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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

This study assessed the potential agricultural impacts of the proposed Darling 1B Wind Energy 

Facility. The assessment utilised a desktop analysis of existing soil and agricultural potential data 

for the site, which was supplemented by a field visit to ground truth soil and agricultural conditions 

across the site, and obtain information on the farming from the farmer. 

 

The agricultural potential of the site is at best very marginal for cultivation. The low rainfall and 

high evaporation, in combination with sandy soils that have low water holding capacity, is a 

significant limitation to agricultural production. These limitations have also been exacerbated by 

drought in recent years. 

 

The farm is divided into two different land types, one on the higher lying, hilly areas and one on 

the lower lying parts. Soils of the hills are predominantly fairly shallow, light coloured, sandy soils 

on underlying weathered granite with some drainage limitations. They are predominantly of the 

Glenrosa and Cartref soil forms. The soils are used for the cultivation of planted pasture and small 

grain grazing, but all used only for grazing. There is no small grain harvested on the farm. This land 

type is predominantly land capability 7, and is therefore very marginal for cultivated crop 

production.  

 

Soils of the lower lying areas are almost all deep, light coloured, leached, very sandy soils 

predominantly of the Fernwood and Constantia soil forms, but also including Kroonstad and 

Lamotte forms. The soils are extremely sandy, with consequent very low water holding capacity. 

Such soils in combination with the low and erratic rainfall of the area, particularly in recent years, 

mean that this land type is unsuitable for crop production. These parts of the farm are largely 

unused for agriculture and much of this area is highly invaded by alien wattle.  

 

The only agricultural productivity on the farm for the last several years has been from 200 ewes. 

Only two labourers are employed on the farm. The farm is therefore not an economically viable 

agricultural unit. 

 

It is very unlikely that the existing wind farm has caused any reduction in the agricultural 

productivity of the farm.   

 

The significance of all potential agricultural impacts is kept low because they can only affect a very 

limited proportion (<1%) of the surface area, and all agricultural activities will be able to continue 

unaffectedly on all other parts of the farm. 
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Four potential agricultural impacts have been identified and are all assessed as having low 

significance after mitigation. 

 

 Loss of agricultural land use (direct negative impact) 

 Soil degradation (direct negative impact) 

 Increased financial security for farming operations (indirect positive impact) 

 Cumulative loss or degradation of agricultural land 

 

The proposed wind farm is highly unlikely to cause any reduction in the already low productivity, or 

the number of labourers employed by the farm. Because the proposed development will generate 

reliable income for the farming enterprise through the lease of the land to the energy facility, while 

at the same time not reduce productivity, it will generate more long-term economic and social 

benefits than would be generated by farming alone. 

 

The currently proposed position of the access road to turbine 1 leads to the loss of more cultivated 

land than is necessary. This assessment recommends that the existing turbine access road should 

be used instead. 

 

In conclusion, the agricultural impact of the development is assessed as low because the amount 

of agricultural land that is excluded from agricultural use by the development is minimal, any 

reduction in agricultural production and employment is highly unlikely, and the land does not have 

high agricultural value, anyway. The conclusion of this assessment is therefore that the 

development does not have an unacceptable negative impact on the agricultural production 

capability of the site, and therefore, from an agricultural impact perspective, the development 

should be approved. 
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1   INTRODUCTION

 

Environmental authorisation is being sought for the proposed Darling 1B Wind Energy Facility on 

Portion Number 3 of the Farm Slang Kop No. 552 (see Figure 1). In terms of the National 

Environmental Management Act, Act No. 107 of 1998 (NEMA, 1998), an application for 

environmental authorisation requires an agricultural assessment, in this case an Agricultural Agro-

Ecosystem Specialist Assessment (see terms of reference, below). 

 

Johann Lanz was appointed as an independent agricultural specialist to provide the Agricultural 

Assessment. The objective and focus of an Agricultural Agro-Ecosystem Specialist Assessment is to 

assess whether or not the proposed development will have an unacceptable agricultural impact or 

not, and based on this, to make a recommendation on whether it should be approved or not. 

 

Figure 1. Location map of the farm portion, between the towns of Darling and Yzerfontein. 
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2   PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

For agricultural impacts, the exact nature of the different infrastructure within a development has 

very little bearing on the significance of impacts. What is of most relevance is simply the 

occupation of the land and whether it is being occupied by a turbine, a road, or a building makes 

no difference. What is of most relevance and addressed in this assessment, therefore, is simply the 

total footprint of the facility that excludes agricultural land use or impacts agricultural land.  

 

The proposed infrastructure will be: 

 

• Up to 2 wind turbines with a hub height up to 165 m and rotor diameter up to 160 m, 

• Hardstand areas of approximately 1 500m2 (50m x 30m) per turbine. 

• Temporary turbine construction laydown and storage areas of approximately 4 500m2 per 

turbine. 

• Staged decommissioning of up to four existing operational WTGs once the new WTG/s are 

operational. 

• Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) comprising of several utility scale battery modules 

within shipped containers or an applicable housing structure on a concrete foundation. The 

BESS area is approximately 5 000m² to allow for micro-siting of the BESS components and 

to a accommodate internal roads (as required), a temporary construction laydown area and 

a firebreak around the BESS footprint.  

• A temporary construction laydown/staging area of approximately 2 500m2 which will also 

accommodate the temporary operation and maintenance (O&M) buildings 

• Internal roads with a width of up to 10m, providing access to the turbines, BESS and 

laydown areas, including turning circle/bypass areas of up to 20m at some sections during 

the construction phase. Existing roads will be upgraded wherever possible, although new 

roads will be constructed where necessary.  

• Medium voltage cabling connecting the turbine to the existing Windhoek Substation (SS). 

These cables will be laid underground. 

• Upgrades to Windhoek Substation (SS) (as required) within the existing SS footprint.  

 

3   TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

The terms of reference for this study is to produce a specialist report that fulfills the requirements 

of the Protocol for the specialist assessment and minimum report content requirements of 

environmental impacts on agricultural resources, gazetted on 20 March 2020. 
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The site includes land that is classified by the national web-based environmental screening tool as 

high sensitivity for impacts on agricultural resources. The level of agricultural assessment required 

in terms of the protocol (and in terms of NEMA, 1998) is therefore an Agricultural Agro-Ecosystem 

Specialist Assessment. The terms of reference for such an assessment, as stipulated in the 

protocol, are listed below, and the section number of this report which fulfils each stipulation is 

given after it in brackets. The protocol also requires that a Site Sensitivity Verification be done. 

 

 1  The assessment must be undertaken by a soil scientist or agricultural specialist registered 

with the South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions (SACNASP). 

 2  The assessment must be undertaken on the preferred site and within the proposed 

development footprint. 

 3  The assessment must be undertaken based on a site inspection as well as an investigation 

of the current production figures, where the land is under cultivation or has been within 

the past 5 years, and must identify: 

 3.1  the extent of the impact of the proposed development on the agricultural resources 

(Section 9.2); 

 3.2  whether or not the proposed development will have an unacceptable negative 

impact on the agricultural production capability of the site (Section 9.9), and in the 

event where it does, whether such a negative impact is outweighed by the positive 

impact of the proposed development on agricultural resources.  

 4  The status quo of the site must be described, including the following aspects which must be 

considered as a minimum in the baseline description of the agro-ecosystem: 

 4.1  The soil form/s, soil depth (effective and total soil depth), top and sub-soil clay 

percentage, terrain unit and slope (Sections 8.1 & 8.2); 

 4.2  Where applicable, the vegetation composition, available water sources as well as 

agro-climatic information (Sections 8.3 & 8.4); 

 4.3  The current productivity of the land based on production figures for all agricultural 

activities undertaken on the land for the past 5 years, expressed as an annual figure and 

broken down into production units (Section 8.7);  

 4.4  The current employment figures (both permanent and casual) for the land for the 

past 3 years, expressed as an annual figure (Section 8.7); 

 4.5  Existing impacts on the site, located on a map where relevant (e.g., erosion, alien 

vegetation, non-agricultural infrastructure, waste, etc.) (Section 8.8 & Figure 14). 

 5  Assessment of Impacts, including the following which must be considered as a minimum in 

the predicted impact of the proposed development on the agro-ecosystem:  

 5.1  Change in productivity for all agricultural activities based on the figures of the past 5 

years, expressed as an annual figure and broken down into production units (Section 
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9.3);  

 5.2  Change in employment figures (both permanent and casual) for the past 5 years 

expressed as an annual figure (Section 9.3);  

 5.3  Any alternative development footprints within the preferred site which would be of 

“medium” or “low” sensitivity for agricultural resources as identified by the screening 

tool and verified through the site sensitivity verification (Section 9.8.4). 

 6  The findings of the Agricultural Agro-Ecosystem Specialist Assessment must be written up 

in an Agricultural Agro-Ecosystem Specialist Report.  

 7  This report must contain the findings of the agro-ecossytem specialist assessment and the 

following information as a minimum: 

 7.1  Details and relevant experience as well as the SACNASP registration number of the 

soil scientist or agricultural specialist preparing the assessment including a curriculum 

vita (Appendix 3); 

 7.2  A signed statement of independence by the specialist (Appendix 4);  

 7.3  The duration, date and season of the site inspection and the relevance of the season 

to the outcome of the assessment (Section 4.1); 

 7.4  A description of the methodology used to undertake the on-site assessment 

inclusive of the equipment and models used, as relevant (Section 4.1); 

 7.5  A map showing the proposed development footprint (including supporting 

infrastructure) with a 50 m buffered development envelope, overlaid on the agricultural 

sensitivity map generated by the screening tool (Figure 2, 13 and 14); 

 7.6  An indication of the potential losses in production and employment from the 

change of the agricultural use of the land as a result of the proposed development 

(Section 9.3); 

 7.7  an indication of possible long term benefits that will be generated by the project in 

comparison to the benefits of the agricultural activities on the affected land (Section 

9.8.1); 

 7.8  Additional environmental impacts expected from the proposed development based 

on the current status quo of the land including erosion, alien vegetation, waste, etc. 

(Section 9.8.2); 

 7.9  Information on the current agricultural activities being undertaken on adjacent land 

parcels (Section 8.5); 

 7.10  an identification of any areas to be avoided, including any buffers (Section 9.8.3); 

 7.11  a motivation must be provided if there were development footprints identified as 

per point 5c above that were identified as having a medium or low agricultural 

sensitivity and that were not considered appropriate (Section 9.8.4); 

 7.12  Confirmation from the soil scientist or agricultural specialist that all reasonable 
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measures have been considered in the micro-siting of the proposed development to 

minimise fragmentation and disturbance of agricultural activities (Section 9.8.5); 

 7.13  A substantiated statement from the soil scientist or agricultural specialist with 

regards to agricultural resources on the acceptability or not of the proposed 

development and a recommendation on the approval or not of the proposed 

development (Sections 9.9); 

 7.14  Any conditions to which this statement is subjected (Section 10); 

 7.15  Where identified, proposed impact management outcomes or any monitoring 

requirements for inclusion in the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) 

(Section 9.2); 

 7.16  A description of the assumptions made and any uncertainties or gaps in knowledge 

or data (Section 5). 

 

4   METHODOLOGY OF STUDY 

 

4.1   Methodology for assessing soils and agricultural potential 

 

The assessment utilised a desktop analysis of existing soil and agricultural potential data for the 

site, which was supplemented by a field visit to ground truth soil and agricultural conditions across 

the site and obtain information on the farming from the farmer.  

 

The following sources of existing information were used: 

 

• Soil data was sourced from the land type data set, of the Department of Agriculture, Land 

Reform and Rural Development (DALRRD), Pretoria. This data set originates from the land 

type survey that was conducted from the 1970's until 2002. It is the most reliable and 

comprehensive national database of soil information in South Africa and although the data 

was collected some time ago, it is still entirely relevant as the soil characteristics included in 

the land type data do not change within time scales of hundreds of years. 

• Land capability data was sourced from the 2017 National land capability evaluation raster 

data layer produced by the Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural 

Development, Pretoria. 

• Field crop boundaries were sourced from the national web-based environmental screening 

tool and Cape Farm Mapper. 

• Rainfall and temperature data was sourced from The World Bank Climate Change 

Knowledge Portal, dated 2016. 
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• Grazing capacity data was sourced from the 2018 Department of Agriculture, Land Reform 

and Rural Development long-term grazing capacity map for South Africa, available on Cape 

Farm Mapper. 

• Satellite imagery of the site and surrounds was sourced from Google Earth. 

 

The field investigation was conducted on 19 December 2019. It involved a walk-over investigation 

of soil and agricultural conditions across the farm with a focus on those parts of the site that will 

be impacted by the footprint of the development. It was aimed at ground-proofing the land type 

data and achieving an understanding of specific soil and agricultural conditions, and the variation 

of these across the site. It was based predominantly on the assessment of surface conditions, 

topography, and existing cuttings. This level of soil assessment is considered entirely adequate for 

a thorough assessment of all agricultural impacts.  

 

An assessment of soils and long term agricultural potential is in no way affected by the season in 

which the assessment is made, and therefore the fact that the assessment was done in summer 

has no bearing on its results. 

 

Information regarding agricultural activity on the site and in the area was obtained from an 

interview with the land owner / farmer, Paul Smit, during the site visit.  

 

The ratings of impacts were based on the specialist's knowledge and experience of the agricultural 

impacts of wind farms, the agricultural environment in which the proposed development is 

located, and the impact of disturbances on that agricultural environment. 

 

4.2   Methodology for determining impact significance 

 

All potential impacts were assessed in terms of the following criteria: 

 

Criteria Rank 

 Low Medium High 

Intensity Minor deterioration in land 

capability. 

Soil alteration resulting in a 

low negative impact on one of 

the other environments (e.g. 

ecology). 

Partial loss of land capability.  

Soil alteration resulting in a 

moderate negative impact on 

one of the other 

environments (e.g. ecology). 

Complete loss of land 

capability. 

Soil alteration resulting in a 

high negative impact on one 

of the other environments 

(e.g. ecology). 

Extent Localised  Fairly widespread  Widespread  
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Within site boundary  

Site  

Beyond site boundary  

Local 

Far beyond site boundary  

Regional/national 

Duration Quickly reversible  

Less than the project life  

Short-term 

Reversible over time  

Life of the project  

Medium-term 

Permanent 

Beyond closure  

Long-term 

 

The consequence of impacts is a function of the intensity, extent and duration. The significance of 

impacts = probability x consequence 

 

5   ASSUMPTIONS, UNCERTAINTIES OR GAPS IN KNOWLEDGE OR DATA 

 

The assessment rating of impacts is not an absolute measure. It is based on the subjective 

considerations and experience of the specialist, but is done with due regard and as accurately as 

possible within these constraints.  

 

There are no other specific constraints, uncertainties and gaps in knowledge for this study. 

 

6   APPLICABLE LEGISLATION AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

 

The Subdivision of Agricultural Land Act (Act 70 of 1970) (SALA) requires that any long term lease 

associated with the renewable energy facility be approved by the Department of Agriculture, Land 

Reform and Rural Development.  If there is no change to the existing lease for the wind energy 

facility, then no additional approval will be required. The SALA consent is separate from the 

application for Environmental Authorisation, and needs to be applied for and obtained separately. 

 

Rehabilitation after disturbance to agricultural land is managed by the Conservation of Agricultural 

Resources Act (Act 43 of 1983) (CARA). No application is required in terms of CARA. The process 

required for Environmental Authorisation covers the required aspects of this. 

 

7   SITE SENSITIVITY VERIFICATION 

 

In terms of the gazetted agricultural protocol, a site sensitivity verification must be submitted that: 

 

• confirms or disputes the current use of the land and the environmental sensitivity as 

identified by the screening tool, such as new developments or infrastructure, the change in 

vegetation cover or status etc.; 

• contains a motivation and evidence (e.g. photographs) of either the verified or different use 
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of the land and environmental sensitivity. 

 

Agricultural sensitivity, in terms of environmental impact, is a direct function of the capability of 

the land for agricultural production. This is because a negative impact, or exclusion of agriculture, 

on land of higher agricultural capability is more detrimental to agriculture than the same impact 

on land of low agricultural capability. 

 

The screening tool classifies agricultural sensitivity according to only two criteria – land capability 

and whether the land is cultivated or not. All cultivated land is classified as high sensitivity (or very 

high sensitivity). This is because there is a scarcity of arable production land in South Africa, in 

terms of how much is required for food security. 

 

Uncultivated land is classified by the screening tool in terms of the land capability. Land capability 

is defined as the combination of soil, climate and terrain suitability factors for supporting rain fed 

agricultural production. It is an indication of what level and type of agricultural production can 

sustainably be achieved on any land. The higher land capability classes are suitable as arable land 

for the production of cultivated crops, while the lower suitability classes are only suitable as non-

arable, grazing land, or at the lowest extreme, not even suitable for grazing. In 2017 DALRRD  

released updated and refined land capability mapping across the whole of South Africa. This has 

greatly improved the accuracy of the land capability rating for any particular piece of land 

anywhere in the country. The new land capability mapping divides land capability into 15 different 

categories with 1 being the lowest and 15 being the highest. This land capability data is used by 

the screening tool. 

 

The proposed site is identified by the screening tool as being of high and medium sensitivity for 

impacts on agricultural resources. A map of the application area overlaid on the screening tool 

sensitivity is given in Figure 2, below. The classification of the land in the eastern part of the 

application area as high sensitivity, is because of its status as cultivated land. Its land capability 

classifies it within the medium sensitivity category. The high sensitivity patches in the south-west 

are the result of land capability values of 9, associated with land type Ha11. The validity of this 

land capability rating is questioned in Section 8.6, below. 

 

The agricultural sensitivity of the site, as identified by the screening tool, is confirmed by this 

assessment. The motivation for confirming the sensitivity is that the field assessment proved the 

high sensitivity parts to be under cultivation and therefore, by definition, to be high sensitivity.  
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Figure 2. The application area overlaid on agricultural sensitivity, as given by the screening tool 

(green = low; yellow = medium; red = high; dark red = very high). 

 

8   BASELINE DESCRIPTION OF THE AGRO-ECOSYSTEM 

 

8.1   Soils 

 

Photographs of soil and site conditions are shown in Figures 3 to 10.  

 

The land type classification is a nationwide survey that groups areas of similar soil, terrain and 

climate conditions into different land types. The farm extends across a boundary between two land 

types, namely Fa161, which covers the higher lying, hilly terrain, and Ha11, which covers the foot 

slopes and the coastal plain. Soils of the hills are predominantly fairly shallow, light coloured, sandy 

soils on underlying weathered granite with some drainage limitations. Soils are predominantly of 

the Glenrosa and Cartref soil forms. These soils fall into the Lithic soil group according to the 

classification of Fey (2010). The soils also include Swartland, Wasbank and Vilafontes soil forms. 

This land type also includes some deep sandy soils of the Fernwood soil form. 
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Soils of the lower lying areas are almost all deep, light coloured, leached, very sandy soils 

predominantly of the Fernwood and Constantia soil forms, but also including Kroonstad and 

Lamotte forms.  

 

A summary detailing soil data for the land types is provided in Table A1.  

 

The field investigation confirmed the dominance, on the hills, of sandy soils on underlying 

weathered granite of the Cartref soils form, and also identified sandy Wasbank, Klapmuts and 

Kroonstad soils. The clay content of the topsoil is ≤ 5%. All soils investigated on the lower lying 

areas were deep, very sandy soils of the Fernwood and Constantia soil forms. The clay content of 

both the topsoil and second underlying horizon is < 5%. 

 

8.2   Terrain, topography and drainage 

 

The site is situated on the edge of the Darling Hills where they meet the coastal plain. The altitude 

across the farm varies from 250 metres on the top of the hills to 80 metres on the plain below. 

Aspect is predominantly to the south and south-west, with slopes of up to 15%. There is a non-

perennial water course in the valley that drains the area in a westerly direction.  

 

The geology of the coastal plains is mainly Quaternary quartz sand of the Springfontein Formation 

while that of the hills is granite of the Darling Pluton, Cape Granite Suite. 

 

8.3   Available water sources 

 

The farm receives some water from the Voelvlei Water Scheme, but there is no water for irrigation 

available. It has only a very small farm dam that is only fed by drainage water.  
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Figure 3. Typical site conditions on cultivated lands showing existing turbines and contour banks for 

erosion control. 

 

 

Figure 4. Typical soil and site conditions on cultivated lands showing the sandy nature of the 

topsoil. 
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Figure 5. Area of eroded soil within cultivated field, showing the depth of soil and the nature of the 

underlying clay. 

 

 

Figure 6. Edge of old cultivated areas, showing the extent of wattle infestation across lower parts 

of the farm. 
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Figure 7. Disturbed area around proposed turbine 2 and showing the sandy nature of the soil. 

 

 

Figure 8. Example of typical Wasbank soil on the site, also showing the sandy nature of the topsoil. 
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Figure 9. Example of typical, very sandy Fernwood soil from one of the existing sand mining 

excavations on the site. 

 

 

Figure 10. Example of typical, very sandy Constantia soil, which occurs on land type Ha11, on the 

lower parts of the site, in the vicinity of the substation. 
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8.4   Agro-climatic information 

 

Average rainfall for the site is given as 375 mm per annum (The World Bank Climate Change 

Knowledge Portal, 2016). The average monthly distribution of rainfall is shown in Figure 11. The 

average total annual evaporation is given as 1,100 mm (Cape Farm Mapper). The low rainfall and 

high evaporation is a significant limitation to agricultural production, which has been exacerbated 

by drought in recent years. According to the farmer's records, the farm has experienced well below 

average rainfall over the past, at least, three years. In 2017 the annual rainfall was approximately 

120 mm, in 2018 it was more than 260 mm, and in 2019 it was approximately 260 mm. 

 

Figure 11. Average monthly temperature and rainfall for the site (The World Bank Climate Change 

Knowledge Portal, 2016). 

 

8.5   Land use and development on and surrounding the site 

 

Parts of the farm are used for cultivation of planted pasture and small grain grazing – all used only 

for grazing. There is no small grain harvested on the farm. Land use (cultivated vs non-cultivated) 

across the farm is shown in Figure 14. Surrounding land use is very similar. There is only cultivation 

on the neighbouring farms to the east (including south-east and north-east). Cultivation on these 



18 

farms is also primarily for grazing. Crop production only occurs further east, where there is higher 

land capability. There is generally no cultivation on neighbouring lands from south through west to 

north of the farm.  

 

The non-cultivated parts of the farm are largely unused for agricultural production and much of 

this area is highly invaded by alien wattle. 

 

8.6   Agricultural potential 

 

Land capability is defined as the combination of soil, climate and terrain suitability factors for 

supporting rainfed agricultural production. It is an indication of what level and type of agricultural 

production can sustainably be achieved on any land. The higher land capability classes are suitable 

as arable land for the production of cultivated crops, while the lower suitability classes are only 

suitable as non-arable grazing land, or at the lowest extreme, not even suitable for grazing. In 

2017, DALRRD released updated and refined land capability mapping across the whole of South 

Africa. This has greatly improved the accuracy of the land capability rating for any particular piece 

of land anywhere in the country. The new land capability mapping divides land capability into 15 

different categories, with 1 being the lowest and 15 being the highest. Values below 8 are generally 

not suitable for viable production of any cultivated crop, without irrigation. Detail of this land 

capability scale is shown in Table 1.  

 

The DALRRD land capability evaluation values range from 5 to 9 across the project area (5 - 8 on 

land type Fa161 and 6 - 9 on land type Ha11). However, I question the evaluation of land capability 

for the Ha11 land type. The land capability mapping attributes evaluation values predominantly of 

9 (but ranging from 6 – 10) across the entire extent of this land type. This is probably as a result of 

the deep soils of this land type. However, the soils are extremely sandy, with consequent very low 

water holding capacity. Such soils in combination with the low and erratic rainfall of the area, 

particularly in recent years, mean that this land type is extremely marginal for crop production, 

and such high land capability evaluation values for it are therefore not justified. Evidence for this is 

that there is almost no cultivation throughout this entire land type. The boundary where 

cultivation in the area stops, corresponds almost exactly with the boundary of this land type (see 

Figure 12), which proves that the land type is unsuitable for cultivation. The Ha11 land type 

therefore does not deserve a land capability of greater than 7. 

 

The Fa161 land type is predominantly land capability 7, and is therefore very marginal for 

cultivated crop production. There is a general decrease in land capability in the Swartland as one 

moves westward towards the coast, because of a decrease in rainfall and an increase in sandy soils 
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with low water holding capacity. Land types with higher capability occur to the east of the site. As 

discussed above, the site is on the transition between land that is suitable for crop production, and 

land that is entirely unsuitable, and therefore even the Fa161 soils on the site are very marginal for 

crop production.  

 

All cultivated land, no matter how marginal it is, is rated by the screening tool, as high agricultural 

sensitivity. In my opinion the failure of the screening tool to distinguish between cultivated land 

that can support viable production of cultivated crops and marginal cultivated land that cannot, is 

a limitation of the screening tool. Classification as high agricultural sensitivity should be reserved 

for arable land that can support viable production of cultivated crops. Marginal cultivated land, 

that does not produce a harvest, but is only used for grazing is much less worthy of preservation as 

agricultural land in a South African context, and therefore does not deserve to be classified as high 

agricultural sensitivity. The land in question is such land. 

 

In summary, due to the climate and soil limitations (low rainfall and low water holding capacity), 

the farm is extremely marginal for cultivated crop production and is only suitable for cultivated 

grazing for small stock.  

 

Table 1. Details of the 2017 Land Capability classification for South Africa. 

Land capability evaluation value Description 

1 
Very Low 

2 

3 
Very Low to Low 

4 

5 Low 

6 
Low to Moderate 

7 

8 Moderate 

9 
Moderate to High 

10 

11 High 

12 
High to Very High 

13 

14 
Very High 

15 
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Figure 12. Map from Cape Farm Mapper showing that the boundary of the Ha11 land type (blue 

line) corresponds almost exactly with the edge of cultivation in the area, and that almost no 

cultivation occurs on this land type. 
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Figure 13. Satellite image map of the proposed layout overlaid onto the agricultural sensitivity 

resulting from land capability evaluation. It is evident that the land capability of land type Ha11 

(left) is classified as higher, which is disputed in this study. 
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Figure 14. Satellite image map of the proposed layout overlaid onto cultivated land. All cultivated 

land is classified as high agricultural sensitivity by the screening tool. Also shown are existing 

impacts. 

 

8.7   Agricultural productivity and employment 

 

The only agricultural productivity on the farm for the last several years has been from 200 ewes. All 

cultivated lands are used only for planted pastures and small grain grazing, for the grazing of 

sheep. There is no harvest of cultivated crops.  For this reason, there are no records of yields – 

yields are not measured unless crops are harvested. The farmer estimates that the maximum 
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wheat yield in a good year is approximately 2 tons per hectare, which is not a viable production 

yield. Fields are cultivated on a rotational basis, depending on a season's rainfall. 

 

Only two labourers are currently, and have been for several years, employed by the farm. 

 

As can be seen by the productivity and employment discussed above, the farm is not an 

economically viable agricultural unit.  

 

8.8   Existing impacts on the site 

 

Existing impacts are shown in the map in Figure 14. There is fairly major and widespread 

disturbance of land with existing excavations in the vicinity of turbine 2 (see Figure 7). There are 

also sand excavations of varying size in a number of different places across the site. There are 

some areas of erosion (see example in Figure 5). There are large areas that are highly invaded by 

alien wattle (see Figure 6).  

 

9   IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS ON AGRICULTURE 

 

9.1   Agricultural impacts of the existing wind farm on the site 

 

An important informant of potential future agricultural impacts of the proposed wind farms, is the 

impact that the existing wind farm has had. The four turbines of the existing wind farm have lead 

to a loss of 4.7 hectares of cultivated land (see Figure 15). The loss of land could have been 

reduced if the turbine access road had been located to the north of the turbines instead of to the 

south, because then much of the land between turbines would not have been cut off from the rest 

of the field and therefore from cultivation, by the road. With more careful placement of access 

roads and hardstands, the proposed wind farm can cause less loss of cultivated land.  

 

From the historic imagery on Google Earth, it can be seen that soil material (probably sand and 

gravel) have been extracted from an area in the vicinity of proposed turbine 2. Some of this 

appears to be associated with the construction of the wind farm, but there was disturbance and 

extraction from this area prior to that and subsequently.  

 

Despite the avoidable loss of some cultivated land, it is very unlikely that the existing wind farm 

has caused any reduction in the agricultural productivity of the farm. The farmer's opinion is that it 

has not, and there is no evidence to suggest otherwise.  
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There is also no evidence or logic to suggest that the impact of the proposed wind farm on 

agricultural production will be any more significant than the low impact of the existing one. In fact, 

it should be less than the existing one because the cutting off of cultivated land by turbine access 

roads should be avoided, as proposed in the mitigation recommendations of this report. 

 

Figure 15. The loss of cultivated land (orange boundary) as a result of the layout of the existing 

wind farm. 
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9.2   Direct and indirect impacts of the Darling 1B WEF 

 

The focus and defining question of an agricultural impact assessment is to determine to what 

extent a proposed development will compromise (negative impacts) or enhance (positive impacts) 

current and/or future agricultural production. The significance of an impact is therefore a direct 

function of the degree to which that impact will affect current or future agricultural production. If 

there will be no impact on production, then there is no agricultural impact. Impacts that degrade 

the agricultural resource base pose a threat to future production and therefore are within the 

scope of an agricultural impact assessment. Lifestyle impacts on the resident farming community, 

for example visual impacts, do not necessarily impact agricultural production and, if they do not, 

are not relevant to and within the scope of an agricultural impact assessment. Such impacts must 

be addressed within the impact assessments of other disciplines included in the BA process. 

 

For agricultural impacts, the exact nature of the different infrastructure within the facility has very 

little bearing on the significance of impacts. What is of most relevance is simply the occupation of 

the land, and whether it is being occupied by a turbine foundation, a hardstand or a BESS makes 

no difference. What is of most relevance therefore is simply the total footprint of the facility. 

 

The components of the project that can impact on soils, agricultural resources and productivity 

are: 

• Occupation of the land by the total, direct, physical footprint of the proposed project 

including all roads. 

• Construction (and decommissioning) activities that may disturb the soil profile and 

vegetation, for example for levelling, excavations, etc. 

 

The significance of all potential agricultural impacts is kept low by two important factors. 

 

1. The agricultural footprint of the wind farm (including all associated infrastructure and 

roads), that results in the exclusion of land from potential cultivation or grazing, is very 

small in relation to the surface area of the affected farms. The wind farm infrastructure will 

only occupy approximately 2% of the surface area. Therefore, all agricultural impacts - loss 

of agricultural land use, and soil degradation will not be widespread and can at worse only 

affect a very limited proportion (2%) of the surface area. 

2. All agricultural activities will be able to continue unaffectedly on all parts of the farms other 

than the small development footprint for the duration of and after the project. 

 

Recent research has shown that it is highly unlikely that wind farms in cultivated areas in South 



26 

Africa cause any more than a negligible reduction in agricultural production, and they therefore 

have negligible, negative agricultural impact (Lanz, 2018). Furthermore, the research shows that it 

is likely that the positive impacts of wind farming, particularly increased financial security for 

farming operations, can outweigh the negative impacts, and that wind farming can in fact benefit 

agriculture and agricultural production. 

 

The rating of an impact is based on the extent to which that impact can potentially affect 

agricultural production, in line with the discussion in paragraph 1 of this section. 

 

Three potential agricultural impacts of have been identified. 

 

 Loss of agricultural land use (direct negative impact) 

 Soil degradation (direct negative impact) 

 Increased financial security for farming operations (indirect positive impact) 

 

These impacts are assessed in table format below.  

 

Impact Phase: Construction 

Potential impact description:  Loss of Agricultural land use 

Agricultural land directly occupied by the development infrastructure, which includes roads and crane 

platforms, will become unavailable for agricultural use. However, only a very small proportion of the total 

land surface is impacted in this way. 

Note: This impact is only relevant to the construction phase, because no further loss of agricultural land use 

occurs after the construction phase. 

 Intensity  Extent Duration Status Probability Significance  Confidence  

Without 

Mitigation 

Low Low Medium Negative Low Low High 

With 

Mitigation  

Low Low Medium Negative Low Low High 

Can the impact be reversed? Yes, once the wind farm is decommissioned, the footprint of the 

infrastructure can again be utilised as agricultural land.  

Will impact cause irreplaceable loss of 

resources?  

No, because a very small amount of agricultural land is impacted 

and such land is not of high potential. 

Can impact be avoided, managed or 

mitigated? 

Impact can be mitigated only to a limited extent. One of the two 

turbines and hardstands cannot be located outside of cultivated 

land because the only viable locations for it are on the ridges, a 
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certain distance from the existing turbines. 

Mitigation measures to reduce residual risk or enhance opportunities: 

• Reduce the agricultural footprint and therefore the loss of agricultural land by utilising the existing 

turbine access road to access turbine 1. This means that a new road does not unnecessarily divide up 

cultivated land so that parts of it are effectively cut-off from viable cultivation. 

Residual impact: Yes, there is a small loss of agricultural land, but it is acceptable as it is of low significance. 

 

The intensity is considered low because of the very small amount of impacted land and because of 

its relatively low agricultural potential. The extent is low because the impact is limited to within 

the project area and only to parts of it (the direct footprint). The duration is medium because the 

impact lasts for the life of the project. The probability is considered low because probability must 

also be a function of the proportion of the land that is impacted. The probability of loss of land 

occurring at each particular place on the site is low because only a small proportion of the site will 

be lost. 

 

Impact Phase: Construction and decommissioning (including decommissioning of existing turbines) 

Potential impact description:  Soil degradation 

Soil degradation can result from erosion and topsoil loss. Erosion can occur as a result of the alteration of the 

land surface run-off characteristics, which can be caused by construction (and decommissioning) related land 

surface disturbance, vegetation removal, and the establishment of road surfaces. Loss of topsoil can result 

from poor topsoil management during construction (and decommissioning) related soil profile disturbance, 

such as excavations. Soil degradation will reduce the ability of the soil to support vegetation growth. Only a 

very small proportion of the total land surface is impacted in this way, because of the dispersed nature of the 

wind farm footprint. 

 Intensity  Extent Duration Status Probability Significance  Confidence  

Without 

Mitigation 

Medium Low Medium Negative Medium Medium High 

With 

Mitigation  

Low Low Low Negative Low Low High 

Can the impact be reversed? If soil degradation occurs it can be reversed only to some extent and 

only with substantial inputs over a significant period of time.  

Will impact cause irreplaceable loss of 

resources?  

No, because a very small amount of agricultural land is impacted 

and such land is not of high potential. 

Can impact be avoided, managed or 

mitigated? 

Yes, impact can be mitigated - see below. 
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Mitigation measures to reduce residual risk or enhance opportunities: 

• Implement an effective system of storm water run-off control using bunds and ditches, where it is 

required - that is at all points of disturbance where water accumulation might occur. The system 

must effectively collect and safely disseminate any run-off water from all hardened surfaces and it 

must prevent any potential down slope erosion. 

• Wherever it is disturbed, the integrity of the contour bank system of erosion control must be 

restored, so that the system as a whole is functioning effectively.   

• If an activity will mechanically disturb the soil below surface in any way, then any available topsoil 

should first be stripped from the entire surface to be disturbed and stockpiled for re-spreading 

during rehabilitation. During rehabilitation, the stockpiled topsoil must be evenly spread over the 

entire disturbed surface.  

Residual impact: There will be no residual impact of soil degradation, if the potential impacts are effectively 

mitigated, using the measures above. 

 

The intensity is considered medium without mitigation because unchecked erosion would cause a 

partial loss of land capability. With effective mitigation, degradation can be prevented and the 

intensity is therefore considered low. The extent is low because the impact is limited to within the 

project area and only to parts of it. The duration with mitigation is low because the impact will last 

for less than the project life, but without mitigation unchecked erosion could last longer, and 

therefore it is considered medium. The probability is considered low because probability must also 

be a function of the proportion of the land that is impacted. The probability of soil degradation 

occurring at each particular place on the site is low because only a small proportion of the site will 

potentially be impacted, but the probability is higher without mitigation. 

 

Impact Phase: Operation 

Potential impact description:  Increased financial security for farming operations 

Reliable income will be generated by the farming enterprises through the lease of the land to the energy 

facility. This is likely to increase their cash flow and financial security and thereby could improve farming 

operations. 

 Intensity  Extent Duration Status Probability Significance  Confidence  

Without 

Mitigation 

Low Low Medium Positive Medium Low High 

With 

Mitigation  

Low Low Medium Positive Medium Low High 

Can the impact be reversed? Yes, it is reversed as soon as income generation ceases at the end of 

the project.  
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Will impact cause irreplaceable loss of 

resources?  

Not at all. 

Can impact be avoided, managed or 

mitigated? 

No 

Mitigation measures to reduce residual risk or enhance opportunities: 

• None 

Residual impacts: None 

 

The intensity is considered low because the increased income is only likely to bring about a minor 

improvement to farming on the land, and therefore to the agricultural production. The extent is 

low because the impact is limited to within the single farm of the project area. The duration is 

medium because the impact lasts for the life of the project. The probability is not simply the 

probability of the farmer receiving income from the energy facility, which is definite. The first 

paragraph of this section states that the significance of an impact is a direct function of the degree 

to which that impact will affect current or future agricultural production. The relevant probability 

here is therefore that the income generation will lead to an increase in agricultural production. 

That probability is considered medium.  

 

9.3   Impacts on agricultural productivity and employment 

 

There is no logic to suggest that the wind farm will cause any reduction in the already very low, 

current productivity of the farm. The amount of land that will be excluded from agricultural use by 

the wind farm will not be large enough to have any significant effect on the number of ewes that 

can be kept on the farm.  

 

There is also no logic to suggest that the wind farm will cause any reduction in the number of 

labourers employed by the farm. 

 

Because the proposed development will generate reliable income for the farming enterprise 

through the lease of the land to the energy facility, while at the same time not reduce productivity, 

it will generate more long-term economic and social benefits than would be generated by farming 

alone. 

 

9.4   Cumulative impacts 

 

The cumulative impact of a development is the impact that development will have when its impact 
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is added to the incremental impacts of other past, present or reasonably foreseeable future 

activities that will affect the same environment. It is important to note that the cumulative impact 

assessment for a particular project, like what is being done in this report, is not the same as an 

assessment of the impact of all surrounding projects. The cumulative assessment for this project is 

an assessment only of the impacts associated with this project, but seen in the context of all 

surrounding impacts. It is concerned with this project's contribution to the overall impact, and not 

the overall impact as such.  

 

The most important concept related to a cumulative impact is that of an acceptable level of change 

to an environment. A cumulative impact only becomes relevant when the impact of the proposed 

development will lead directly to the sum of impacts of all developments causing an acceptable 

level of change to be exceeded in the surrounding area. If the impact of the development being 

assessed does not cause that level to be exceeded, then the cumulative impact associated with 

that development is not significant. 

 

The potential cumulative agricultural impact of importance is a regional loss (including by 

degradation) of agricultural land, with a consequent decrease in agricultural production. The 

defining question for assessing the cumulative agricultural impact is this:  

 

What level of loss of agricultural land use and associated loss of agricultural production is 

acceptable in the area, and will the loss associated with the proposed development, cause 

that level in the area to be exceeded? 

 

DEFF requires compliance with a specified methodology for the assessment of cumulative impacts. 

This is positive in that it ensures engagement with the important issue of cumulative impacts. 

However, the required compliance has some limitations and can, in my opinion, result in an over-

focus on methodological compliance, while missing the more important task of effectively 

answering the above defining question.  

 

Because of the low agricultural impact of the proposed development, it is highly unlikely to 

contribute to a significant cumulative impact. This is particularly so when considered within the 

context of the following point: 

 

 

• In order for South Africa to achieve its renewable energy generation goals, agriculturally 

zoned land will need to be used for renewable energy generation. It is far more preferable 
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to incur a loss of agricultural land on a site such as the one being assessed, which has 

marginal cultivation potential, than to lose agricultural land that has a higher potential, and 

that is much scarcer, to renewable energy development elsewhere in the country.  

 

It is also important to note that the cumulative impact of loss of agricultural land as a result of 

wind farms is very different to the loss of agricultural land as a result of almost all other 

developments, for example, urban expansion. This is because wind farms, unlike other 

developments, can only impact a very limited proportion of the total surface area over which they 

are located, because of the required spacing between turbines. Therefore, the insignificantly small 

proportion of land that is impacted in the case of one wind farm remains an insignificantly small 

proportion of the agricultural land, regardless of how many wind farms are added. The cumulative 

impact has the same significance as the individual impact because it is in the same proportion as 

the individual impact. 

 

There are 9 wind and 5 solar PV energy project applications, with their associated transmission 

lines, within 35km of the proposed site (that therefore needs to be considered in terms of the 

DEFF requirements). These are listed in Appendix 2.  

 

All of these projects have the same agricultural impacts in a similar agricultural environment, and 

therefore the same mitigation measures apply to all.  

 

The quantification of the cumulative impact is as follows. The 14 applications listed in Appendix 2 

amount to a generation capacity of 837 megawatts. The industry standards for hectares per 

megawatt, as per DEFF (2015), for solar and wind energy generation, are 2.5 and 0.3, respectively.  

Therefore, the area of land that will be taken out of agricultural use as a result of all of the projects 

above, will amount to a total of approximately 527 hectares. As a proportion of the area within a 

35km radius (approximately 384,800 ha), this amounts to only 0.14% of the surface area. That is 

considered to be well within an acceptable limit in terms of loss of agricultural land that is 

unsuitable or at best marginal for cultivation. 

 

Due to all of the considerations discussed above, the cumulative impact of the entire development 

is assessed as having low significance. In terms of cumulative impact, therefore, the development 

can be authorised. 

 

9.5   Comparative assessment of alternatives 

 

The proposed alternatives are different sites for the BESS and the laydown areas (see Figures 13 
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and 14). The preferred option, from an agricultural impact point of view, for the BESS is option 3 

because it falls outside of cultivated land. However, due to the marginal value of the land for 

cultivation, a small loss of such land to the BESS is not of high significance. There is no material 

difference between the agricultural impact of the two laydown alternatives. Therefore, all the 

presented alternatives are acceptable from an agricultural impact perspective and any can 

therefore be approved. 

 

9.6   Impacts of the no-go alternative 

 

The no-go alternative considers impacts that will occur to the agricultural environment in the 

absence of the proposed development. The one identified potential such impact is that due to 

continued low rainfall in the area, in addition to other economic and market pressures on farming, 

the agricultural enterprises will come under increased pressure in terms of economic viability, with 

resultant potential decrease in productivity. 

 

The development has both positive and negative agricultural impacts.  

 

The balance of positive and negative agricultural impacts associated with both the development 

and the no-go alternative – that is the extent to which the development and the no-go alternative 

will impact agricultural production – are not significantly different. Therefore, from an agricultural 

impact perspective, there is no preferred alternative between the development and the no-go. 

 

9.7   Impact footprint 

 

The DEFF's agricultural protocol stipulates allowable footprint limits for renewable energy 

developments of > 20 MW. The wind farm under consideration in this report is less than 20 MW, 

but it is still useful to consider the footprint. The agricultural footprint is defined in the protocol as:  

  

the area that is directly occupied by all infrastructures, including roads, hard standing 

areas, buildings, substations etc., that are associated with the renewable energy facility 

during its operational phase, and that result in the exclusion of that land from potential 

cultivation or grazing. It excludes all areas that were already occupied by roads and other 

infrastructure prior to the establishment of the energy facility, but includes the surface area 

required for expanding existing infrastructure (e.g. widening existing roads). It excludes the 

corridor underneath overhead power lines, but includes the pylon footprints. It therefore 

represents the total land that is actually excluded from agricultural use as a result of the 

renewable energy facility. 
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The total size of the Darling 1b wind farm agricultural footprint, including roads, hardstands and 

the BESS, is approximately 3.5 hectares and the facility is under the threshold MW for which the 

limits apply.  

 

9.8   Additional aspects of agricultural impact 

 

Consideration of the following additional aspects of the agricultural impact are required by the 

gazetted agricultural protocol. 

 

9.8.1   Development benefits versus agricultural benefits 

 

The development will result in increased financial security for the farming operation without any 

change to agricultural activities, agricultural production or agricultural employment. The 

development will therefore generate more long-term economic and social benefits than would be 

generated by farming alone. 

 

9.8.2   Additional environmental impacts 

 

There are no additional environmental impacts of the proposed development that are relevant to 

agriculture. 

 

9.8.3   No-go areas 

 

Because the impact has been assessed as low and the land is considered at best marginal for 

cultivation, it is not necessary to demarcate no-go areas for development, and no agricultural 

buffers are required. 

 

9.8.4   Alternative footprints 

 

If both of the wind turbines were located off cultivated land, the agricultural impact would be 

marginally lower. However, the cultivated land, although indicated as high agricultural sensitivity 

by the screening tool, is very marginal and of limited value. Its impact by the footprint of the 

facility is therefore only of low significance.  

 

Changing the location of turbine 1 to uncultivated land would seriously affect the viability of the 

development because it would mean locating it in a much less than optimal location for turbine 
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and wind farm efficiency.  

 

It is therefore not considered necessary to propose an alternative location for turbine 1. 

 

However, the current position of the access road to turbine 1, leads to the loss of more cultivated 

land than is necessary. As has been recommended in the mitigation measures, the existing turbine 

access road should be used instead, with the shortest possible branch off it in a south easterly 

direction to access turbine 1. 

 

9.8.5   Micro-siting 

 

Apart from relocation of the road recommended above, further micro-siting will have no effect on 

agricultural impacts. It is therefore confirmed in this assessment that all reasonable measures have 

been considered in the micro-siting of the proposed development to minimise fragmentation and 

disturbance of agricultural activities.  

 

9.9   Impact assessment and statement 

 

The proposed development will result in the loss of a very small area of agricultural land that is of 

limited agricultural value. It will not affect agricultural productivity or employment. The 

significance of the agricultural impact will be low.  The proposed development will therefore not 

have an unacceptable negative impact on the agricultural production capability of the site. From 

an agricultural impact point of view, the proposed development is considered acceptable and it is 

recommended that the development be approved. 

 

10   CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The agricultural potential of the site is at best very marginal for cultivation. The low rainfall and 

high evaporation, in combination with sandy soils that have low water holding capacity, is a 

significant limitation to agricultural production. As a result, the entire site is unsuitable for viable 

and sustainable crop production.  

 

The only agricultural productivity on the farm for the last several years has been from 200 ewes. 

Only two labourers are employed on the farm. The farm is therefore not an economically viable 

agricultural unit. 

 

It is very unlikely that the existing wind farm has caused any reduction in the agricultural 
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productivity of the farm.   

 

The significance of all potential agricultural impacts is kept low because they can only affect a very 

limited proportion (<1%) of the surface area, and all agricultural activities will be able to continue 

unaffectedly on all other parts of the farm. 

 

Four potential agricultural impacts have been identified and are all assessed as having low 

significance after mitigation. 

 

The proposed wind farm is highly unlikely to cause any reduction in the already low productivity, or 

the number of labourers employed by the farm.  

 

In conclusion, the agricultural impact of the development is assessed as low because the amount 

of agricultural land that is excluded from agricultural use by the development is minimal, any 

reduction in agricultural production and employment is highly unlikely, and the land does not have 

high agricultural value, anyway. The conclusion of this assessment is therefore that the 

development does not have an unacceptable negative impact on the agricultural production 

capability of the site, and therefore, from an agricultural impact perspective, the development 

should be approved. 

 

The conclusion of this assessment on the acceptability of the proposed development and the 

recommendation for its approval is not subject to any conditions. 
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APPENDIX 1: SOIL DATA 

 

Table A1. Land type soil data for site.  

Land type Soil series (forms) Depth 

(mm) 

Clay % 

A horizon 

Clay % 

B horizon 

Depth 

limiting 

layer 

% of 

land 

type 

  

Fa161 Glenrosa 200 - 400 4 - 10 25 - 30 so 27   

 Cartref 500 - 800 6 - 15 25 - 35 so 18   

 Fernwood  > 1200 0 - 6     15   

 Swartland 500 - 700 15 - 25 20 - 45 vp 9   

 Wasbank 500 - 700 6 - 15    hp 6   

 Rock outcrop           5   

 Vilafontes 600 - 800 6 - 15 20 - 35 so 5   

 Hutton 900 > 1200 5 - 15 10 - 25 R 4   

 Kroonstad 400 - 700 5 - 15 25 - 35 gc 4   

 Mispah 100 - 300 5 - 10    R 3   

 Kroonstad 600 - 900 0 - 6 25 - 35 gc 3   

 Westleigh 200 - 400 10 - 20 10 - 25 sp 2 

Ha11 Fernwood  > 1200 0 - 6     47   

 Constantia  > 1200 0 - 6 2 - 6  28   

 Rock outcrop           5   

 Kroonstad 900 > 1200 0 - 6 15 - 24 gc 5   

 Fernwood  > 1200 0 - 6     5   

 Lamotte  > 1100 0 - 6 2 - 6 rh 4   

 Westleigh / Katspruit  < 200 10 - 20 15 - 25 sp,gc 3   

 Glenrosa 300 - 500 6 - 15    so 2   

 Clovelley  > 1200 0 - 6 1 - 6  1   

 Glenrosa 300 - 500 6 - 15    so,R 1   

 Mispah  < 300 6 - 12    R 1 
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APPENDIX 2: PROJECTS INCLUDED IN CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENT 

 

DEFF Reference Name Type MW 

12/12/20/1302 Proposed wind energy facility and associated infrastructure on a site 

near Hopefield, Western Cape Province 

Wind 65.4 

12/12/20/1582 Proposed construction for the proposed construction of the 

Rheboksfontein wind energy facility in the West Coast District 

Municipality, Western Cape 

Wind 129 

12/12/20/1928 The Kerriefontein And Darling Phase 2 Wind Farm On Kerriefontein 

555/0 And Slangkop 552/3 Within The Swartland Municipality Of The 

West Coast District Municipality In The Western Cape Province 

Wind 21 

12/12/20/1985 The Proposed Eenboom Photovoltaic Energy Electricity Generation 

Plant, Malmesbury, Western Cape Province 

Solar PV 5 

12/12/20/2031 Proposed Construction Of A 50 Mw Langefontein Wind Energy Facility 

On Portion 4 Of The Farm Langefontein Erf 377 Within The Saldanha 

Bay Municipality, Western Cape Province 

Wind 50 

12/12/20/2126 Proposed Establishment Of Two 75mw Commercial Solar Electricity 

Generating Facilities And Its Associated Infrastructures On Farms 183 

(Soventix Sa Saldanha 1) And 190/0 (Soventix Sa Saldanha 2), 

Saldanha Bay District, Western Cape Province 

Solar PV 21 

12/12/20/2126/1 Proposed Establishment Of Two 75mw Commercial Solar Electricity 

Generating Facilities And Its Associated Infrastructures On Farms 183 

(Soventix Sa Saldanha 1) And 190/0 (Soventix Sa Saldanha 2), 

Saldanha Bay District, Western Cape Province 

Solar PV 75 

12/12/20/2217 The Construction Of The Clover Valley Wind Energy Facility On 

Portions Of Farm 725 And The Farm Klaver Valley 727 Malmesbury Rd, 

Western Cape Province 

Wind 0 

12/12/20/2393 Proposed Establishment Of 9.5mw Photovoltaic Solar Facility On The 

Farm Diepkuil 531 Near Darling, Western Cape Province 

Solar PV 19.5 

12/12/20/2524/4 Proposed wind energy facility on farms 345, Kaarbnadieskraal , 

Hopefield, Saldanha Municipality, Western Cape 

Wind 0 

12/12/20/2638 Environmental Authorisation For The Establishment Of 56mw Groene 

Kloof Wind Energy Facility Near Mamre Western Cape Province 

Wind 56 

14/12/16/3/3/1/

1099 

Proposed Hopefield community farm near Hopefield, Western Cape Solar PV 5 

14/12/16/3/3/2/

407 

Proposed wind farm in Hopfield, Western Cape Province Wind 390 

14/12/16/3/3/2/

779 

Proposed Slangkop Wind Farm and associated infrastructure, Western 

Cape Province 

Wind 0 

Total   837 
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APPENDIX 3: SPECIALIST CURRICULUM VITAE 

 

Johann Lanz 
Curriculum Vitae 

 

Education 
 

M.Sc. (Environmental Geochemistry) University of Cape Town 1996 - 1997 
B.Sc. Agriculture (Soil Science, Chemistry) University of Stellenbosch 1992 - 1995 
BA (English, Environmental & Geographical Science) University of Cape Town 1989 - 1991 
Matric Exemption Wynberg Boy's High School 1983 

 
Professional work experience 

 
I have been registered as a Professional Natural Scientist (Pri.Sci.Nat.) in the field of soil science since 2012 
(registration number 400268/12) and am a member of the Soil Science Society of South Africa. 
 
Soil & Agricultural Consulting Self employed 2002 - present 
 
In the past 5 years of running my soil and agricultural consulting business, I have completed more than 120 
agricultural assessments (EIAs, SEAs, EMPRs) in all 9 provinces for renewable energy, mining, urban, and 
agricultural developments. My regular clients include: Aurecon; CSIR; SiVEST; Arcus; SRK; Environamics; 
Royal Haskoning DHV; Jeffares & Green; JG Afrika; Juwi; Mainstream; Redcap; G7; Mulilo; and Tiptrans. 
Recent agricultural clients for soil resource evaluations and mapping include Cederberg Wines; Western 
Cape Department of Agriculture; Vogelfontein Citrus; De Grendel Estate; Zewenwacht Wine Estate; and 
Goedgedacht Olives. 
 
In 2018 I completed a ground-breaking case study that measured the agricultural impact of existing wind 
farms in the Eastern Cape. 
 
Soil Science Consultant Agricultural Consultors International (Tinie du Preez) 1998 - 2001 
 
Responsible for providing all aspects of a soil science technical consulting service directly to clients in the 
wine, fruit and environmental industries all over South Africa, and in Chile, South America.  
 
Contracting Soil Scientist De Beers Namaqualand Mines July 1997 - Jan 1998 
 
Completed a contract to advise soil rehabilitation and re-vegetation of mined areas. 
 

Publications 
 

• Lanz, J. 2012. Soil health: sustaining Stellenbosch's roots. In: M Swilling, B Sebitosi & R Loots (eds). 
Sustainable Stellenbosch: opening dialogues. Stellenbosch: SunMedia. 

• Lanz, J. 2010. Soil health indicators: physical and chemical. South African Fruit Journal, April / May 
2010 issue. 

• Lanz, J. 2009. Soil health constraints. South African Fruit Journal, August / September 2009 issue. 

• Lanz, J. 2009. Soil carbon research. AgriProbe, Department of Agriculture. 

• Lanz, J. 2005. Special Report: Soils and wine quality. Wineland Magazine. 
  
 I am a reviewing scientist for the South African Journal of Plant and Soil. 
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Application for authorisation in terms of the National Environmental Management Act, Act No. 107 of 1998, as 
amended and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations, 2014, as amended (the Regulations)
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Kindly note the following:
1. This form must always be used for applications that  must be subjected to Basic Assessment or Scoping &

Environmental Impact Reporting where this Department is the Competent Authority.
2. This  form  is  current  as  of  01  September  2018.   It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  /  Environmental

Assessment Practitioner (EAP) to ascertain whether subsequent versions of the form have been published or
produced  by  the  Competent  Authority.   The  latest  available  Departmental  templates  are  available  at
https://www.environment.gov.za/documents/forms.

3. A copy of this form containing original signatures must be appended to all Draft and Final Reports submitted to
the department for consideration.

4. All documentation delivered to the physical address contained in this form must be delivered during the official
Departmental Officer Hours which is visible on the Departmental gate.

5. All 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, only hardcopy
submissions are accepted.

Departmental Details
Postal address:
Department of Environmental Affairs
Attention: Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations
Private Bag X447
Pretoria
0001

Physical address:
Department of Environmental Affairs
Attention: Chief Director: Integrated Environmental Authorisations
Environment House
473 Steve Biko Road
Arcadia 

Queries must be directed to the Directorate: Coordination, Strategic Planning and Support at:
Email: EIAAdmin@environment.gov.za

Details of Specialist, Declaration and Undertaking Under 
Oath

Page 1 of 2




	Darling WEF Agric Report 210205_Final Version
	DOI Darling WEF Lanz_20210423

