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CONTENTS OF THE SPECIALIST REPORT – CHECKLIST FOR 

APPENDICES 2 (Scoping) and 6 (Specialist Reports) of GNR 982 

 
Regulation GNR 982 of 2014, Appendix 6 Section of Report  

(a) details of the specialist who prepared the report; and the expertise of that specialist to 

compile a specialist report including a curriculum vitae;  

Title Page 

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

competent authority; 

P2 

(c) an indication of the scope of, and the purpose for which, the report was prepared;  Section 1 

(d) the date and season of the site investigation and the relevance of the season to the 

outcome of the assessment;  

n/a 

(e) a description of the methodology adopted in preparing the report or carrying out the 

specialised process;  

Section 3 

(f) the specific identified sensitivity of the site related to the activity and its associated 

structures and infrastructure;  

Section 5 

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

(h) a map superimposing the activity including the associated structures and 

infrastructure on the environmental sensitivities of the site including areas to be avoided, 

including buffers;  

No buffers required.  

(i) a description of any assumptions made and any uncertainties or gaps in knowledge;  Section 7 

(j) a description of the findings and potential implications of such findings on the impact 

of the proposed activity, including identified alternatives on the environment; 

Section 6 

(k) any mitigation measures for inclusion in the EMPr;  Section 6 

(l) any conditions for inclusion in the environmental authorisation;  n/a 

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

authorisation;  
Section 6 

(n) a reasoned opinion—  

i. as to whether the proposed activity or portions thereof should be authorised; and  

ii. if the opinion is that the proposed activity or portions thereof should be authorised, 

any avoidance, management and mitigation measures that should be included in the 

EMPr or Environmental Authorization, and where applicable, the closure plan;  

Section 8 

(o) a summary and copies of any comments received during any consultation process and 

where applicable all responses thereto; and  

n/a 

(p) any other information requested by the competent authority  n/a 
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Regulation GNR 982 of 2014, Appendix 2 – Scoping Process Section of Report 

Description of any policies or legislation or guidelines relevant to your field that the 

applicant will need to comply with.   
Section 1.1 

Comment on need/desirability of the proposal in terms of your field and in terms of the 

proposal’s location.  
Section 8 

Description of methodology used in determining significance.  Section 6 

Assessment of alternatives including the environmental attributes associated with each 

alternative. 
Section 5.2  

For each alternative, determine the-- 

(i) nature, significance, consequence, extent, duration and probability of the impacts 

occurring to inform identified preferred alternatives; and 

(ii) degree to which these impacts-  

(aa) can be reversed; 

(bb) may cause irreplaceable loss of resources, and 

(cc) can be avoided, managed or mitigated; 

n/a 

Determine positive and negative impacts that each alternative will have on the 

environment. 
Section 6 

Identify suitable measures to avoid, manage or mitigate identified impacts. Section 6 

Identify residual risks that need to be managed and monitored. Section 6 

A concluding statement indicating a preferred alternative and preferred location in terms 

of your field. 
Section 5.2 

State if further study is required and include description of this methodology.  Section 5.2 

 



JUNO WEF SOIL AND AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL REPORT  

 5 

CONTENTS         Page 

 

 

1. TERMS OF REFERENCE        6 

 

1.1  Legislative and Policy Framework     6 

 

2. SITE CHARACTERISTICS        7 

 

2.1 Location         7 

 

2.2 Terrain         8 

 

2.3 Climate         9 

 

2.4 Parent material        9 

 

 

3. METHODOLOGY         9 

 

3.1 Existing information       9 

 

3.2 Ground Truthing        9 

 

4. SOILS           11 

 

4.1 Existing information     11 

 

4.2 Ground Truthing      11 

 

 

5. AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL     10 

 

5.1  Sensitivity       15 

 

5.2 Recommendations      15 

 

 

6. IMPACTS        15 

 

6.1 Cumulative Impacts     16 

 

 

7. ASSUMPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE GAPS    23 

 

 

8. AUTHORIZATION       23 

 

 

REFERENCES        24 

 

 

APPENDIX – PHOTOS       25 



JUNO WEF SOIL AND AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL REPORT  

 6 

 

 

 



JUNO WEF SOIL AND AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL REPORT  

 7 

1. TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

The ARC-Institute for Soil, Climate and Water (ARC-ISCW) was contracted by Arcus 

Consulting on behalf of AMDA Developments to undertake a soil investigation near 

Vredendal, in the Western Cape Province. The purpose of the investigation is to 

contribute to the Environmental Impact assessment (EIA) process for the proposed 

Juno Wind Energy Facility and its associated grid connection. The project consists of 

a number of wind turbines, associated access roads and infrastructure, along with 

connections to a substation from where power generated can be transferred to the 

national grid. 

 

The objectives of the study are;  

 

 To obtain all existing soil information and to produce a soil map of the 

specified area, as well as 

 

 To assess broad agricultural potential. 

 
1.1 Legislative and Policy Framework 

 

In terms of the Subdivision of Agricultural Land Act (Act 70 of 1970), any application 

for change of land use must be approved by the Minister of Agriculture, while under 

the Conservation of Agricultural Resources Act (Act 43 of 1983) no degradation of 

natural land is permitted. 

 

The following section summarises South African Environmental Legislation with 

regard to soil and agricultural issues: 

 

 The law on Conservation of Agricultural Resources (Act 43 of 1983) 

states that the degradation of the agricultural potential of soil is illegal. 

 

 The Bill of Rights states that environmental rights exist primarily to 

ensure good health and well-being, and secondarily to protect the 

environment through reasonable legislation, ensuring the prevention of 

the degradation of resources.  
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 The Environmental right is furthered in the National Environmental 

Management Act (No. 107 of 1998), which prescribes three principals, 

namely the precautionary principle, the “polluter pays” principle and the 

preventive principle. It is stated in the above-mentioned act that the 

individual/group responsible for the degradation/pollution of natural 

resources is required to rehabilitate the polluted source. 

 

 Soils and land capability are protected under the National 

Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 1998), the 

Environmental Conservation Act (Act 73 of 1989) and the 

Conservation of Agricultural Resources Act (Act 43 of 1983). 

 

 The National Veld and Forest Fire Bill of 10 July 1998 and the 

Fertiliser, Farm Feeds, Agricultural Remedies and Stock Remedies 

Act (Act 36 of 1947) can also be applicable in some cases. 

 

 The National Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 1998) 

requires that pollution and degradation of the environment be avoided, or, 

where they cannot be avoided, minimized and remedied. 

 

 The Conservation of Agriculture Resources Act (Act 43 of 1983) 

requires the protection of land against soil erosion and the prevention of 

water logging and salinization of soils by means of suitable soil 

conservation works to be constructed and maintained. The utilisation of 

marshes, water sponges and watercourses are also addressed. 

 

2. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

 

2.1 Location 

 

An area that was investigated is situated west of the town Vredendal, near 

Strandfontein on the remaining extent of farm De Boom No.273  (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 Locality map, Juno WEF (with project area indicated by the orange 

polygon and the 3 proposed grid connection alternatives in various 

colours) 

 

2.2 Terrain 

 

The area consists of flat to slightly undulating topography with slopes of less than 

10% over much of the area, but becoming somewhat steeper in the south-west (in 

the vicinity of Sandlaagte, a non-perennial stream) and near the Olifants River in the 

north-east. The altitude of the area is between 60 and 180 metres over most of the 

area. Current land use is dominantly natural vegetation (presumably used for 

extensive grazing) with occasional signs of cultivation. There is also indication of 

centre-pivot irrigation activities just to the south-west and south-east of the study 

area.   

 

No perennial streams occur, except for the Olifants river in the north-east that will 

have an influence on the positions of the grid connection alternatives. 
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2.3 Climate 

The climate of the area has a winter rainfall distribution, with mean annual rainfall of 

170 mm (SA Atlas of Climatology and Agrohydrology, 2009; R.E. Schulze). 

 

Average daily temperatures vary from 14 - 26º C in January to 7 - 21º C in June 

indicating dry, warm summer months and mostly frost-free, moderate winter 

months. 

 

2.4 Parent Material 

The area consists of recent aeolian sand and calcrete deposits of Quaternary origin 

with sporadic occurrences of quartzitic sandstone of the Peninsula Formation, Table 

Mountain Group (Council for Geoscience, 2001).  

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Existing information 

Existing information was obtained from the map of the survey: “A Reconnaissance 

soil survey of the Olifants River – Vredendal to Van Rhynsdorp” (Rudman et al., 

1978) and the land type sheet 3118 Calvinia (Land Type Survey Staff, 2012) which is 

part of the national Land Type Survey published at 1:250 000 scale. (A land type is 

defined as an area with a uniform terrain type, macroclimate and broad soil pattern.) 

The soils are classified according to the Binomial Soil Classification System for South 

Africa (MacVicar et al., 1977).  

 

It should be clearly noted that, since the information contained in the Olifants River  

survey is of a reconnaissance nature, only the general dominance of the soils in the 

landscape can be given, and not the actual areas of occurrence. Also, other soils that 

were not identified due to the scale of the survey may also occur.  

 

3.2 Ground Truthing 

A site visit was carried out to do a number of spot checks to assess the general 

accuracy of the existing information. A total of 39 soil observations were made 

across the study area and along the proposed grid connection routes. 
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4. SOILS  

 

4.1 Existing information 

The area consists mainly of shallow to deep, reddish, fine to medium, non-calcareous 

to calcareous sandy soils of the Hutton (Hu) soil form underlain by dorbank and 

calcrete in places. Outside the WEF project area, along the routes of the 3 proposed 

grid connection alternatives, the soil varies from moderately deep to deep Hutton 

soils underlain by dorbank, clay and rock. Active windblown sand dunes also occur. 

When vegetation is disturbed, all the soils are susceptible to wind erosion due to the 

low clay content of the soils, especially the topsoils. Shallow soils of the Mispah (Ms) 

and Glenrosa (Gs) soil forms occur closer to the Olifants River on the steeper, eroded 

slopes. Alluvial soils in the valley bottom of the Olifants River consist mainly of 

moderately deep to deep Oakleaf (Oa), Dundee (Du) and Kroonstad (Kd) soil forms.  

 

A general soil description of the map units is given in Table 1 with an agricultural 

potential rating for dryland cultivation.  

 

4.2 Ground Truthing 

The ground truthing survey exercise confirmed the expected soil patterns. The area 

is dominated by red soil of the Hutton form, with varying depth and underlying 

material. The list of soil observation sites is given in Table 2. 

 

A soil map, which also shows the soil observation positions, is included as Figure 2. 

 

In addition, a selection of photos which illustrate the soils and landscape are given in 

the Appendix. 

 

5. AGRICULTURAL POTENTIAL 

 

The suitability of soils for the production of crops in a specific locality depends mainly 

on the inherent chemical, physical and morphological properties of the soils, 

combined with prevailing climate and crop requirements.  The soil limitations that 

were noted are mainly: 
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- Restricted soil depth to hardpan dorbank, calcrete, clay or rock. 

- Low clay content of top- and upper subsoils giving rise to low water-holding 

capacity and increased wind erosion susceptibility. 

- Presence of free carbonates indicating a low degree of leaching, giving rise to 

high pH values and low trace element status, associated with low levels of 

natural fertility. 

 

As can be seen from the information contained in Table 1 and the above-mentioned 

limitations, there are virtually no high potential soils in the study area except for the 

alluvial soils of the Olifants River under irrigation.  

 

In addition, the very low rainfall in the area (Section 2.3) means that there is little or 

no potential for rain-fed arable agriculture in the area. Annual crops such as small 

grain (wheat and Triticale) were taken into consideration for the agricultural potential 

rating.  

 

The average annual rainfall for this area is around 170 mm, giving rise to a low 

production potential (rainfall 200 – 300 mm/year, if <20% in summer) (Jacobs, 

1999). Arable production would therefore be very problematic without irrigation.  

 

In general, the soils are suited for extensive grazing at best and the grazing capacity 

of the area is relatively low, at around 25-30 ha/large stock unit (ARC-ISCW, 2004). 
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Table 1. General soil descriptions 

Map 

unit 

Dominant         

soil form/series 

Subdominant 

soil 

form/series 

Depth 

(mm) 

Characteristics General 

Agric. 

Potential 

 

Hu1 Hu31 Hu30, Hu40, 

Hu41 

> 600 Moderately deep to deep, reddish, fine- to medium-grained, non-

calcareous to calcareous sandy soils, underlain by dorbank or 

calcrete. Scattered aeolian sand dunes occur throughout the area 

Low 

Hu2 Hu33 Hu31, Hu41, 

Hu43, Hu30 

< 300 Shallow, reddish, fine- to medium-grained, non-calcareous to 

calcareous sandy soils, underlain by dorbank. 

Very low 

Hu3 Hu43 Hu41, Hu40, 

Hu44 

< 300 Shallow, reddish, fine- to medium-grained, calcareous sandy soils, 

underlain by calcrete. 

Very low 

Hu4 Hu30, Hu31 Hu34 > 1200 Deep, reddish, fine-grained, mostly active aeolian sand. Low 

Oa1 Oa33, Oa36, Oa37, 

Oa46, Oa13, Oa16, 

Oa26, Oa34, Oa14, 

Oa23 

Du10, Kd10, 

Kd11, Fw40, 

Fw41 

800 - 

1200 

Moderately deep to deep, grey-brown to reddish brown, 

sandy/loamy, non-calcareous to calcareous alluvial soils underlain by 

clay or rock.  

Med- High 

(esp. when 

irrigated) 

Ms1 Ms10, Gs13 Gs11, Ms14, 

Ms12 

< 300 Shallow, reddish-brown, sandy topsoil on rock. Very low 

Kd1 Kd21, Pn31, Kd22 Av31, Lo20, 

We20, Es41, 

Pn32 

> 500 Moderately deep, greyish-red to yellow, medium- to coarse-grained, 

sandy soils underlain by hydromorphic clay or soft plinthite. 

Low-med. 

Low 

E 
 

Eroded soils Hu43 Hu41, Hu40, 

Hu44 

< 300 Steeper, dissected terrain near river with loss of topsoil and other 

signs of erosion 

Very low 

W Waterway   Non-perennial streams Low 
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Figure 2. Soil map, Juno WEF 
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Table 2. Soil observations from ground-truthing exercise 

LATITUDE LONGITUDE OBS. 
NO. 

FORM 
&  

SERIES 

EFF. 
DEPTH  

(mm) 

DEPTH 
LIMITING 

MAT. 
-31,74930819 18,26631546 A1 Hu30 1000   

-31,75412008 18,27049434 A2 Cv30 900  

-31,74583205 18,25755537 A3 Hu30 700 Calcrete 

-31,74395987 18,26147139 A4 Hu30 900 Calcrete 

-31,74155661 18,26686263 A5 Hu30 1200   

-31,72910579 18,28432381 A6 Hu30 1200   

-31,71667644 18,29480588 A7 Hu30 900   

-31,71305009 18,30664515 A8 Hu30 1200   

-31,72157415 18,31609726 A9 Hu30 600   

-31,74730727 18,25325847 A10 Hu30 600 Dorbank 

-31,73867592 18,27923834 A11 Hu30 1000 Calcrete 

-31,73706659 18,29228997 A12 Hu30 550 Dorbank 

-31,73761913 18,30333531 A13 Hu31 1200   

-31,73766204 18,30565274 A14 Hu31 1000 Dorbank 

-31,73042544 18,31239045 A15 Hu31 1200   

-31,72618755 18,31632257 A16 Hu30 1200   

-31,71990582 18,31859171 A17 Hu31 900 Dorbank 

-31,71791025 18,32000792 A18 Hu30 1200   

-31,71422490 18,32139194 A19 Hu31 1100 Clay 

-31,70408615 18,32580149 A20 Hu30 1200   

-31,73084923 18,32885921 A21 Hu30 1200   

-31,73700750 18,33543599 A22 Hu30 1200   

-31,62543842 18,39922965 A23 Hu30 400 Rock 

-31,63985797 18,41006569 A24 Ms10 150 Rock 

-31,61349186 18,43737602 A25 Hu30 150 Dorbank 

-31,66287669 18,38635504 A26 Oa23 250 Dorbank 

-31,65879973 18,37440848 A27 Hu30 300 Dorbank 

-31,66904577 18,36317539 A28 Hu30 1200   

-31,67399713 18,35781097 A29 Hu33 1100   

-31,68268212 18,35814893 A30 Hu31 700 Dorbank 

-31,68763884 18,35219979 A31 Hu31 600   

-31,68854007 18,34952831 A32 Hu30 900   

-31,64839813 18,39838743 A33 Hu30 600   

-31,64538869 18,40408981 A34 Hu31 500 Stones 

-31,64307662 18,40631604 A35 Hu30 600   

-31,62050852 18,43084753 A36 Hu33 350 Dorbank 

-31,61918350 18,43014479 A37 Hu31 400 Dorbank 

-31,61973604 18,41880441 A38 Hu31 500 Dorbank 

-31,61934980 18,41230810 A39 Hu30 900   
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5.1 Sensitivity 

 

In terms of potential sensitive areas, the following can be stated: 

 

 Agricultural fields – observed 

 Grazing areas – very extensive grazing across most of the non-rock 

portions of the area 

 Bare areas – On the steeper slopes near the river. General soil erodibility is 

high. 

 High potential agriculture – along the Olifants River in the north-east. 

 Irrigated areas and buffer zones – along the Olifants River in the north-

east and south outside the study area. 

 

5.2 Recommendations 

 

The prevailing potential of the soils for rain-fed cultivation throughout most of the 

area is low. All alternatives for the grid routes and layouts presented are thus 

acceptable from a soil and agricultural perspective except where the grid routes 

cross the high potential agricultural areas of the Olifants River. 

 

6. IMPACTS 

 

Impact 1: In most environmental investigations, the major impact on the natural 

resources of the study area would be the loss of potentially arable agricultural 

land due to the construction of the turbines and associated infrastructure. However, 

this impact would be of extremely limited significance and would be local in extent.  

 

Impact 2: In this area, due to the sandy nature of the dominant soils, there is an 

increased risk of wind erosion hazard when vegetation cover is removed. In 

addition, the steep topography in parts near the Olifants River, coupled with the 

shallow soils, relatively sandy topsoils and dry climate, means that a possible 

impact would be the increased risk of erosion of the topsoil due to water erosion. 

This would be especially relevant for the construction of access roads, transmission 

towers or pylons and other associated infrastructure. 

 

These impacts have been assessed (Tables 2a-b and 3a-b) for both the study area 

as well as the proposed grid connection corridor (see Figure 1). 
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6.1 Cumulative Impacts 

 

The likelihood of cumulative impacts is small. Only if other developments (whether 

wind farms or not) were to occur, using the same access roads and thereby 

increasing potential soil erosion aspects, would cumulative impacts need to be 

considered (Tables 4a-b). However, with implementation of the prescribed 

mitigation measures, along with regular monitoring, these impacts should not prove 

significant. 

 

The impacts can be summarized as follows: 
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Table 2a Impact significance (Juno WEF Project area)  

 

 

  

 

 

Impact Phase: Construction and Operation 

Nature of Impact:  

Impact 1. Loss of Agricultural land 

 

 Intensity Extent Duration Consequence Probability Confidence Status Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

With 
Mitigation  

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

Can the impact be 

reversed? 

YES –  very little land will be affected and soil can be replaced  

Will impact cause 

irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

NO – soil potential in vicinity is low, so no agricultural soils will be affected 

Can impact be avoided, 

managed or mitigated?  

YES 

Mitigation measures: 

1.   Avoid any areas under cultivation (if any) 

2. 

3. 

Impact to be addressed/ 

further investigated and 

assessed in Impact 

Assessment Phase?  

NO – considered to be insignificant due to very restricted occurrence of 

agricultural soils 
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Table 2b Impact significance (Juno WEF Project area)  
 

 
 

Impact Phase: Construction and Operation 

Nature of Impact:  

Impact 2. Increased soil erosion hazard  

 Intensity Extent Duration Consequence Probability Confidence Status Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

M- L M M M H Negative Medium 

With 

Mitigation  

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

Can the impact be reversed? YES –  topsoil coverage can be replaced and affected sites re-vegetated and 

stabilized 

Will impact cause 

irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

NO – soil potential in vicinity is low, so no agricultural soils will be affected 

Can impact be avoided, 

managed or mitigated?  

YES– soil conservation measures should be implemented 

Mitigation measures: 

1)  Minimize vegetation removal to smallest possible footprint 

2)  Control possible runoff by using soil conservation and soil retention measures, especially on steep 

slopes 

3)  Store any removed topsoil for later use (contains indigenous seeds etc) and re-vegetate as soon as 

possible 

4)  Once specific infrastructure sites are known, site-specific measures can be devised for 

implementation and any potentially high risk sites can be identified. 

5) Regular monitoring of disturbed area footprint 

Impact to be addressed/ 

further investigated and 

assessed in Impact 

Assessment Phase?  

NO  
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Table 3a Impact significance (Juno WEF Grid connection corridor)  

Impact Phase: Construction and Operation 

Nature of Impact:  

Impact 1. Loss of Agricultural land 

 

 Intensity Extent Duration Consequence Probability Confidence Status Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

With 
Mitigation  

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

Can the impact be 

reversed? 

YES –  very little land will be affected and soil can be replaced  

Will impact cause 

irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

NO – soil potential in vicinity is low, so no agricultural soils will be affected 

Can impact be avoided, 

managed or mitigated?  

YES 

Mitigation measures: 

1.   Avoid any areas under cultivation (if any) 

2. 

3. 

Impact to be addressed/ 

further investigated and 

assessed in Impact 

Assessment Phase?  

NO – considered to be insignificant due to very restricted occurrence of 

agricultural soils 
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Table 3b Impact significance (Juno WEF Grid connection corridor) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Impact Phase: Construction and Operation 

Nature of Impact:  

Impact 2. Increased soil erosion hazard  

 Intensity Extent Duration Consequence Probability Confidence Status Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

M- L M M M H Negative Medium 

With 

Mitigation  

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

Can the impact be reversed? YES –  topsoil coverage can be replaced and affected sites re-vegetated and 

stabilized 

Will impact cause 

irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

NO – soil potential in vicinity is low, so no agricultural soils will be affected 

Can impact be avoided, 

managed or mitigated?  

YES– soil conservation measures should be implemented 

Mitigation measures: 

1)  Minimize vegetation removal to smallest possible footprint 

2)  Control possible runoff by using soil conservation and soil retention measures, especially on steep 

slopes 

3)  Store any removed topsoil for later use (contains indigenous seeds etc) and re-vegetate as soon as 

possible 

4)  Once specific infrastructure sites are known, site-specific measures can be devised for 

implementation and any potentially high risk sites can be identified. 

5) Regular monitoring of disturbed area footprint 

Impact to be addressed/ 

further investigated and 

assessed in Impact 

Assessment Phase?  

NO  
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Table 4a Cumulative impact significance (Juno WEF Project area)  
 

Impact Phase: Construction and Operation 

Nature of Impact:  

Increased soil erosion if two or more facilities utilize the same terrain (eg access roads or other 

infrastructure) 

 

 Intensity Extent Duration Consequence Probability Confidence Status Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

M- L M M M H Negative Medium 

With 

Mitigation  

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

Can the impact be reversed? YES –  topsoil coverage can be replaced and affected sites re-vegetated and 

stabilized 

Will impact cause 

irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

NO – soil potential in vicinity is low, so no agricultural soils will be affected 

Can impact be avoided, 

managed or mitigated?  

YES– soil conservation measures should be implemented 

Mitigation measures: 

1)  Minimize vegetation removal to smallest possible footprint 

2)  Control possible runoff by using soil conservation and soil retention measures, especially on steep 

slopes 

3)  Store any removed topsoil for later use (contains indigenous seeds etc) and re-vegetate as soon as 

possible 

4)  Once specific infrastructure sites are known, site-specific measures can be devised for 

implementation and any potentially high risk sites can be identified. 

5) Regular monitoring of disturbed area footprint 

Impact to be addressed/ 

further investigated and 

assessed in Impact 

Assessment Phase?  

NO  
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Table 4b Cumulative impact significance (Juno WEF Grid connection corridor) 
 
 

Impact Phase: Construction and Operation 

Nature of Impact:  

Increased soil erosion if two or more facilities utilize the same terrain (eg access roads or other 

infrastructure) 

 

 Intensity Extent Duration Consequence Probability Confidence Status Significance 

Without 

Mitigation 

M- L M M M H Negative Medium 

With 

Mitigation  

L- L L L L H Negative Low 

Can the impact be reversed? YES –  topsoil coverage can be replaced and affected sites re-vegetated and 

stabilized 

Will impact cause 

irreplaceable loss or 

resources?  

NO – soil potential in vicinity is low, so no agricultural soils will be affected 

Can impact be avoided, 

managed or mitigated?  

YES– soil conservation measures should be implemented 

Mitigation measures: 

1)  Minimize vegetation removal to smallest possible footprint 

2)  Control possible runoff by using soil conservation and soil retention measures, especially on steep 

slopes 

3)  Store any removed topsoil for later use (contains indigenous seeds etc) and re-vegetate as soon as 

possible 

4)  Once specific infrastructure sites are known, site-specific measures can be devised for 

implementation and any potentially high risk sites can be identified. 

5) Regular monitoring of disturbed area footprint 

Impact to be addressed/ 

further investigated and 

assessed in Impact 

Assessment Phase?  

NO  
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7. ASSUMPTIONS AND KNOWLEDGE GAPS 

 

The main knowledge gap is the fact that soil data is only available at 1:50 000 

scale. However, due to the prevailing low potential of the soils and climate in the 

area, backed up by the lack of any agricultural infrastructure evident from remote 

imagery, it can be assumed that this scale of soil information is sufficient for 

sensible and reliable decision-making. 

 

8. AUTHORISATION 

 

The lack of any high potential agricultural resources, as well as the nature of the 

proposed project infrastructure means that, from the point of view of soils, there is 

no reason why the project should not be authorized. This will, however, be 

contingent on the mitigation measures as specifies in Section 6 of this report being 

applied and implemented. 
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Photo 1 Looking south from observation point 11 

 

Photo 2 Looking north-west from observation point 22 
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Photo 3 Looking north across Olifants river irrigated zone from  

observation point 24 (shallow calcareous soils in foreground) 

 

Photo 4 Auger observation showing red soil material on yellower,  

calcareous subsoil material 


