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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

AMDA Juliett (Pty) Ltd (‘the applicant’) received environmental authorisation on the 30 April 
2019 (DEFF Reference No.: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1074) for the construction and operation of 
the 140 MW Juno Wind Energy Facility (Figure 1) as well as its proposed electrical grid 
connection and associated infrastructure (DEFF Reference No.: 14/12/16/3/3/1/1973) near 
Strandfontein, Western Cape Province. The applicant is now submitting an amendment 
application to the Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries to amend the 
technical specifications of the WEF1 (Table 1). Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa 
(Pty) Ltd (‘Arcus’) was appointed to produce the Terrestrial Biodiversity, Plant and Animal 
Species amendment report. The amendment specifications of particular relevance to this 
report includes the reduction in the proposed number of turbines, from a maximum of 49 
turbines down to a maximum of 36 turbines and their adjusted layout (Figure 2). 

Table 1: Proposed Amendment specifications of particular relevance to this 
report to the Juno WEF 

1.2 Purpose and Aims 

The purpose of this report is to assess whether the conclusions and recommendations of 
the original Flora and Fauna Specialist Ecological Study Environmental Impact Assessment 
Report (Todd 2018) compiled for the Juno WEF in October 2018 will be affected by the 
proposed changes associated with the amendment application. Further, as the original EIA 
process preceded the publication of the protocols listed in Government Gazette, No. 43110 
(Published in Government Notice No. 320) of 20 March, 2020 and Government Gazette, 
No. 43855 (Published in Government Notice No. 1150) of 30 October, 2020 (‘New 
Protocols’) the aim of this report is to facilitate a streamlined decision making process for 
the Competent Authority by aligning the amendment report with the requirements therein 
and the updated output of the National Web-based Screening Tool2 (‘Screening Tool’). 

 
1 No amendments are being applied for in the EA of the Grid Connection.  
2 https://screening.environment.gov.za/ 

Component Approved Proposed Amendments 

Total Generation Capacity   up to 140 MW up to 300 MW 

Rotor diameter  up to 132 m up to 200 m 

Hub Height up to 114 m up to 150 m 

Number of Turbines  up to 49 turbines up to 36 turbines 

Turbine Layout - 

Slight adjustments to the turbine positions to avoid 
high environmental sensitivities as identified in the 
original EIA application and to move further away 
from the main access road.  

Internal Roads 
5.5 m width, 
approx. 50 km 
length 

7 m width approx. 36.5 km length 

Main Access Road Unspecified 
8 – 10m width (excluding shoulder), approx. 1.7 
km length 

Other - 
Allow for battery storage technology adjacent to 
the approved substation.  
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1.3 Terms of Reference 

The Terms of Reference for this assessment are as follows: 

• Review original reports and data; 
• Review any updated data on the baseline environment (where available); 
• Update the descriptions of the receiving environment (where relevant) in terms of: 

▪ Vegetation types; 
▪ Threatened Ecosystems and habitats; 
▪ Ecological connectivity, corridors, processes and functioning; 
▪ Conservation Planning and Biodiversity features; and 
▪ Species of Conservation Concern; 

• Update the sensitivity map(s) where relevant to the proposed amendment; 
• Assess the impacts related to the proposed amendment from the authorised 

specifications (if any); 
• Assess advantages or disadvantages of the proposed amendment (including a 

comparative assessment between the authorised specifications and the proposed 
specifications); and 

• Identify additional changes to the mitigation measures required to avoid, manage or 
mitigate the impacts associated with the proposed amendment (if any). 

1.4 Assumptions and Limitations 

Many faunal species are difficult to observe in the field and their potential presence at the 
site must be evaluated based on the literature and available databases. In many cases, 
these databases are not intended for fine-scale use and the reliability and adequacy of 
these data sources relies heavily on the extent to which the area has been sampled in the 
past. Many remote areas have not been well sampled with the result that the species lists 
derived for the area do not always adequately reflect the actual fauna and flora present at 
the site. The site visit for the amendment application occurred during the dry season (March 
2021), which is not the ideal time of year to detect many floral species such as annual 
wildflowers and flowering geophytes.  

The timing of the amendment application site visit is not considered to be a significant 
limitation to the assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed amendment as 
vegetation types were still easily discernible and it allowed for the level of grazing pressure 
on the site to be more easily appreciated. The significance of this limitation is further 
reduced as a recent and comprehensive floral and faunal assessment was conducted on 
the site for the original environmental authorisation (Todd, 2018), which was based on the 
results of multiple site visits that included the spring flowering seasons of 2016 and 2017. 
As the site has been visited more than once during favourable periods for vegetation 
sampling and included periods following good rainfall, there are few limitations with regards 
to the vegetation sampling, and the species lists for the site are considered reliable and 
comprehensive. 

To address the potential limitation of incomplete faunal databases available and to better 
characterise the faunal community at the site, Todd (2018) conducted small mammal 
trapping using Sherman live traps over five nights in 2017 within different habitats at the 
site. Todd’s (2018) methods also included pitfall trapping using eight 20l buckets buried to 
soil-surface level with 20cm x 8m diversion barriers to increase trapping rate to trap reptiles 
and amphibians. Ten camera traps were also distributed across the site in October 2017 
and retrieved in March 2018 and all images captured were processed and identified to 
species level.  

The assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed amendment are therefore 
considered to be thorough and valid.   
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2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Data Review 

To determine how the proposed changes may compare to the previous layout the following 
documents and/or data were reviewed: 

• Todd (2018) Fauna and Flora Specialist Ecological Study: Scoping and Environmental 
Impact Assessment for the Proposed Development of the 140 MW Juno Wind Energy 
Facility near Strandfontein, Western Cape Province: Scoping Report; 

• Todd (2018) Fauna and Flora Specialist Ecological Study: Scoping and Environmental 
Impact Assessment for the Proposed Development of the 140 MW Juno Wind Energy 
Facility near Strandfontein, Western Cape Province: EIA Phase Report; 

• Output of the Screening Tool; 
• Various online databases (e.g. GBIF3, iNaturalist4, Virtual Museum5, updated National 

Vegetation Map 2018 database6, Botanical Database of Southern Africa [BODATSA]7, 
BGIS8); and 

• Various research publications (citations provided in the text). 

2.2 Site Visit 

A site visit was conducted over three days (03 – 05 March 2021) with the aim of assessing 
the revised amendment application in relation to the sensitivities identified by the Screening 
Tool and provided by Todd (2018). The site visit included site walk-through and active 
searches for Species of Conservation Concern, with a focus on the habitat types present in 
the development footprint and around proposed turbine locations as well as biodiversity 
areas (Figure 3).  

3 RESULTS 

3.1 Vegetation Types 

It was confirmed that there are three vegetation types within the Juno WEF project area, 
Namaqualand Strandveld which occupies the majority of the site; some Namaqualand Sand 
Fynbos in the southeast corner of the site (Figure 1) and a narrow strip of Namaqualand 
Riviere associated with the bed of the Sandlaagte River. The latter was classified as Cape 
Inland Salt Pans by Todd (2018) based on the 2012 update of the national vegetation map 
used for the report, however the 2018 update of the national vegetation map has re-
classified this vegetation type as Namaqualand Riviere. The implications of this re-
classification has reduced the conservation status of the vegetation in the Sandlaagte River 
from the Vulnerable Cape Inland Salt Pans to Least Threatened Namaqualand Riviere 
vegetation type. The remaining vegetation types, Namaqualand Sand Fynbos and 
Namaqualand Strandveld (which dominates the majority of the site) are both considered 
to be Least Threatened.  

 
3 http://gbif.org  
4 https://www.inaturalist.org/ 
5 http://vmus.adu.org.za/vm_projects.php (QDS 3118C)  
6 South African National Biodiversity Institute (2006-2018). The Vegetation Map of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland, Mucina, 

L., Rutherford, M.C. and Powrie, L.W. (Editors), Online, http://bgis.sanbi.org/Projects/Detail/186, Version 2018  
7 South African National Biodiversity Institute. 2016. Botanical Database of Southern Africa (BODATSA) [dataset]. doi: to be 

assigned. 
8 bgis.sanbi.org 

http://gbif.org/
http://vmus.adu.org.za/vm_projects.php
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3.2 Terrestrial Plant Species 

The Screening Tool identified the potential for 15 plant Species of Conservation Concern 
(SCCs) to occur on the proposed development site. Of these species, only Calobota 
lotononoides (Near Threatened) and Muraltia obovata (Vulnerable) were recorded on the 
project site (Todd, 2018). While Muraltia obovata was widespread across the site, other 
species such as Calobota lotononoides tended to be more restricted to certain substrates 
outside of the development footprint, with Todd (2018) noting that the area along the 
Saandlaagte River and the deeper sands south of the river were areas of above average 
abundance of SCC and therefore ascribed higher sensitivity to these areas. Two additional 
SCCs were observed by Todd (2018) along the access road to the site from Strandfontein 
but not within the proposed development site itself, including a Vulnerable Plant Species 
and a population of Aloe framesii (Near Threatened). The Vulnerable Plant Species was not 
detected during the amendment application site visit however the population of Aloe 
framesii was confirmed to be present directly adjacent to the access road (Plate 1).  

The population of Aloe framesii covers approximately 0.92 ha, which accounts for only 
0.0007 % of the 12.47 km2 of the occupied range of this species9 as it is a widespread, but 
rare species10. It has however recently been recorded at only six locations10 and therefore 
mitigation measures must be implemented to protect this population. Subpopulations of 
Muraltia obovata are small and typically have fewer than 50 mature individuals with the 
total population estimated to be no more than 5000 mature individuals11 and therefore 
mitigation measures must be implemented to protect the plants present across the 
proposed development site. 

 
Plate 1: A small population of a plant SCC, Aloe framesii (Near Threatened), located 
either side of the access road to the WEF site from Strandfontein. Mitigation 

measures are required to reduce the impact on this population.  

 
9 South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI). 2020. Species Environmental Assessment Guideline. Guidelines for 

the implementation of the Terrestrial Fauna and Terrestrial Flora Species Protocols for environmental impact assessments in 
South Africa. South African National Biodiversity Institute, Pretoria. Version 1.2020. 
10 von Staden, L. 2018. Aloe framesii L.Bolus. National Assessment: Red List of South African Plants version 2020.1. Accessed 

on 2021/03/17 
11 Helme, N.A., Raimondo, D. & von Staden, L. 2013. Muraltia obovata DC. National Assessment: Red List of South African 

Plants version 2020.1. Accessed on 2021/03/17 
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3.3 Terrestrial Animal Species 

3.3.1 Mammals 

The site lies within the distribution range of approximately 48 terrestrial mammals of which 
27 were confirmed present at the site (Todd, 2018). Some of these such as the Western 
Rock Elephant Shrew (Elephantulus rupestris) and Namaqua Rock Mouse (Aethomys 
namaquensis) are restricted to the areas of rocky outcrops along the Sandlaagete River 
and do not occur across the rest of the site. Outside of the Sandlaagte River and the 
adjacent rocky areas, the site is fairly homogenous in terms of faunal habitat as there is 
not a lot of variation in the cover and structure of the strandveld vegetation (Todd, 2018). 

No terrestrial mammal SCC were listed by the Screening Tool as being potentially present 
on the proposed development site. Four mammalian SCCs not identified by the Screening 
Tool occur in the broader area, these are the Endangered Van Zyls’ Golden Mole 
(Cryptochloris zyli), Vulnerable Grant's Golden Mole (Eremitalpa granti), Data Deficient 
Cape Golden Mole (Chrysochloris asiatica) and the Vulnerable White-tailed Mouse 
(Mystromys albicaudatus). 

White-tailed Mouse is primarily a Highveld grassland specialist, while their habitat 
preferences are poorly studied and not well understood, they are often associated with 
calcrete soils within grasslands or dune thicket on sloped clay soils12. They also appear to 
rely on fire driven systems to facilitate breeding. As this species occurs in relatively low 
densities and their ecological preferences do not occur on the proposed development site, 
it is highly unlikely that this species occurs on the site. Little is known about the golden-
mole species habitat preferences, however they are not considered to likely occur on the 
on the majority of the proposed development site as they appear to be associated with 
very loose sands more typical of areas south of the Sandlaagte River and the dunes 
associated with the areas of Sand Fynbos in the far eastern corner of the site, outside of 
the proposed development footprint. 

3.3.2 Reptiles 

The site lies in or near the distribution range of as many as 58 reptile species. Based on 
distribution maps and habitat requirements, the composition of the reptile fauna is likely to 
comprise 3 tortoises, 18 snakes, 26 lizards and skinks, 9 geckos and 1 chameleon (Todd, 
2018). Of these only one reptile is listed as an SCC, an Endangered tortoise species is listed 
by the Screening Tool as being potentially present on the proposed development area. 
While the Endangered tortoise species may occur in the area its preferred habitat falls 
outside of the proposed development footprint and is highly unlikely to occur across the 
majority of the site. 

3.3.3 Amphibians 

Todd (2018) notes that while 14 amphibian species are known from the broader area, only 
six species have been recorded from the half degree (3118C) which includes the site. The 
vicinity of the Sandlaagte River would be the most important area for frogs as this area 
may occasionally receive runoff, but in general, the abundance of frogs at the site would 
be low as there are no freshwater features present at the site that could be used by water-
dependent species. Only species which are independent of water are likely to be present, 
including the Cape Sand Frog (Tomopterna delalandii) and Namaqua Rain Frog (Breviceps 
namaquensis). No amphibian SCCs are listed by the Screening Tool and none are likely to 
occur within the proposed development footprint. 

 
12 : Avenant N, Wilson B, Power RJ, Palmer G, Child MF. 2016. A conservation assessment of Mystromys albicaudatus. In Child 

MF, Roxburgh L, Do Linh San E, Raimondo D, Davies-Mostert HT, editors. The Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland 
and Lesotho. South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered Wildlife Trust, South Africa. 
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3.3.4 Terrestrial Invertebrates 

The Screening Tool identified three invertebrate SCCs that could potentially occur on the 
proposed development site, namely Bladder Grasshopper (Bullacris obliqua), Mute Winter 
Katydid (Brinckiella aptera) and Sandveld Winter Katydid (Brinckiella mauerbergerorum). 
While these species were not detected on the site it is possible that they could occur and 
therefore their presence was assumed for the impact assessment following the 
precautionary principle. The habitat available for Brinckiella aptera, Brinckiella 
mauerbergerorum and Bullacris obliqua on the proposed development site is approximately 
47 km2 which translates into 0.002 %, 0.001 % and 0.007 % of the total occurrence area 
of these species13 respectively. The proposed amendment is unlikely to have a negative 
impact on these species given the relatively small area of habitat that will be disturbed 
relative the large, contiguous nature of the available habitat in the broader area. 

3.4 Terrestrial Biodiversity and Conservation Planning 

Table 2: CBA and ESA categories, definitions and desired management 
objectives. 

Category Definition Desired Management Objective 

Critical Biodiversity Area 1 

Areas in a natural condition 
that are required to meet 
biodiversity targets, for 
species, ecosystems or 
ecological processes and 
infrastructure. 

Maintain in a natural or near-natural 
state, with no further loss of habitat. 
Degraded areas should be rehabilitated. 
Only low-impact, biodiversity-sensitive 
land uses are appropriate. 

Critical Biodiversity Area 2 

Areas in a degraded or 
secondary condition. 
Required to meet biodiversity 
targets for species, 
ecosystems or ecological 

processes and infrastructure. 

Maintain in a functional, natural or near-
natural state, with no further loss of 
habitat. Degraded areas should be 
rehabilitated. Only low-impact, 
biodiversity-sensitive land uses are 

appropriate. 

Ecological 
Support Area 1 

Areas that are not essential 
for meeting biodiversity 
targets, but that play an 
important role in supporting 
the functioning of protected 
areas (PAs) or CBAs, and are 
often vital for delivering 
ecosystem services. 

Maintain in a functional, near-natural 
state. Some habitat loss is acceptable, 
provided the underlying biodiversity 
objectives and ecological functioning are 
not compromised. 

Ecological Support Area 2 

Areas that are not essential 
for meeting biodiversity 
targets, but that play an 
important role in supporting 
the functioning of PAs or 
CBAs, and are often vital for 
delivering ecosystem 
services. 

Restore and/or manage to minimise 
impact on ecological infrastructure 
functioning; especially soil and water-
related services 

3.4.1 Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) 

The dunes in the eastern corner of the site (Figure 3) are considered to be more sensitive 
than the rest of the site and are classified as a CBA 1, this status was supported by the 
field visits conducted by Todd (2018) and the site visit associated with the amendment 
application. Todd (2018) however noted that the area classified as CBA within the 
Sandlaagte River is under-mapped and the CBA should be more broadly conceptualised to 
include the adjacent slopes, south of the river with the rocky outcrops, as this represents 

 
13 South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI). 2020. Species Environmental Assessment Guideline. Guidelines for 

the implementation of the Terrestrial Fauna and Terrestrial Flora Species Protocols for environmental impact assessments in 
South Africa. South African National Biodiversity Institute, Pretoria. Version 1.2020. 



Terrestrial Ecology Amendment Report 
Juno WEF Part II Amendment 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd  AMDA Juliett (Pty) Ltd 
March 2021 Page 7 

a locally unique and diverse habitat for fauna and flora. We are in agreement with this 
assessment. The reasons for the CBA include that the small area in the east of the proposed 
development site is in a natural condition required to meet biodiversity targets, for species, 
ecosystems or ecological processes and infrastructure14. The proposed amendment will 
unlikely have a significant negative impact on the conservation goals or functioning of the 
CBAs in the area as these areas fall outside the proposed development footprint. 

3.4.2 Ecological Support Areas (ESAs) 

ESAs are areas that are not essential for meeting biodiversity targets, but that play an 
important role in supporting (and buffering) the functioning of Protected Areas (PAs) or 
CBAs, and are often vital for delivering ecosystem services. The majority of the site is 
classified as an ESA 1 due to water recharge services provided14 (Figure 3) and small parts 
are classified as an ESA 2. The proposed amendment is unlikely to have a significant 
negative impact on the functioning and purpose of the ESAs in the area as groundwater 
recharge rates are unlikely to be negatively altered following the implementation of 
mitigation measures. 

3.4.3 Protected Areas  

There are no protected areas on the proposed development site. 

3.4.4 National Protected Areas Expansion Strategy (NPAES) 

For the original environmental authorisation Todd (2018) noted that according to the 2010 
National Protected Area Expansion Strategy for South Africa (NPAES), the majority of the 
site was mapped as falling within the Knersvlakte Hantam Focus Area, Todd (2018) 
however notes that the 2010 NPAES uses the 2006 VegMap as an input layer and the 
vegetation map of the study area has since been revised. Indeed, the project site no longer 
falls within an NPAES focus area according to the revised Draft NPAES (2016) 15 and the 
output of the screening tool, and is therefore not considered further. 

3.4.5 Ecological Processes 

The overall ecological connectivity of the area is good with habitats and vegetation types 
in the broader area being largely contiguous without high levels of fragmentation. The 
proposed amendment and development is unlikely to have a significant negative impact on 
landscape connectivity in terms of habitat and distribution of movement corridors for 
species such as plants, pollinators or other animals. One of the key processes associated 
with the Namaqualand Strand Fynbos found in the CBA is the maintenance of dunes and 
the movement of sand through aeolian (wind-blown) processes. The prevailing wind 
direction around the proposed development site is in a south-westerly direction which 
translates into a movement of sand from the north-east towards the south-west and as a 
result the proposed development is unlikely to have a negative impact on the movement 
of sand required for the maintenance of dune vegetation in the east of the proposed 
development site. 

The proposed development site falls in the Olifants/Doorn Water Management Area 
(WMA)16 and covers the E33H and G30H Quaternary Catchments in the Sandveld and Lower 
Olifants Irrigation units. The site falls within the sub-national Strandfontein Strategic Water 

 
14 Western Cape Government: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning & Cape Nature, Western Cape 

Biodiversity Spatial Plan, 2017. 
15 Department of Environmental Affairs (2016) National Protected Areas Expansion Strategy for South Africa 2016. Department 

of Environmental Affairs, Pretoria, South Africa. 
16 Department of Water Affairs (2012) Final Project Report for the Classification of significant water resources in the Olifants-

Doorn WMA, Department of Water Affairs, South Africa, Belcher A. and Grobler D. 2012 (WMA 17) 
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Source Area (Figure 4) for Groundwater (SWSA-gw No. 52) which has a medium 
groundwater vulnerability category17. The primary source of water in the Olifants/Doorn 
WMA catchment is groundwater and agricultural development has led to over-exploitation 
of the groundwater resource18. Groundwater recharge rates, surface runoff, sedimentation 
and water quality are unlikely to be negatively impacted upon by the proposed amendment 
following the implementation of mitigation measures. 

4 ORIGINALLY AUTHORISED IMPACT ASSESSMENT FINDINGS 

The originally authorised ecological impact assessment study (Todd 2018) made the 
following relevant findings with respect to impact significance for each phase: 

Table 3: Summary of relevant impact assessments and indication of changes 
due to the proposed amendment 

Phase Impact 
Significance 

Without 
Mitigation 

Significance 
with 

Mitigation 

Significance with 
mitigation will 
change due to 

proposed 
Amendment (Y/N) 

Construction 

Impacts on vegetation and 
plant SCC 

M M N 

Direct and indirect faunal 
impacts 

M M N 

Impacts on Critical Biodiversity 
Areas 

M L N 

Operational 

Increased Soil Erosion M L N 

Increased Alien Plant Invasion M L N 

Direct and indirect faunal 

impacts 
M L N 

Decommission 

Impacts on Fauna M L N 

Increased Soil Erosion M L N 

Increased Alien Plant Invasion M L N 

Cumulative 
Habitat loss and impact on 
broad-scale ecological 
processes 

M L N 

5 POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT ON RISKS TO 
TERRESTRIAL BIODIVERSITY, PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

The proposed amendment is preferred from a terrestrial biodiversity, terrestrial plants 
and terrestrial animals perspective as the reduction in the number of proposed turbines to 
be installed will likely reduce the overall area of disturbance and destruction of habitat and 
vegetation from a reduction in the number of permanent hardstand areas and temporary 
laydown areas. Similarly, the reduction in the number of turbines will translate into a 
reduction in the number of hard surfaces and therefore reduce the impacts associated with 
water runoff and infiltration rates. The proposed locations of the substation and BESS will 
have no additional significant negative impacts on the biodiversity or ecology of the area. 

 
17 Le Maitre, D.C., Seyler, H., Holland, M., Smith-Adao, L., Nel, J.L., Maherry, A. and Witthüser, K. (2018) Identification, 

Delineation and Importance of the Strategic Water Source Areas of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland for Surface Water and 
Groundwater. Report No. TT 743/1/18, Water Research Commission, Pretoria. 
18 Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, South Africa. 2005. Olifants/Doorn Water Management Area: Internal Strategic 

Perspective. Prepared by Ninham Shand (Pty) Ltd in association with Jakoet and Associates, Umvoto Africa, FST and Tlou and 
Matji, on behalf of the Directorate: National Water Resource Planning. DWAF Report No P WMA 17/000/00/0305 
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The total area of internal roads and associated impact is likely to decrease with the 
proposed amendment from the existing authorisation as despite the proposal to increase 
the road width, the total length of the internal road network in the amendment is reduced 
(27.5 ha authorised versus 25.6 ha proposed). 

6 REVISED IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

6.1 Construction Phase 

6.1.1 Impacts on vegetation and plant SCC 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation the 
probability can be decreased to medium, however the significance rating remains 
unchanged as a medium significance. The impacts to flora (particularly plant SCC) is 
acceptable as the habitats and vegetation types are widespread and largely contiguous in 
the broader area.  

The impact associated with the proposed amendment is likely to reduce the risk to 
vegetation and plant SCC as the total area of disturbance will likely be decreased due to 
the reduced number of turbines and total area of internal roads. While this is not sufficient 
to further reduce the impact significance rating it is worth noting. 

Nevertheless, additional mitigation measures to further reduce the impact of construction 
activities to plant SCC for inclusion into the EMPr have been detailed in Section 7 of this 
report and relate to the re-routing of the access road and protection of the population of 
Aloe framesii along the route.  

6.1.2 Direct and indirect faunal impacts 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation the 
probability can be decreased to medium, however the significance rating remains 
unchanged as a medium significance. The impacts to fauna (particularly animal SCC) is 
acceptable as the habitats present on the proposed development area are widespread and 
largely contiguous in the broader area. 

The impact associated with the proposed amendment is likely to reduce the risk to fauna 
as the total area of habitat disturbance will likely be decreased due to the reduced number 
of turbines and total area of internal roads. While this is not sufficient to further reduce the 
impact significance rating it is worth noting. 

6.1.3 Impacts on Critical Biodiversity Areas 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation the 
probability can be decreased to medium and the intensity can be reduced to low, resulting 
in an impact significance rating of low. The impact of the development on CBAs is likely to 
be low as development within the ESA is not likely to impact the overall ecological 
functioning of the area including groundwater recharge of the SWSA and aeolian processes. 
The impact associated with the proposed amendment is likely to reduce the risk to 
negatively affecting the purpose of ESAs as the total area of disturbance will likely be 
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decreased due to the reduced number of turbines and total area of internal roads. While 
this is not sufficient to further reduce the impact significance rating it is worth noting. 

6.2 Operational Phase 

6.2.1 Increased Soil Erosion 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
The impacts of soil erosion can be effectively avoided through the implementation of 
appropriate mitigation measures. With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed 
for the original authorisation the duration, intensity and probability of this impact can be 
decreased to low, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. The impact associated 
with the proposed amendment is likely to reduce the risk of soil erosion as the total area 
of hard surfaces and water runoff will likely be decreased due to the reduced number of 
turbines and total area of internal roads. While this is not sufficient to further reduce the 
impact significance rating it is worth noting. 

6.2.2 Increased Alien Plant Invasion 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
The impacts of alien plant invasion can be effectively avoided through the implementation 
of appropriate mitigation measures. With properly implemented mitigation measures 
detailed for the original authorisation the duration, intensity and probability of this impact 
can be decreased to low, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. The impact 
associated with the proposed amendment is likely to reduce the risk of alien plant invasion 
as the total area of disturbance will likely be decreased due to the reduced number of 
turbines and total area of internal roads. While this is not sufficient to further reduce the 
impact significance rating it is worth noting. 

6.2.3 Direct and indirect faunal impacts 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation the 
intensity of this impact can be reduced to low and the probability can be decreased to 
medium, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. As some perimeter fencing 
existing on the site already has electrical fencing within 20 cm of the ground, the 
implementation of the mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation may 
improve the existing threats to species such as tortoises and improve the habitat 
connectivity of the site.  

6.3 Decommission Phase 

6.3.1 Impacts on Fauna 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation the 
intensity of this impact can be reduced to low and the probability can be decreased to 
medium, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. As per the construction and 
operational phases the reduced number of turbines proposed by the amendment is likely 
to reduce the impact associated with decommissioning as the total area disturbed is 



Terrestrial Ecology Amendment Report 
Juno WEF Part II Amendment 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd  AMDA Juliett (Pty) Ltd 
March 2021 Page 11 

reduced. While this is not sufficient to further reduce the impact significance rating it is 
worth noting. 

6.3.2 Increased Soil Erosion 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
The impacts of soil erosion can be effectively avoided through the implementation of 
appropriate mitigation measures. With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed 
for the original authorisation the duration, intensity and probability of this impact can be 
decreased to low, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. As per the construction 
and operational phases the reduced number of turbines proposed by the amendment is 
likely to reduce the impact associated with decommissioning as the total area disturbed is 
reduced. While this is not sufficient to further reduce the impact significance rating it is 
worth noting. 

6.3.3 Increased Alien Plant Invasion 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
The impacts of alien plant invasion can be effectively avoided through the implementation 
of appropriate mitigation measures. With properly implemented mitigation measures 
detailed for the original authorisation the duration, intensity and probability of this impact 
can be decreased to low, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. As per the 
construction and operational phases the reduced number of turbines proposed by the 
amendment is likely to reduce the impact associated with decommissioning as the total 
area disturbed is reduced. While this is not sufficient to further reduce the impact 
significance rating it is worth noting. 

6.4 Cumulative Impact 

6.4.1 Habitat loss and impact on broad-scale ecological processes 

No change. 

The overall significance of this impact is considered medium if no mitigation takes place. 
With properly implemented mitigation measures detailed for the original authorisation the 
extent, and intensity of this impact can be decreased to low while the probability can be 
reduced to medium, resulting in an impact significance rating of low. The proposed 
development is unlikely to have a significant negative effect on groundwater recharge, the 
SWSA, sedimentation deposition, aeolian processes, habitat connectivity and ecological 
corridors or geneflow in the area. The reduced number of turbines proposed by the 
amendment is likely to further reduce the cumulative impacts and while this is not sufficient 
to further reduce the impact significance rating, it is worth noting.  

7 REVISED MITIGATION MEASURES 

The main access road needs to be re-routed to avoid the population of Aloe framesii that 
occurs along the route. The access road should run no closer than 20 m from the nearest 
individual of this species and appropriate mitigation against dust accumulation must be 
implemented along the access road. This includes speed control measures for heavy 
construction vehicles (i.e. a speed limit of 25 km/h along the access road) and the 
resurfacing of at least 400 m of the roadway either side of the population of Aloe framesii 
with a temporary surface such as course gravel to reduce dust production near the plants. 
While not preferred, if these measures are insufficient and other dust suppression 
mitigation measures are considered, such as chemical suppression, the products used must 
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be environmentally friendly. The Environmental Control Officer must monitor dust 
accumulation on these plants and seek input from an ecological specialist in order to seek 
alternative mitigation measures to reduce dust accumulation if dust suppression measures 
implemented are considered to be ineffective.  

8 ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

The advantages of the proposed amendment have been outlined above, but largely relate 
to the reduction in the number of turbines and the associated reduction in the total area 
of habitat that will be disturbed or destroyed and the reduced area of hard surfaces (such 
as hardstands) reducing the potential for erosion, alien plant invasion and direct/indirect 
impacts to flora, fauna and ecological processes in the area.  

There are no disadvantages of the proposed amendment from a terrestrial biodiversity, 
plant or animal perspective. 

9 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed amendment is preferred from a terrestrial biodiversity, plant and animal 
perspective compared to the original authorisation as the reduced number of turbines 
proposed will reduce the overall impacts on the landscape and biodiversity associated with 
such developments.  

The sensitivity map produced by Todd (2018) for the existing environmental authorisation, 
as well as all the mitigation measures included therein, remain valid and applicable to the 
proposed amendment (Figure 5).  

In addition to the mitigation measures prescribed by Todd (2018), the additional mitigation 
measure detailed in this report must be included in the EMPr to reduce the potential impacts 
of the proposed development.  

Following the implementation of mitigation measures the potential impacts of the proposed 
development can be reduced to acceptable levels, and therefore the environmental 
authorisation of the proposed amendment can be granted from a terrestrial biodiversity, 
plants and animals perspective.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Government Gazette, No. 43110 (Published in Government Notice No. 320) of 20 
March, 2020: “Protocol for the Specialist Assessment and Minimum Report Content 
Requirements for Environmental Impacts on Terrestrial Biodiversity” is of particular 
relevance to the production of this report. This protocol replaces the requirements of 
Appendix 6 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations.  

The assessment and minimum reporting requirements of this protocol are associated with 
a level of environmental sensitivity identified by the National Web Based Screening Tool1 
(‘Screening Tool’).  

A desk-top study and a site visit was conducted to determine the suitability of the site 
sensitivity determination of the Screening Tool.  

2 METHODS 

2.1 Desktop Study 

The Screening Tool was used to generate the potential environmental sensitivity of the 
site. The outputs were compared with satellite imagery and GIS maps of the project site.  

The lists of flora were collated from interrogating the output of the Screening Tool and the 
existing Fauna and Flora Specialist Ecological Study EIA Phase Report (Todd, 2018) that 
was conducted as part of the existing environmental authorisation (DEFF Reference No. 
14/12/16/3/3/2/1074, 30 April 2019). The species list was used to highlight any habitats 
or taxa that may be particularly sensitive to impacts from the development and indicate 
any features that could occur on the project site which may require increased attention 
during the site visit.  

2.2 Site Visit 

The site was visited numerous times by an Ecological Specialist (Simon Todd) during the 
assessment for the existing environmental authorisation, which was received 30 April 2019. 
This included an initial site visit of two days (08th and 09th August 2016) and a follow-up 
study of 3 days (05th to 07th October 2017), where walk-through-surveys and active 
searches for plants were conducted. The conditions at the time of the first site visit were 
considered to be excellent and followed very good rainfall, while conditions in 2017 were 
moderate as it had been a relatively poor season. However, the conditions and amount of 
time spent on-site were considered adequate for the field assessment and as a result there 
are few limitations resulting from the field assessment. The fauna and flora species lists 
obtained for the site are considered reliable and comprehensive.  

The site was visited by the Arcus Specialist over 3 days (03rd to 05th March 2021) to evaluate 
the revised layout of infrastructure associated with the Part II Amendment application. 
While the conditions of the site visit were relatively poor following a low rainfall period this 
is not considered to be a limitation as vegetation units were still easy to discern and the 
timing allowed for grazing pressure during the dry periods to be more easily appreciated. 
This, combined with the recent and comprehensive assessment of the site conducted by 
Todd (2018) results in a high degree of confidence in the relevance and applicability of the 
assessment of the impacts associated with the Part II Amendment. 

 
1 https://screening.environment.gov.za/screeningtool/ 



Terrestrial Biodiversity Site Sensitivity Verification Report 
Juno WEF Part II Amendment 

Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd  AMDA Juliett (Pty) Ltd 
March 2021 Page 2 

3 RESULTS 

3.1 Desktop Study 

3.1.1 Screening Tool 

The Screening Tool identified parts of the project site to be of High and Low Sensitivity 
in the Terrestrial Biodiversity Theme (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Results of the National Web-based Screening Tool. 

The reasons identified for the classification of Very High Sensitivity were the presence of 
Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs), Ecological Support Areas (ESAs) and Vulnerable 
Ecosystems (VEs) (Table 1). 

Table 1: Sensitivity Features from the National Web-based Screening Tool. 
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3.1.2 Database Search and Literature Review 

Todd (2018) noted that according to the 2010 National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 
for South Africa (NPAES), the majority of the site was mapped as falling within the 
Knersvlakte Hantam Focus Area, however Todd (2018) notes that the 2010 NPAES uses 
the 2006 VegMap as an input layer and the vegetation map of the study area has since 
been revised. Indeed, the project site no longer falls within an NPAES focus area according 
to the revised Draft NPAES (2016)2 and the output of the screening tool and is therefore 
not considered further.  

The West Coast District Municipality Spatial Development Framework (SDF 2020)3 and by 
extension the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (2017)4, indicate that the majority of 
the Juno site lies within ESA1, while the eastern corner of the site where the vegetation 
transitions towards Sand Fynbos and the Sandlaagte River are classified as CBA 1 (Figure 
2). There is also a large extent of the site which is mapped as previously transformed, 
which was confirmed by the field visits conducted by Todd (2018). In terms of the areas 
mapped as CBAs, the dunes in the eastern corner of the site are considered more sensitive 
than the rest of the site and their CBA status was supported by the field assessment 
conducted by Todd (2018). However, Todd (2018) noted that the area classified as CBA 
within the Sandlaagte River is under-mapped and that the CBA should be more broadly 
conceptualised to include the adjacent slopes south of the river with the rocky outcrops as 
this represents a locally unique and diverse habitat for fauna and flora.  

Upon assessing the impacts of the pre-amendment development on these areas, Todd 
(2018) stated that “the development will result in direct habitat loss equivalent to about 
60ha within the ESA as well as potentially affect broad-scale ecological processes operating 
in the area. Impact on the ESA would result from the transformation of currently intact 
habitat as well as the presence and operation of the facility. The layout however makes 
total avoidance on the CBAs and there would be no direct impact on the CBAs of the area. 
As a result, the impact of the development on CBAs is likely to be low as some development 
within the ESA is not likely to impact the overall functioning of the area.” 

3.1.3 Site Visit 

The site visit conducted for the amendment application confirmed the validity of Todd’s 
(2018) findings and that they remain appropriate to inform the impact assessment of the 
amendment application. The site visit confirmed the sensitivity of CBAs identified by Todd 
(2018) and revealed that large portions of the ESAs identified on the project site currently 
experience grazing pressure from livestock farming activities (Figure 3). The Vulnerable 
Ecosystem identified by the screening tool appears to be associated with Leipoldtville Sand 
Fynbos which was classified as being present on the project site in the 2006 Mucina & 
Rutherford edition of the national vegetation map. This vegetation type has subsequently 
been reclassified to Namaquland Sand Fynbos by the updated National Vegetation Map 
2018 database5, which is Least Threatened. Based on the species present the vegetation 
type is more closely aligned with Namaqualand Sand Fynbos and therefore the designation 
of Vulnerable Ecosystem identified by the Screening Tool is incorrect. 

 
2 Department of Environmental Affairs (2016) National Protected Areas Expansion Strategy for South Africa 2016. Department 

of Environmental Affairs, Pretoria, South Africa. 
3 West Coast District Municipality Spatial Development Framework (2020) available at 

https://westcoastdm.co.za/documents/sdf/ 
4 Western Cape Government: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning & Cape Nature, Western Cape 

Biodiversity Spatial Plan, 2017. 
5 South African National Biodiversity Institute (2006-2018). The Vegetation Map of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland, Mucina, 

L., Rutherford, M.C. and Powrie, L.W. (Editors), Online, http://bgis.sanbi.org/Projects/Detail/186, Version 2018  
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Figure 3: Livestock farming activities observed on the proposed development site. 

4 CONCLUSION 

As the proposed development footprint avoids all CBAs and the ESAs on the project site 
currently experience varying levels of grazing pressure the Terrestrial Biodiversity 
Sensitivity of the development footprint is considered to be low, as the proposed 
development in these areas is unlikely to have a negative impact on overall ecosystem 
functioning or conservation objectives of the area. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Government Gazette, No. 43855 (Published in Government Notice No. 1150) of 30 
October, 2020: “Protocol for the Specialist Assessment and Minimum Report Content 
Requirements for Environmental Impacts on Terrestrial Plant Species” is of particular 
relevance to the production of this report. This protocol replaces the requirements of 
Appendix 6 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations.  

The assessment and minimum reporting requirements of this protocol are associated with 
a level of environmental sensitivity identified by the National Web Based Screening Tool1 
(‘Screening Tool’).  

A desk-top study and a site visit was conducted to determine the suitability of the site 
sensitivity determination of the Screening Tool.  

2 METHODS 

2.1 Desktop Study 

The Screening Tool was used to generate the potential environmental sensitivity of the 
site. The outputs were compared with satellite imagery and GIS maps of the project site.  

The lists of flora were collated from interrogating the output of the Screening Tool and the 
existing Fauna and Flora Specialist Ecological Study EIA Phase Report (Todd, 2018) that 
was conducted as part of the existing environmental authorisation (DEFF Reference No. 
14/12/16/3/3/2/1074, 30 April 2019). The species list was used to highlight any habitats 
or taxa that may be particularly sensitive to impacts from the development and indicate 
any features that could occur on the project site which may require increased attention 
during the site visit.  

2.2 Site Visit 

The site was visited numerous times by an Ecological Specialist (Simon Todd) during the 
assessment for the existing environmental authorisation, which was received 30 April 2019. 
This included an initial site visit of two days (08th and 09th August 2016) and a follow-up 
study of 3 days (05th to 07th October 2017), where walk-through-surveys and active 
searches for plants were conducted. The conditions at the time of the first site visit were 
considered to be excellent and followed very good rainfall, while conditions in 2017 were 
moderate as it had been a relatively poor season. However, the conditions and amount of 
time spent on-site were considered adequate for the field assessment and as a result there 
are few limitations resulting from the field assessment. The fauna and flora species lists 
obtained for the site are considered reliable and comprehensive.  

The site was visited by the Arcus Specialist over 3 days (03rd to 05th March 2021) to evaluate 
the revised layout of infrastructure associated with the Part II Amendment application. 
While the conditions of the site visit were relatively poor following a low rainfall period this 
is not considered to be a limitation as vegetation units were still easy to discern and the 
timing allowed for grazing pressure during the dry periods to be more easily appreciated. 
This, combined with the recent and comprehensive assessment of the site conducted by 
Todd (2018) results in a high degree of confidence in the relevance and applicability of the 
assessment of the impacts associated with the Part II Amendment. 

 
1 https://screening.environment.gov.za/screeningtool/ 
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3 RESULTS 

3.1 Desktop Study 

3.1.1 Screening Tool 

The Screening Tool identified parts of the project site to be of Medium and Low 
Sensitivity in the Plant Species Theme (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Results of the National Web-based Screening Tool. 

The reasons identified for the classification of Medium Sensitivity were the potential 
presence of 15 plant Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) (Table 1). 

Table 1: Sensitivity Features from the National Web-based Screening Tool. 
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3.1.2 Database Search and Literature Review 

Todd (2018) reported that the abundance of plant species of conservation concern in the 
broader area around the Juno site is relatively high. A total of 460 species have been 
recorded from the half degree 3118C, of which 48 are of conservation concern. Listed 
species confirmed present at the site include the Vulnerable Wahlenbergia asparagoides, 
Muraltia obovata and Near-threatened Calobota lotononoides and Babiana hirsuta. Two 
listed species are present along the access road to the site from Strandfontein including a 
Vulnerable and Near-threatened plant species (Todd 2018). Todd (2018) noted that while 
some species such as Muraltia obovata were widespread at the site, others such as 
Calobota lotononoides and Wahlenbergia asparagoides tended to be more restricted to 
certain substrates. The area along the Saandlaagte River and the deeper sands south of 
the river were areas of above average abundance of SCC and is one of the contributing 
factors to the higher sensitivity of these areas.  

3.1.3 Site Visit 

The site visit confirmed the presence of a dense population of a Near-threatened plant SCC 
along the access road to the proposed development site and that large portions of the site 
experience grazing pressure during the dry season (Figure 2). Large portions of the site 
have also experienced previous ploughing and agricultural activities (Figure 3). These areas 
are not currently in use and significant recovery has occurred in some areas, but overall 
diversity of these areas is generally low compared to adjacent intact vegetation as while 
the recovery of annual and weedy components were observed by Todd (2018) during the 
wet season, these areas lack geophytic and long-lived perennial elements.  

4 CONCLUSION 

The floral study conducted by Todd (2018) is accurate and remains relevant to the 
proposed amendment. The confirmed presence of SCC on the project site elevate the 
Terrestrial Plant Species sensitivity of the site to High sensitivity, and mitigation measures 
are likely to be required.  

In terms of the Juno wind farm and associated infrastructure, impacts on listed species are 
likely to be low after mitigation and no high impacts on any particular species are likely to 
occur as a result of the development. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Government Gazette, No. 43855 (Published in Government Notice No. 1150) of 30 
October, 2020: “Protocol for the Specialist Assessment and Minimum Report Content 
Requirements for Environmental Impacts on Terrestrial Animal Species” is of particular 
relevance to the production of this report. This protocol replaces the requirements of 
Appendix 6 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations.  

The assessment and minimum reporting requirements of this protocol are associated with 
a level of environmental sensitivity identified by the National Web Based Screening Tool1 
(‘Screening Tool’).  

A desk-top study and a site visit was conducted to determine the suitability of the site 
sensitivity determination of the Screening Tool.  

2 METHODS 

2.1 Desktop Study 

The Screening Tool was used to generate the potential environmental sensitivity of the 
site. The outputs were compared with satellite imagery and GIS maps of the project site.  

The lists of fauna were collated from interrogating multiple databases and sources including 
the various atlassing projects of the Virtual Museum2, the GBIF3 network as well as the 
output of the Screening Tool and the existing Fauna and Flora Specialist Ecological Study 
EIA Phase Report (Todd, 2018) that was conducted as part of the existing environmental 
authorisation (DEFF Reference No. 14/12/16/3/3/2/1074, 30 April 2019). The species list 
was used to highlight any habitats or taxa that may be particularly sensitive to impacts 
from the development and indicate any features that could occur on the project site which 
may require increased attention during the site visit.  

2.2 Site Visit 

The site was visited numerous times by an Ecological Specialist (Simon Todd) during the 
assessment for the existing environmental authorisation, which was received 30 April 2019. 
This included an initial site visit of two days (08th and 09th August 2016) and a follow-up 
study of 3 days (05th to 07th October 2017), where walk-through-surveys, trapping and 
active searches for reptiles and amphibians were conducted as well as the deployment of 
12 camera traps, which were retrieved in March 2018. The conditions at the time of the 
first site visit were considered to be excellent and followed very good rainfall, while 
conditions in 2017 were moderate as it had been a relatively poor season. However, the 
conditions and amount of time spent on-site were considered adequate for the field 
assessment and as a result there are few limitations resulting from the field assessment. 
The fauna and flora species lists obtained for the site are considered reliable and 
comprehensive.  

The site was visited by the Arcus Specialist over 3 days (03rd to 05th March 2021) to evaluate 
the revised layout of infrastructure associated with the Part II Amendment application. 
While the conditions of the site visit were relatively poor following a low rainfall period this 
is not considered to be a limitation as vegetation units and available habitats were still easy 
to discern and the timing allowed for grazing pressure during the dry periods to be more 
easily appreciated. This, combined with the recent and comprehensive assessment of the 

 
1 https://screening.environment.gov.za/screeningtool/ 
2 http://vmus.adu.org.za/vm_projects.php (QDS 3024C) accessed February 20 2021. 
3 http://gbif.org  

http://vmus.adu.org.za/vm_projects.php
http://gbif.org/
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site conducted by Todd (2018) results in a high degree of confidence in the relevance and 
applicability of the assessment of the impacts associated with the Part II Amendment. 

3 RESULTS 

3.1 Desktop Study 

3.1.1 Screening Tool 

The Screening Tool identified parts of the project site to be of High and Medium 
Sensitivity in the Animal Species Theme (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Results of the National Web-based Screening Tool. 

The reasons identified for the classification of High Sensitivity were the likely presence of 
birds, namely Ludwig’s Bustard (Neotis ludwigii), Black Harrier (Circus maurus) and African 
Marsh-harrier (Circus ranivorus) (Table 1). These were not considered further for this 
assessment as a separate dedicated avifaunal assessment was conducted.  
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Table 1: Sensitivity Features from the National Web-based Screening Tool.

 

The reasons identified for the classification of High Sensitivity were the potential presence 
of the insects: Bladder Grasshopper (Bullacris obliqua), Mute Winter Katydid (Brinckiella 
aptera) and Sandveld Winter Katydid (Brinckiella mauerbergerorum) and the Endangered 
sensitive tortoise, listed as ‘Sensitive species 4’ in Table 1. 

3.1.2 Database Search and Literature Review 

3.1.2.1 Mammals 

The site lies within the distribution range of approximately 48 terrestrial mammals of which 
27 were confirmed present at the site (Todd, 2018). Some of these such as the Western 
Rock Elephant Shrew (Elephantulus rupestris) and Namaqua Rock Mouse (Aethomys 
namaquensis) are restricted to the areas of rocky outcrops along the Sandlaagete River 
and do not occur across the rest of the site. Outside of the Sandlaagte River and the 
adjacent rocky areas, the site is fairly homogenous in terms of faunal habitat as there is 
not a lot of variation in the cover and structure of the strandveld vegetation (Todd, 2018). 

Four mammalian Species of Conservation Concern not identified by the Screening Tool 
occur in the broader area, these are the Endangered Van Zyls’ Golden Mole (Cryptochloris 
zyli), Vulnerable Grant's Golden Mole (Eremitalpa granti), Data Deficient Cape Golden Mole 
(Chrysochloris asiatica) and the Vulnerable White-tailed Mouse (Mystromys albicaudatus).  

3.1.2.2 Reptiles 

The site lies in or near the distribution range of as many as 58 reptile species. Based on 
distribution maps and habitat requirements, the composition of the reptile fauna is likely to 
comprise 3 tortoises, 18 snakes, 26 lizards and skinks, 9 geckos and 1 chameleon (Todd, 
2018). Of these only one reptile is listed as a Species of Conservation Concern, an 
Endangered tortoise species.  

3.1.2.3 Amphibians 

Todd (2018) notes that while 14 amphibian species are known from the broader area, only 
six species have been recorded from the half degree (3118C) which includes the site. The 
vicinity of the Sandlaagte River would be the most important area for frogs as this area 
may occasionally receive runoff, but in general, the abundance of frogs at the site would 
be low as there are no freshwater features present at the site that could be used by water-
dependent species. Only species which are independent of water are likely to be present, 
including the Cape Sand Frog (Tomopterna delalandii) and Namaqua Rain Frog (Breviceps 
namaquensis). No amphibian Species of Conservation Concern are likely to occur within 
the proposed development footprint. 
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3.1.2.4 Invertebrates 

The Screening Tool identified three invertebrates that could potentially occur on the 
proposed development site, however due to the nature of the proposed development, the 
relatively small area of habitat that will be impacted upon and the extensive availability of 
habitat in the broader area, it is highly unlikely that the proposed development will have a 
significant negative impact on these insects. 

3.1.3 Site Visit 

While the Endangered tortoise species may occur in the area its preferred habitat falls 
outside of the proposed development footprint and is highly unlikely to occur across the 
majority of the site. 

White-tailed Mouse is primarily a Highveld grassland specialist, while their habitat 
preferences are poorly studied and not well understood, they are often associated with 
calcrete soils within grasslands or dune thicket on sloped clay soils4. They also appear to 
rely on fire driven systems to facilitate breeding. As this species occurs in relatively low 
densities and their ecological preferences do not occur on the proposed development site, 
it is highly unlikely that this species occurs on the site and therefore negative impacts to 
this species are unlikely.   

Little is known about the golden-mole species habitat preferences, however they are not 
considered to likely occur on the on the majority of the proposed development site as they 
appear to be associated with very loose sands more typical of areas south of the Sandlaagte 
River and the dunes associated with the areas of Sand Fynbos in the far eastern corner of 
the site, outside of the proposed development footprint. 

4 CONCLUSION 

The development footprint does not include any areas of elevated sensitivity for Terrestrial 
Animal Species and it is unlikely that the local or regional populations of any animal species 
would be compromised by the development. The proposed development is not expected 
to have an impact on species of conservation concern beyond the boundary of the preferred 
site and areas within the development footprint are considered to be of Low Sensitivity for 
Terrestrial Animal species. 

 
4 : Avenant N, Wilson B, Power RJ, Palmer G, Child MF. 2016. A conservation assessment of Mystromys albicaudatus. In Child 

MF, Roxburgh L, Do Linh San E, Raimondo D, Davies-Mostert HT, editors. The Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland 
and Lesotho. South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered Wildlife Trust, South Africa. 
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REVIEW OF PROPOSED JUNO WIND ENERGY FACILITY AND ASSOCIATED 

INFRASTRUCTURE: TERRESTRIAL BIODIVERSITY AMENDMENT REPORT AND SITE 

SENSITIVITY VERIFICATION REPORTS 

B A C K G R O U N D  

AMDA Juliett (Pty) Ltd (‘the applicant’) received environmental authorisation on the 30 April 2019 (DEFF 

Reference No.: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1074) for the construction and operation of the 140 MW Juno Wind Energy Facility 

as well as its proposed electrical grid connection and associated infrastructure (DEFF Reference No.: 

14/12/16/3/3/1/1973) near Strandfontein, Western Cape Province. The applicant is now submitting an amendment 

application to the Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries to amend the technical specifications of 

the WEF (Table 1). Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) Ltd (‘Arcus’) was appointed to produce the 

Terrestrial Biodiversity, Plant and Animal Species amendment report. The amendment specifications of 

relevance to this report includes the reduction in the proposed number of turbines, from a maximum of 49 

turbines down to a maximum of 36 turbines and their adjusted layout. 

 

Mr Jamie Pote has been appointed by Arcus to conduct an independent review of the Terrestrial Biodiversity 

Amendment and Site Sensitivity Verification Reports compiled by Arcus Consultancy Services South Africa (Pty) 

Ltd. The following reports have been reviewed: 

1. Terrestrial ecology amendment report for the Part II amendment application of the Juno Wind Energy 
Facility, Western Cape Province. 

2. Terrestrial biodiversity site sensitivity verification report for the Part II amendment application of the 
Juno Wind Energy Facility, Western Cape Province. 

3. Terrestrial animal species site sensitivity verification report for the Part II amendment application of the 
Juno Wind Energy Facility, Western Cape Province. 

4. Terrestrial plant species site sensitivity verification report for the Part II amendment application of the 
Juno Wind Energy Facility, Western Cape Province. 

T E R M S  O F  R E F E R E N C E  

The independent review of the Juno Wind Energy Facility Terrestrial Biodiversity Reports includes the following: 

• Confirmation of independence. 

• Acceptability of the terms of reference of the specialist studies, including that of the alignment to the 
required DEFF Protocols.  

• The suitability of the different assessment methodology used for data gathering and analysis. 

• Evaluate the validity of the findings (review data evidence). 

• Discuss the suitability of the mitigation measures and recommendations. 

• Identify any short-comings and mitigation measures to address the mitigation measures. 

• Evaluate the appropriateness of the reference literature and data. 

mailto:jamiepote@live.co.za
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• A CV clearly showing the expertise of the peer reviewer. 

• Indicate whether a site inspection was carried out as part of the peer review. 

• Indicate whether the article is well written and easy to understand. 

• Include conclusions and recommendations, if any. 

I N D E P E N D E N T  R E V I E W  

Site Sensitivity Verification Reports 

The Terrestrial Biodiversity, Plant & Animal Species Site Sensitivity Verification Reports aimed to assess whether 

the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the original Ecological Assessment Report (Todd, 2018), 

which was compiled prior to the publication of the ‘new protocols’ during 2020, aligns with the requirements 

therein and the National Web-based Screening Tool.  The verification reports adequately align the original 

findings with the screening tool and the new protocols.  

Terms of Reference of Amendment Report 

The specialist amendment report scope of study is adequate and acceptable and includes a review of previous 

studies (Todd, 2018), supplemental desktop component (status and red listed & protected flora & fauna) and 

site verification. A single 3-day site visit is deemed adequate in this case, as no significant red flags are raised in 

the original assessment that were not mitigated nor are any substantial layout changes made that impose into 

previously red-flagged areas. The season (autumn) in which the site visit was conducted is furthermore suitable, 

as it is supplemental to the original specialist surveys that encompassed multiple site visits that included the 

spring flowering seasons of 2016 and 2017.  

Acceptability of Assessment Methodology and Limitations 

The assessment methodology utilised is applicable and includes consultation of standard available databases, 

distribution records and other literature sources for red listed species, records of potential regional protected 

species and regional threat status, as well as previous studies undertaken by Todd (2018). Data sources are 

comprehensive and include the standard available sources. Limitations of the amendment are clearly defined, 

and searches of databases were expanded beyond the immediate footprint to include a wider area of similar 

habitat. 

Validity of Findings 

The terrestrial biodiversity amendment report has identified the following: 

1) Three vegetation units are present in the affected area, namely Namaqualand Strandveld (Least 
Threatened) which occupies most of the site, some Namaqualand Sand Fynbos (Least Threatened) in 
the southeast corner of the site and a narrow strip of Namaqualand Riviere (Vulnerable)associated with 
the bed of the Sandlaagte River. The amendment report also highlights that Namaqualand Riviere was 
classified as Cape Inland Salt Pans by Todd (2018), based on the 2012 update of the national vegetation 
map used for that report, however the 2018 update of the national vegetation map has re-classified this 
vegetation type as Namaqualand Riviere. The implications of this re-classification has thus reduced the 
conservation status of the vegetation in the Sandlaagte River from the Vulnerable Cape Inland Salt Pans 
to Least Threatened Namaqualand Riviere vegetation type.  

2) The writer notes that while 15 plant species of conservation concern are identified in the screening tool, 
only two species, namely Calobota lotononoides (Near Threatened) and Muraltia obovata (Vulnerable) 
were recorded on the project site by Todd (2018) with an additional two species along the access road. 
Only Aloe framesii was detected during the amendment assessment. 

3) The writer notes that the site lies within the distribution range of approximately 48 terrestrial mammals 
of which 27 were confirmed present at the site (Todd, 2018), some of which are restricted to specific 
habitats, including the rocky outcrops adjacent to the Sandlaagte River not typical of the main, typically 
homogenous vegetation.  

4) The amendment report also confirms that no terrestrial mammal SCC were listed by the Screening Tool 
as being potentially present on the proposed development site; however, four mammalian SCCs not 
identified by the Screening Tool occur in the broader area, these are the Endangered Van Zyls’ Golden 
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Mole (Cryptochloris zyli), Vulnerable Grant's Golden Mole (Eremitalpa granti), Data Deficient Cape 
Golden Mole (Chrysochloris asiatica) and the Vulnerable White-tailed Mouse (Mystromys albicaudatus). 
These are confirmed to be unlikely to be affected due to absence of preferred habitat. 

5) The report notes that no assessment has been made of birds, as these are addressed in a separate 
avifaunal impact assessment report. 

6) Numerous reptile species are identified as potentially being present, although a single species has an 
elevated status that is likely to be present. The amendment report concludes that this species, an 
endangered tortoise, is unlikely to be affected as its preferred habitat will be unaffected. 

7) Several amphibian species fall within the broader area, although the amendment report concurs with 
the original assessment that only two frog species, which are independent of water could be affected, 
however none of conservation concern are identified or likely to be present.  

8) The screening tool identifies several invertebrate species that could occur in the broader area, which 
were not assessed in the original ecological assessment undertaken by Todd (2018). It further correctly 
concludes that the proposed facility is unlikely to have a negative impact on these species given the 
relatively small area of habitat that will be disturbed relative the large, contiguous nature of the 
available habitat in the broader area.  

9) The amendment correctly concludes that the proposed facility, inclusive of amendments is ‘unlikely to 
have a significant negative impact on the conservation goals or functioning of the CBAs in the area as these 
areas fall outside the proposed development footprint.’ 

10) The terrestrial biodiversity assessment clearly describes the habitats that are present, the ecological 
processes as well as the ecological state. 

11) According to Todd (2018) most of the site is classified as an ESA 1 due to water recharge services 
provided and small parts are classified as an ESA 2. It is concluded in the amendment report that the 
proposed activity, including the proposed amendment, is unlikely to have a significant negative impact 
on the functioning and purpose of the ESAs in the area as groundwater recharge rates are unlikely to 
be negatively altered following the implementation of mitigation measures. 

12) The report confirms that no Protected Areas will be affected and that no NPAES (revised) are affected.  
13) The amendment correctly concludes that overall ecological connectivity in the area is good and unlikely 

to be affected significantly, nor will windblown movement of sand, which is a key ecological process.  
14) The report concludes that although the site is within the Strandfontein Strategic Water Source Area, 

groundwater recharge rates, surface runoff, sedimentation and water quality are unlikely to be 
negatively impacted upon by the proposed amendment following the implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

15) The amendment report correctly confirms that the proposed amendment, which involves a reduction 
in the number of turbines, overall road length and area of hardstand, will reduce the overall area of 
disturbance and destruction of habitat which will result in an overall reduction to impact significance. It 
further concludes the additional BESS and substation will have no additional impact of significance. 

16) The amendment report has been compiled using various information sources including the original 
assessments undertaken by Todd (2018) through informative integration of the various sources of 
information collected during the site visit with the available biodiversity data in the literature and 
available resources in a coherent and informative manner and takes cognisance of the wider 
surrounding area and concludes that the affected area generally has a low sensitivity, and that high 
sensitivity areas are avoided. 

 

Impact Assessment 

The impact assessment concludes that there will be no change to the overall direct, indirect, and cumulative 

impacts on vegetation, fauna, flora, and ecological processes (including designated CBA and ESA areas) because 

of the proposed amendments, during both the construction and operational phases, that were identified in the 

original ecological assessment report undertaken by Todd (2018). The impact significance for the project is 

generally deemed to be low or medium with the implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, 

and thus deemed to be within acceptable limits. 
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Mitigation and Recommendations 

The mitigation measures contained within the report are comprehensive and appropriate to the type of project 

and the associated ecological and biodiversity risks. 
 

Shortcomings of mitigation measures 

Mitigation measures are appropriate and generally address the requirements of the type of project and 

biodiversity risk profile adequately.  

 

The review confirms that no further mitigation measures are deemed to be necessary over and above those 

recommended by the author. 
 

Appropriateness of Reference Literature and Data 

Referenced literature, databases and other sources is adequately comprehensive for the requirements of the 

terrestrial biodiversity amendment report. The report has furthermore taken cognisance of more recent 

information and successfully integrated this to bring the reporting in line with most recent protocols and 

reporting requirements.  

Site Inspection 

The 3-day site visit (03rd to 05th March 2021) is deemed to be adequate for the purposes of the amendment 

reporting. A separate site inspection was not carried out for the purposes of the independent review, and is not 

deemed to be required, as the author has clearly assessed the project with an appropriate level of detail. 
 

Acceptability of Report and General Comment 

The writer has given due and careful consideration to all the biodiversity components and processes in a 

comprehensive, logical, and informative manner. The report correctly concludes that the impacts and/or risks 

to terrestrial biodiversity are unlikely to change significantly because of the proposed amendments, and the 

overall project footprint will be reduced, which will result in an overall impact reduction.   

 

The content, findings and recommendations of the report are deemed appropriate, sufficiently detailed and I 

confirm and concur with the overall terrestrial biodiversity amendment, proposed mitigation measures, 

recommendations, and overall conclusions.  

 

Yours Sincerely 

 

     11/05/2021 

….……………………………………. 

Signature of the specialist: 

Mr Jamie Pote BSc (Hons) Pr. Sci. Nat (115233) 

 
Report Ref: Juno WEF - Biodiversity Reporting Review - Jamie Pote (20210512).docx 
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I, Mr Jamie Pote declare that: 
 

• I act as the independent specialist in this application. 

• I have performed the work relating to the application in an objective manner, even if this results in 
views and findings that are not favourable to the applicant. 

• I declare that there are no circumstances that may compromise my objectivity in performing such 
work.  

• I have expertise in conducting the specialist report relevant to this application, including knowledge 
of the Act, regulations and any guidelines that have relevance to the proposed activity.  

• will comply with the Act, regulations, and all other applicable legislation.  

• I have no, and will not engage in, conflicting interests in the undertaking of the activity.  

• I undertake to disclose to the applicant and the competent authority all material information in my 
possession that reasonably has or may have the potential of influencing: 

o any decision to be taken with respect to the application by the competent authority. 
o the objectivity of any report, plan, or document to be prepared by myself for submission to the 

competent authority. 

• all the information furnished by me in this form are true and correct.  

• I realise that a false declaration is an offence and is punishable in terms of section 24F of the Act.  

 
 11/05/2021 
….……………………………………. 
Signature of the specialist: 
Mr Jamie Pote BSc (Hons) Pr. Sci. Nat (115233) 
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