impact as high before and after 
mitigation, which is the highest possible rating”…? The respondent 
is correct that the Med/Low combination for grid connection was 
for the shorter options only, and the High/Med combination applied 
only to the longer grid connection option for the southern phase of 
the project. Apologies for this error. Nevertheless, I still maintain 
that the residual impact ratings for both turbine and power line 
collision given in the Arcus report are overly generous to the 
development proposal, and over-estimate our current ability to 
predict and effectively mitigate such sources of avian mortality. In 
my opinion, more realistic (and appropriately precautionary) impact 
ratings for any array of turbines in this area would be a minimum 
of High/High + a lower magnitude), and for any length of power 
lines a minimum of High/Medium. 

Table 13 (page 46) shows that for each phase separately, the 
severity of the turbine collision impact both before and after 
mitigation is rated as high. Extent and duration are rated as 
medium before and after mitigation, while mitigation reduced the 
probability from high to medium. Due to the criteria used the 
significance rating was medium both before and after mitigation 
for each phase separately.  
For a larger WEF (up to 40 turbines) placed across the three 
sites, the significance rating before mitigation was High, and it 
was Medium after mitigation. 

4.  The VERA model has been independently tested by other 
specialists. I have used it on two projects to date – one in which 
Verreaux’s Eagles in the proposed WEF project area were fitted 
with GPS trackers and the data collected were used to (i) increase 
the aggregate sample of eagle movement data informing the 
model overall, (ii) model movements of the eagles in the project 

While Dr Jenkins, and an unknown number of other specialists 
have used the VERA model, the timing of the avifaunal impact 
assessment for Highlands should be noted. The Final Report was 
produced in July 2018. The Arcus specialist became aware of the 
potential availability of the model for use in late December 2018/ 
early January 2019. At that time, discussions with Dr. 
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area to predict collision risk, and (iii) predict movement patterns 
and collision risk for other, non-tracked eagle pairs possibly 
affected by the same project. In the second instance, I refrained 
from trapping and tracking any of several Verreaux’s Eagle pairs 
resident within or close to a proposed WEF development area, but 
rather surveyed the area and its surrounds thoroughly for VE 
nesting territories and used plotted nests to invoke the VERA 
model and develop credible and very useful prediction of aggregate 
collision risk for this population of eagles. Given the advanced 
stage of development of the VERA model, and the large quantity of 
tracking data already being used to build the model, there is no 
longer a defensible need to expose more eagles to the risks 
intrinsic to trapping, tagging and tracking. While this option should 
definitely not be adopted in the Highlands WEF bird study, I 
thoroughly recommend that the VERA model be used here. From 
personal experience, I can assure Mr Pearson and Arcus that VERA 
will yield a quick, relatively inexpensive predictive map of VE 
collision risk that is far preferable to anything that can be derived 
directly from a sample of VP-based observations. 

Murgatroyd indicated that it had not been publically released. 
Email correspondence with the author of VERA on 18 March 
2019 stated “It's not widely available yet but it is pretty much 
finished and I'd be confident applying it to developments. I have 
tested the final model in various ways to see how well it makes 
predictions and it is working well. The next step is obviously now 
to get a paper published on our methods and get the website 
access working. In the meantime I can make it available for use 
on specific requests and would be able to provide a risk map 
with some basic metadata on how the map was created.” 
It is Arcus’ intention to now recommend the use of this tool, 
when applicable on future projects.  
The timeframes for EIA applications are such that specialists do 
not always have the luxury of always pushing studies out, to 
wait or use the latest studies or models available. While this 
VERA model may be available today to use, the applications and 
final reports have been submitted to the DEA for decision, and 
were based on the best available information at the time. This 
included the application of recommendations of the Verreaux’s 
Eagle guidelines, resulting in high risk areas (e.g. steep 
slopes/ridges/cliffs and nest sites) being buffered and excluded.  
This model was not mentioned during the public participation 
phase, by the objectors, the final reports were submitted to the 
DEA for decision. Two months after the submission of the 
reports to the DEA for decision, the objectors are requesting the 
model being applied to this application. While the specialist is not 
opposed to using the VERA model to guide turbine placement 
and no go areas, sufficient information has been collected at this 
site, to assist the DEA in making an informed decision on the 
application, based on the information contained in the Avifaunal 
Impact Assessment and the EIA Reports. We are also of the 
opinion that the results of the VERA are unlikely to differ 
significantly from the no-go areas already stipulated in the report 
(which are based on 72 hours per year per vantage point across 
6 vantage points), and avoid high risk areas in line with the 
Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines. It would be interesting to see how 
the results of VERA correlate to the Arcus No-go areas in the 
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avifaunal impact assessment report. Based on the above, the 
specialist advises that this model can be run to advise the final 
layout before the commencement of construction. 

 It is important also to note here that – as stated in my peer review 
report – VERA should be used to inform the EIA for the project, 
and not as an afterthought to guide construction, operation and 
management post-authorisation. The time to make this vital 
technology count is clearly before the applications for 
environmental authorisation are decided, so as to inform 
substantively rational decision-making by the Department on the 
merits of the applications. 

We are confident that all Verreaux’s Eagle nest sites within 3 km 
of the site have been located. We are also confident that, if one 
considers the additional site found by Dr Jenkins, all nests within 
6 km of the WEF site, have been found and number 3 in total. 
The specialist would not be opposed to VERA being used at this 
site utilising these known nest sites.  
This model was not mentioned during the public participation 
phase, by the objectors, the final reports were submitted to the 
DEA for decision. Two months after the submission of the 
reports to the DEA for decision, the objectors are requesting the 
model being applied to this application. While the specialist is not 
opposed to using the VERA model to guide turbine placement 
and no go areas, sufficient information has been collected at this 
site, to assist the DEA in making an informed decision on the 
application, based on the information contained in the Avifaunal 
Impact Assessment and the EIA Reports. We are also of the 
opinion that the results of the VERA are unlikely to differ 
significantly from the no-go areas already stipulated in the report 
(which are based on 72 hours per year per vantage point across 
6 vantage points), and avoid high risk areas in line with the 
Verreaux’s Eagle guidelines. It would be interesting to see how 
the results of VERA correlate to the Arcus No-go areas in the 
avifaunal impact assessment report. 
Based on the above, the specialist advises that this model can be 
run to advise the final layout before the commencement of 
construction. 
  
 
VERA can be applied prior to a decision being made, however, 
we are of the opinion that the results are unlikely to change the 
impact assessment. WE have a robust set of data from a large 
number of hours spent on the site, and we are well aware of the 
abundance of Verreaux’s Eagle and the number of active 
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territories within the area. What VERA may provide, are revised 
areas of potential high sensitivity. However, as these were 
already mapped (based on the flight data collected) and based 
on topographic features (e.g. slopes/ridges/cliffs and nests), we 
believe the results of VERA (i.e. the high risk areas it identifies) 
are unlikely to differ extensively from what we have already 
predicted, especially on the WEF sites, where only one nest site 
located and has been recorded. 
The specialist requests that Dr. Jenkins advise which projects 
have used the VERA model? Apart from a site near Sutherland 
(which we assume is a project worked on by Dr Jenkins), we are 
not aware of this model being used or applied in any other WEF 
assessments in South Africa. 

5.  The fact that the Arcus team was not aware of the EWT Cape 
Vulture study, or the availability of the VERA model for Verreaux’s 
Eagle, is not a persuasive nor sufficient response. As a practising 
specialist in this field, Mr Pearson should keep himself fully 
apprised of such developments and be sure to make proper 
reference to and use of such advances as soon as possible.  

Mr Pearson regularly attends applicable meetings and 
conferences in the field and is longstanding member of BARESG 
and a very regular attendee of the bi-annual BARESG meeting, 
the last of which was held recently on 4 April 2019.  
 
Once again, even if the EAP or the Specialist was aware of the 
study, this study has only recently began, after the finalisation of 
the Avifaunal study and the EIA report. There are no results to 
inform the assessment, and if Dr Jenkins wants this application 
to wait for the results to be published before submission to the 
DEA, then all currently submitted application in this area, 
Cookhouse/Bedford/Somerset East, either awaiting DEA decision 
or still in process must be stopped until the results are published, 
this is unreasonable. There is always going to be new 
information, better information, and process for assessing or 
conducting specialist surveys, but this does not mean that all 
applications must stop just for one man’s opinion on the matter.  

 Furthermore, as Mr Pearson is well aware, he simply cannot know 
whether or not Cape Vultures will be significantly affected by 
collision mortality stemming from the construction and operation of 
the Highlands WEF. Perhaps the Arcus observations suggest that 
the chances are slim, but the data informing such a finding are 

The Arcus observations (including a low passage rate of 0.093 
birds/hour), the location of the Highlands site ~60 km from the 
closest known Cape Vulture roost and >170 km from the closest 
breeding colony, do suggest that the likelihood of significant 
impacts on Cape Vulture is low. Even so, if the impacts are found 
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limited. Again, from personal experience at the wind farm sites to 
the east, estimated collision risk for Cape Vultures based on 
standard “guidelines” data can be very misleading.  

to be high or even moderate, we have recommend strict 
mitigation including shutdown and curtailment of turbines.  
The wind farms to the east mentioned by Dr Jenkins are a lot 
closer to the Cape Vulture roost site and colonies further to the 
east. Dr Jenkins states in his comments that the pre-construction 
passage rate of Cape Vulture at one of these sites (Amakhala 
Wind Farm) was 0.13 birds at rotor swept height per hour of 
observation. This is higher than what was recorded at Highlands, 
and it is also noted that this refers to flights at rotor swept 
height. If all flights of the species are considered, it is possible 
that this figure is even higher. Data from another WEF site in the 
Cookhouse/Bedford area (i.e. Golden Valley II WEF), shows that 
this area (i.e. where the mortalities have been recorded at 
operational sites) has higher levels of Cape Vulture activity 
(especially in summer) than what was recorded on the Highlands 
site. Large numbers of Vultures, including vultures roosting 
overnight on power lines in the area were recorded in 2014/2015 
at Golden Valley, and monitoring found a passage rate of ~0.14 
birds per hour. Pre-construction monitoring at the Cookhouse 
Wind farm recorded a passage rate of 0.31 birds/hour, while 
Nojoli wind farm also in the same area had an average of 0.13 
birds/hour (BLSA, Pers. Com).  

 The situation re Cape Vultures and wind energy development in 
the Cookhouse/Bedford/Somerset East area must and is being 
looked at in considerable detail by a collaborative study involving 
the EWT and industry. If Mr Pearson and Arcus insist on not 
reserving judgement on the possible impacts of the Highlands WEF 
on CVs until results are forthcoming from the EWT study, the 
Department should establish whether there is objectively good 
reason for that attitude. 

Once again, even if the EAP or the Specialist was aware of the 
EWT study, this study has only recently began, after the 
finalisation of the Avifaunal study and the EIA report. There are 
no results to inform the assessment, and if Dr Jenkins wants this 
application to wait for the results to be published before 
submission to the DEA, then all currently submitted application in 
this area, Cookhouse/Bedford/Somerset East , either awaiting 
DEA decision or still in process must be stopped until the results 
are published. There is always going to be new information, 
better information, new studies commencing, papers being 
written, guidelines compiled and new process for assessing or 
conducting specialist surveys, but there comes a point when an 
assessment report must be finalised based on the available 
information and tools. If Dr Jenkins insists, and the DEA agrees, 
that judgment of this application must be reserved until the 
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results of a study (that has not commenced and has no 
scheduled completion date that we are aware of), this will then 
need to be applied for all applications in the region, and by 
precedence all specialist assessments in areas where new studies 
(that could potentially advise an assessment) have commenced 
or are about to commence. 

Responses to Arcus comments on the Avisense peer review 
What follows below are my comments on further, specific points listed in the Arcus response, other than issues already dealt with above. In some cases, Avisense replies 
herein to multiple responses in the report submitted to the Department by Arcus, in an integrated single response. 

Scope of cliff survey Mr Pearson seems not to understand the fundamental point of 
these nest surveys. First and foremost, they are not about locating 
nest structures on cliffs, they are about establishing the 
distribution of pairs of cliff-nesting birds within the broader impact 
area of the proposed WEF. In this context, the Arcus survey found 
nine cliffs with stick-nests on them but could only (truly) confirm 
the species using those nests in three instances – N2, N5 and 
probably N3 – in terms of the evidence presented (Arcus avian 
impact study, Table 7). In terms of the observations described in 
the Arcus report, the other cliffs listed are not confirmed nest sites 
– they are just cliffs with nests on them. This begs a fundamental 
question: Why were these sites not followed up by the Arcus team 
in order to establish and/or verify the presence of the species in 
residence? Why concentrate only on detecting stick-nest structures 
when cliff-nesting species such as falcons – Rock Kestrel, Lanner 
Falcon, Peregrine Falcon – do not build such structures? The failure 
properly to undertake this aspect of the avifaunal assessment begs 
another question: What else was missed or not covered by the 
Arcus fieldwork if the outcomes of the cliff survey are so 
superficially derived? A single, four-day dedicated survey (with 
some supplementary surveys done incidentally during the study 
period) for a project of this scale, with cliff habitat scattered and 
sometimes difficult to find, was simply insufficient to address this 
aspect of the study properly. The Arcus report claims that the cliff 
survey work was done roughly according to the approach detailed 
in Malan (2009). As the author of the chapter on surveys for cliff-

The primary aim of the Arcus cliff survey was to locate 
Verreaux’s Eagle nests. Our methods stated “The aim was to 
locate Verreaux’s’ Eagle nests (which are typically large), 
however the presence of any cliff nest (active or inactive) was 
noted if observed”. 
By default we therefore intended to establish the distribution of 
pairs of Verreaux’s Eagle within the broader impact area of the 
proposed WEF. Establishing the complete distribution of all pairs 
of other cliff-nesting species was not deemed essential to the 
impact assessment, and it was decided that such additional time 
and effort be better used conducting a though study (using a 
large number of VPS with very good spatial coverage and using 
two persons per VP, and using 18 hour per VP per season). 
Results of the extensive work and very large number of person 
hours spent by the Arcus team did not reveal high activity or 
abundance of Lanner Falcon/ Black Stork/African Harrier Hawk. 
Peregrine Falcon was not recorded. Abundance of Jackal Buzzard 
and Rock Kestrel was relatively high. Jackal Buzzard nests were 
therefore searched for. The majority of Rock Kestrel nests are 
likely to be protected by cliff/ridge/slope buffers applied, and 
additional survey of this relatively common non-red data species 
was not deemed reasonably practicable. 
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nesting raptors in Malan (2009), I am quite confident that this was 
not the case.  

 I’m glad to hear that the Arcus study actually included surveys of a 
much larger sample of cliffs (as per Fig. 1) in the response letter, 
but equally confused about the omission of this Figure from the 
bird impact report. Survey effort is an important component of 
studies such as these and should be fully documented. 

While such a figure (which has now been provided, in the 
original submission on the 19th of March 2019, to the DEA) 
would have been useful in the report as an additional visual aid, 
its omission did not detract from our stated methods. It was 
stated that suitable habitat within 3 km of the site was searched. 

 Also, I remain concerned that so much cliff habitat was surveyed, 
but so few fully confirmed nest sites were found (compared to 
what was located by the Avisense study). Furthermore, I point out 
that the Avisense survey was far from exhaustive. It represents 
what could be achieved by a single observer within just a few days 
on site. Some species were almost certainly missed – for e.g. the 
big cliffs to the north of the WEF must surely hold at least one pair 
of large falcons, and there must be a at least one pair of Booted 
Eagles breeding somewhere in the vicinity – but my brief was not 
to achieve absolute coverage and to find every nest site. That is 
the task of the Arcus team, and it must be properly undertaken in 
order for the applicant to comply with the substantive 
requirements for a compliant environmental assessment process. I 
submit that the Department cannot be expected to deliver a legally 
defensible decision on the application for environmental 
authorisation in the absence of the further assessment (including 
but not limited to significant further fieldwork) that is obliged of 
the avifaunal assessors retained by Arcus at the behest of the 
applicant if the applicant expects the Department to make a 
rational (and therefore lawful) decision on the merits of the 
applications that are currently suspended. 

The primary aim of the Arcus cliff survey was to locate 
Verreaux’s Eagle nests. Our methods stated “The aim was to 
locate Verreaux’s’ Eagle nests (which are typically large), 
however the presence of any cliff nest (active or inactive) was 
noted if observed”. 
The Arcus brief was not to achieve absolute coverage and find 
every nest site of every cliff nesting species. The key species was 
Verreaux’s Eagle, and our focus was on this species, particularly 
on finding sites on the WEF site (which Dr. Jenkins has not 
spend any significant time on) and up to 3 km away.   
The EAP submits that the DEA has sufficient information in the 
reports backed up by extensive surveys on site in order for them 
to make a decision on the application. 

Verreaux’s Eagle nest sites Table 7 in the Arcus report lists N1 as “Unconfirmed”. Verreaux’s 
Eagles were not seen there by the Arcus team and the landowner 
apparently stated that he hadn’t seen eagles there recently. The 
reason that the Arcus study was not able to confirm this as an 
occupied and active Verreaux’s Eagle site is that the area was not 
surveyed regularly and thoroughly enough. This is important even 
though the site falls outside of the 3 km buffer distance around the 

Table 7 indicates that the species applicable to this nest site is a 
Verreaux’s Eagle. The activity (i.e. if it was being used that year 
by a pair of Verreaux’s Eagle) was not confirmed. Nonetheless, it 
was buffered accordingly, as though it was an active site. There 
was no further need to confirm whether it was active or not.  
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WEF because: the cliffs where N1 is located are some of the 
highest in the general area, and consequently are likely to support 
multiple pairs of cliff- nesting raptors; and Verreaux’s Eagles and 
other cliff-nesting species may be wide-ranging and the pairs 
resident on this stand-out cliff-line could easily forage as far as the 
proposed WEF area. 

This nest site (N1) is over 8 km from the WEF site. It is unlikely 
that birds from this site would forage regularly on the WEF site. 
Even so, such birds foraging on the WEF site would very likely 
have been recorded and considered by our extensive site work 
and VP monitoring.  
 

 Avisense Cliff 3 was a good Verreaux’s Eagle site in 2018 – pair of 
birds landing on fresh nest site, old nest sites present – and was 
easily far enough away from Arcus N2 to be a separate entity, 
occupied by a different pair of resident and/or breeding eagles. If 
the Arcus survey had been as thorough as claimed, this site – as 
an alternative for the pair at N2 or as a separate Verreaux’s Eagle 
territory – would have been detected and documented in the Arcus 
report. It wasn’t. Again, although these nests fall outside of the 3 
km buffer distance from the WEF, this is not an excuse for not 
properly surveying and continuing to monitor this area of high-
quality cliff habitat proximal to the wind farm site. 

The following was recommended in the specialist report: 
“During the construction phase, an avifaunal specialist must 
conduct a nest survey/exploration of the WEF site. This should 
be done during and after, the breeding season (i.e. 
approximately in July and again in September) of large Eagles 
(e.g. Martial and Verreaux’s Eagle). The aim will be to locate any 
nest sites not yet found, so that these may continue to be 
monitored during the construction and operation phases, along 
with the monitoring of already identified nest sites (see point 
below); and Appoint a specialist to design and conduct 
monitoring of the breeding of raptors at the various nests 
identified to date as well as any additionally located nests (see 
point above). This monitoring can be combined with the 
exploration described above, and should be conducted on two 
occasions (i.e. approximately in July and again in September) 
across each calendar year, during construction. The aim will be 
to monitor any disturbance to or displacement of the breeding 
birds during construction”. 
We would support this being extended to include searching, 
surveying and monitoring of any relevant nest sites up to 6 km 
of the WEF site. But this does not need to be done before a 
decision is made on the application as sufficient information 
exists for the avifauna on the site and for nest sites up to 3 km 
from the site. 

Martial Eagle nest sites Evidently, a pair of Martial Eagles previously nested <5-6 km from 
the WEF site. The Arcus survey should have included time and 
effort spent looking for this pair of eagles, that could still be 
resident within the impact area of the WEF. 

The recorded Martial Eagle activity levels across four seasons 
and the results of the surveys on the site did not indicate the 
likely presence of a Martial Eagle active territory within 5-6 km to 
the north of the site. Only three flight paths of this species were 
recorded, resulting in a passage rate of 0.009 birds per hour. No 
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flights were recorded in spring, autumn or summer, and no 
juveniles were recorded in the north of the site.  
However, as Dr Jenkins has pointed out they did breed 
historically within 5 km of the site, and while it is unlikely that a 
new nest is located at the same site (or even closer to the WEF), 
the specialist supports the need to conduct additional search 
work for the nest location (if present). This need not be done 
prior to a decision, as the presence of a nest would not 
necessarily affect the impact assessment (if mitigation is applied- 
which include the need to buffer such a nest site), but the 
results of such a search should advise the final layout, as some 
turbines may need to be moved should an active nest be found.    

Other nest surveys I am not sure what “…no proven need for a structured search..” 
means. Were these birds considered potentially important to the 
Arcus team or not? They should have been, and significantly more 
effort should have been made by the applicant’s avifaunal experts 
to locate nests of both species, given that the specialist suspected 
that both bred on or close to the site. This work is demonstrably 
not just about doing the bare minimum to comply with guidelines. 
The guidelines documents are just that – guidelines. Compliance 
with the guidelines minimum requirements is not a guarantee that 
a bird study has been done properly. 

The specialist did more than the bare minimum in order to 
assess the potential impacts of the WEF on avifauna. Guidelines 
were followed and the assessment was conducted in line with 
these and the EIA regulations. If Dr Jenkins feels that these 
guidelines are not sufficient for the purposes of avifaunal 
assessment for renewable energy applications, this is not the 
platform to do this, and this should be taken up with the Birds 
and Renewable Energy Group, BirdLife SA and the authors of the 
guidelines. The EAP maintains this study was conducted properly 
and according to relevant guidelines and regulations.  

Vulture and bustard power line 
collision risk 

Mr. Pearson may have engaged with the EWT’s avifaunal specialist 
regarding the efficacy of line markers for Ludwig’s Bustard, but the 
in-depth PhD research of Jessica Shaw, which included extensive 
experimentation and very sophisticated analyses, was conducted 
under the auspices of the EWT, and which is referenced in the 
Avisense peer review report, found the opposite. I am of the 
considered view that the latter source is the more authoritative in 
the circumstances. Note that pre- construction activity of Cape 
Vulture at the Amakhala WEF was also low (0.022 flights at rotor 
swept height per hour of observation, 0.13 birds at rotor swept 
height per hour of observation), and yet the power lines and 
turbines at that and other close-neighbouring WEF sites are now 
killing Cape Vultures (at least 10-15 recorded fatalities to date). 

The Arcus observations (including a low passage rate of 0.093 
birds/hour), the location of the Highlands site ~60 km from the 
closest known Cape Vulture roost and >170 km from the closest 
breeding colony, do suggest that the likelihood of significant 
impacts on Cape Vulture is low. Even so, if the impacts are found 
to be high or even moderate, we have recommend strict 
mitigation including shutdown and curtailment of turbines.  
The wind farms to the east mentioned by Dr Jenkins are a lot 
closer to the Cape Vulture roost site and colonies further to the 
east. Dr Jenkins states late in his comments that the pre-
construction passage rate of Cape Vulture at one of these sites 
(Amakhala Wind Farm) was 0.13 birds at rotor swept height per 
hour of observation. This is higher than what was recorded at 
Highlands, and it is also noted that this refers to flights at rotor 
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swept height. If all flights of the species are considered, it is 
possible that this figure is even higher. Data from another WEF 
site in the Cookhouse/Bedford area (i.e. Golden Valley II WEF), 
shows that this area (i.e. where the mortalities have been 
recorded at operational sites) has higher levels of Cape Vulture 
activity (especially in summer) than what was recorded on the 
Highlands site. Large numbers of Vultures, including vultures 
roosting overnight on power lines in the area were recorded in 
2014/2015 at Golden Valley, and monitoring found a passage 
rate of ~0.14 birds per hour. Pre-construction monitoring at the 
Cookhouse Wind farm recorded a passage rate of 0.31 
birds/hour, while Nojoli wind farm also in the same area had an 
average of 0.13 birds/hour (BLSA, Pers. Com). 

Cumulative impacts My understanding is that cumulative impacts should be evaluated 
in terms of development proposals in the area of all types and 
regardless of project planning status (i.e. not just wind farms, and 
not just approved projects). The Arcus report refers only to other 
WEF proposals, and neglects to mention a large, proposed WEF 
development – currently referred to as the “Watson/Siemens WEF” 
- that includes properties right up to the western boundary of the 
Highlands project. Surely this project should be factored in to the 
Arcus cumulative impact assessment? Lastly, if Very High was not 
an available rating option for the cumulative impacts, the residual 
rating should have been recorded as High with a clear statement 
by the assessor as to the certainty of that rating.  

The assessment undertaken included developments that are 
currently in progress, i.e. have a project description and have 
been through public participation. It doesn’t only consider 
approved projects, it considers all applications in process. 
Developments that are in the planning phase, that have no 
information released to the public and does not have an 
application submitted for consideration, cannot reasonably be 
expected to be included as part of the cumulative assessment. 
There are no specialist studies conducted, there is no project to 
be assessed, there is just speculation. 

Peer-review and endorsement 
(referred to several times in Arcus’ 
representatio ns): 

In my opinion, the independent peer review obtained by Arcus and 
appended to the avian impact report was very generous in its 
praise of what is a mediocre baseline study with some significant 
substantive deficiencies, which I have clearly indicated in this 
review report. Both this reviewer and Ms. Sam Ralston-Paton at 
BLSA did not have the benefit of a site visit and assessed the Arcus 
report solely in terms of what it contained. My review focuses 
mostly on what the report doesn’t contain but should, in order to 
be legally defensible. It is unequivocally clear from Arcus’ 
representations in response to DEA’s current suspension of the 
environmental assessment process that significant further 

Arcus does not agree with the opinion of Dr Jenkins. There are 
other areas of the country that are more sensitive and less 
suitable for wind farm developments, but he chooses this 
instance and this application to air his “concerns”. This should be 
read by the DEA with some level of scepticism, and question, 
why now is Dr Jenkins saying that Mr Pearson is not qualified, 
experienced or suitable to undertake avifaunal assessments, that 
based on the peer review of Mr Smallie and the comments of 
BLSA, that these are not to be taken seriously because they have 
not been to site? – This is unreasonable, and not warranted on 
this site. Mr Smallie and Ms Ralston-Paton had access to both 
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assessment will have to be undertaken at the applicant’s behest by 
an avifaunal expert with the requisite qualifications and expertise.  
The further assessment is required in order to assess and 
supplement (at the very least), and properly clarify, those aspects 
that I have highlighted herein as currently and significantly 
deficient. In my considered opinion, the assessment of avifaunal 
impacts is currently entirely insufficient and the Department should 
therefore oblige the applicant to commission the necessary 
avifaunal experts to undertake the further assessment required 
(and to circulate the findings of that further assessment to all 
parties with an interest in the matter) before the Department’s 
officials can reasonably be expected to apply their minds to the 
merits of the applications for environmental authorisation. 

the contents of the report and also to what the “report doesn’t 
contain”. Thorough seasonal monitoring was undertaken, 
guidelines were followed, and the best available information at 
the time of writing the report was used. The fact that the VERA 
model has only in recent months been made available for 
specialist use, should not prejudice this application, and the 
specialist study which was compiled in July 2018. The EWT study 
of Cape Vultures has only just began and no results or 
information on this are likely to be available until at least the end 
of 2019.  
It is the opinion of the EAP that the information contained in the 
EIA report is sufficient for the DEA to make a decision on the 
application and no further additional assessment is required. 

 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response 

Suspension Phase 

 3 Ecology 
The table below includes responses from the Noise and Ecology Specialist. 
Table 3.1 Ecology Response (Including Noise input) 

 

No Dr Wilson Response EAP and Specialist Response (Ecology and Noise) 

i.  Mr Todd does not give any indication in his specialist report that he 
is knowledgeable about the impacts of sound on fauna, but merely 
provides unsubstantiated statements. Evidence of the impacts of 
sound that emanates from other sources of anthropogenic noise 
(for example, fracking) is very different in spectral nature, 
amplitude and duration to the long-term wide-band sound impacts 
generated by wind turbines. Mr Todd’s report is thus completely 
deficient in assessing the impacts of long- term broadband sound 
on the fauna. 
The operation of wind turbines can exclude species from the 
operational and surrounding areas by causing extirpation due to 
the inability of affected species to attract mates, secure territories 
and produce offspring. The long-term broadband sound can also 

Ecology Specialist Comment: 
Mr Todd does not disagree with the contention that the 
operation of wind turbines can exclude species from the 
surrounding areas.  The comment of Dr Wilson fails to recognise 
the associated uncertainty associated with his statement and is 
itself without scientific merit or support as provided.  It is not 
enough to simply argue that a statement from an experienced 
ecologist is incorrect, this is not how science is conducted.  
Science is evidence-based and his review fails entirely to provide 
any such evidence to counter Mr Todd’s statements.  Mr Todd 
does not dismiss sound as an impact, Mr Todd dismisses our 
ability to quantify this impact adequately and predict the nature 
and extent of this impact on all components of biodiversity with 
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drive animals out of the affected area due to intolerable levels of 
sound. Wind turbines are not similar in their effects to noise 
emissions caused by vehicles, or other anthropogenic sources of 
sound, in terms of their broadband nature. These broadband 
characteristics of the wind turbines have simply not been defined, 
described nor specified by Mr Todd or Arcus, and yet Mr Todd 
authoritatively discusses (and effectively discounts) the sound 
impacts of the turbines. Therefore, his statements have no 
scientific basis. This is unacceptable. 
It follows that Mr. Todd should be obliged by the Department to 
provide the spectral data and sound amplitudes produced by the 
proposed wind farm at 50m intervals from the perimeter, and then 
consider the sound impacts on fauna for the section of his report 
to have any credibility. 

any degree of certainty.  As such, to provide the sound maps as 
suggested is itself meaningless.  In order to assess the impacts it 
would be of much greater value to understand the responses of 
the local faunal community and their distribution at the site in 
relation to the noise sources. Dr Wilson fails to identify or name 
a single species which he feels would be disproportionately 
affected at the site.  This is either because he has no knowledge 
of the site or because he himself cannot identify any such 
species.  His statement amounts to nothing more than flag 
waving.  Unfortunately, our current state of knowledge does not 
allow us to predict the impacts of sound from turbines on fauna.  
However, the existing evidence is that this is certainly not 
catastrophic and the assessment as it currently stands is 
sufficiently conservative and robust to accommodate a significant 
degree of variation in the impacts associated with operational 
phase turbine noise.   

ii.  The emission of broadband sound by the wind turbines will prevail 
for long periods of time over many years. Taking issue with 
“continuous” (as opposed to intermittent) noise impacts is a 
pedantic point raised by Arcus. The noise specialist mentions 
generic statements without any spectral and sound amplitude data 
for the proposed wind farm. It is possible to produce a map 
showing predicted sounds levels (sound contours) at 50 metre 
intervals from the perimeter of the proposed wind farm 
development for infrasound (<20 Hz), low frequency sound (20-
200 Hz) and higher frequency sound (>200 Hz). The noise 
specialist cannot conclude that wind turbine sound impacts will not 
be significant without providing the spectral and amplitude data. 
His statements have no scientific basis and are unacceptable. 

Noise Specialist Comment: 
Wind turbine noise is not continuous, as it is entirely dependent 
upon wind speed. As previously mentioned, the wind turbines 
produce the highest level of noise during high wind speeds 
(when species which communicate using sound are least active). 
During periods of calm (when vocal species are most active), the 
wind turbines will produce no noise whatsoever. This is an 
important characteristic of wind turbine noise, and cannot be 
considered ‘pedantic’. 
The wind turbine noise spectral data has already been provided 
as a series of octave-bands in Table 4 of the Noise Assessment, 
and was used to inform the assessment. This data was provided 
by the wind turbine manufacturer. In addition, predicted worst-
case noise levels due to the operation of the wind turbines were 
provided.  Notwithstanding this, the manufacturer’s octave-band 
sound power spectrum from Table 4 of the Noise Assessment 
has been reproduced below for completeness: 
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With regards to Infrasound, wind turbines emit little noise at 
such frequencies, and as such, manufacturers do not provide 
such information. As can be seen in the table above, the lowest 
octave-band provided by the manufacturer is 32 Hz. As such, it 
is not possible (or necessary) to present a noise contour plot of 
infrasound levels (<20Hz). 
 
Infrasound is present in all environments, and is generated by a 
wide range of natural sources (e.g. wind, waves etc.), In 
February 2013, the Environmental Protection Authority of South 
Australia published the results of a study into in infrasound levels 
near wind farms (Available at: 
http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Report/infrasound.pd
f). This study measured infrasound levels at urban locations, 
rural locations with wind turbines close by, and rural locations 
with no wind turbines in the vicinity. It found that infrasound 
levels near wind farms are comparable to levels away from wind 
farms in both urban and rural locations. Infrasound levels were 
also measured during organised shut-downs of the wind farms; 
the results showed that there was no noticeable difference in 
infrasound levels whether the turbines were active or inactive. 
 
On this basis, the level of infrasound generated by wind turbines 
is likely to be lower than infrasound generated by the wind itself. 

http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Report/infrasound.pdf
http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Report/infrasound.pdf
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It is not possible to provide a noise contour plot relating to 
infrasound, and there is considered to be no reasonable prospect 
of a significant effect. 

iii.  No mitigation is mentioned for the long-term broad-band sound 
emitted by the wind turbines, and therefore Mr Todd cannot speak 
about post-mitigation operational impacts in his report. Again, Mr 
Todd should provide the spectral and sound amplitude data 
produced by the wind farm at 50m intervals from the perimeter to 
enable a scientific assessment of sound impacts, otherwise we are 
relying on his unsubstantiated opinion and the generic opinion of 
the sound specialist. 

Ecology Specialist Response: 
Dr Wilson appears to be confused by the manner in which EIA 
reports are conducted and meaning of mitigation.  Certainly 
there are some impacts that cannot be mitigated and remain as 
residual impacts. 
This is not to say that no mitigation was achieved as appears to 
be the contention of Dr Wilson.  Sound is certainly one of the 
impacts that are difficult to mitigate and remain present to some 
degree even after mitigation.  However, that in no way 
invalidates the other mitigation measures applied or invalidates 
the assessment.  Residual impacts are considered in the 
assessment.  With regards to presenting sound maps, response 
to point i. above refers.   
 
Noise Specialist Response: 
Given the large scale of the wind farm, the scale of the mapping 
required (circa 1:75,000) would be such that the contours at 50 
m intervals would be so close to each other as to result in the 
contours appearing to touch each other, rendering the results 
impossible to interpret. There are no assessment criteria or 
guidance which requires noise levels to be presented in 50 m 
increments, and it would be of no value to the assessment. As 
described in the Noise Assessment, wind turbine noise can be 
reduced by reducing the power output of the turbines, however 
no such mitigation is required by the Ecology Assessment. 
It is important to note is that every species (including humans) 
has a different hearing frequency response, a different hearing 
threshold, and some with an entirely different mechanism of 
hearing. As such, it is not possible to assess the detailed impact 
of noise upon fauna as a whole, as the perception of noise and 
the response to such noise varies enormously from species to 
species. Therefore, by its very nature, the potential impacts of 
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noise upon fauna can only be considered using the current state 
of knowledge to form logical conclusions. As previously stated: 

− Noise from wind turbines is low in comparison with 
other man-made sources. 

− The character of the noise is broadband, and not dis-
similar in character to other sources such as road 
traffic, and natural sources of noise already present in 
the environment. 

− The highest noise levels from the turbines occur during 
high wind speeds, meaning that a) wind turbine noise is 
masked by an associated increase in background noise 
due to the wind itself, and b) the highest noise level 
occur at a time when local fauna is least active, and 
vice versa. 

− As stated by the Ecology Specialist, the Highlands Wind 
Farm site is typical of the broader area, and there are 
no known significant populations of species of concern 
present on the site that would be likely to be specifically 
affected by noise. 

Taking these factors into consideration, there is no reasonable 
likelihood of a significant impact upon fauna due to noise from 
the wind turbines. 

iv.  It is not the general definition of the significance ratings that is at 
issue, but the fact that Mr Todd has failed to provide any 
qualitative or quantitative assessment of the impacts of broadband 
sound on the fauna in his report, and hence his assessment of 
significance is meaningless. Again, Mr Todd should provide the 
spectral and sound amplitude data produced by the wind farm at 
50m intervals from the perimeter to enable a scientific assessment 
of sound impacts. 

Ecology Specialist Comment: 
As already stated in the original response, sound results in 
habitat loss as Dr Wilson points out itself and the assessment of 
noise is therefore a component of the development that results 
in habitat loss.  Noise is not the impact, animals are not going 
deaf from turbine noise as far as we know.  The impact is habitat 
loss.  As such, it is not necessary to assess the impact of noise 
as its own impact. This is a component of habitat loss and is 
assessed as such.   

v.  The basic broad spectral and amplitude information for the 
proposed wind farm is being requested because it is the only 
objectively verifiable and reasonable way that wind farm sound 

Noise Specialist Comment: 
Wind turbine noise is not continuous, as it is entirely dependent 
upon wind speed. As previously mentioned, the wind turbines 
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impacts can be assessed scientifically, devoid of unacceptable 
subjective opinion and speculation, which are prevalent in Mr 
Todd’s report. The Australian study which is cited in support of Mr. 
Todd’s assertions has methodological deficiencies and is being 
challenged legally. Again, Mr Todd should provide the spectral and 
sound amplitude data produced by the wind farm at 50m intervals 
from the perimeter to enable a scientific assessment of sound 
impacts, otherwise we are relying on his unsubstantiated opinion 
and the generic opinion of the sound specialist. It is possible to 
generate such a sound contour map. 

produce the highest level of noise during high wind speeds 
(when species which communicate using sound are least active). 
During periods of calm (when vocal species are most active), the 
wind turbines will produce no noise whatsoever. This is an 
important characteristic of wind turbine noise, and cannot be 
considered ‘pedantic’. 
The wind turbine noise spectral data has already been provided 
as a series of octave-bands in Table 4 of the Noise Assessment, 
and was used to inform the assessment. This data was provided 
by the wind turbine manufacturer. In addition, predicted worst-
case noise levels due to the operation of the wind turbines were 
provided.  Notwithstanding this, the manufacturer’s octave-band 
sound power spectrum from Table 4 of the Noise Assessment 
has been reproduced below for completeness: 
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With regards to Infrasound, wind turbines emit little noise at 
such frequencies, and as such, manufacturers do not provide 
such information. As can be seen in the table above, the lowest 
octave-band provided by the manufacturer is 32 Hz. As such, it 
is not possible (or necessary) to present a noise contour plot of 
infrasound levels (<20Hz). 
Given the large scale of the wind farm, the scale of the mapping 
required (circa 1:75,000) would be such that the contours at 50 
m intervals would be so close to each other as to result in the 
contours appearing to touch each other, rendering the results 
impossible to interpret. There are no assessment criteria or 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 272 

No Dr Wilson Response EAP and Specialist Response (Ecology and Noise) 

guidance which requires noise levels to be presented in 50 m 
increments, and it would be of no value to the assessment. As 
described in the Noise Assessment, wind turbine noise can be 
reduced by reducing the power output of the turbines, however 
no such mitigation is required by the Ecology Assessment. 
 
Infrasound is present in all environments, and is generated by a 
wide range of natural sources (e.g. wind, waves etc.), In 
February 2013, the Environmental Protection Authority of South 
Australia published the results of a study into in infrasound levels 
near wind farms (Available at: 
http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Report/infrasound.pd
f). This study measured infrasound levels at urban locations, 
rural locations with wind turbines close by, and rural locations 
with no wind turbines in the vicinity. It found that infrasound 
levels near wind farms are comparable to levels away from wind 
farms in both urban and rural locations. Infrasound levels were 
also measured during organised shut-downs of the wind farms; 
the results showed that there was no noticeable difference in 
infrasound levels whether the turbines were active or inactive. 
 
On this basis, the level of infrasound generated by wind turbines 
is likely to be lower than infrasound generated by the wind itself. 
It is not possible to provide a noise contour plot relating to 
infrasound, and there is considered to be no reasonable prospect 
of a significant effect. 

Conclusion In response to paragraph 22.1. in Cullinan & Associates’ letter of 
19 March 2019 to Mr Malaza of the DEA; the submission made by 
The Ecological Partnership (Pty) Ltd of 7th February 2019, together 
with the present reply, clearly constitute significant new 
information; and in response to paragraph 22.2 of that letter, the 
findings of The Ecological Partnership (Pty) Ltd do change the 
assessments of the nature, significance, consequence, extent, 
duration or probability of broadband wind farm sound impacts. 

The EAP does not believe that any new information or significant 
new information has been presented by Dr Wilson. Therefore 
there is no need to change any of the assessments or the nature 
of the significance as already rated and assessed in the EIA 
reports. There have been no studies, finding or evidence 
presented Dr Wilson that constitute new information or warrant 
additional assessments to be undertaken, the responses by both 
the Ecology Specialist and the Noise Specialist adequately 
addresses any concerns raised by Dr Wilson.  

  

http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Report/infrasound.pdf
http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/xstd_files/Noise/Report/infrasound.pdf
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Suspension Phase 

 4 Visual 
The table below presents the responses to the additional visual comments received. 
Table 4.1 Visual Response 

 

No BCK Responses EAP and Specialist Response 

1 Comment 1 from Arcus: There is no scientific evidence that 
wind farms negatively affect eco-tourism activities.  
According to the SIA, based on the findings of the literature review 
there is limited evidence to suggest that the proposed Highlands 
WF would impact on the tourism in the SBDM and BCLM. The 
findings also indicate that wind farms do not impact on tourist 
routes. 

 

BCK disputes this statement. Research by Tom Broekel and 
Christoph Alfken from the Institute of Economic and Cultural 
Geography, Leibniz University of Hanover (4 Aug 2015) confirms 
the idea that wind turbines being negatively related to tourism 
demand. 

There are also studies that dispute this and show that wind 
farms do not negatively affect tourism. In the South African 
context there is no study that shows a negative relationship 
between tourism and wind farms. 

2 Comment 2: The maximum turbine height being applied for is 
200 m.  

 

The height was taken directly from the diagram in the VIA report. 
Hub height 135m and blade length 75m = 210m 

It is understood by the visual specialists that the hub height and 
blade length mentioned were part of a range indicated by the 
developer, but that the maximum height would be 200m. 
For clarification, the report states the following, a maximum hub 
height of 135 m and rotor diameter of up to 150 m, with a 
generating capacity of up to 5 MW each. A maximum height to 
blade tip of 200 m will be considered. 
(if the maximum blade length of 75m is used, the hub height 
would not exceed 125m in order for the tip height to stay below 
the maximum of 200m.) 
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3 Comment 3: The potential localised impact would however need 
to be considered within the context of the Highlands WF location 
within the Cookhouse Wind REDZ and the significant 
socioeconomic benefits associated with the establishment of 
renewable energy facilities.  

 

The fact that the area impacted by the WF is within a REDZ should 
not diminish the significance of the visual impact. 

The fact that the proposed development is situated in the REDZ 
does not diminish the potential impact, and therefore this was 
assessed as part of the EIA process and a full visual impact 
assessment was conducted.  

4 Comment 4: The visual specialist appointed as part of the basic 
assessment process conducted an objective assessment taking into 
consideration all views of the proposed development. Although a 
site visit was conducted by Mr van der Spuy’s specialist, BCK, it 
appears to be focussed solely around those land owners that are 
objecting to the development and not around those that are in 
support of the development.  

 

BCK traversed the exact route followed by the Arcus Specialist in 
order to gain an idea of the magnitude of the impact. BCK was 
appointed to review the VIA report in terms of the impact of the 
WF on the ecotourism operators as these rely on the visual and 
aesthetic environment to sustain their businesses.  

The EAP submits that this “review” by BCK is not a 
comprehensive assessment of the potential impacts. This is 
clearly aimed at one aspect and not taking the entire proposed 
development and proposed benefits into consideration. A proper 
assessment, as conducted by the applicants appointed specialist, 
takes into consideration all potential negative and positive 
aspects of the proposed development in terms of visual impact.   

5 Comment 5: The visual specialists considered the northern part of 
the study area more visually sensitive than the southern area, 
despite there being a number of visual receptors in the general 
surroundings.  

 

We believe, as we have stated, that the southern area is at least as 
sensitive as the northern area as a result of the close proximity of 
many of the ecotourism operations.  

There are sensitive receptors to both the north and the south of 
the site. The visual specialists have previously given reasons for 
rating the northern area slightly higher. This is not intended to 
diminish the sensitivity of the southern area. 
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6 Comment 6: The visual assessment followed the methodology 
provided by the EAP, the rankings being based on Hacking. Final 
significance ratings are automatically calculated on a spreadsheet 
according to a range of inputs, as indicated in Tables 9 to 15 in the 
VIA.  

 

This is a general flaw in visual impact assessment. By determining 
significance quantitatively in the same manner as all the specialist, 
rather than qualitatively, the visual significance is often rated as 
lower than it is actually perceived to be 

The impact assessment methodology was accepted to be used 
by all specialists by the DEA. This is the standard way of 
assessing all impacts by all specialists using the same 
methodology. The EAP does not agree with this comment from 
BCK. The VIA included both quantitative and qualitative criteria 
in the assessment. The rating methodology used by EAPs in the 
final synthesis tends to vary from practice to practice. The 
significance of the proposed Highlands WEF has not be rated 
lower than is perceived, if this was the case the specialists would 
have stated this.   

7 Comment 7: The visual consultants made use of routes where 
they were not restricted by locked gates, and generally selected 
viewpoints that were close to farmsteads. Some of these 
farmsteads, mainly in the west, were in a view shadow or faced 
away from the proposed WEFs and it would not have served any 
purpose entering the private property.  
The visual report and the social report are interlinked. We note 
that the social report contains the following: 
"Several of the farms  which focus primarily on eco-tourism which 
included hunting, photographic, adventure and star-gazing are 
within the 2km -5km zone." "These farms include Kamala Private 
Game Reserve (2km), Eastern Cape Safaris (2km), Boskam 
(4.5km), Vaalklip Game Reserve (4km), Driefontein Safaris (1km), 
Side By Side Safaris (2.5km) and The Ridges. Several other farms 
fall just outside the 5km zone such as Die Brill, Malpepo Safaris, 
Michael Puren Gonakraal and Skietfontein." 
The visual specialist and the social specialist considered each 
other’s reports to inform their impact assessments. Therefore, the 
visual specialist did have knowledge of this information, and did 
not need to gain access to the surrounding land or have 
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discussions with the land owners / farm managers to determine 
the land use.  

The above paragraph referring to the various farms is actually from 
the BCK report and not the social report. It is still unfortunate that 
the specialists did not visit the affected farms as it seems that the 
social specialist did not convey adequately the magnitude of the 
current ecotourism activities 

The paragraph reference by BCK, was not the words used by the 
EAP or the Arcus Specialists, we did not claim that it was part of 
the Arcus Social Report. Our comments, were as follows (Visual 
Specialist Response, Appendix III, Letter dated 19 March 2019): 
The visual specialists used the 2018 SAPAD Database from the 
DEA for private nature reserves and the CSIR's file on the 
Eastern Cape for game farms as a starting point. According to 
the SIA (Pg. 77) the following information was obtained from 
adjacent or nearby farms: 
"In as far as could be established, commercial game farming is 
carried out on (from north to south) Buffelsfontein, Kamala 
Game Reserve, Kaalplaas (East Cape Safaris) and Klipplaat (Side 
by Side Safaris). Only the owners of Buffelsfontein, Kamala and 
East Cape Safaris could be contacted for comment. The owners 
of Klipplaat (Side by Side) declined to comment at this stage (Mr. 
Fleming Jensen, communicated via Mr. Grant Abrahamson, pers. 
comm). A number of other properties in the vicinity of the site 
(e.g. Mistkraal and Driefontein) also appear to support 
commercial game hunting operations. The owners of these 
properties could not be reached for comment. However, the 
concerns identified by the owners of Kamala and East Cape 
Safaris are likely to be relevant and apply to the other game-
based operations in the study area." 
"The owner of Buffelsfontein has indicated that he had no issues 
with the proposed turbines, as the key portions of his property 
would either be in the view shadow or too distant to experience 
significant impacts (Tollie Jordaan, pers. comm)." 
According to the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP), 
Boskamp Trust (Boskam?) is a registered I&AP, whose owner, Mr 
McCoughey has not given any comment personally and we are 
unaware of the nature of his farming practices. The Ridges 
comes up as a preregistered 
I&AP, but nobody has commented and although they were 
phoned, nobody answered or got back to the EAP. 
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It appears therefore that some of the landowners have been 
reluctant to take part in the public participation process, and 
instead lodged their objections through AVDS. 
Both the VIA and SIA indicate that some of the farms with 
ecotourism facilities are within the 2-5km zone, and where 
information was available at the time, visual buffers were 
indicated for these. 
 
Section 5 EAP Visual Response (Letter dated 19 March 2019) 
The visual specialist and the social specialist consulted each 
other’s reports to inform their impact assessment. Therefore, the 
visual specialist did have knowledge of this information, and did 
not need to gain access to the surrounding land or have 
discussions with the land owners / farm managers to determine 
the land use, as this was undertaken by the social specialist. It 
should be noted that the avifaunal specialist and the social 
specialist tried at various times to gain access to the surrounding 
land owners properties and were denied access and / or declined 
to talk to the social specialist and voice their concerns (Final 
BARs Volume III: Comments & Response Report Table 1, page 
80). According to the social report “Only the owners of 
Buffelsfontein, Kamala and East Cape Safaris could be contacted 
for comment. The owners of Klipplaat (Side by Side) declined to 
comment at this stage (Mr. Fleming Jensen, communicated via 
Mr. Grant Abrahamson, pers. comm). A number of other 
properties in the vicinity of the site (e.g. Mistkraal and 
Driefontein) also appear to support commercial game hunting 
operations. The owners of these properties could not be reached 
for comment. However, the concerns identified by the owners of 
Kamala and East Cape Safaris are likely to be relevant and apply 
to the other game-based operations in the study area." 
"The owner of Buffelsfontein has indicated that he had no issues 
with the proposed turbines, as the key portions of his property 
would either be in the view shadow or too distant to experience 
significant impacts (Tollie Jordaan, pers. comm)." (Final BARs, 
Volume II: Social Impact 



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 278 

No BCK Responses EAP and Specialist Response 

Assessment, page 77) It appears therefore that some of the 
landowners have been reluctant to take part in the public 
participation process, and instead lodged their objections 
through AVDS. 
Both the VIA and SIA indicate that some of the farms with 
ecotourism facilities are within the 2- 5 km zone, and where 
information was available at the time, visual buffers were 
indicated for these. (Volume II: Visual Impact Assessment report 
page 16.) 

8 Comment 8: Minimum visual buffers indicated in the Visual 
Impact Assessment (Final BARs: Volume II, page 17) for private 
reserves and game farms are 1km (high visual sensitivity), and 
2km (moderate visual sensitivity). If the latter buffer was increased 
to 5km it would still result in 'moderate' visual sensitivity. Therefore 
there is no need to extend the buffer zone to 5 km.  

 

Research as shown that the visual impact of wind turbines within 
6.4 km from the viewer is regarded as having a high impact. 
The following study “Wind Turbine Visibility and Visual Impact 
Threshold Distances in Western Landscapes; Environmental 
Science Division Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL and the 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 
Cheyenne, WY” sought to determine the distance thresholds 
appropriate for visual impact analyses and for the siting of wind 
facilities to avoid or minimize potential visual impacts to visually 
sensitive landscapes. 
The study determined six visibility ratings of which the highest 
rating was “6” which implied that a wind turbine within a viewing 
distance of 6.4 km is regarded as having a high (major) visual 
impact. (note that this study was done on a turbine height of 
119m). The following is an extract from the report. 
“Maximum observed distance: 6.4 km (4.0 mi) Minimum observed 
distance: 0.8 km (0.5 mi) 
A visibility rating of “6” describes facilities that are a major focus of 
visual attention, but also of such large size that they occupy much 
of the observer’s field of view and cannot be “taken in” in one 

As indicated in the reference to the study, the rating levels need 
to be context-specific. 
Also, as previously indicated by the visual specialists, if the 
buffer mentioned was increased to 5km it would still be 
'moderate' visual sensitivity in terms of the rating methodology. 
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view; i.e., the observer’s head must be turned significantly to see 
the entire facility in focus. In these situations, the wind facility is a 
commanding visual presence that may completely fill or exceed the 
visible horizon in the direction of view. This rating level is 
ultimately dependent on the size of the facility in view, and thus is 
context-specific, but is useful as an indicator of likely perceived 
impact, as a rating of “6” would almost always correspond to a 
major visual impact. In this study, the maximum distance at 
which facilities received an average visibility rating of “6” was 6.4 
km (4.0 mi), with several observations receiving ratings of “6” by 
some observers up to distances of 9.7 km (6.0 mi). 
Applying the results of the visibility ratings discussed above to the 
threshold model proposed above results in the visual impact 
threshold distances shown in Figure 14 below. 

 
Figure 14. Proposed impact threshold distances for utility-scale 
wind facilities in the study region. (VR = Visibility Ratings) 
We still maintain that a buffer zone of 5km is required. 

9 Comment 9: All existing and planned renewable energy facilities, 
including those at the application stage, have been considered, 
based on the latest (at the time of writing the VIA Report) REEA 
Database (Q4, 2018), available from DEA. The BCK report is 
potentially stating that the cumulative assessment for the 
Highlands WEF’s should have been conducted to take into account 
the entire Cookhouse REDZ and all potential developments within 
this zone. It is generally accepted that a 30 km radius is sufficient 
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for the cumulative assessment for WEFs, in this case Arcus used a 
35 km minimum radius for the cumulative assessment. According 
to Figure 1.1 in the BAR’s there is only one proposed WEF and one 
solar facility within the 35 km radius, so the EAP is unsure how the 
BCK specialist has counted 9 huge wind farm projects. Map 1 in 
the VIA indicates renewable energy facilities on the Database and 
nearly all of these are beyond 35km.  

Our response: (with contribution from AVDS Environmental 
Consultants): 
In order to conduct the assessment of potential visual impact of 
the Highlands Wind Farm project correctly it is necessary to be 
guided by the definition of “cumulative impact” as such is defined, 
and intended to be applied, in the NEMA EIA Regulations, as 
amended, and which is defined as follows: 

 
Since it is clear that the assessed cumulative impact must factor in 
“reasonably foreseeable impacts eventuating from similar or 
diverse activities” the consideration by the visual impact specialist 
and EAP of planned and proposed wind farm developments only 
evidenced in the (inaccurate) REEA Database of the DEA is an 
unjustified restriction of the required scope of cumulative impact 
assessment. In this regard a glaring omission is that of the massive 
wind farm (“Largest wind farm to be developed nationally” 
according to its own presentation to the Blue Crane Route 
Municipality – see Annexure A being planned within the Cookhouse 
REDZ and which directly abuts the Highlands Wind Farm project on 
its eastern boundary (see Annexure B, being a map of the eastern 
extent of contracted properties to the wind farm). This wind farm, 
extending as far eastwards as near Grahamstown and southwards 
towards Alicedale, is well known locally and regionally (i.e. within 

The definition of cumulative assessment is accepted and is not 
being disputed. This Watson/Siemans Wind Farm, cannot be 
included in the cumulative assessment, as, it is not “reasonably 
foreseeable” that this wind farm will be constructed, when no 
application has been submitted. There is no project description 
available to the public to review and to be able to assess 
therefore the EAP maintains, that this “proposed development” 
cannot be included in the cumulative impact assessment, as 
there is not definitive project / development to assess.  
The DEA database of Renewable Energy Applications, is the only 
source of information for applications submitted for 
authorisation, further we also use information in the public 
domain regarding applications in the surrounding area for similar 
applications, which has been assessed in the cumulative 
assessment.  
Regardless of the stage of the planning that this wind farm is in, 
there has been no application for environmental authorisation 
that has been submitted to the DEA, and therefore nothing to 
review and conduct a cumulative assessment against. It is 
unreasonable to expect a cumulative assessment to include a 
project that has no project description or has not even reached 
application stage. It stands to reason that this wind farm will 
need to consider the Highlands WEFs in its cumulative 
assessment.  
 
The EAP maintains that the cumulative assessment was 
conducted in accordance with NEMA, 1998 as well as guidance 
from the DEA. The comment from DEA which guided the 
cumulative assessment, is as follows, “xviii. The BAR must 
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the Cookhouse REDZ) and where it is commonly being referred to 
in local circles as the “Watson/ Siemens Wind Farm”. It is at a 
significantly advanced stage of planning already with many 
landowners having been contracted as participants and the 
proponents have made presentations to many of the key governing 
and development bodies, including the Blue Crane Route 
Municipality, the Sarah Baartman District Municipality and the 
Cacadu Development Agency. Given that the participating 
landowners in the Highlands wind farm project are very likely to 
also be aware of the “Watson/ Siemens Wind Farm” project it is 
difficulty to accept that the EAP is unaware of this significant 
(proposed) development and which would no doubt have been 
revealed by a proper stakeholder engagement process. 

include a detailed cumulative impact assessment of the facility if 
there are other similar facilities within a 30km radius of the 
proposed development site. The specialist studies e.g. 
biodiversity, visual, heritage etc., which is incorporated as part of 
the BAR must also assess the facility in terms of potential 
cumulative impacts.” 
If the objector has been involved in an extensive number of 
similar applications, they would have seen similar comments 
from the DEA. Regardless, as mentioned in the report and in the 
comments provided, this 30 km radius, was the minimum used in 
the cumulative assessment. Depending on the specialist 
assessment this radius was increased accordingly.  
There are 2 issues here. The first one relates to the recently 
proposed 'Watson/Siemens Wind Farm', and the second one to 
what constitutes a cumulative visual impact. 
When the original VIA was prepared in 2018, nothing was known 
about the Watsons/Siemen Wind Farm by Arcus or any of the 
specialists, nor it seems by the DEA. Surely the newly proposed 
wind farm needs to take the advanced Highlands project into 
account, particularly with regard to cumulative visual impacts. No 
dates are given of presentations to the various authorities 
mentioned, and it can only be concluded that these were recent, 
i.e. in 2019. 
The suggestion that the entire Cookhouse REDZ needs to be 
considered in terms of cumulative visual impacts of the proposed 
Highlands WEF, including existing and proposed wind farms 
more than 100km away is not reasonable, as nearly all wind 
farms in the entire country would then have far higher 
cumulative visual impacts. If this argument was applied to the 
recently proposed and sprawling Watson/Siemens Wind Farm, 
then it would already constitute a fatal flaw. 
Obviously all projects, including wind farms, have widespread 
impacts. The question is: what is a 'reasonable' distance beyond 
which wind farms have little or no visual influence, and given 
that they cannot be observed beyond about 30km by the naked 
eye, means that this distance is generally recognised by the 
industry. 
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The cumulative assessment conducted for the proposed 
developments was accordingly to NEMA, 1998, EIA Regulation, 
and guidance received from the competent authority.  

The claim that “It is generally accepted that a 30 km radius is 
sufficient for the cumulative assessment for WEFs,…” is strongly 
disputed. Based on our extensive experience involved with 
environmental applications for wind energy facility developments 
we are unaware of any generally accepted distance threshold for 
the limitation of cumulative impact assessment. Nonetheless, the 
scope and assessment of cumulative assessment must be guided 
by the NEMA definition of cumulative assessment and which 
provides no such distance threshold as a limit. In the context of 
the typically vast geographical spread and visual extent of wind 
farms such a threshold limit of only 30km is unjustified and the 
planned “Watson/Siemens wind farm” which abuts the Highlands 
Wind Farm project and extents to north of Grahamstown provides 
indisputable evidence of this fact. It is indeed necessary for the 
cumulative visual impact then to consider the entire Cookhouse 
REDZ since it is largely saturated with operating and planned WEF 
projects and the REDZ itself does not excuse the proper 
consideration of cumulative impacts to the necessary extent. 

The EAP does not agree that the cumulative assessment should 
include the entire Cookhouse REDZ. The reasons provided is 
based on a proposed wind farm that has not submitted any 
application for authorisation, has no project description and no 
information in the public domain to use to include as part of the 
cumulative assessment. To expect the Highlands WEFs to include 
this unknown as part of the cumulative assessment is 
unreasonable, further to include the entire Cookhouse REDZ.  

 These are some of the known wind farm developments/ projects 
within the Cookhouse REDZ: 

- Highlands North WEF 
- Highlands Central WEF 
- Highlands South WEF 
- Cookhouse WEF (largest operating wind farm in South 

Africa) 
- Amahkala WEF 
- Njoli WEF 
- Golden Valley I WEF 
- Golden Valley II WEF 
- Watson/ Siemens WEF (to become the largest wind farm in 

South Africa) 

The EAP does not dispute the proposed wind farm developments 
within the Cookhouse REDZ. Some of these projects, applications 
being lapsed and no longer valid.  
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- Spitskop West WEF 
- Spitskop East WEF 

Riebeeck East Solar and Wind Energy Facility (status unknown) 

 It is also important to note that it was never the specific intention 
of the Strategic Environmental Assessment for Wind and Solar 
Photovoltaic Energy in South Africa that the entire Cookhouse 
REDZ be given up to renewable energy development 

The EAP nor the applicant is stating that the entire Cookhouse 
REDZ should be developed into renewable energy. This 
development is in a viable wind area, with minimal 
environmental issues, and the fact that it is in a REDZ, further 
provides motivation for the project to be issued environmental 
authorisation.  

 All things above considered there can be no doubt that the 
potential cumulative visual impact of the three Highlands WEFs and 
their associated infrastructure have not been considered properly 
and has resulted in the significant understatement of this potential 
impact. 

The EAP maintains that the assessment of the potential visual 
impacts have been assessed according to guidelines, regulations, 
experience with wind farm applications. The three wind farms 
have all been assessed individually and cumulatively by the 
specialists and have been “considered properly”. The potential 
impact have been assessed according to set criteria for visual 
assessments, as well as potential impact significance. BCK have 
not provided any valid reasoning for their statement that the 
potential impacts have been understated. Their Terms of 
Reference was clearly only one sided and did not take into 
consideration the other aspects of the visual assessment, or the 
fact that other surrounding land owners have not objected to the 
proposed development. They have not shown how this proposed 
development would impact their tourist operations, and provided 
no evidence of such, there is no evidence that wind farms 
negatively affect tourist operations in South Africa.  

 

Ref Name, Date and Method Comment Response 

Suspension Phase 

 5 CONCLUSION 
The EAP and the specialist have responded to the peer reviewed reports as well as the additional comments received and have 
concluded that the reports commissioned by Mr van der Spuy do not provide any new information that could have impacted on the 
assessments conducted by the Arcus specialists. The EAP and the appointed specialists conducted the assessment in line with the 
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relevant NEMA (Act 107 of 1998) and the EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended, as well as with applicable industry/specialist guidelines 
and do not believe that the competent authority has any basis to find that there has been non-compliance with Regulation 13. 
We trust that these additional responses provides you with the clarity the competent authority requires, and accordingly the 
suspensions are uplifted and the decisions on the applications are made. 
Yours Sincerely  
Ashlin Bodasing 
Environmental Assessment Practitioner 

68 Toinette Van Der Merwe 
EIA Admin 
Integrated Environmental 
Authorisations: 
Coordination, Strategic 
Planning and Support 
Tel: (012) 399 8630 / (012) 
399 8529 
Email: 
EIAadmin@environment.gov.z
a 

From: Toinette Van Der Merwe 
[mailto:TVanDerMerwe@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 9:57 
To: Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Office 
<office@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Bongeka Mtyana <BMtyana@environment.gov.za>; Lunga 
Dlova <LDlova@environment.gov.za>; Mmamohale Kabasa 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: FW: Scan from YSoft SafeQ 
Good day. 
Please find herein the attached letter for the above mentioned.  
I hope you find all in order. 
Thank you. 
Kind Regards, 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
IEM Systems and Tools Coordination 

 

Email attachment 
1955-1960 

Ashlin Bodasing 
Arcus Consultancy Services SA (Ply) Ltd  
Office 220, Cube Work Space 
Corner Long Street and Hans Strijdom Road CAPE TOWN 8001 
Tel:   021 412 1529 
Email: ashlinb@arcusconsulting.co.za / 
office@arcusconsulting.co.za  

 

tel:0123951734
tel:0123951734
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:ashlinb@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:office@arcusconsulting.co.za
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PER EMAIL I MAIL 
Dear Sir/Madam 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF THE ADDITIONAL 
RESPONSE TO THE SUSPENSION OF THE APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AHTUTHISATION FOR THE PROPOSED 85MW 
HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS 
ASSOCIATED 132KV POWERLINE, THE 70MW HIGHLANDS NORTH 
WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132KV 
POWERLINE, AND THE 90MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132KV POWERLINE, IN THE 
EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
The Department confirms having received your additional response 
for the abovementioned project on 23 April 2019. 

 Note that all documentation delivered to the physical address 
contained in this form must be delivered during the official 
Departmental Office Hours which is visible on the Departmental 
gate. EIA related documents (includes application forms, reports or 
any EIA related submissions) that are faxed; emailed; delivered to 
Security or placed in the Departmental Tender Box will not be 
accepted. 
Kindly quote the abovementioned reference number in any future 
correspondence in respect of the application. 
Yours Sincerely 
Mr Sabelo Malaza 
26/04/2019 
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DECISION ON SUSPENSION PHASE 

69 EIA Admin 
Integrated Environmental 
Authorisations: 
Coordination, Strategic 
Planning and Support 
Tel: (012) 399 8630 / (012) 
399 8529 
Email: 
EIAadmin@environment.gov.z
a 
 
19 July 2019 
By Email 

From: EIAadmin [mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 19 July 2019 14:26 
To: MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com; Ashlin Bodasing; Andrew 
Pearson; quinton@openmail.co.za; Simon.Todd@3foxes.co.za 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa; Muhammad Essop; EIAadmin 
Subject: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Good day. 
Please find herein the attached letter for the above mentioned.  
I hope you find all in order. 
Thank you. 
Kind Regards, 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
IEM Systems and Tools Coordination 

EAP Responses below and in WEF Report, Volume I 

Email attachment 
Highlands Wind Energy 

Mr Alan Wolfromm 
Highlands Wind Energy Facility RF (Pty) Ltd  
PO Box 762, WILDERNESS, 6560 
Telephone Number:    (082) 529 4090 
Email Address: mrwolf@wkn-windcurrent.com  
PER EMAIL I MAIL 
Dear Mr Wolfromm 
DECISION ON THE SUSPENSION OF THE APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 
14(1) OF THE EIA REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE 
PROPOSED 85MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY 
ANDASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; THE 70MW HIGHLANDS 
CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV 
POWERLINE; AND THE 90MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY 

 

tel:0123951734
tel:0123951734
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com
mailto:quinton@openmail.co.za
mailto:Simon.Todd@3foxes.co.za
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FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE WEST OF 
SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
The applications for Environmental Authorisation (EA) and final 
Basic Assessment Reports (BARs) received by the Department on 
07 January 2019, the additional information received on 14 
February 2019 in the form of an independent peer review of the 
avifaunal, ecological and visual impact assessment reports as 
contained in the BARs, the letter issued by the Department 
regarding the suspension of the applications dated 05 March 2019, 
the representations from the applicant's legal representative, the 
EAP and specialists dated 19 March 2019, the response on the 
representations received on 05 April 2019 and the additional 
responses received from the Applicant on 23 April 2019, refer. 
Following a review of the above-mentioned information pertaining 
to the allegations lodged by Nicolas Smith Attorneys on behalf of 
his clients, please be advised that the Department has decided to 
dismiss the allegations as it could not find any evidence to support 
the allegations as contained in the letter dated 14 February 2019 
and to lift the suspension on the applications listed below: 
• The 85MW Highlands North WEF west of Somerset East 

within the Blue Crane Route Local Municipality in the Eastern 
Cape Province (DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955); 

• The 132kV electrical grid connection for the Highlands North 
WEF west of Somerset East within the Blue Crane Route Local 
Municipality in the Eastern Cape Province (DEA Ref: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1956); 

• The 132kV electrical grid connection and associated 
infrastructure for the Highlands Central Wind Energy Facility 
in the Eastern Cape Province (DEA Ref: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1957);  

• The 70MW Highlands Central Wind Energy Facility and its 
associated infrastructure within the Blue Crane Local 
Municipality in the Eastern Cape Province (DEA Ref: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1958); 
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• Electrical grid connection and associated infrastructure 
located approximately 17km west of the town of Somerset 
East, Eastern Cape Province (DEA Ref: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1959); and 

• The 90MW Highlands South Wind Energy Facility and 
associated infrastructure near Somerset East in the Eastern 
Cape Province (DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1960). 

The application must do the following: 

 1. The avifaunal study for all projects (14/12/16/3/3/1/1955; 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1958; 14/12/16/3/3/1/1960) must be revised 
and strengthened to reflect the following aspects: 

The avifaunal study was revised as per the requirements of the 
letter and additional work completed to strengthen the study. 

 i. The specialist must consider and incorporate the Verreaux’s 
Eagle Risk Model Analysis to augment the identification of 
impacts on avifauna. 

The VERA specialist was contacted and agreed to conduct the 
VERA model for the proposed development. The avifaunal 
specialists has taken the results of this into consideration in the 
updated avifaunal assessment report. 

 ii. Scope of Cliff Survey: Figure 1 that was excluded from the 
avifaunal report must be submitted with the final BARs and 
must be considered and included in the reports. 

The figure has been included in the report. 

 iii. Further interrogation and strengthening of the approach used 
to identify no-go areas as well as impacts on site in light of 
the context of the site in relation to the CBA’s and Protected 
Areas Expansion Strategy Area must be considered. 

The location of the site in context to CBA’s and Protected Areas 
Expansion Strategy Area, specifically as they potentially relate to 
the avifauna biodiversity of the development site, was considered. 

 iv. Additional nest location searchers for Martial Eagle within 5 
km of the site must be conducted. 

Additional work to thoroughly search for Martial Eagle nests was 
conducted by the avifaunal specialist 

 v. Findings of 1 (i) and 1 (ii) must be used to further 
determine/inform the demarcation of no-go areas, the 
location of turbine positions and all associated infrastructure. 

Based on the results of VERA and the Martial Eagle nest search, 
the no-go areas were revised and an updated avifaunal sensitivity 
map was produced, to advise the final turbine layout. This resulted 
in a reduction in the overall number of turbines being applied for. 
For Highlands North WEF the turbine decreased from 17 to 14. 
For Highlands Central the number of turbines decreased from 15 
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to 12 and for Highlands South the number of turbines decreased 
from 18 to 15. The revised layout adheres to all buffers and no-
go areas across all specialist disciplines.  

 vi. The avifaunal specialist must recommend practical mitigation 
measures for inclusion in the EMPr. 

These have been recommended in the various impact assessment 
tables.  

 2. The peer review undertaken by Wildskies on the avifaunal 
report must consider the above as well as highlight the 
following: 

The peer review was conducted according to the terms of 
reference supplied in this letter and the reviewed has highlighted 
the list of requirements in his peer review report. 

 i. Acceptability of the terms of reference of the specialist 
studies; 

 

 ii. The suitability of the different assessment methodology used 
for data gathering and analysis; 

 

 iii. Evaluate the validity if the findings (review data evidence);  

 iv. Discuss the suitability of the mitigation measures and 
recommendations; 

 

 v. Identify any shortcomings and mitigation measures to 
address the shortcomings; 

 

 vi. Evaluate the appropriateness if the reference literature;  

 vii. A cv clearly showing the expertise of the peer reviewer;  

 viii. Indicate whether a site inspections was carried out as part of 
the peer review; and 

 

 ix. Indicate whether the article is well written and easy to 
understand. 
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 3. The department has found that the visual assessment 
conducted by Mr Bernard Oberholzer and the ecological 
assessment conducted by Mr Simon Todd and included in the 
BARs are sufficient for decision making. No further action is 
required in this regard. 

The EAP acknowledges that no further action with regards to the 
Ecological and Visual Specialists Reports are required in terms of 
the uplift of the suspension of the applications. 

 4. Responses to the contents of the aforementioned letter must 
be incorporated into the comments and response report. 

Responses to the letter are contained in the Comments and 
Response Report. 

 The procedure and process to be followed are outlined below:  

 1. The applicant must notify all registered interested and 
affected parties of the decision on suspension of the 
application; 

Notification letters were sent out to all registered interested and 
affected parties, informing them of the decision on the suspension 
of the applications. 

 2. The applicant must redo the assessments as outlined 
above; 

Assessment have been redone as applicable and included in this 
Revised Basic Assessment Report. 

 3. The applicant must amend the BARs for the 
abovementioned applications based on the findings; 

The Basic Assessment Reports have been revised based on the 
suspension of the applications and the findings of the additional 
avifaunal monitoring. 

 4. The applicant must thereafter conduct a public 
participation process for a minimum of 30 days and 
incorporate any comments that may arise into the BARs; 
and 

The Revised BARs have been released for a 30 day public review 
and comment period. The BARs will be updated with additional 
comments received during this period prior to submitting to the 
CA for decision making. 

 5. The applicant must submit the revised BARs and update 
specialist studies within 90 days from the date of this 
letter. 

The applicant was granted an extension of the 90 day by the CA. 
An additional 30 days was approved. 

 Should you fail to submit the revised BARs within 90 days from the 
date of this letter, your applications (including the respective 
powerline applications) will lapse in terms of Regulation 45 of the 
EIA Regulations, 2014 as amended. 
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 Upon receipt of the revised BARs, this Department will issue a 
decision on the applications within 57 days. You are also informed 
that a decision on the respective powerline applications will also be 
issued within 57 days of receipt of the revised BARs for the wind 
energy facilities. 

 

 Further to the above, please note that the Department informed 
Nicolas Smith Attorneys of the Department's decision regarding 
their allegations. 
Yours faithfully 
Sabelo Malaza 
18/07/2019 

Proof here-of is in this C&R under Reference 69.1 

70.1 Ashlin Bodasing 
Arcus Consultancy Services SA 
(Pty) Ltd 
 
1 August 2019 
By Email 

From: Ashlin Bodasing  
Sent: Thursday, 01 August 2019 16:38 
To: 'EIAadmin' <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za>; 'Muhammad 
Essop' <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 'Mmamohale Kabasa' 
<MKabasa@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955-1960 Highlands Request for 
Extension 
Dear Muhammad,  
Please find attached letter for your attention. The applicant is 
requesting an extension to the stipulated timeframes in relation to 
the additional works requested as for the abovementioned 
applications. Should you have any queries please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  
Please note a hard copy of the attached letter has been sent via 
courier to the department.  
Thank you,  
Regards,  
Ashlin  

From: EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Sent: Tuesday, 27 August 2019 08:38 
To: Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za>; 
MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com <MrWolf@wkn-
windcurrent.com> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 
EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1958 & 1960  
Good day. 
Please find herein the attached letter for the above mentioned.  
I hope you find all in order. 
Thank you. 
Kind Regards, 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
IEM Systems and Tools Coordination 
 

Email attachment Mr Sabelo Malaza Ms. A. Bodasing 

mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com
mailto:MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com
mailto:MrWolf@wkn-windcurrent.com
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
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2780_Highlands Motivation Letter Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations 
Environmental House 
Department of Environmental Affairs 473 Steve Biko Street 
Pretoria 0001 
ATT: Mr. Muhammad Essop 
Dear Sir, 
31 July 2019 
RE: DECISION ON THE SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 
14(1) OF THE EIA REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE 
PROPOSED 85MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY 
AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; THE 70MW 
HIGHLANDS CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS 
ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; AND THE 90MW HIGHLANDS 
SOUTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ITS ASSOCIATED 132kV 
POWERLINE WEST OF SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE 
ROUTE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
The decision letter signed on the 18th of July 2019 and received by 
the applicant on the 19th of July 2019 refer. The decision by the 
department on the suspension of the above mentioned applications 
provides for the applicant to conduct additional site work in relation 
to avifauna. In addition to the site work, the department also 
requires the specialist to consider and incorporate the Verreaux’s 
Eagle Risk Assessment Model into the findings and assessment of 
the avifaunal specialist study report. 
Dr Megan Murgatroyd completed her PhD thesis on the “Ecology of 
the Verreaux’s eagle Aquila verreauxii in natural and agriculturally 
transformed habitats in South Africa”. Dr Murgatroyd was then 
based at the FitzPatrick Institute of African Ornithology (the ‘Fitz’) 
at UCT, as part of the Raptor Research Programme where she 
developed the Verreaux’s Eagle Risk Assessment (VERA) model 1 
to advise turbine placement for collision mitigation at proposed 
wind farm sites. In discussions with Dr Murgatroyd, the VERA 
model is not yet complete, and not yet available for public use. Dr 
Murgatroyd is still comparing various versions of the model, as she 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd.  
Office 220 Cube Work Space 
Icon Building 
24 Hans Strijdom Avenue CAPE TOWN, 8001 
Telephone Number: (021) 412 1529 
Email Address: ashlinb@arcusconsulting.co.za 
PER MAIL I E-MAIL 
Dear Ms Bodasing 
APPROVAL OF THE REQUEST IN TERMS OF REGULATION 3(7) OF 
THE EIA REGULATIONS, 2014 FOR THE PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE 85 MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND 
ENERGY FACILITY WEST OF THE TOWN OF SOMERSET EAST 
WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY IN THE 
EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
The Applications for Environmental Authorisations (EAs) and draft 
Basic Assessment Reports (BARs) dated September 2018 and 
received by the Department on 17 September 2018; comments 
issued by the Department on 18 October 2019; additional 
information received on 14 February 2019 and 12 April 2019 from 
Nicolas Smith Attorneys; response statement received on 19 
March 2019 and 23 April 2019 from the EAP, lifting of suspension 
letter dated 18 July 2019 and your letter received by the 
Department on 02 August 2019 requesting an extension in terms 
of Regulation 3(7) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 as amended, 
respectively refers 
The letter received on 02 August 2019 indicated that the specialist 
who is able to run the Verreaux's Eagle Risk Assessment model is 
currently out of the country on leave, due to return to the country 
towards the end of August 2019, and will only be able to complete 
the required work by 13 September 2019. The letter further 
indicated that due to the unavailability of the specialist, the EAP 
would not have sufficient time to update the facilities layout and 
the reports, conduct public participation, respond to comments 
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is the only one that is currently able to run the model and apply 
the best version of the model to the data on a case by case basis. 
According to Dr Murgatroyd, she is the only person that is able to 
offer the service of running VERA on behalf of an applicant for a 
development site. At the end of June 2019, Dr Murgatroyd left the 
employ of the Fitz, and she is currently between jobs and travelling 
out of South Africa. She has indicated that she will only be able to 
start working on the VERA model for the proposed Highlands 
development towards the end of August 2019, with completion by 
mid- September 2019 at the soonest. 
The decision letter received by the department indicates that the 
applicant must within 90 days of the date of the letter (18 July 
2019), submit the revised Basic Assessment Reports and updated 
studies (inclusive of 30 day additional public participation) to the 
department for decision making. 
Ninety days inclusive of 30 day public review and comment period 
means the applicant must submit the revised reports no later than 
17 October 2019. 
Dr Murgatroyd has indicated that she will only be able to complete 
the model by the 13th of September 2019. 
We will therefore not have sufficient time to update the facilities 
layout, update the reports, conduct public participation, respond to 
comments and submit the revised reports within the 90 days 
provided for by the department. 
As per Regulation 3(7) of the National Environment Management 
Act, 1998 (Act 107 of 1998) EIA Regulations, 2014, as amended, 
the applicant would like to request an additional 30 days in order 
to complete the public review and comment period. The revised 
reports would therefore be submitted to the DEA no later than 18 
November 2019. 
Table 1 below serves to inform the DEA of the proposed timelines 
and aims to further motivate for the 30 day extension request. 
Table 1: Anticipated Project Schedule 

and submit the revised reports within the timeframe stipulated by 
the Department in its letter dated 18 July 2019. 
Based on the aforementioned and in order to adequately address 
all the requirements in the letter by the Department to list the 
suspension of the application dated 18 July 2019, the EAP 
requested that the regulated timeframes stipulated in Regulation 
19(1) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 as amended be extended by 
thirty (30) days.  
Regulation 3(7) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 states that "In the 
event where the scope of work must be expanded based on the 
outcome of an assessment done in accordance with these 
Regulations, which outcome could not be anticipated prior to the 
undertaking of the assessment, or in the event where exceptional 
circumstances can be demonstrated, the competent authority 
may, prior to the lapsing of the relevant prescribed timeframe, in 
writing, extend the relevant prescribed timeframe and agree with 
the applicant on the length of such extension.” 
Based on the motivation provided, this Department has decided 
to grant an extension of the timeframes to submit the final BAR's. 
Failure to submit the final BAR's for all three projects by the 18 of 
November 2019 will result in the applications lapsing in terms of 
Regulation 45. 
You are hereby reminded of Section 24F of the National 
Environmental Management Act, Act No 107 of 1998, as amended, 
that no activity may commence prior to an Environmental 
Authorisation being granted by the Department. 
Should you have any queries or wish to discuss the points raised 
above, please do not hesitate to contact our offices. 
Yours faithfully 
Sabelo Malaza 
26/08/2019 
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DEA Requirements from Letter dated 
18 July 2019 

Completion Date 

Avifaunal Fieldwork (5 km Martial Eagle 
 h) 

16 August 2019 

VERA Modelling 13 September 2019 

Amendments to Avifaunal Impact 
Assessment including amendment to 
constraints mapping and External 

    

20 September 2019 

Updated Facility Layouts based on 
Additional Site Visits and VERA Model 

27 September 2019 

Amendments to Basic Assessment Reports 
(x6) including Site Layout Updates 

04 October 2019 

Distribution of Amended BARs for Public 
 

09 October 2019 

Receive Public Comment on Amended BARs 07 November 2019 

Incorporate Public Comment and Courier 
Amended BARs 

15 November 2019 

Submission of Amended BARs to DEA 18 November 2019 

We trust you find the above in order and duly grant the applicant 
the 30 day extension for the submission of the Revised BARs to the 
department for decision making. 
Should you require further information regarding the above, please 
do not hesitate to contact me.  
Yours Sincerely 
Ashlin Bodasing 

70.2 Ashlin Bodasing 
Arcus Consultancy Services SA 
(Pty) Ltd 
 
27 August 2019 

From: Ashlin Bodasing [mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za]  
Sent: 27 August 2019 10:35 AM 
To: EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: Re: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1958 & 1960 
Dear Mmamohale,  

From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:03 
To: Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1958 & 1960 
Dear Ashlin. 

mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
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By Email Thank you for the granting the requested extension for the 
abovementioned developments (14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1958 & 
1960). The reference numbers included in the letter state the three 
wind farm developments, but the subject only states the 85 MW 
Highlands North Wind Farm. Please can you let me know that this 
extends to all three wind farm applications or if two other letters 
will be sent.  
Regards,  
Ashlin  

The letter is for all three projects. 
We have omitted the project titles from the letter, but the 
reference number of all three are there, as well as the letter 
makes reference to final Reports as well as “all three projects” 
Regards 
Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic Infrastructure Developments 
From: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 11:14 
To: Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: FW: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955, 1958 & 1960 

71.1 Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental 
Consultants 
42 Afrikander Road 
Simon’s Town 
7975 
Tel/Fax: 021 786 2919 
E-mail: avdspuy@iafrica.com 
 
8 August 2019 
By Email 

From: Andre van der Spuy [mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Thursday, 08 August 2019 15:06 
To: Highlands <highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Ashlin 
Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Flemming Jensen <info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; Francois 
Pieters <pietersf@xinergistix.com>; Fritz Walter 
<fritz@woodline.co.za>; Grant Abrahamson 
<grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za>; Hein Badenhorst 
<sillery@iafrica.com>; Hennie Ebersohn Driefontein Safaris 
<info@driefonteinsafaris.co.za>; Jannie Geyer 
<jwgeyer@eastcape.net>; Kamala <kamala@jabama.co.za>; 
Kevin McCaughey <kevin@bosberg.co.za>; Michael Puren 
<julitap@jabama.co.za>; Mornay Schafer 
<Mornay.schafer@taxinfinite.co.za>; Poul Petersen 
<mail@malpepo.com>; Richard Inskip Kruizemuntfontein 
<richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za>; 'Nick Smith' 
<nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>; Chris Bertie Kuzuko 
<cbertie@acland.co.za>; 'Sabelo Malaza' 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'MEssop' 
<MEssop@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: Highlands WEFs: PPP for occupiers 
Dear Ms Bodasing 

From: Ashlin Bodasing  
Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 8:22 
To: Andre van der Spuy <avdspuy@iafrica.com>; Highlands 
<highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Flemming Jensen <info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; Francois 
Pieters <pietersf@xinergistix.com>; Fritz Walter 
<fritz@woodline.co.za>; Grant Abrahamson 
<grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za>; Hein Badenhorst 
<sillery@iafrica.com>; Hennie Ebersohn Driefontein Safaris 
<info@driefonteinsafaris.co.za>; Jannie Geyer 
<jwgeyer@eastcape.net>; Kamala <kamala@jabama.co.za>; 
Kevin McCaughey <kevin@bosberg.co.za>; Michael Puren 
<julitap@jabama.co.za>; Mornay Schafer 
<Mornay.schafer@taxinfinite.co.za>; Poul Petersen 
<mail@malpepo.com>; Richard Inskip Kruizemuntfontein 
<richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za>; 'Nick Smith' 
<nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>; Chris Bertie Kuzuko 
<cbertie@acland.co.za>; 'Sabelo Malaza' 
<Smalaza@environment.gov.za>; 'MEssop' 
<MEssop@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: Highlands WEFs: PPP for occupiers 
Dear Mr van der Spuy,  

mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com
mailto:highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:fritz@woodline.co.za
mailto:grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za
mailto:sillery@iafrica.com
mailto:info@driefonteinsafaris.co.za
mailto:jwgeyer@eastcape.net
mailto:kamala@jabama.co.za
mailto:kevin@bosberg.co.za
mailto:julitap@jabama.co.za
mailto:Mornay.schafer@taxinfinite.co.za
mailto:mail@malpepo.com
mailto:richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:cbertie@acland.co.za
mailto:Smalaza@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
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Please find attached letter for your attention. 
Kind regards 
Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental Consultants 

I confirm receipt of your email and attachments.  
Thank you,  
Regards,  
Ashlin Bodasing 

email attachment (1) 
Highlands letter to EAP 080819 

 

ANDRÉ VAN DER SPUY ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS 
0 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 0 CONSERVATION PLANNING 0  
Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd  
Office 220 Cube Workspace Cnr. Long Street and Hans Strijdom 
Road, Cape Town, 8001 
By email: AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za  
Attention: Ashlin Bodasing                                     8 August 2018  
Dear Ms. Bodasing,  
DECISION ON THE SUSPENSION OF THE SIX APPLICATIONS 
PERTAINING TO THE PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WIND ENERGY 
FACILITIES AND ASSOCIATED POWERLINE APPLICATIONS (DEA 
REF.: 14/12/16/3/1/1955 -14/12/16/3/1/1960), BLUE CRANE 
ROUTE LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, EASTERN CAPE.  
In regard to the above matter we now refer to the Department’s 
letter of 18 July 2019 (as attached), as addressed to our clients’ 
attorney, Mr. Nicholas Smith of Nicholas Smith Attorneys. 

 

 The Department’s letter specifies several substantive requirements 
under the first numbered paragraphs 1 – 4 which are required to 
be undertaken by the Applicant in order to bring the applications to 
a state which the Department would consider them fit for it to 
resume its administration towards a decision on the respective 
applications. Furthermore, under the second numbered point 4 of 
the letter the need to conduct a public participation process of 30 
days, once the tasks pertaining to the specified requirements are 
completed, is stipulated. 
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 It has recently been brought to our attention by our clients that 
the residents, employees and otherwise dwellers upon the 
properties of the clients’ operations and interests are themselves 
interested and concerned regarding the Highlands Wind Farm 
applications and the consequences that such will have for their 
future. These parties are apparently “desirous” to participate in the 
future public participation activities around the applications. Giving 
heed to EIA Regulations 42(2)(b) and (e) you are accordingly 
respectively advised to notify them of the relevant applications and 
to engage them fully and directly in all further public participation 
processes according to their rights under the NEMA 2014 EI 
Regulations, as amended. 

 

 It is also necessary to place on record our email of 17/10/2018 
which was sent to you on behalf of those of our clients that were 
approached by you (per your emails of 5/10/2018) with the 
purpose of seeking their assistance in carrying out some of the 
tasks involved in I&AP notification but which tasks are correctly 
allocated to only the responsibility of the EAP under inter alia the 
EIA Regulations 42(2)(b)(ii) and (e). In our email of 17/10/2018 
we brought to your attention some of the considered risks involved 
in undertaking the tasks requested by you and for which reasons 
your requests could not be met. Nonetheless you were 
alternatively advised of a further likely source for the requested 
information and we did not anyway have to hand. To the best of 
our knowledge no effort was made thereafter by yourself or the 
Applicant to directly notify the “occupiers” themselves and they 
have to date been excluded from the public participation 
conducted around these applications. 

 

 Kindly confirm receipt of this correspondence.  
Sincerely  
Andre van der Spuy 
Cc: smalaza@environment.gov.za and 
messop@environment.gov.za 

 

mailto:smalaza@environment.gov.za
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Email attachment (2) 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 

Attachment is decision on suspension, as received by EAP from EIA 
admin 
Full letter is not included here. Full letter is included as part of the 
original comments received Volume III Appendix 15 

 

71.2 Andre van der Spuy 
AVDS Environmental 
Consultants 
42 Afrikander Road 
Simon’s Town 
7975 
Tel/Fax: 021 786 2919 
E-mail: avdspuy@iafrica.com 
 
11 August 2019 
By Email 

From: Andre van der Spuy [mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2019 16:08 
To: Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Highlands 
<highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: 'Flemming Jensen' <info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; 'Francois 
Pieters' <pietersf@xinergistix.com>; 'Fritz Walter' 
<fritz@woodline.co.za>; 'Grant Abrahamson' 
<grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za>; 'Hein Badenhorst' 
<sillery@iafrica.com>; 'Hennie Ebersohn Driefontein Safaris' 
<info@driefonteinsafaris.co.za>; 'Jannie Geyer' 
<jwgeyer@eastcape.net>; 'Kamala' <kamala@jabama.co.za>; 
'Kevin McCaughey' <kevin@bosberg.co.za>; 'Michael Puren' 
<julitap@jabama.co.za>; 'Mornay Schafer' 
<Mornay.schafer@taxinfinite.co.za>; 'Poul Petersen' 
<mail@malpepo.com>; 'Richard Inskip Kruizemuntfontein' 
<richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za>; 'Nick Smith' 
<nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Subject: RE: Highlands WEFs: protocol for visits 
Dear Ms Bodasing 
Below refers. 
Without going into the details of your message it is important to 
realize that there exists no sovereign right for the Applicant et al. 
to access our client’s properties irrespective of what requirements 
may have been set by DEA. We are attempting to facilitate access 
for your specialists but you need to realize that there are active 
operations happening on many of the properties and that access 
by the specialists will have to suit the clients and their managers. I 
am informed by Mr Cleaver of Kamala PGR that he was requested 
by A. Pearson only on Saturday to access the property today. That 
is an unrealistic and unreasonable expectation by Mr. Pearson.  
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Also, you have still not confirmed that access will granted to the 
wind farm properties should any of the clients professional advisors 
wish to do so for purposes of investigation. The Applicant 
undoubtedly has the power to arrange same with the property 
owners given the standard conditions of contract that will exist 
with between the Applicant and property owners. Unless the right 
to access is granted and confirmed, should it be required, it will be 
my advice to our clients’ that no further access be granted to any 
of our clients properties going forward. We would also expect that 
you would facilitate any future access requirements that any of our 
team members may require. This is an entirely reasonable and fair 
expectation given the efforts extended by our clients to 
accommodate visits by you and your specialists.  
Regards 
Andre van der Spuy 

  From: Andre van der Spuy [mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com]  
Sent: Sunday, 11 August 2019 18:23 
To: Highlands <highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Ashlin 
Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Flemming Jensen <info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; Francois 
Pieters <pietersf@xinergistix.com>; Fritz Walter 
<fritz@woodline.co.za>; Grant Abrahamson 
<grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za>; Hein Badenhorst 
<sillery@iafrica.com>; Hennie Ebersohn Driefontein Safaris 
<info@driefonteinsafaris.co.za>; Jannie Geyer 
<jwgeyer@eastcape.net>; Kamala <kamala@jabama.co.za>; 
Kevin McCaughey <kevin@bosberg.co.za>; Michael Puren 
<julitap@jabama.co.za>; Mornay Schafer 
<Mornay.schafer@taxinfinite.co.za>; Poul Petersen 
<mail@malpepo.com>; Richard Inskip Kruizemuntfontein 
<richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za>; 'Nick Smith' 
<nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Subject: RE: Highlands WEFs: protocal for visits 
Importance: High 
Dear Ms. Bodasing 

From: Ashlin Bodasing  
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2019 9:39 
To: Andre van der Spuy <avdspuy@iafrica.com>; Highlands 
<highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Flemming Jensen <info@sidebysidesafaris.com>; Francois 
Pieters <pietersf@xinergistix.com>; Fritz Walter 
<fritz@woodline.co.za>; Grant Abrahamson 
<grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za>; Hein Badenhorst 
<sillery@iafrica.com>; Hennie Ebersohn Driefontein Safaris 
<info@driefonteinsafaris.co.za>; Jannie Geyer 
<jwgeyer@eastcape.net>; Kamala <kamala@jabama.co.za>; 
Kevin McCaughey <kevin@bosberg.co.za>; Michael Puren 
<julitap@jabama.co.za>; Mornay Schafer 
<Mornay.schafer@taxinfinite.co.za>; Poul Petersen 
<mail@malpepo.com>; Richard Inskip Kruizemuntfontein 
<richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za>; 'Nick Smith' 
<nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Subject: RE: Highlands WEFs: protocal for visits 
Dear Mr van der Spuy and those he represents 

mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com
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I have just conversed with Mr. Jensen of Side-by-Side Safaris who 
confirms that Andrew Pearson is scheduled to visit the properties 
tomorrow but has as yet provided no written request or record of 
the purpose of his visit. To the best of my knowledge the 
reciprocal right of access to the Applicant’s contracted properties is 
also not yet provided.  
In order for the visit to proceed you should please attend to these 
outstanding issues and provide the documentation to Mr. Jensen, 
myself and Mr. N. Smith. As conveyed already the clients are 
particularly busy at this time of the year therefore efforts to 
engage with them or their operations and properties must be 
arranged in good time beforehand.  
Regards 
Andre van der Spuy  

 
From: Andre van der Spuy [mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com]  
Sent: 11 August 2019 11:46 AM 
To: 'Highlands'; 'AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za' 
Cc: Flemming Jensen; Francois Pieters; Fritz Walter; Grant 
Abrahamson; Hein Badenhorst; Hennie Ebersohn Driefontein 
Safaris; Jannie Geyer; Kamala; Kevin McCaughey; Michael Puren; 
Mornay Schafer; Poul Petersen; Richard Inskip Kruizemuntfontein 
(richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za); 'Nick Smith' 
Subject: Highlands WEFs: protocal for visits  
Dear Ms. Bodasing 
I have recently received a number of enquiries from some of our 
clients or managers of their properties regarding telephonic 
requests to access their properties by specialists attached to the 
EIA process under your management. Some confusion is resulting 
and under the circumstances it is appropriate to establish a general 
protocol for any such persons wishing to access any of the clients’ 
properties to follow. Therefore going forward it would be 
appreciated if any parties associated with the Applicant and / or 
Arcus who wish to gain access tot eh properties and operations of 

As you are aware the Department of Environmental Affairs on 18 
July 2019 lifted the suspension of the Highlands Wind Farm 
Applications, sent via email on 29 July 2019. Included in the 
letter were requirements for additional avifaunal site work, 
included but not limited to “additional nest location searches for 
Martial Eagle within 5 km of the site must be conducted”.  
In order to achieve this the avifaunal specialist for the Highlands 
Wind Farm require access to some of your client’s properties in 
order to conduct the required additional work. A request was 
made through Nick Smith on Wednesday 7th August 2019, via 
telephone, and this was agreed with those that he represents 
including Mr Flemming Jensen. No request through these 
communications were made that a written request must be 
submitted before your clients, including Mr Jensen ,will allow the 
specialist onto his property. The only request was that the visit 
to his property be made on Monday 19 August 2019, as 
thereafter he will not allow access.  
Nevertheless, we hereby request access to your client’s 
properties, in order to complete the above requirement from the 
DEA. The requested information regading exact details of each 
site visit and areas to be viewed will be forwarded to you later in 
the day.  
The names of the consultants who will be on site is Andrew 
Pearson (xxx xxx xxxx) and Etienne Albertyn (xxx xxx xxxx). 
I have spoken to the applicant, and they have no objection in 
you contacting their land owners and requesting access to their 
properties, if you would like your appointed specialists to 
conduct site visits 

mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com
mailto:richard.inskip@Massmart.co.za
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the clients please follows the below procedure in making the 
appropriate requests to the client or client representative: 
1. The request to be delivered to the client, landowner or 

representative but the following parties to also be copied in to 
the request and associated correspondence: 
a. Andre van der Spuy 
b. Nicholas Smith 
c. Flemming Jensen 
d. Clive Cleaver 

2. The purpose of request to be stated in writing (email) and in 
sufficient detail. 

3. The request for access must be delivered in good and 
reasonable time (one week prior to intended visit is considered 
sufficient notice) in order for the client to give it proper 
consideration in liaison with appointed advisors and 
representatives. 

4. The request should be made by the lead person wishing to 
access the client’s property and should include the following 
details: 
a. Names and cellphone numbers of all persons, and their 

associated organizations, who seek access to the client’s 
property 

b. Dates and time of requested visit (it would be a good 
idea to offer suitable alternatives to the preferred date)  

c. Identify any specific locations for which access is 
required or which are to be viewed. 

d. Identify beforehand any specific requirements , 
information or questions that will be requested of the 
client/ representative.  

The above protocol will ensure that suitable arrangements can be 
made in good time for the client or staff member to accompany the 
visitor(s), for safety and other reasons, and attend to any special 
requirements that may be necessary. 
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Importantly, before any planned visits proceed please confirm the 
request for a reciprocal right of access to be afforded to the 
Applicant’s associated properties by our clients’ professionals, as 
was delivered to your by email on 8/8/2019 from Mr. N. Smith.  
I trust that you will find the above in order. 
Regards 
Andre van der Spuy 

72.1 Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
 
1 August 2019 
By Email 

From: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>  
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 11:09 
To: EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 
Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 'Ashlin 
Bodasing' <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Dear Sirs and Mesdames 
Please see the attached letter, in response to the Department’s 
letter that we received under cover of your email below of 19 July 
2019. 
We look forward to hearing from the Department in response to 
the attached letter. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith 

From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: Thursday, 29 August 2019 10:49 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 
Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Dear Mr Smith. 
Please find attached letter. 
Regards  
Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic Infrastructure Developments 
 

Email attachment 
Letter_DEA_01082019 

Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations 
Department of Environmental Affairs  
Attention:  Mr. Sabelo Malaza 
By email: Smalaza@environment.gov.za 

Our ref:  NDS/sg/H28-001 
Your ref: 14/12/16/3/1/1955 to 14/12/16/3/1/1960 

Copy to: Mr. Muhammad Essop 
By email: MEssop@environment.gov.za 

Mr Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd Floor 114 Bree Street CAPE TOWN, 8000 
Telephone Number: (021) 424 5826 
E-mail Address: nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
PER EMAIL I MAIL 
Dear Mr Smith 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
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1 August 2019 
Dear Sirs 
RE: DECISION ON THE SUSPENSION OF THE APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 
14(1) OF THE EIA REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE 
PROPOSED 85MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY 
AND ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; THE 70MW HIGHLANDS 
CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV 
POWERLINE; AND THE 90MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE WEST OF 
SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

REQUEST FOR REASONS OF DECISION I.T.O.SECTION 5 OF THE 
PROMOTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE JUSTICE ACT,3 OF 2000 (AS 
AMENDED) FOR THE LIFTING OF SUSPENSION OF 
APPLICATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATIONS OF 
THE 85 MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND 
ASSOCIATED 132Kv POWERLINE; THE 70 MW HIGHLANDS 
CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132Kv 
POWERLINE; AND THE 90 MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND 
ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132Kv POWERLINE WEST 
OF SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUECRANE ROUTE LM IN 
THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

 Introduction 
1. We refer to your letter of 18 July 2019 and acknowledge receipt.   
2. We note the instructions that the Department has addressed to 
the applicant, respectively in paragraphs 1(i) to (vi); and 2(i) to 
(ix) of your letter, and look forward to the applicant’s provision of 
the further documentation that must now be produced by the 
applicant and its avifaunal specialists in the course of meeting the 
Department’s requirements.   
3. We also note the applicant’s obligation in respect of the public 
participation process envisaged in the (second) numbered 
paragraph 4 of your letter.   
Request for reasons for the Department’s finding on the sufficiency 
for decision-making of the applicant’s visual impact assessor and 
ecological assessor 
4. As regards the Department’s finding as recorded in the (first) 
numbered paragraph 3 of your letter, to the effect that the visual 
impact assessment conducted by Mr. Bernard Oberholzer and the 
ecological assessment conducted by Mr. Simon Todd as included in 
the BARs “… are sufficient for decision-making” and as a 
consequence, that no further action is required from the applicant 

The Department confirms having received your Jetter requesting 
reasons on the abovementioned decisiondated 01 August 2019 
on 15 August 2019. 
 
Kindly be advised, in terms of Section 5(2) of the Promotion of 
Administrative Act, 3 of 2000, the Department will furnish you 
with adequate reasons for the decision within 90 days of the 
date of receipt of the request.  
Yours faithfully 
Mr Sabelo Malaza 
29/08/2019 
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in that regard, we would be grateful if you would, by return, 
provide the Department’s written reasons for that finding. 
5. This request for reasons is delivered in terms of the stipulations 
set out in section 5 of the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act, 
2 of 2000.  The latter statutory provision entitles our client to 
request reasons for the Department’s finding that the visual impact 
assessment, and ecological assessment, referred to above suffice 
for purposes of decision-making. 
Request for clarification 
6. We would also be grateful if you could clarify what is meant in 
(the first) numbered paragraph4 of your letter under reply (we 
assume it must be read with the second numbered paragraph 4, 
but await the Department’s clarification). 
7. We look forward to receipt of the Department’s responses to the 
requests contained in this letter; and to the provision of the further 
specialist information obliged of the applicant by the Department, 
to the registered IAPs in the ongoing basic assessment process. 
We note the Department’s stipulated timelines in this regard, at 
the (second) numbered paragraphs 3 to 5 at the bottom of page 2 
of the Department’s letter. 
Yours faithfully, 
NICHOLAS SMITH ATTORNEYS 
Copy to: 
Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa(Pty) Ltd 
Attention:  Ashlin Bodasing 

72.2 Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Tuesday, 06 August 2019 14:49 
To: 'Muhammad Essop' <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 
'EIAadmin' <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za>; 'Sandy Gardner' 
<sgardner@nsmithlaw.co.za> 
Cc: 'Mmamohale Kabasa' <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; Ashlin 
Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 

From: EIAadmin [mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 14:10 
To: nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za; Ashlin Bodasing 
<AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 
EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Good day. 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:sgardner@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
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Respectively: 19 July, 1 and 6 
August 2019 
By Email 

Dear Mr. Essop 
We will post the original of our letter to you at the postal address 
indicated below. 
Regards 
Nick 
 
From: Muhammad Essop [mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 06 August 2019 02:42 PM 
To: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>; EIAadmin 
<EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 'Ashlin 
Bodasing' <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Dear Mr Smith. 
Your email below refers. 
Please submit a hard copy of your letter to the Department for 
review and consideration in terms of PAJA. 
Once received, we will provide you with the information requested. 
Regards 
Muhammad Essop 
Assistant Director - Strategic Infrastructure Developments 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations 
Department of Environmental Affairs 
+Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 
(012) 399 9406 
MEssop@environment.gov.za 
 
From: Nick Smith <nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za>  
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 11:09 
To: EIAadmin <EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 
Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; 'Ashlin 

Please find herein the attached letter for the above mentioned.  
I hope you find all in order. 
Thank you. 
Kind Regards, 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
IEM Systems and Tools Coordination 
 

mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
tel:0123951734
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
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Bodasing' <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Subject: RE: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Dear Sirs and Mesdames 
Please see the attached letter, in response to the Department’s 
letter that we received under cover of your email below of 19 July 
2019. 
We look forward to hearing from the Department in response to 
the attached letter. 
Yours faithfully 
ND Smith 
 
From: EIAadmin [mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za]  
Sent: 19 July 2019 02:28 PM 
To: nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za 
Cc: Mmamohale Kabasa <MKabasa@environment.gov.za>; 
Muhammad Essop <MEssop@environment.gov.za>; EIAadmin 
<EIAadmin@environment.gov.za> 
Subject: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955 - 1960 
Good day. 
Please find herein the attached letter for the above mentioned.  
I hope you find all in order. 
Thank you. 
Kind Regards, 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
IEM Systems and Tools Coordination 
Tel (012) 399 8630 / 9370 / 9367 
Email: EIAadmin@environment.gov.za 

Email attachment 
Letter_DEA_01082019 

Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations 
Department of Environmental Affairs  
Attention:  Mr. Sabelo Malaza 

Mr Nicholas Smith  
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd Floor 114 Bree Street CAPE TOWN, 8000 

mailto:AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za
mailto:EIAadmin@environment.gov.za
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:MKabasa@environment.gov.za
mailto:MEssop@environment.gov.za
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By email: Smalaza@environment.gov.za 
Our ref:  NDS/sg/H28-001 

Your ref: 14/12/16/3/1/1955 to 14/12/16/3/1/1960 
Copy to: Mr. Muhammad Essop 
By email: MEssop@environment.gov.za 

1 August 2019 
Dear Sirs 
RE: DECISION ON THE SUSPENSION OF THE APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION IN TERMS OF REGULATION 
14(1) OF THE EIA REGULATIONS 2014 AS AMENDED FOR THE 
PROPOSED 85MW HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY 
AND ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE; THE 70MW HIGHLANDS 
CENTRAL WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV 
POWERLINE; AND THE 90MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY 
FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE WEST OF 
SOMERSET EAST WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LOCAL 
MUNICIPALITY IN THE EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

Telephone Number:   (021) 424 5826 
E-mail Address: nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
PER EMAILI MAIL 
Dear Mr Smith 
RESPONSE TO THE CORRESPONDENCE REGARDING THE 
LIFTING OF SUSPENSION OF APPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATIONS OF THE 85 MW 
HIGHLANDS NORTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 
132kV POWERLINE; THE 70 MW HIGHLANDS CENTRAL WIND 
ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE AND 
THE 90 MW HIGHLANDS SOUTH WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND 
ASSOCIATED 132kV POWERLINE WEST OF SOMERSET EAST 
WITHIN THE BLUE CRANE ROUTE LM IN THE EASTERN CAPE 
PROVINCE 
 
 

 Introduction 
1. We refer to your letter of 18 July 2019 and acknowledge receipt.   
2. We note the instructions that the Department has addressed to 
the applicant, respectively in paragraphs 1(i) to (vi); and 2(i) to 
(ix) of your letter, and look forward to the applicant’s provision of 
the further documentation that must now be produced by the 
applicant and its avifaunal specialists in the course of meeting the 
Department’s requirements.   
3. We also note the applicant’s obligation in respect of the public 
participation process envisaged in the (second) numbered 
paragraph 4 of your letter.   
Request for reasons for the Department’s finding on the sufficiency 
for decision-making of the applicant’s visual impact assessor and 
ecological assessor 

The Department confirms having received your correspondence 
dated 07 August 2019 concerning the abovementioned matter. 
Your concerns as outlined in the abovementioned letter and 
specifically your request for the Department to supplement the 
terms of reference for further avifaunal assessments are noted. 
Please note that this department is of the opinion that the need 
for further avifaunal assessments as outlined in your letter is not 
specifically required. All concerns raised during the suspension 
process were considered and relevant stakeholders were 
consulted and engaged, prior to the decision on the suspension 
dated 18 July 2019. 
 
Yours faithfully 
Mr Sabelo Malaza 
05/09/2019 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
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4. As regards the Department’s finding as recorded in the (first) 
numbered paragraph 3 of your letter, to the effect that the visual 
impact assessment conducted by Mr. Bernard Oberholzer and the 
ecological assessment conducted by Mr. Simon Todd as included in 
the BARs “… are sufficient for decision-making” and as a 
consequence, that no further action is required from the applicant 
in that regard, we would be grateful if you would, by return, 
provide the Department’s written reasons for that finding. 
5. This request for reasons is delivered in terms of the stipulations 
set out in section 5 of the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act, 
2 of 2000.  The latter statutory provision entitles our client to 
request reasons for the Department’s finding that the visual impact 
assessment, and ecological assessment, referred to above suffice 
for purposes of decision-making. 
Request for clarification 
6. We would also be grateful if you could clarify what is meant in 
(the first) numbered paragraph4 of your letter under reply (we 
assume it must be read with the second numbered paragraph 4, 
but await the Department’s clarification). 
7. We look forward to receipt of the Department’s responses to the 
requests contained in this letter; and to the provision of the further 
specialist information obliged of the applicant by the Department, 
to the registered IAPs in the ongoing basic assessment process. 
We note the Department’s stipulated timelines in this regard, at 
the (second) numbered paragraphs 3 to 5 at the bottom of page 2 
of the Department’s letter. 
Yours faithfully, 
NICHOLAS SMITH ATTORNEYS 
Copy to: 
Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa(Pty) Ltd 
Attention:  Ashlin Bodasing 

72.3 Nicholas Smith From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 10:17 
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Nicholas Smith Attorneys 
2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
 
1 August 2019 
By Email 

To: Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Andrew 
Pearson <Andrewp@arcusconsulting.co.za>; Highlands 
<highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za> 
Cc: 'Andre van der Spuy' <avdspuy@iafrica.com> 
Subject: Notification of Decision on the Suspension of Applications 
for Highlands WEFs 
Dear Ms. Bodasing 

 We refer to your email of 30 July 2019 (below, as addressed to our 
client’s consultant, Mr. Andre van der Spuy) to which was attached 
Arcus’ letter dated 29 July 2019, which letter is addressed to 
registered interested and affected parties in the ongoing 
applications for environmental authorisation pertaining to the 
Highlands wind energy facilities and associated infrastructure.  Also 
attached to your email was a letter addressed to Highlands Wind 
Energy Facility RF (Pty) Ltd by the Chief Director: Integrated 
Environmental Authorisations in the Department of Environmental 
Affairs. That letter is dated 18 July 2019. 
We note the contents of Arcus’ letter, and in particular the further 
requirements stipulated by the Department of Environmental 
Affairs in its letter of 18 July 2019 addressed to Highlands Wind 
Energy Facility RF (Pty) Ltd by the Department’s Chief Director: 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations. 
We look forward to hearing from you once the applicant has 
effected the further procedural and substantive requirements that 
are stipulated, in terms, in the Department’s letter (in particular on 
pages 2-3 thereof). 

 

  Yours faithfully 
ND Smith 

 
From: Andre van der Spuy [mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com]  
Sent: 30 July 2019 09:02 AM 
To: 'Hein Badenhorst' <sillery@iafrica.com>; 'Nick Smith' 
<nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za> 

 

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
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Cc: Flemming Jensen <info@sidebysidesafaris.com> 
Subject: FW: Notification of Decision on the Suspension of 
Applications for Highlands WEFs 
Dear Hein and Nick 
FYI, the EAP’s notification as discussed yesterday.  
Rgds 
Andre 

 
From: Highlands [mailto:highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za]  
Sent: 29 July 2019 08:10 PM 
Subject: Notification of Decision on the Suspension of Applications 
for Highlands WEFs 
Dear Interested and Affected Party 
Herewith Notification of Decision by the Department of 
Environmental Affairs (DEA) to lift the suspension on the Highlands 
Wind Energy Facilities (WEFs) and associated infrastructure 
applications for environmental authorisation (DEA Reference 
Numbers: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1955; 14/12/16/3/3/1/1956; 
14/12/16/3/3/1/1957; 14/12/16/3/3/1/1958; 14/12/16/3/3/1/1959 
and 14/12/16/3/3/1/1960). 
Please find attached a letter with further information on the DEA’s 
decision to lift the suspension.   
Also attached please find the letter from the DEA dated 18 July 
2019. 
Thank you 
Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa 
Tel: +27 (0) 21 412 1529 
Email: highlands@arcusconsulting.co.za 

72.4 Nicholas Smith 
Nicholas Smith Attorneys 

From: Nick Smith [mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za]  
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2019 12:36 
To: Ashlin Bodasing <AshlinB@arcusconsulting.co.za> 

 

mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
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2nd floor, 114 Bree Street, 
Cape Town 
0214245826 
nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za  
 
8 August 2019 
By Email 

Subject: PROPOSED HIGHLANDS WERFs / LANDOWNER 
CONSENT FOR PROPOSED VISITS BY EAP AND SPECIALISTS 
Dear Ashlin 

 I refer to our telephone consultations yesterday, and anticipate 
that you are making progress in communicating with the relevant 
landowners in respect of your proposed site visits during the 
course of next week.   
I thought that this would also be an opportune moment to confirm 
with you that my clients’ representatives (specifically, clients’ 
environmental assessment practitioner and relevant experts) will 
be afforded the same courtesy in the event that they would like to 
attend on the applicant’s immovable properties at any point now 
(or in the future) and in order to undertake their own assessments 
and/or expert research. 
We would be grateful if you could confirm that this is in order, by 
return. 
Regards 
Nick 

 
  

mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Agri Eastern 
Cape Natasja Barkhuizen PA to the 

President 
041363189

0 / 96 
0866257

201 
natasja.barkhuizen@agr

iec.co.za 

PO Box 
34889 

Port 
Elizabeth 6055 

Agri Eastern 
Cape Eben         potfontein@gmail.com       

Agri SA Thea Liebenberg 
Media 
Liaison 
Officer  

012643343
4 

0866832
809  thea@agrisa.co.za Private 

Bag X180 
Centurio

n 0046 

Agricultural 
Research 
Council  

Shadrack Moephuli CEO 012427970
0 

0123423
948 enquiry@arc.agric.za  

PO Box 
8783 Pretoria 0001 

Air Traffic and 
Navigation 

Services 
(ATNS) SOC 

Limited  

Makaya Mamogale 
Senior 

Projects 
Manager 

011607100
0 

0116071
570 makayam@atns.co.za 

Private 
Bag X15 

Kempton 
Park 1650 

Birdlife South 
Africa Samantha Ralston 

Birds and 
Renewable 

Energy 
Manager 

011789112
2 

0117895
188 energy@birdlife.org.za  

Private 
Bag 

X5000 

Parkland
s 2121 

Blue Crane 
Route Local 
Municipality 

Vuyani Appolos 
Technical 
Services 

Directorate 

042243640
0   appolisv@bcrm.gov.za 

PO Box 
21 

Somerset 
East 5850 

Blue Crane 
Route Local 
Municipality 

Suzette Miggels 
Corporate 
Services 

Department 

042243640
0   leneon@bcrm.gov.za 

PO Box 
21 

Somerset 
East 5850 

Blue Crane 
Route Local 
Municipality 

Mandisi Planga 

Director: 
Environmen

tal Health 
Services 

042243640
0   mandisip@bcrm.gov.za 

PO Box 
21 

Somerset 
East 5850 

mailto:natasja.barkhuizen@agriec.co.za
mailto:natasja.barkhuizen@agriec.co.za
mailto:potfontein@gmail.com
mailto:enquiry@arc.agric.za
mailto:makayam@atns.co.za
mailto:energy@birdlife.org.za
mailto:appolisv@bcrm.gov.za
mailto:leneon@bcrm.gov.za
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CODE 

Blue Crane 
Route Local 
Municipality 

Cllr 
Nontuthuzelo 

Marjorie 
Scott 

Executive 
Mayor 

042243133
3   mmanager@bcrm.gov.z

a 

      

Blue Crane 
Route Local 
Municipality 

Suzette Miggels 
Office of the 

Municipal 
Manager 

042243133
3   suzettem@bcrm.gov.za 

PO Box 
21 

Somerset 
East 5850 

Blue Crane 
Route Local 
Municipality 

Thabiso  Klaas Municipal 
Manager 

042243640
2   thabisok@bcrm.gov.za 

PO Box 
21 

Somerset 
East 5850 

Builidng 
Energy South 
Africa (Pty) 

Ltd 

Magdalena Michalowska   021418394
0 

0722121
531 

m.michalowska@buildin
genergy.it 

  Cape 
Town 8001 

Cacudu 
District 

Development 
Agency 

Nico Lombard 
Manager 

Renewable 
Energy 

082329454
5   nlombard@cacadudevel

opment.co.za 

PO Box 
197 

Somerset 
East 5850 

CapeNature Theresa van der 
Westhuizen   044203630

0 
0825696

480 
tvdwesthuizen@capena

ture.co.za 

      

Commision of 
Restitution of 
Land Rights 

Ryan Oliver 

Land 
Restitution 
Support - 
Northern 

Cape 

    ryan.oliver@drdlr.gov.za       

Commision of 
Restitution of 
Land Rights 

Thozi Manyisana 

Media 
Liaison 

Officer - EC 
Provincial 

Office 

040609347
2 / 74 

0606363
462 thozi.man@gmail.com 

Private 
Bag 

X0040 
Bhisho 5605 

mailto:mmanager@bcrm.gov.za
mailto:mmanager@bcrm.gov.za
mailto:suzettem@bcrm.gov.za
mailto:thabisok@bcrm.gov.za
mailto:m.michalowska@buildingenergy.it
mailto:m.michalowska@buildingenergy.it
mailto:nlombard@cacadudevelopment.co.za
mailto:nlombard@cacadudevelopment.co.za
mailto:tvdwesthuizen@capenature.co.za
mailto:tvdwesthuizen@capenature.co.za
mailto:ryan.oliver@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:thozi.man@gmail.com
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PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Eastern Cape 
Department 

of Social 
Development 

Gcobani Maswana 

Communica
tions, media 
Liason and 
Customer 

Care 

043605521
0 

0828217
410 gcobani.maswana@ecds

d.gov.za 

      

Department 
of 

Cooperative 
Governance 

and 
Traditional 

Affairs 

Nguka Mosehana 

Office of the 
Superintend
ent General, 

EC 

040609565
6 / 58 

0406392
163   

Private 
Bag 

X0035 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of 

Cooperative 
Governance 

and 
Traditional 

Affairs 

Nophiwo Mabokela 

Office of the 
Superintend
ent General, 

EC 

040609565
8     

Private 
Bag 

X0035 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Economic 

Development, 
Environmenta
l Affairs and 

Tourism 

Bongani Gxilishe 
HOD. 

Eastern 
Cape 

040609323
5   Bongani.gxilishe@deaet.

ecape.gov.za 

Private 
Bag 

X0054 
Bisho 5605 

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs 

Nosipho Ngcaba 
Information 

Officer 
(PAIA) 

012310391
1 

0861112
468 dg@environment.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X 
447 

Pretoria 0001 

mailto:gcobani.maswana@ecdsd.gov.za
mailto:gcobani.maswana@ecdsd.gov.za
mailto:Bongani.gxilishe@deaet.ecape.gov.za
mailto:Bongani.gxilishe@deaet.ecape.gov.za
mailto:dg@environment.gov.za
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PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs 

Roopa Singh 

Director: 
External 

Communica
tions 

012399997
1 

0822253
076 

rsingh@environment.go
v.za 

Private 
Bag X 
447 

Pretoria 0001 

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs 

Salome Mambane   012399938
5   Smambane@environme

nt.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X 
447 

Pretoria 0001 

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs 

Toinette van der 
Merwe   012399863

0   tvandermerwe@environ
ment.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X 
447 

Pretoria 0001 

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs: 

Biodiversity 
and 

Conservation 

Simon Malete Administrat
or 

012399951
1   smalete@environment.

gov.za 

      

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs: 

Biodiversity 
and 

Conservation 

Shonisani Munzhedzi DDG 012399917
1   smunzhedzi@environm

ent.gov.za 

      

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs: 

Biodiversity 

Wadzi Mandivenyi Chief 
Directorate 

012399961
9   wmandivenyi@environ

ment.gov.za 

      

mailto:rsingh@environment.gov.za
mailto:rsingh@environment.gov.za
mailto:Smambane@environment.gov.za
mailto:Smambane@environment.gov.za
mailto:tvandermerwe@environment.gov.za
mailto:tvandermerwe@environment.gov.za
mailto:smalete@environment.gov.za
mailto:smalete@environment.gov.za
mailto:smunzhedzi@environment.gov.za
mailto:smunzhedzi@environment.gov.za
mailto:wmandivenyi@environment.gov.za
mailto:wmandivenyi@environment.gov.za
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PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

and 
Conservation 

Department 
of Mineral 
Resources 

Azwihangwisi Mulaudzi 

Regional 
Manager - 

Eastern 
Cape 

Provincial 
Office 

041396390
0 

0413738
171 

Azwihangwisi.Mulaudzi
@dmr.gov.za 

Private 
Bag 

X6076 

Port 
Elizabeth 6000 

Department 
of Rural 

Development 
and Agrarian 

Reform 

Bongikhaya Dayimani Office of 
HOD, EC 

043642349
7 

0406350
604 

bongikaya.dayimani@dr
dar.gov.za 

Private 
Bag 

X0040 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Rural 

Development 
and Agrarian 

Reform 

Mlibo Qoboshiyane MEC, EC 040609347
2     

Private 
Bag 

X0040 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Rural 

Development 
and Agrarian 

Reform 

Lumkile Ngada 
HOD. 

Eastern 
Cape 

040609347
1     

Private 
Bag 

X0040 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Rural 

Development 
and Agrarian 

Reform 

Thembani Nyokana 
Director 

Sarah 
Baartman 

041582274
6   

Thembani.nyokana@dr
dar.gov.za 

      

Department 
of Rural Aphiwe Fayindlala   043700700

3   aphiwe.fayindlala@drdlr
.gov.za 

      

mailto:Azwihangwisi.Mulaudzi@dmr.gov.za
mailto:Azwihangwisi.Mulaudzi@dmr.gov.za
mailto:bongikaya.dayimani@drdar.gov.za
mailto:bongikaya.dayimani@drdar.gov.za
mailto:Thembani.nyokana@drdar.gov.za
mailto:Thembani.nyokana@drdar.gov.za
mailto:aphiwe.fayindlala@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:aphiwe.fayindlala@drdlr.gov.za
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PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Development 
and Land 
Reform 

Department 
of Rural 

Development 
and Land 
Reform 

Katshaba Goafhiwe   053830400
1   katshaba.gaofhiwe@drd

lr.gov.za 

      

Department 
of Social 

Development 
Gcobani Maswana 

Communica
tions, Media 
Liaison and 
Customer 

Care 

043605521
0 

0828217
410 

gcobani.maswana@ecds
d.gov.za 

Private 
Bag 

X0039 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Social 

Development 
Malusi Kashe District 

Manager 
046636148

4   malusi.kashe@ecdsd.go
v.za 

Private 
Bag X 
1008  

GRAHAM
STOWN 6140 

Department 
of Social 

Development 
Zintle Hlobo Head of 

Ministry, EC 
072513426

2 
0437119

785 zintleh@ecdhs.gov.za 

Private 
Bag 

X31008 

East 
London 5206 

Department 
of Sport, 

Recreation, 
Arts and 
Culture 

Mzolisi Matutu 
HOD. 

Eastern 
Cape 

043604401
9 / 4101 

0436044
020 

xoliswa.tshetsha@ecsra
c.gov.za 

Private 
Bag 

X0020 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Transport Irene Mpolweni Office of the 

HOD, EC 

043604741
5 / 7472 / 

7400 

0866466
602   

Private 
Bag 

X0023 
Bhisho 5605 

Department 
of Transport Pule Godfrey Selepe Director 

General 
012309300

0 
0123283

370 info@dot.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X193 Pretoria 0001 

mailto:katshaba.gaofhiwe@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:katshaba.gaofhiwe@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:gcobani.maswana@ecdsd.gov.za
mailto:gcobani.maswana@ecdsd.gov.za
mailto:malusi.kashe@ecdsd.gov.za
mailto:malusi.kashe@ecdsd.gov.za
mailto:zintleh@ecdhs.gov.za
mailto:xoliswa.tshetsha@ecsrac.gov.za
mailto:xoliswa.tshetsha@ecsrac.gov.za
mailto:info@dot.gov.za
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PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
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CODE 

Department 
of Water and 

Sanitation 
P Makhanya 

Chief 
Director: 
Eastern 

Cape 

043604540
6 

0436426
032 

MakhanyaP@dwa.gov.z
a 

Private 
Bag 

X7485 

King 
Williams 

Town 
5600 

Earthlife 
Africa Muna Lakhani 

Branch 
Coordinator 
- Cape Town 

office 

083471727
6   muna@iafrica.com       

Eastern Cape 
Parks and 
Tourism 
Agency 

Shane October East London 
CBD 

043492088
1   

info@ecpta.co.za; 
Shane.October@ecpta.c

o.za 

17 - 25 
Oxford 
Street 

East 
London 

CBD 
5201 

Eastern Cape 
Provincial 
Heritage 

Resources 
Authority 
(ECPHRA) 

Lennox Zote 
Provincial 
Manager, 

EC 

043722174
0 / 6 

0437221
749 info@ecphra.org.za  

PO Box 
759 

East 
London 5200 

Endangered 
Wildlife Trust Yolan Friedman CEO 011372360

0 
0116084

682 ewt@ewt.org.za 

Private 
Bag X11 

Modderf
ontein 1645 

Endangered 
Wildlife Trust Lourens Leeuwner 

Wildlife and 
Energy 

Prgramme 

021788566
1 

0727755
111 lourensl@ewt.org.za 

Private 
Bag X11 

Modderf
ontein 1645 

Environmenta
l management 

/  
Bat impact 

assessments 

Stephanie Dippenaar   021880165
3 

0822005
244 

sdippenaar@snowisp.co
m 

      

mailto:MakhanyaP@dwa.gov.za
mailto:MakhanyaP@dwa.gov.za
mailto:muna@iafrica.com
mailto:info@ecpta.co.za
mailto:info@ecpta.co.za
mailto:info@ecpta.co.za
mailto:info@ecphra.org.za
mailto:ewt@ewt.org.za
mailto:lourensl@ewt.org.za
mailto:sdippenaar@snowisp.com
mailto:sdippenaar@snowisp.com
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PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
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CODE 

Environmenta
l Quality 

Management 
Nondwe Mdekazi DEDEAT 045808400

0   Nondwe.mdekazi@dede
a.gov.za 

  Chris 
Hani   

Eskom: 
Renewable 

Energy 
John Geeringh 

Senior 
Environmen
tal Advisor 
Eskom GC - 

Land 
Developme

nt 

011516723
3 

0118003
917 

john.geeringh@eskom.c
o.za 

PO Box 
1091 

Johannes
burg 2000 

Farm 103 GKW Gebou 
Trust Spaarwater Renier 

Kemp 
082323485

8   markmultisave@gmail.c
om 

      

Farm 106 National Gov. The Outspan 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

Farm 133 

PIETER 
TERBLANCHE 

MARAIS / 
PURPLE LILY 

PTY LTD 

MUISVLAKTE 
OUTSPAN         PO BOX 

209 

SOMERS
ET EAST, 
BLOEMF
ONTEIN 

5850 

Farm 143 National Gov. Nels Kraal 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

mailto:Nondwe.mdekazi@dedea.gov.za
mailto:Nondwe.mdekazi@dedea.gov.za
mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
mailto:markmultisave@gmail.com
mailto:markmultisave@gmail.com
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Farm 144 National Gov. Nels Kom 
Tozi Nelani / 

MJ 
Malbongwe 

072680758
7 

0810954
174 No Email Address   Somerset 

East 5850 

Farm 145 National Gov. De Mullers 
Kraal 

Tozi Nelani / 
MJ 

Malbongwe 

072680758
7 

0810954
174 No Email Address   Somerset 

East 5850 

Farm 148 
(Consolidated 
to Farm 352) 

KROONVELD 
BOERDERY 

TRUST 
THE RIDGES Francois 

Jordaan 
078487892

8           

Farm 149 UITKOMST 
TRUST UITKYK Davy 

Henderson 
082655047

9 
0422432

202 davy@bosberg.co.za       

Farm 365 JACK JORDAAN 
FAMILY TRUST GELUK   042243356

9           

Farm 392 Doorn Kloof 
Trust Doorn Kloof Danie 

Erasmus 
082717528

4   danieerasmus001@gma
il.com 

      

Farm 420 

Johannes 
Cornelius 
Jacobus 
Coetzee  

Doorn Kraal 

Johan 
Coetzee 

Rented by 
Jeremy Van 

Niekerk 

072446556
6 

0825504
485   PO BOX 

30 
Wellingt

on 7654 

Farm 427 
SCHUSTERS 

RIVER TRUST 
NO 

Kamala 
Private Game 

Reserve 

Hein 
Badenhorst 

/ Kamala 
Private 
Game 

Reserve 

083270603
7 

Albert 
Olivier 

084 621 
1386 

(Boetie) 
Manager 

sillery@iafrica.com       

mailto:davy@bosberg.co.za
mailto:danieerasmus001@gmail.com
mailto:danieerasmus001@gmail.com
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Farm 63 PURPLE LILY 
PTY LTD 

DASSIES 
KRANTZ 

DIRECTOR: 
RAMBHAI 

SMITAL 
(821222526

9086) /  
CFO: FRANS 

BOTHA 
FARM 

MANAGEME
NT: MINE 

NEL 
(730215003

5080) 

021659543
2 /  

021421212
9 /  

0823325
578 / 

0824162
811 

srambhai@futuregrowt
h.co.za; 

frans.botha@uff.co.za; 
mine.van.wyk@uff.co.za 

PO BOX 
6100 

ROGGEB
AAI 8012 

Farm 65 JOHANN VAN 
GEND TRUST FARM 65 Christa Van 

Gend 
043243325

9 
0825604

222 hancri@mweb.co.za       

Farm 66 SCHMIDT 
JOSEF DANIEL 

PALMIETFON
TEIN               

Farm 99 
SCHUSTERS 

RIVER TRUST 
NO 

GOEDE HOOP 

Hein 
Badenhorst 

/ Kamala 
Private 
Game 

Reserve 

083270603
7   sillery@iafrica.com       

GAP C06600000000
0GAP00000                 

Leads 2 
Business      Office of 

L2B 
086083633

7 

0333431
130 / 

0117934
945 / 

support@L2B.co.za / 
info@L2B.co.za   Kwazulu 

Natal 3245 

mailto:hancri@mweb.co.za
mailto:sillery@iafrica.com


Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 322 

COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
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0212500
109 

Leads 2 
Business  Roxanne Mustard 

Regional 
Content 

Researcher 

033343113
0 

0860836
337 RoxanneM@l2b.co.za 

PO Box 
1091, 
Hilton 

Kwazulu 
Natal 3245 

Malpepo 
Safaris 

Malpepo 
Safaris Greylingskraal Poul B. 

Peterson                                   mail@malpepo.com       

National 
Department 

of Agriculture, 
Forestry and 

Fisheries 

Mashudu Marubini Delegate of  
the Minister 

012319761
9   MashuduMa@daff.gov.z

a 

Private 
Bag x120 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of Agriculture, 
Forestry and 

Fisheries 

M.E Tau 

DDG: 
Forestry and 

Natural 
Resources 
Manageme

nt 

012473023
6   MmaphakaT@daff.gov.z

a 

Private 
Bag X250 Tecoma 5214 

National 
Department 

of Agriculture, 
Forestry and 

Fisheries 

Steve Galane 

Director: 
Communica

tion 
Services 

012319694
3 

0836357
346 SteveGAL@daff.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X250 Tecoma 5214 

National 
Department 

of Agriculture, 
Forestry and 

Fisheries 

Rebecca Tlhabane acting 
Director 

012319716
5 

 
0786381

883 
RebeccaT@daff.gov.za       

mailto:RoxanneM@l2b.co.za
mailto:mail@malpepo.com
mailto:MashuduMa@daff.gov.za
mailto:MashuduMa@daff.gov.za
mailto:MmaphakaT@daff.gov.za
mailto:MmaphakaT@daff.gov.za
mailto:SteveGAL@daff.gov.za
mailto:RebeccaT@daff.gov.za
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National 
Department 

of Agriculture, 
Forestry and 

Fisheries 

Mvusiwekhaya  Sicwesha  

Provincial 
Head of 

Communica
tion & SOE 

082955883
3   Mvusiwekhaya@gmail.c

om 

Private 
Bag X250 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of Agriculture, 
Forestry and 

Fisheries 

Thoko Buthelezi 
AgriLand 
Liaison 
office 

012319763
4 

0124730
169   Private 

Bag x120 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of Energy 
Jeff Radebe Minister 012406761

2 
0124068

000 
princess.duma@energy.

gov.za 

Private 
Bag X96 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of Energy 
Mokgadi Mathekgana 

PA to the 
Director 
General 

012406800
0 

0123235
637 

Nokuthula.Mbeje@ener
gy.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X96 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of 
Government 

Communicatio
n and 

Information 
System 

Ndlelantle Pinyana 

Regional 
Office  - 
Eastern 

Cape 
Provincial 

Office 

073722260
9 / 2602 / 

490 

0437222
615 ndlelantle@gcis.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X608 

East 
London 5200 

National 
Department 

of 
Government 

Communicatio
n and 

Phumla Williams 
Deputy 

Information 
Officer 

012473023
6     Private 

Bag X745 Pretoria 0001 

mailto:Mvusiwekhaya@gmail.com
mailto:Mvusiwekhaya@gmail.com
mailto:princess.duma@energy.gov.za
mailto:princess.duma@energy.gov.za
mailto:Nokuthula.Mbeje@energy.gov.za
mailto:Nokuthula.Mbeje@energy.gov.za
mailto:ndlelantle@gcis.gov.za
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Information 
System 

National 
Department 
of Mineral 
Resources 

Nwabisa Qwanyashe 
PA to the 
Director 
General 

012444388
0   nwabisa.qwanyashe@d

mr.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X59 Pretoria 0007 

National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Mduduzi Shabane Director 
General 

012312850
3 

0123236
072 DGOffice@drdlr.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X833 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Nosiphiwo Jekwa       Nosiphiwo.jekwa@drdlr
.gov.za 

      

National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Dr N Makgalemele Deputy 
Director 

012312966
5 

0123236
072 

karen.vanschalkwyk@dr
dlr.gov.za 

  Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Malebo Baloi 

Spatial 
Planning 
and Land 

Use 
Manageme
nt Branch 

012312980
1   Malebo.baloi@drdlr.gov

.za 

      

mailto:nwabisa.qwanyashe@dmr.gov.za
mailto:nwabisa.qwanyashe@dmr.gov.za
mailto:DGOffice@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Nosiphiwo.jekwa@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Nosiphiwo.jekwa@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:karen.vanschalkwyk@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:karen.vanschalkwyk@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Malebo.baloi@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Malebo.baloi@drdlr.gov.za
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National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Mathemba Gcasamba 

Acting Chief 
Director - 
Eastern 

Cape 
Provincial 

Office 

043700700
3   Mathemba.Gcasamba@

drdlr.gov.za  

PO Box 
1958 

East 
London 5200 

National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Pule Salia 

Spatial 
Planning 
and Land 

Use 
Manageme
nt Branch 

012312980
1   Ramaleho.saila@drdlr.g

ov.za 

      

National 
Department 

of Rural 
Development 

and Land 
Reform 

Zongezile Bongo 

Control 
Environmen
tal Officer: 

Environmen
tal Planning 

Services 
Spatial 

Planning 
and Land 

Use 
Manageme
nt Branch 

    zongezile.bango@drdlr.
gov.za 

  Pretoria 0001 

National 
Department 
of Water and 

Sanitation 

Phumzile Mdakane 
Assistant 
Director 
General 

012336699
0 

0123368
850 Mdakanep@dwa.gov.za 

Private 
Bag X313 Pretoria 0001 

National 
Energy 

Regulator of 
Andile Gxasheka 

Renewable 
Energy 

Specialist 

012401460
0 

0124014
700 

Andile.Gxasheka@nersa
.org.za 

PO Box 
40343 Arcadia 0007 

mailto:Mathemba.Gcasamba@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Mathemba.Gcasamba@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Ramaleho.saila@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Ramaleho.saila@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:zongezile.bango@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:zongezile.bango@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Mdakanep@dwa.gov.za
mailto:Andile.Gxasheka@nersa.org.za
mailto:Andile.Gxasheka@nersa.org.za
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

South Africa 
(NERSA) 
National 
Energy 

Regulator of 
South Africa 

(NERSA) 

Thembani Bukula Electricity 012401460
0 

0124014
700   PO Box 

40343 Arcadia 0007 

National 
Energy 

Regulator of 
South Africa 

(NERSA) 

    Electricity 012401460
0 

0124014
700 info@nersa.org.za 

PO Box 
40343 Arcadia 0007 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
101 

(Consolidated 
with Farm 

102) 

GIDEON 
JORDAAN GOEIEHOOP         PO BOX 

303 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
102 

GIDEON 
JORDAAN Rietfontein         PO BOX 

303 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
104 National Gov. Coetzees 

Fontein 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8; 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

Ptn 1 of Farm 
105 National Gov. Doorn Rivier 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

mailto:info@nersa.org.za
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
107 

(Consolidated 
with Farm 

365) 

JACK JORDAAN 
FAMILY TRUST GELUK   042243356

9           

Ptn 1 of Farm 
146 National Gov. Kiepersol 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

Ptn 1 of Farm 
352 

KROONVELD 
BOERDERY 

TRUST 
THE RIDGES Francois 

Jordaan 
078487892

8           

Ptn 1 of Farm 
361 

Kaalplaas Trust 
East Cape 

Safaris 
Highlands 

Grant 
Abrehamso

n 

082706887
5   grant@eastcapesafaris.c

o.za 

      

Ptn 1 of Farm 
415 

GIDEON 
JORDAAN GOEIEHOOP         PO BOX 

303 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
56 

MONTEAUX 
TRUST 

WELTEVREDE
N 

Danie 
Erasmus 

082717528
4   danieerasmus001@gma

il.com 

      

Ptn 1 of Farm 
58 

PURPLE LILY 
PTY LTD 

DASSIES 
KRANTZ 

DIRECTOR: 
RAMBHAI 

SMITAL 
(821222526

9086) /  
CFO: FRANS 

BOTHA 
FARM 

MANAGEME

021659543
2 /  

021421212
9 /  

0823325
578 / 

0824162
811 

srambhai@futuregrowt
h.co.za; 

frans.botha@uff.co.za; 
mine.van.wyk@uff.co.za 

PO BOX 
6100 

ROGGEB
AAI 8012 

mailto:grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za
mailto:grant@eastcapesafaris.co.za
mailto:danieerasmus001@gmail.com
mailto:danieerasmus001@gmail.com
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

NT: MINE 
NEL 

(730215003
5080) 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
59 

JAC JORDAAN 
BESIGHEIDS 

TRUST 

GROENEKLOO
F   042243356

9           

Ptn 1 of Farm 
60 

J J K BOTHA 
TRUST 

BRUINTJIESH
OOGTE BERG 

Danie 
Erasmus 

Hannes 
Botha 

072567570
5 

  danieerasmus001@gma
il.com 

      

Ptn 1 of Farm 
61 

JOHANN VAN 
GEND TRUST 

GROOTE 
FONTEIN 

Christa Van 
Gend 

043243325
9 

0825604
222 hancri@mweb.co.za       

Ptn 1 of Farm 
61 

(Waterkloof 
Game Lodge) 

Waterkloof 
Game Lodge   Waterkloof 

Game Lodge 
082784069

5   webmaster@waterkloof
lodge.co.za 

    5850 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
62 

PURPLE LILY 
PTY LTD 

DASSIES 
KRANTZ 

DIRECTOR: 
RAMBHAI 

SMITAL 
(821222526

9086) /  
CFO: FRANS 

BOTHA 
FARM 

MANAGEME
NT: MINE 

NEL 

021659543
2 /  

021421212
9 /  

0823325
578 / 

0824162
811 

srambhai@futuregrowt
h.co.za; 

frans.botha@uff.co.za; 
mine.van.wyk@uff.co.za 

PO BOX 
6100 

ROGGEB
AAI 8012 

mailto:danieerasmus001@gmail.com
mailto:danieerasmus001@gmail.com
mailto:hancri@mweb.co.za
mailto:webmaster@waterklooflodge.co.za
mailto:webmaster@waterklooflodge.co.za
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

(730215003
5080) 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
71 

BUFFELSFONTE
IN FARMS PTY 

LTD 
FARM 71 

KAREN 
JORDAAN 

(651112009
6086) 

PIETER 
WILLEM 

JORDAAN 
(940610534

4089) 

042243215
7     PO BOX 

377 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
86 

JOHANNES 
PETRUS DU 

PLESSIS BOTHA 

SLOT VAN 
CANDIBO Chris Botha 082653095

5           

Ptn 1 of Farm 
87 

ERNEST BOTHA 
FAMILIE TRUST 

STROH'S 
FONTEIN 

Ernest 
Botha 

042243303
8 

0825745
037 

ernest.botha@virbac.co
.za 

  Somerset 
East 5850 

Ptn 1 of Farm 
88 

Mondoclox PTY 
LTD VAALKLIP 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

fritz@woodline.co.za 

PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 10 of 
Farm 110 F W G TRUST DE BRIL Francois 

Peters 

082 450 
3085 / 

021981210
0 

Hennie 
082 857 
0417 / 

087 702 
8549 

(manager
) 

pietersf@xinergistix.co
m 

      

mailto:ernest.botha@virbac.co.za
mailto:ernest.botha@virbac.co.za
mailto:fritz@woodline.co.za
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Ptn 10 of 
Farm 85 

JOHAN BRITS 
FAMILIETRUST 

HOOP VAN 
AFRIKA Johan Brits 082333042

4   johan.brits@hdptoyota.
co.za 

      

Ptn 11 of 
Farm 110 

MONDOCLOX 
PTY LTD DE BRIL 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 12 of 
Farm 110 

Mondoclox PTY 
LTD DE BRIL 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 13 of 
Farm 110 

UITKOMST 
TRUST UITKYK Davy 

Henderson 
082655047

9 
0422432

202 davy@bosberg.co.za       

Ptn 2 of Farm 
101 Jakkie Nel Trust Lekker water Jakkie Nel 082845690

1   jnel@jabama.co.za       

Ptn 2 of Farm 
104 National Gov. Coetzees 

Fontein 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

Ptn 2 of Farm 
105 National Gov. Doorn Rivier 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

Ptn 2 of Farm 
106 

GEOFF 
KINGWILL 

FAMILY TRUST 
The Outspan 

GEOFFREY 
ERIC JOHN 
KINGWILL 

083281320
5     P O BOX 

514 
GRAAFF 
REINET 6280 

mailto:johan.brits@hdptoyota.co.za
mailto:johan.brits@hdptoyota.co.za
mailto:davy@bosberg.co.za
mailto:jnel@jabama.co.za
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Ptn 2 of Farm 
107  

This portion 
does not exist                 

Ptn 2 of Farm 
108 

Johannes 
Cornelius 
Jacobus 
Coetzee  

Doorn Kraal 

Johan 
Coetzee 

Rented by 
Jeremy Van 

Niekerk 

072446556
6 

0825504
485   PO BOX 

30 
Wellingt

on 7654 

Ptn 2 of Farm 
139 

UITKOMST 
TRUST Doorn Kraal Davy 

Henderson 
082655047

9 
0422432

202 davy@bosberg.co.za       

Ptn 2 of Farm 
145 

Mondoclox PTY 
LTD 

De Mullers 
Kraal 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 2 of Farm 
146 

UITKOMST 
TRUST Kiepersol Davy 

Henderson 
082655047

9 
0422432

202 davy@bosberg.co.za       

Ptn 2 of Farm 
149 

BOSKAMP 
TRUST UITKYK Kevin Mc 

Caughey 
082564713

1   kevin@bosberg.co.za       

Ptn 2 of Farm 
60 

GKW Gebou 
Trust 

BRUINTJIESH
OOGTE BERG 

Renier 
Kemp 

082323485
8   markmultisave@gmail.c

om 

      

Ptn 2 of Farm 
61 

J J K BOTHA 
TRUST 

ALLEMANS 
FONTEIN 

Hannes 
Botha 

064900572
6 

0422461
503 

botha.toekoms@gmail.c
om 

      

Ptn 2 of Farm 
67 

BUFFELSFONTE
IN FARMS PTY 

LTD 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

KAREN 
JORDAAN 

(651112009
6086) 

PIETER 
WILLEM 

JORDAAN 
(940610534

4089) 

042243215
7     PO BOX 

377 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

mailto:davy@bosberg.co.za
mailto:davy@bosberg.co.za
mailto:kevin@bosberg.co.za
mailto:markmultisave@gmail.com
mailto:markmultisave@gmail.com
mailto:botha.toekoms@gmail.com
mailto:botha.toekoms@gmail.com
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Ptn 2 of Farm 
86 

JOHANNES 
JAKOB 

KRITZINGER 
BOTHA 

SLOT VAN 
CANDIBO 

Hannes 
Botha 

072567570
5 

0442726
864 

(Oudtsho
orn) 

botha.toekoms@gmail.c
om 

PO Box 
50 Pearston 5860 

Ptn 2 of Farm 
88 

MONDOCLOX 
PTY LTD VAALKLIP 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 3 of Farm 
104 Jakkie Nel Trust Coetzees 

Fontein Jakkie Nel 082845690
1   jnel@jabama.co.za       

Ptn 3 of Farm 
139 

UITKOMST 
TRUST Doorn Kraal Davy 

Henderson 
082655047

9 
0422432

202 davy@bosberg.co.za       

Ptn 3 of Farm 
145 

Mondoclox PTY 
LTD 

De Mullers 
Kraal 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 3 of Farm 
56 

BREMER PAUW 
FAMILIE TRUST 

BUFFELSFONT
EIN 

Bremer 
Pauw 

072308653
4   bremer@langkloof.net       

Ptn 3 of Farm 
61 

JOHANN VAN 
GEND TRUST 

GROOTE 
FONTEIN 

Christa Van 
Gend 

043243325
9 

0825604
222 hancri@mweb.co.za       

Ptn 3 of Farm 
67 

BUFFELSFONTE
IN FARMS PTY 

LTD 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

KAREN 
JORDAAN 

(651112009
6086) 

PIETER 
WILLEM 

JORDAAN 
(940610534

4089) 

042243215
7     PO BOX 

377 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

mailto:botha.toekoms@gmail.com
mailto:botha.toekoms@gmail.com
mailto:jnel@jabama.co.za
mailto:davy@bosberg.co.za
mailto:bremer@langkloof.net
mailto:hancri@mweb.co.za


Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019 Page 333 

COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

Ptn 3 of Farm 
85 

LOOD LOTTER 
FAMILIETRUST 

HOOP VAN 
AFRIKA Lood Lotter             

Ptn 4 of Farm 
101 

Mondoclox PTY 
LTD DE DRAAI 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 4 of Farm 
104 

GKW Gebou 
Trust 

Coetzees 
Fontein 

Renier 
Kemp 

082323485
8   markmultisave@gmail.c

om 

      

Ptn 4 of Farm 
145 F W G TRUST Mullers Kraal Francois 

Peters 

082 450 
3085 / 

021981210
0 

Hennie 
082 857 
0417 / 

087 702 
8549 

(manager
) 

pietersf@xinergistix.co
m 

      

Ptn 4 of Farm 
60 

PIETER 
BARENDSE 

BOTHA 

BRUINTJIESH
OOGTE BERG   042246150

3 
0422461

516   PO BOX 
20 

PEARSTO
N 5860 

Ptn 4 of Farm 
67 

SCHUSTERS 
RIVER TRUST 

NO 4 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

Hein 
Badenhorst 

/ Kamala 
Private 
Game 

Reserve 

083270603
7   sillery@iafrica.com       

Ptn 5 of Farm 
104 Jakkie Nel Trust Coetzees 

Fontein Jakkie Nel 082845690
1   jnel@jabama.co.za       

Ptn 5 of Farm 
110 F W G TRUST DE BRIL Francois 

Peters 

082 450 
3085 / 

021981210
0 

Hennie 
082 857 
0417 / 

087 702 

pietersf@xinergistix.co
m 

      

mailto:markmultisave@gmail.com
mailto:markmultisave@gmail.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:sillery@iafrica.com
mailto:jnel@jabama.co.za
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

8549 
(manager

) 

Ptn 5 of Farm 
145 

Mondoclox PTY 
LTD 

De Mullers 
Kraal 

HERMANN 
FRITJOF 
WALTER 

082604988
2 

0118264
033 /  

0123624
101 

  PO BOX 
959 

JEFFREYS 
BAY, 

EASTERN 
CAPE 

6330 

Ptn 5 of Farm 
56 

HAZEL 
GREYLING 

BUFFELSFONT
EIN 

Francois 
Greyling 

084583559
2   zelda@austinevans.co.z

a 

      

Ptn 5 of Farm 
67 

SCHUSTERS 
RIVER TRUST 

NO 4 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

Hein 
Badenhorst 

/ Kamala 
Private 
Game 

Reserve 

083270603
7   sillery@iafrica.com       

Ptn 6 of Farm 
104 

BLAIR 
HENDERSON 
DU RANDT 

Coetzees 
Fontein 

Jana du 
Randt 

042246150
4 

0822978
832   P O BOX 

195 
PEARSTO

N 5860 

Ptn 6 of Farm 
56 

AMATRIX INV 
NO 6 C C 

BUFFELSFONT
EIN 

ERNST 
PHILIPPUS 
BLIGNAULT 
(590722512

7084) 
GERHARD 
GOOSEN 

(590628512
4080) 

GUNTHER 
ANDRE 

GOOSEN 

082550039
1 /  

083654719
3 

0422432
211 /  

0422932
275 

tripleg@telkomsa.net 

POSBUS 
1500 

JEFFREYS 
BAY 6330 

mailto:zelda@austinevans.co.za
mailto:zelda@austinevans.co.za
mailto:sillery@iafrica.com
mailto:tripleg@telkomsa.net
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

(730501505
4089) 

Ptn 6 of Farm 
67 

SCHUSTERS 
RIVER TRUST 

NO 4 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

Hein 
Badenhorst 

/ Kamala 
Private 
Game 

Reserve 

083270603
7   sillery@iafrica.com       

Ptn 7 of Farm 
104 

JOHANNES 
PETRUS DU 

PLESSIS BOTHA 

Coetzees 
Fontein   051436573

4 
0515061

111         

Ptn 7 of Farm 
145 F W G TRUST Mullers Kraal Francois 

Peters 

082 450 
3085 / 

021981210
0 

Hennie 
082 857 
0417 / 

087 702 
8549 

(manager
) 

pietersf@xinergistix.co
m 

      

Ptn 7 of Farm 
67 

BUFFELSFONTE
IN FARMS PTY 

LTD 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

KAREN 
JORDAAN 

(651112009
6086) 

PIETER 
WILLEM 

JORDAAN 

042243215
7     PO BOX 

377 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

mailto:sillery@iafrica.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

(940610534
4089) 

Ptn 8 of Farm 
145 National Gov. De Mullers 

Kraal 

Tozi Nelani / 
MJ 

Malbongwe 

072680758
7 

0810954
174 No Email Address   Somerset 

East 5850 

Ptn 9 of Farm 
67 

BUFFELSFONTE
IN FARMS PTY 

LTD 

BUFFELFONTE
IN 

KAREN 
JORDAAN 

(651112009
6086) 

PIETER 
WILLEM 

JORDAAN 
(940610534

4089) 

042243215
7     PO BOX 

377 
SOMERS
ET EAST 5850 

RE of Farm 
102 

Zirk Jordaan 
Family Trust Rietfontein Zirk Jordaan 083443097

7   zirk@jabama.co.za   Somerset 
East   

RE of Farm 
104 National Gov. Coetzees 

Fontein 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8; 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

RE of Farm 
105 National Gov. Doorn Rivier 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

mailto:zirk@jabama.co.za
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COMPANY / 
DEPARTMENT NAME SURNAME Position TELEPHONE OTHER 

PHONE EMAIL ADDRESS POSTAL 
ADDRESS CITY POST 

CODE 

RE of Farm 
106 National Gov. The Outspan 

Simpewe 
Fani; 

Linda Fani; 
Jac Jordaan 

082092389
4;  

072897607
8 

0738567
179 

mthembufani89@gmail.
com / 

jacjordaan@icloud.com 
/ 

jacjordaanboerdery@g
mail.com 

      

RE of Farm 
107 

(Consolidated 
with Farm 

420) 

Johannes 
Cornelius 
Jacobus 
Coetzee  

Doorn Kraal 

Johan 
Coetzee 

Rented by 
Jeremy Van 

Niekerk 

072446556
6 

0825504
485   PO BOX 

30 
Wellingt

on 7654 

RE of Farm 
144 National Gov. Nels Kom 

Tozi Nelani / 
MJ 

Malbongwe 

072680758
7 

0810954
174 No Email Address   Somerset 

East 5850 

RE of Farm 
145 National Gov. De Mullers 

Kraal 

Tozi Nelani / 
MJ 

Malbongwe 

072680758
7 

0810954
174 No Email Address   Somerset 

East 5850 

RE of Farm 
149 

UITKOMST 
TRUST UITKYK Davy 

Henderson 
082655047

9 
0422432

202 davy@bosberg.co.za       

RE of Farm 
361 Highlands Trust Highlands Greg Brown 042243362

9   gregbrown@r63.co.za       

RE of Farm 
415 

SCHUSTERS 
RIVER TRUST 

NO 
GOEIEHOOP 

Hein 
Badenhorst 

/ Kamala 
Private 
Game 

Reserve 

083270603
7   sillery@iafrica.com       

RE of Farm 59 JAN JONATHAN 
JORDAAN 

GROENEKLOO
F   042243356

9           

mailto:davy@bosberg.co.za
mailto:gregbrown@r63.co.za
mailto:sillery@iafrica.com
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CODE 

RE of Farm 60 ZIRK JORDAAN 
FAMILY TRUST 

BRUINTJIESH
OOGTE BERG Zirk Jordaan 083443097

7   zirk@jabama.co.za       

RE of Farm 61 ERASMUS 
FAMILIETRUST 

GROOTE 
FONTEIN 

Spike 
Erasmus; 

Pieter 
Erasmus 

083332434
7 

0218828
210 

knee@orthoclinic.co.za; 
pieter@orthoclinic.co.za 

      

RE of Farm 62 PURPLE LILY 
PTY LTD 

DASSIES 
KRANTZ 

DIRECTOR: 
RAMBHAI 

SMITAL 
(821222526

9086) /  
CFO: FRANS 

BOTHA 
FARM 

MANAGEME
NT: MINE 

NEL 
(730215003

5080) 

021659543
2 /  

021421212
9 /  

0823325
578 / 

0824162
811 

srambhai@futuregrowt
h.co.za; 

frans.botha@uff.co.za; 
mine.van.wyk@uff.co.za 

PO BOX 
6100 

ROGGEB
AAI 8012 

RE of Farm 67 

REGINALD 
CARLISLE 

BOURCHIER 
BOWKER 

BUFFELS 
FONTEIN   046622884

9     PO BOX 
643 

GRAHAM
STOWN 6410 

RE of Farm 86 
PIETER 

BARENDSE 
BOTHA 

SLOT VAN 
CANDIBO 

Hannes 
Botha 

072567570
5           

RE of Farm 87 
BLAIR 

HENDERSON 
DU RANDT 

Roode Wal Jana du 
Randt 

042246150
4 

0822978
832   P O BOX 

195 
PEARSTO

N 5860 

mailto:zirk@jabama.co.za
mailto:knee@orthoclinic.co.za
mailto:knee@orthoclinic.co.za
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RE of Farm 88 ERNEST BOTHA 
FAMILIE TRUST VAALKLIP Ernest 

Botha 
042243303

8 
0825745

037 
ernest.botha@virbac.co

.za 

  Somerset 
East 5850 

RE of Ptn 5 of 
Farm 110 F W G TRUST DE BRIL Francois 

Peters 

082 450 
3085 / 

021981210
0 

Hennie 
082 857 
0417 / 

087 702 
8549 

(manager
) 

pietersf@xinergistix.co
m 

      

SALGA 
Eastern Cape Zamikhaya Mpulampula Environmen

tal Manager     info@salga.org.za       

SALGA 
Eastern Cape Aseza Dlanjwa Environmen

tal Manager 
043727115

0 
0437271
156 / 67 scm@salga.org.za 

PO Box 
19511 

East 
London 5214 

SANPARKS Bronwyn Botha   049 892 
3453 

0712725
784 

bronwyn.botha!sanpark
s.org 

PO Box 
349 

Graaff 
Reinett 6280 

SANRAL Nicole Abrahams 
Environmen

tal 
Coordinator 

021957460
2 

0622158
946 Abrahamsn@nra.co.za 

Private 
Bag X19 Bellville 7535 

SANRAL Rene de Kock Statutory 
Control  

021957460
7   Dekockr@nra.co.za       

SANRAL Simon Peterson 

Regional 
Manageme

nt  - 
Southern 

Region 

041398320
0 

0413983
222 Kleinhansm@nra.co.za 

PO Box 
27230 

Greenacr
es 6057 

SANRAL Colene Runkel 

Statutory 
Control 

Officer  - 
Western 
Region 

021957460
0 

0219101
699 runkelc@nra.co.za 

Private 
Bag X19 Bellville 7535 

mailto:ernest.botha@virbac.co.za
mailto:ernest.botha@virbac.co.za
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:pietersf@xinergistix.com
mailto:info@salga.org.za
mailto:scm@salga.org.za
mailto:Abrahamsn@nra.co.za
mailto:Dekockr@nra.co.za
mailto:Kleinhansm@nra.co.za
mailto:runkelc@nra.co.za
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Sarah 
Baartman 

District 
Municipality 

Ted Pillay Municipal 
Manager 

041508711
4   mmolefe@sbdm.co.za 

PO Box 
318 

Port 
Elizabeth 6000 

Sarah 
Baartman 

District 
Municipality 

Buyiswa Botha 
Office of the 

Municipal 
Manager 

041508711
5   mmolefe@sbdm.co.za 

PO Box 
318 

Port 
Elizabeth 6000 

Sender 
Technology 
Park (STP) 
SENTECH 

Alishea Viljoen Sentech 011471144
00   support@sentech.co.za 

Private 
Bag X06 

Honeyde
w 2040 

Side by Side 
Safaris 

Side by Side 
Trust Klipplaat 107 Flemming G. 

Jensen 
042004000

2 
076 210 

1546 
info@sidebysidesafaris.c

om 

PO BOX 
88 

SOMERS
ET EAST, 
EASTERN 

CAPE 

5850 

Side by Side 
Safaris 

Diana 
Taxidermy Klipplaatberg Bjorn 

Jensen     info@sidebysidesafaris.c
om 

      

South African 
Astronomical 
Observatory 

Ted Williams Director     williams@saao.ac.za       

South African 
Bat 

Assessment 
Association 
(SABAAP) 

Kate McEwan Chairperson     
madaboutbats@gmail.c

om /  
kate@iws-sa.co.za 

      

South African 
Civil Aviation 

Authority 
(CAA) 

Lizelle Stroh Obstacle 
Specialist 

011545123
2 / 1455 

0834616
660 strohl@caa.co.za 

Private 
Bag X73 

Halfway 
House 1685 

mailto:mmolefe@sbdm.co.za
mailto:mmolefe@sbdm.co.za
mailto:support@sentech.co.za
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:info@sidebysidesafaris.com
mailto:williams@saao.ac.za
mailto:strohl@caa.co.za
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South African 
Heritage 

Resources 
Agency 

(SAHRA) - 
National 

Veliswa Baduza CEO 021462450
2 

0214624
509   PO Box 

4637 
Cape 
Town 8000 

South African 
Heritage 

Resources 
Agency 

(SAHRA) - 
National 

      021462450
2 

0214624
509 info@sahra.org.za 

PO Box 
4637 

Cape 
Town 8000 

South African 
Wind Energy 
Association 

(SAWEA) 

Johan van der Berg CEO 011214066
0 

0867197
744 johan@sawea.org.za       

Southern 
African 

Alternative 
Energy 

Association 
(SAAEA) 

Alwyn Smith Administrat
or 

071637846
6   alwyn@saaea.org  

PO Box 
866 Welobie 1714 

Southern 
African Faith 

Communities' 
Environment 

Institute  

Stefan Cramer Science 
Advisor 

049891045
8 

0722908
306 stefan@safcei.org.za 

PO Box 
677 

Graaf-
Reinet 6280 

Southern 
African Large 

Telescope 
SALT SALT SALT 023571120

5 
0214470

025 salt@salt.ac.za 

Old 
Fraserbur

g Road 

Sutherlan
d 6920 

mailto:info@sahra.org.za
mailto:johan@sawea.org.za
mailto:alwyn@saaea.org
mailto:stefan@safcei.org.za
mailto:salt@salt.ac.za
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Square 
Kilometre 

Array Africa 
Adrian Tiplady 

Head: 
Strategy 

and 
Business 

Processes 

011442243
4   atiplady@ska.ac.za       

Square 
Kilometre 

Array Africa 
Tshegofatso Monama       temonama@ska.ac.za       

Sustainable 
Energy Society 

of Southern 
Africa (SESSA) 

Adriana Chickesh 

Knowledge 
Manageme

nt 
Information 

Officer 

011214066
8 

0112140
666 office@sessa.org.za   Parkwoo

d 2193 

Telkom SA 
Limited Leonard Shaw 

Wireless 
Planning 

Developme
nt & 

Support, 
Telkom HQ 

012311201
2 

0123111
686 ShawLS@telkom.co.za 

Private 
Bag X74 Pretoria 0001 

Transnet Eddie Seaton 
Manager - 

Transet 
Property 

011308241
7   eddie.seaton@transnet.

net 

PO Box 
72501 Parkview 2122 

Transnet Thandeka Nohoyeka 

Chief 
Property 

Technician, 
Transet 

Property 

041507131
6   thandeka.nohoyeka@tr

ansnet.net 

      

Transnet Willie Zietsman Eastern 
Cape 

041507131
8 

0745071
318 

willie.ziedsman@transn
et.net /       

mailto:atiplady@ska.ac.za
mailto:temonama@ska.ac.za
mailto:office@sessa.org.za
mailto:ShawLS@telkom.co.za
mailto:eddie.seaton@transnet.net
mailto:eddie.seaton@transnet.net
mailto:thandeka.nohoyeka@transnet.net
mailto:thandeka.nohoyeka@transnet.net
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williezietsman@transne
t.net 

Wildlife and 
Environment 

Society of 
South Africa 

(WESSA) 

Admin Admin   011462566
3 

0837671
786 jnbadmin@wessa.co.za 

PO Box 
435 Ferndale 2160 

Wildlife and 
Environment 

Society of 
South Africa 

(WESSA) 

Rudzani Nemukula Environmen
tal Officer 

011462566
3     PO Box 

435 Ferndale 2160 

Wildlife and 
Environment 

Society of 
South Africa 

(WESSA) 

    Cape Town 
Office 

087354907
2   info@wessa.co.za   Cape 

Town   

  Ntombohlanga Miso       Ntombohlanga.miso@dr
dlr.gov.za 

      

  Flugtrust Driefontein Hennie 
Ebersohn                                  hennieeb@gmail.com       

Die Drei Fritz Walter       fritz@woodline.co.za       

De Brill Mornay Schafer       mornays@infinitetax.co.
za 

      

Gonakraal Michael Puren       julitap@jabama.co.za       

  Allan Hobson         alan@anglerandantelop
e.com 

      

Skietfontein Jannie Geyer       jwgeyer@eastcape.net       
  Paul Bosberg       paul@bosberg.co.za       

mailto:jnbadmin@wessa.co.za
mailto:info@wessa.co.za
mailto:Ntombohlanga.miso@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Ntombohlanga.miso@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:hennieeb@gmail.com
mailto:fritz@woodline.co.za
mailto:mornays@infinitetax.co.za
mailto:mornays@infinitetax.co.za
mailto:julitap@jabama.co.za
mailto:alan@anglerandantelope.com
mailto:alan@anglerandantelope.com
mailto:jwgeyer@eastcape.net
mailto:paul@bosberg.co.za
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Department 
of Econimic 

Develeopmen
t and 

Environmenta
l Affairs 

Gerry Pienaar       

Gerry.pienaar@dedea.g
ov.za 

      

Eastern Cape 
Development 
Corporation 

      043704560
0   info@ecdc.co.za PO Box 

11197 
East 

London 5213 

AVDS 
Environmenta

l Consulting 
Andre van der Spuy   021786291

9 
0844802

464 avdspuy@iafrica.com   Simon's 
Town 7975 

Nicholas 
Smith 

Attorneys 
Nicholas Smith       nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za       

Farm 420 
Doornkraal Jeremy van Niekerk   082550448

5   ajvanniekerk@jabama.c
o.za 

      

Westondale 
Farm Mrs de Villiers       studor@iexchange.co.za       

Department 
of 

Cooperative 
Governance 

and 
Traditional 

Affairs 

Thabo  Mdukiswa 

General 
Manager: 
Municipal 

Public 
Participatio
n and Rapid 

Response 

            

            gcobani.maswana@ecds
d.gov.za       

Rietfontein 
Farmer Aubriano Roman   074972063

5   aubrianoroman@gmail.
com 

      

mailto:Gerry.pienaar@dedea.gov.za
mailto:Gerry.pienaar@dedea.gov.za
mailto:avdspuy@iafrica.com
mailto:nicks@nsmithlaw.co.za
mailto:ajvanniekerk@jabama.co.za
mailto:ajvanniekerk@jabama.co.za
mailto:studor@iexchange.co.za
mailto:aubrianoroman@gmail.com
mailto:aubrianoroman@gmail.com
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Rietfontein 
Farmer / Zirk 

Jordaan 
Willem Williams   062485389

3           

Rietfontein 
Farmer Siyabulela Booysen               

Rietfontein 
Farmer / Zirk 

Jordaan 
Samuel (Das) Latola   083592607

4           

Rietfontein 
Farmer Lee-roy Briekwa               

Rietfontein 
Farmer / Zirk 

Jordaan 
Eladri Pieterse   062802299

7   
        

Rietfontein 
Farmer / Zirk 

Jordaan 
Ben Blou   084465871

8           

Rietfontein 
Farmer Akhond Tembani               

Rietfontein 
Farmer / Zirk 

Jordaan 
Siphamandla Maqwa   073172273

2           

Geluk Farmer Willempie Ambrahl   071331592
1           

Geluk Farmer Mandelkhaya Blou   071331592
1           

Jeremy Van 
Niekerk 
Farmers 

Ivan Arendts   079832391
4           
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Jeremy Van 
Niekerk 
Farmers 

Xolani Bouwer   063263744
1           

Jeremy Van 
Niekerk 
Farmers 

July Nontshinga   078303026
2           

Uitkomst 
Farmers Morris                 

Uitkomst 
Farmers Johannes                 

Uitkomst 
Farmers Zola     073992372

0           

Uitkomst 
Farmers Bernard     071810690

7           

Uitkomst 
Farmers Jonathan                 

Uitkomst 
Farmers Ricardo     082810473

3           

Uitkomst 
Farmers Sandile                 

Uitkomst 
Farmers Martha                 

Department 
of Rural 

Development 
& Land 
Reform 

Mathemba Gcasama 

Acting Chief 
Director: 
Eastern 

Cape 
Provincial 

office 

043700700
3   Mathemba.Gcasamba@

drdlr.gov.za 

PO Box 
1958 

 East 
London 5200 

Federation for 
a Sustainable Mariette Liefferink CEO - FSE 011465691

0 
0732314

893 mariette@pea.org.za 

Postnet 
Suite 

Bryansto
n 2021 

mailto:Mathemba.Gcasamba@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:Mathemba.Gcasamba@drdlr.gov.za
mailto:mariette@pea.org.za
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Environment 
(FSE) 

#113, 
Private 

Bag X153 
Wind Relic 

(Pty) Ltd Hylton Newcombe   083395817
9   hylton@windrelic.net       

Department 
of 

Environmenta
l Affairs 

Lindiwe Ndeu 

Chief 
Directorate: 
Protected 

Area 
Planning 

Legislation 
Compliance 

and 
Monitoring 

    lindiw.ndeu@environm
net.gov.za 

      

Kuzuko Lodge 
Pty Ltd Chris Bertie   083625406

9   cbertie@acland.co.za 

PO Box 
13285 

Humewo
od 6013 

Kantor Legal 
Services cc Peter Kantor   021 686 

1194 
083 265 

3313 kantorcc@iafrica.com       

G7 Renewable 
Energies (Pty) 

Ltd 
Veronique Fyfe   021 300 

0613 
0828256

069 eia@g7energies.com 

5th Floor, 
125 

Buitengr
acht 

Street 

Cape 
Town  8001 

SANRAL Chumisa Njingana 

Statuatory 
Control 

Administrat
or 

044139832
51   NjinganaC@nra.co.za       

African Clean 
Energy James Cumming   021670140

1 
0829000

550 
james.cumming@aced.c

o.za     8001 

mailto:hylton@windrelic.net
mailto:lindiw.ndeu@environmnet.gov.za
mailto:lindiw.ndeu@environmnet.gov.za
mailto:cbertie@acland.co.za
mailto:kantorcc@iafrica.com
mailto:eia@g7energies.com
mailto:NjinganaC@nra.co.za
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Developments 
(Pty) Ltd 

Directorate: 
Protected 

Area Planning 
Legislation, 
Compliance 

and 
Monitoring 

Lindiwe Ndelu    012399995
16   lndelu@environment.go

v.za 

      

 

mailto:lndelu@environment.gov.za
mailto:lndelu@environment.gov.za
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APPENDIX 2: INITIAL NOTIFICATION 
Initial Notification Landowners 
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Initial Notification Surrounding Landowners 
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Initial Notification I&APs 
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APPENDIX 3: SITE NOTICE BOARD & POSTERS PLACEMENTS 
  



Comments & Response Report 
Highlands North Wind Energy Facility 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd Highlands North WEF (RF) (Pty) Ltd 
October 2019  

APPENDIX 4: ADVERTISEMENTS 
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APPENDIX 5: AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT BAR 
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APPENDIX 6: EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD  
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APPENDIX 7: ORIGINAL COMMENTS & RESPONSES ON DRAFT BAR
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APPENDIX 8: OCCUPIER NOTIFICATIONS 
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APPENDIX 9: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REQUESTED & RECEIVED 
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APPENDIX 10: NOTIFICATION OF SUBMISSION OF THE FINAL BAR 
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APPENDIX 11: ORIGINAL COMMENTS & RESPONSES ON THE FINAL BAR 
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APPENDIX 12: NOTIFICATION OF SUSPENSION 
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APPENDIX 13: ORIGINAL COMMENTS & RESPONSES ON THE SUSPENSION 
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