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Item Points of discussion 

1 Welcome and Introduction  

 

• MB introduced the Impofu Wind Farms and Grid Connection Project, where Red Cap Impofu Pty Ltd, 
Red Cap Impofu East Pty Ltd and Red Cap Impofu West Pty Ltd are the applicants for the three wind 
farms respectively and Red Cap Impofu Pty Ltd is the applicant for the grid, while Aurecon is the 
appointed Environmental Assessment Practitioners.  

• MB noted that she is the project manager and there would be a team of process leads, and the 
project would involve approximately five or six key consultants. KJ was introduced as one of the 
process leads. 

• ME questioned who would be the EAP. MB confirmed that she is the EAP. 

• LB and JS are known to ME and CA through previous projects and SAWEA involvement.  

2 Overview of the Proposed Project 

 

Project motivation 

• LB described the projects/s and provided the motivation for the location. The Impofu Wind Farms site 
and Grid Connection was selected in its current location due to the extremely favourable wind 
resource. Due to the length of grid connection required (approx. 115 km), Red Cap initially looked 
elsewhere in the Western, Northern and Eastern Cape. Other environmental issues were identified 
elsewhere such as vultures, which resulted in the Impofu location being preferred despite the long 
grid connection. 

• The approach is that three wind farms would cover the cost for the grid line and therefore Red Cap 
are pursuing three sites in the project area. 

• With reference to Slide 3 (the REDZ Phase 2 map), one of the largest favourable REDZ areas falls 
within the proposed Impofu Wind Farms site. It is assumed that one of the main reasons that there is 
no further REDZ zoning within the site is as a result of the agricultural potential and mandate of 
Department of Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF). The site is largely 
transformed by arable dryland farming and is surrounded by existing wind farms. This project would 
essentially be ‘filling up’ the farm land cradled between existing wind farms with turbines. 
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• There are still concerns about DAFF’s assessment of the site as they have recently turned down a 
Juwi application in transformed farm land. However, the farmers with existing wind farms on their 
land in the vicinity of the project site, are proof that the steady reliable income from wind farms rental 
results in the farmers investing in their farms and being able to improve the productivity and 
agricultural potential of their farms (refer to Item 6 of the Notes for additional information).  

 

Wind farms 

• ME queried where the three wind farms would fall, are they within the site boundary shown on 
Slide 3? 

• LB confirmed that the consolidated site is about 15,500 ha and would include three wind farms, and 
this would be described later in the presentation. Of the ±15,500 ha, only about 7,800 ha remains 
after exclusion of no go areas. CA queried the capacity in terms of Megawatts (MW) and turbines.  

• LB described that there would be a maximum of just over 400 MW for all three wind farms, but that 
this could be split differently between the three depending on the REIP4 requirements, or if the power 
is distributed through private to private sales. It is anticipated that capacity for each farm would be 
between 100 – 300 MW. 

• ME queried why the maximum of just over 400 MW and LB responded confirming that the proposed 
transmission line could not evacuate more than just over 400 MW of power. 

• In terms of turbines, there would not be more than 120 turbines for all three wind farms and this is 
already a commitment that has been made to some I&APs. The proportion of turbines on each wind 
farm is unknown at this stage. 

• ME noted that with reference to wind farms, the breakdown of turbines and MW per project must be 
provided in the application, but that this could change between Scoping and EIA phases. The 
maximum could be included in the application. 

• The wind farm site was described by LB, the site is bordered by the Impofu Dam to the north east 
and this is why the name has been chosen. Impofu is translated as Eland from isiXhosa. The south 
east and south west corners have been identified as most sensitive in terms of heritage and 
biodiversity resources and have been excluded. The north west section across the N2 is 
mountainous and would only have a few turbines which are spread out. The main area for turbines is 
across the middle of the consolidated site. Photos of the site are provided on Slides 7, 8 and 9. The 
predominant land use is dairy farming and dry land agriculture. 

 

Grid corridor 

• MB presented the overview map of the project (refer to Slide 4) showing the project site for the wind 
farms near Oyster Bay and the broader grid corridor of up to about 21 km width (which is being 
investigated for preferred routes and 3 km corridors) which extends to the east towards Port 
Elizabeth (PE). 

• Refer to Slides 5 and 9, the infrastructure includes three substations with Eskom switching stations 
adjacent to them (one per wind farm), with three short grid connections (maximum 5 km) to one 
collector switching station, which will allow for one transmission line that extends to PE.  

• The substations that the grid will link into are on the western outskirts of PE and are San Souci or 
Chatty and are Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM) substations. The option to connect via an 
Eskom substation would have required an extra 30 km of line through built up areas of PE to either 
Grassridge or Didisa. 

• MB presented a GoogleEarth flyover of the approximately 115 km grid connection which would be a 
132 kV line from the collector switching station via Eskom’s Melkhout substation, via Lady Slipper to 
Sans Souci or Chatty NMBM substations. 

• At this point ME raised the fact that a second pre-application meeting for the grid connection may be 
required as it could be allocated to a different case officer if it was lodged later than the wind farm 
applications. It was decided to discuss this later in the meeting. 
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• LB explained that the preferred transmission line would follow existing lines for about 80% of the 
route. As one can only sign servitude option agreements with the landowners and pay for these once 
an EA for the final route has been issued, one cannot guarantee that the landowners will allow the 
route over their land until after the EA is issued.  Therefore a 3 km corridor is requested for approval 
which would include over 150 landowners and give some flexibility if a landowner did not allow the 
route over their land or sold their land and the new owner did not want to allow the route over their 
land.  As a 3 km corridor will only result in 1.5 km on either side of the preferred alignment it means 
any farm wider than 1.5 km could still result in an amendment/ new application having to be 
submitted if the landowner refused the route after the EA was issued as it would push the line outside 
the 3 km corridor. 

 

Process and approach: 

• Refer to Slide 13 and 14. MB showed how the proposed three EIAs for the wind farms and the BA for 
the grid connection would occur in parallel.  

• The process commenced with a screening phase which is where we are now. This included a desk 
based study by the specialists, sensitivity mapping and identification of no go areas, a multi day site 
visit (with a helicopter flight along the grid corridor), a screening workshop with all the specialists and 
relevant engineers to interrogate sensitivities collaboratively, and a Multi-Criteria Decision-Making 
(MCDM) exercise for the grid to identify the preferred alternative. LB noted that a week was spent on 
site with specialists for site visits and workshops. The process will be documented in a Screening 
Report. 

• This phase will be followed by the development of the wind farm layouts and the grid corridor 
refinements, then pre-application public participation prior to the submission of the Application Forms 
for the Wind Farms and commencement of the Scoping process. The pre-application Public 
Participation Process (PPP) would occur over the December closure period in order to notify 
seasonal stakeholders. 

• The grid Application Form will only be submitted later on so that the Draft BAR and Draft EIR 
comment periods coincide. This scheduling is in order that the decision-making periods for all four 
projects coincide.  

• LB noted that there was a long period between this pre-application meeting and submission of the 
wind farm application forms (planned for October 2018) in order to do as much detailed work up front 
(including bird and bat monitoring) so we are not restricted by the timeframes in the EIA Regulations. 
Also that the specialists had been brought on board right from the outset. MB noted that this allowed 
for avoidance of impacts as the most preferable approach to mitigation. 

• ME agreed that this would reduce delays later in the process. 

• MB also noted the lag between this meeting and the submission of the grid connection Application 
Form (planned for March 2019) would hopefully reduce the risk of landowners along the grid not 
agreeing to the servitude across their land once the EA is issued as the time afforded would be used 
to try and build up good relationships with these owners but it could also result in landowners selling 
their land and new owners not wanting to sign for a servitude and again this is why it is requested 
that a preferred alignment with a 3 km corridor be approved.  

• CA agreed that overall it was an acceptable approach. 

 

Communications 

• Refer to Slide 15. MB queried if there would be one case officer as this was optimal. 

• ME advised that the three wind farms would be allocated to one case officer, who was not available 
to attend this meeting.  

• ME further indicated that the grid case officer may be a different person, in which case the four 
projects could be split between two case officers. However, this could only be allocated at the time of 
lodging the applications. 
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• MB raised the fact that the pre-application form was for all the projects- the three wind farms and the 
grid connection.  

• It was recommended by ME that the Application Form is accompanied by a cover letter describing all 
of the projects, and that the minutes of this meeting are attached. In which case there is a chance 
that the application for the BAR could be allocated to the same case officer as a related project. 

• It was recommended by DEA later in the meeting that due to the delays between this pre-application 
meeting and the proposed time of lodging the Application Forms, that another pre-application 
meeting is arranged with DEA as a refresher to provide an update on the status of the project. 

 

Specialist studies 

• Refer to Slide 16. MB listed the environmental specialists appointed. She added that archaeology 
would include impacts to the built environment. 

• LB noted that there were two separate bird specialists appointed for the wind farms and grid 
connection, respectively. These are two of the best specialists in the country. For the wind farms they 
have already commenced two seasons of monitoring. Sensitive species included Denham’s Bustard, 
Martial Eagle and Black Harrier. Only one or two Martial Eagle sightings have been recorded and 
there appear to be no nesting sites on or close to the site.  Only two Black Harrier sightings have 
been recorded so far. 

 

Decision-making 

• Refer to Slide 17. The timeframes of the process discussed previously were presented.  

• The Specialist site visit is planned for March 2018. The wind farm Application Forms would be 
submitted in about October 2018, with the grid connection Applications being submitted in about 
March 2019. The wind farm Scoping process is proposed from October to November 2018, with the 
EIA process between March and October 2019. The grid connection BA process would be March to 
October 2019. 

• KJ noted that our process was designed so that the decision-making periods for the wind farms and 
grid connections overlapped so that decision-making could occur in parallel to ensure that the issue 
of “associated infrastructure” could be adequately addressed by DEA even though the grid and wind 
farms would be submitted as separate applications. Therefore what is the scenario if one of the 
projects e.g. the grid connection is delayed. Would DEA put the wind farm decision on hold? 

• ME stated that this could be decided at the time. But it could be a condition that the wind farms are 
authorised on condition of the grid connection being granted an Environmental Authorisation (EA). 
CA agreed, stating that this had been done before. 

• LB highlighted that the PPP for the wind farms and the grid would overlap and that the IAP’s would 
be made aware that the full project consisted of wind farms and a grid connection, even though they 
would be submitted as separate applications. The reason for this is that the grid is not part of only 
one of the wind farms but linked to all of them so it cant be included in all their EIA’s and also the grid 
once constructed must be handed over to Eskom as it will be their grid and thus it needs to be a 
separate application so that it can be transferred to Eskom.  Also the fact that DEA will always be 
aware that the Grid is part of the bigger project and will also have the final decision making periods 
for the wind farms and the grid overlapping will all ensure that DEA can confidently assess all the 
associated infrastructure with the wind farms to make an informed decision on the impacts of the total 
project. 

• ME and CA agreed that this approach was a good way to ensure that associated infrastructure could 
be assessed and that there was no issue with separating the grid application from the wind farm 
application if it was undertaken in this manner.   

• KJ queried who would be the decision-maker in the case of a Private to Private offtaker? Was it the 
provincial authority? 

• ME agreed that if it was through Eskom (and REIP4) it would be DEA, if Private to Private (e.g. 
Municipalities) it was provincial. However if there is uncertainty, it would be DEA. 
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• LB noted that in this case the intention is REIP4 but with the uncertainty of the process, it may end up 
being NMBM. It is therefore uncertain at this stage and we would apply to DEA. 

• ME and CA agreed. 

 

Screening tool: 

• Refer to Slide 18. MB stated that the approach with screening was to adopt avoidance early on in the 
process, so that the preferred alternative will be the best environmental option for the project/s. On 
this basis, it is not planned to assess alternatives in the EIA or BAR, only assessing the preferred 
alternative against the no go alternative. The screening approach would be documented as 
motivation. 

• This was agreed by ME and CA as the NEMA EIA Regulations state that this is acceptable as long as 
there is sound motivation. 

• DEA’s Screening Tool was discussed in the context of the Aurecon Screening Report. ME and CA 
agreed that the tool auto-generated a report with a number of maps that would be compulsory to 
attach to the any application. If the site has already been groundtruthed, as in this case, the 
Screening approach adopted by Red Cap can be discussed at the Scoping or BAR stage. It was 
noted that there are delays with publishing this tool. 

 

Cumulative impact assessment 

• Refer to Slide 19, 20 and 21 which depicts and infographic of the approach to cumulative impact 
assessment and the map of neighbouring wind farms. 

• MB explained the approach whereby Aurecon and specialists would include the four existing wind 
farms (Kouga, Tsitsikamma, Gibson Bay and Jefferey’s Bay) in the baseline environment. The 
proposed and approved wind farms within 30km would include Oyster Bay, Ubuntu and Banna ba 
Pifhu. Those excluded are Deep River and Happy Valley wind farms as they are reported to have 
lapsed. 

• ME noted that Banna ba Pifhu had recently submitted an application to extent the validity of the EA. 
Those that are under construction or have a valid EA should be included as cumulative projects. ME 
also noted that he was not aware of any other proposed new wind energy projects in the area. 

• CA agreed to the approach to include the existing wind farms as baseline and stated with reference 
to the infographic, that they were not concerned with how we define the scenarios, but rather to 
ensure that all the relevant projects were included in the cumulative assessment.  

• It was agreed by ME and CA that Thyspunt Nuclear and associated transmission line applications 
(although never authorised) do not require consideration because the Duynefontein site had recently 
been authorised. 

 

Public participation process 

• Refer to Slides 22, 23 and 24 for the proposed flow diagram for the processes showing combined 
PPP activities. This namely includes a combined BID PPP (21 days), focus group meetings, pre-
application SR & BAR PPP (30 days) and DEIR & DBAR PPP (30 days). 

• Public meetings were proposed for the BID PPP and also the DEIR and DBAR PPP, the grid would 
allow for two geographical locations. ME noted that public meetings are not legislated and therefore it 
is Aurecon’s discretion. 

• MB emphasised that although the three wind farms and the grid connection projects are separate, the 
PPP would be joint and this would ensure that the public was always aware of the full project and 
associated infrastructure. 

• KJ queried whether the CRR should be joint. ME stated that the comments could be included in both, 
but only responses required where relevant. 

• MB raised the issue of the PPP for the 3 km grid corridor and whether adjacent landowners should be 
notified as well as landowners as with a linear development in the old EIA regulations one did not 
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need to inform adjacent landowners due to the logistical complexity. . This long linear development 
would result in a significant number of adjacent landowners that would need to be contacted and in 
many cases their details are not available. How would we demonstrate that we have tried in cases 
where we were not successful? E.g. if no success through using windeed and contacting 
municipalities etc. 

• ME stated that it would not be possible to seek exemption from an aspect of PPP because you need 
to undertake PPP for the exemption process. You would need to demonstrate ‘reasonable effort’. 

• ME stated that Eastern Cape Parks & Tourism Agency (as a division of Department of Economic 
Affairs, Environment and Tourism) should be included as an I&AP. MB noted that the Huisklip Nature 
Reserve is nearby. 

• MB confirmed that the transfer of the grid connection EA to Eskom after construction would comprise 
a Part 1 Amendment. ME and CA agreed. 

4 Technical Queries 

 

Wind farms and number of turbines 

• Refer to Slide 27, LB explained the approach to apply for up to about 200 turbine locations, whilst 
only a maximum of 120 turbines will actually be constructed. This is because some turbine locations 
may fall away after the EA is granted for a number of reasons e.g. DAFF approvals, Eskom, 
municipalities, technical issues etc. The final number cannot be established at the stage of the EIA. 
The specialists would assess a worst case scenario based on all 200. But there is a commitment to 
I&APs that a maximum of 120 would be constructed and this could be a condition of the EA. 

• ME and CA agreed that 200 positions could be assessed as a worst case scenario but could be to 
Red Cap’s detriment e.g. in the context of cumulative impacts. 

• LB said the specialists could include a statement to indicate that 200 have been assessed as a worst 
case scenario but the final impact could end up being lower as less turbines would be built. 

• ME and CA stated that this statement cannot be the assumption used in the decision-making, that the 
assessment of the 200 locations would be the basis for the decision. 

• LB noted that there may be impacts where the fact that only 120 turbines would ultimately be 
constructed could be used to reduce the significance but it would have to be logically and soundly 
motivated and it would obviously be up to DEA to make the final assessment. 

 

Rotor swept area envelope 

• LB presented the rotor swept area envelope in Slide 28 and explained that this was going to be used 
by the specialists from the start of the process as a worst case scenario on which to base their 
assessments. 

• ME and CA were in agreement and ME noted that they may find that areas could be shaved off the 
edges of the envelope once their assessment has been undertaken. 

 

Sale of power 

• Slide 29 had already been discussed and it was agreed that if there was uncertainty, that DEA should 
be the decision-maker. 

 

Grid connection 

• Refer to Slide 30. It had already been explained that a preferred corridor had been identified through 
a MCDM process collaboratively with the team of specialists and engineers. The final alignment 
would be based on landowner willingness. 

• LB explained the approach of applying for a corridor 3 km wide to allow for this uncertainty, and 
including no go areas within this corridor. 
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• ME and CA stated that based on their experience the actual alignment had to be identified and 
assessed. They needed to consult with their colleagues that deal with power line applications to 
confirm. 

• Upon discussion internally, it is noted that a corridor can be approved, with the various sensitivities as 
well as no-go areas, provided that all specialists adequately assess the entire corridor. This must be 
done in detail, where the specialists provide an indication that the entire area is suitable to place the 
powerline. If this is not done, then an alignment must then be assessed and presented in the process 
for decision making. 

• KJ and MB stated from their experience within their team, corridors were permitted. 

• It was concluded that DEA would need to discuss internally on this matter and that a formal query 
should be lodged. Once Aurecon submits the minutes of the meeting, they could include advice in 
their response. 

5 DEA Comments and Way Forward 

 

• A further pre-application meeting would be required prior to lodging any applications. 

• It is anticipated that the wind farm applications would be split between Thabile Sangweni and 
Mmamohale Kabasa. ME requested that queries during the pre-application phase be directed to him. 
Once a case officer has been assigned, then queries can be directed to the case officer. 

• The minutes of this meeting should be attached to any application being submitted to increase the 
chances of being allocated the same case officer. 

• Aurecon to attach the presentation to the minutes of this meeting, which should be sent to DEA for 
sign off. 

6 Additional Information 

 

• With regards to the potential loss of agricultural potential and socio-economic impacts, there is proof 
that the steady reliable income from wind farms rental in the area results in the farmers investing in 
their farms and being able to improve the productivity and agricultural potential of their farms and that 
that the minor loss of land from the wind farm infrastructure has no meaningful negative impact on 
their agricultural productivity or farming operations. The best case of this is a landowner who could 
not sustain himself by farming so his land was dormant but now that he has some turbines on his 
land he has given up his job in the city and is now farming full time and vastly increasing the 
productivity of his property. 
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Item Points of discussion 

1 Welcome  

 

• ME welcomed everyone to the meeting and requested that the EAP (MB) take the meeting notes. 

• Introductions were made around the table. 

2 Recap of the proposed project 

 • LB provided a recap of the project for the Wind Farms and Grid connection. 

 

• LB mentioned that although a lot of work has been undertaken to date, it is anticipated that the 

boundaries of the wind farms may still change between the scoping and EIR phases due to new 

information coming to light which ME confirmed was acceptable. 

 

• LB stated that for the grid connection corridor they are trying to follow the existing power lines as far 

as practicable. LB mentioned that although the team had presented a 3km corridor at the previous 

pre-application meeting, it was decided to submit an application for a 2km corridor with sections (where 

there are potential landowner and environmental issues) that are slightly wider or narrower to ensure 

robust specialist assessments. ME confirmed that DEA supported this approach.  

 

• LB described the various project components for the entire project. LB then went on to describe the 

exacerbated rotor swept area envelope, which the specialists would be considering in their 

assessments. The rotor swept area envelope allows for a range of turbine technologies which is 

unknown at this stage, therefore this approach considers the worst-case scenario for specialists to 

assess. ME noted DEA was happy with this approach. 

3 Recap of the proposed approach undertaken 

 

• MB provided a recap of the approach for the project. She went on to state that the screening phase is 

complete, and that the pre-application scoping/BAR PPP comment period has ended and that the draft 

scoping reports and applications for the WFs are currently being finalised. 

 

• LB mentioned that the aim was to submit the Grid Corridor BAR application at a similar time to the 

WFs draft EIR so that DEA can consider the grid connection and the wind farms applications together. 

However, he noted that due to the complexity of both processes and the unknowns involved there is 

a chance that either the BAR or the EIR could be delayed so that there is not an overlap. LB mentioned 
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that at the previous meeting it was agreed that should the BAR be submitted later, a condition could 

be included in the EA for the wind farms, that the construction of the wind farms could only start if the 

Grid Connection BAR gets a positive EA. ME confirmed that this was still the case. 

4 Outcomes of the Screening Process 

 

• MB provided a description of the screening process undertaken for the Wind Farms and the Grid 

Connection Corridor. The aim of the screening process was to follow the NEMA mitigation hierarchy 

of avoidance first. 

 

• MB went on to present the results of the screening processes for the WFs and Grid Connection. She 

mentioned that the screening process would be described in the Scoping and BAR reports, instead of 

including alternatives chapters, and that the impact assessment would only be undertaken on the 

preferred layout/ alignment. ME agreed that this approach is still acceptable. 

 

• ME asked out of interest if Aurecon had used DEA’s screening tool. MB mentioned that they had used 

Impofu as an example for their team when using the screening tool, and that all the specialist studies 

recommended by the tool has been undertaken for this project. 

5 Public Participation Process 

 

• MB went through the PPP for the project. The PPP processes for the WF applications and the Grid 

connection are all undertaken in parallel with shared public meetings. The project team felt that this 

was important to ensure that I&APs got a sense of the entire project. ME confirmed their support for 

this approach. 

 

• MB went on to describe the PPP that has been undertaken thus far. Notifications were first sent out 

at the end of last year. It was decided to include the December period into this notification period, as 

the St Francis area is a tourist area, and the team thus wanted to capture vacationing I&APs as well. 

There was therefore an extended notification period. Those I&APs that registered where provided with 

a BID. Focus group meetings were held at the beginning of the year. The pre-application PPP for the 

Scoping Reports and BAR, commenced at the beginning of August and three combined public open 

days/ meetings were held during this period. 

 

• MB stated that three focus group meetings where held with authorities, key stakeholders, and 

landowners/adjacent landowners from 6-8 February 2018. Key outcomes of the focus group meetings 

were presented. 

 

• Three pre-application public open days/meetings where held between 21 August – 23 August 2018 in 

St Francis Bay, Thornhill and Desptach. The format of the meetings included an open day from 

9:00am – 7:30pm, with formal presentations at 10:30am and 6:00pm. MB provided the main 

outcomes/concerns of these meetings. 

• LB queried if DEA agreed that there was not a need for a public meeting during the official scoping 

stage and ME confirmed that this was acceptable. 

 

• ME queried whether it was anticipated that any of the PPP comment periods going forward would be 

over the December period. If so, approval would be required from DEA? 

• MB stated that none of the PPP comment periods going forward will be over December. 

 

• ME queried whether SENTECH has been included on the Stakeholder database. 

• MB has confirmed that they are and that they have already provided comment, which has been 

forwarded to the client. 

6 Cumulative Impact Assessment 

 • MB presented the assessment approach to be undertaken for the project: 
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o Establish environmental baseline including existing WFs 

o Assessment of impacts of one Impofu WF on the existing baseline 

o The cumulative assessment would consist of two scenarios. Scenario 1 assessment of the 

impacts from the Impofu WF in combination with the other two Impofu WFs and Scenario 2 

all three Impofu WFs and associated infrastructure, in addition to similar developments with 

an EA and/or bidder status within 30km from the site. 

• ME happy with the approach. 

 

• LB noted that the Ubuntu WF EA is due to expire mid next year. Since the EA was issued it was also 

discovered that there is a unique Black Harrier roost on the site. LB is, therefore, of the opinion that 

the EA will not be renewed or if it is there will be a buffer around the roost that would make the project 

unviable. LB asked ME based on these aspects should Ubuntu WF still be considered in the 

cumulative assessment. ME stated yes, if the EA is still valid it must be considered in the cumulative 

assessment.  

7 Further Queries 

 
• ME confirmed that TS would be the case officer for all three wind farm applications as well as the grid 

connection application for the project and they would fall under his management. 

 
• ME queried whether any weather services are close to the proposed sites. JS mentioned that there 

weren’t any to his knowledge. 

 • JS stated that Red Cap is engaging directly with Telkom. 

 

• ME queried whether the proposed project would be “stealing” wind from the adjacent existing wind 

farms. 

• LB stated that this is unlikely to be problematic as the layout has already taken this into consideration 

by including a 1 km buffer around the turbine locations.  

 

• ME stated that when the EAP declaration is completed that it should be in the name of the individual 

EAP and not the company. He also mentioned that there was an updated EAP declaration form on 

the DEA website. 

• MB confirmed that this will be done. 

 

• ME highlighted that the two pre-application meetings are under different reference numbers, and he 

recommended that both reference numbers be included in the cover letter of the application forms. He 

also mentioned that in the cover letter we need to mention that pre-application meetings where held 

with himself and TS.  

 

• JS asked what the process is with regards to an amendment of the EMPr after an EA has been issued? 

ME stated that the EMPr would need to go through a 30-day public comment period prior to submission 

of the amended EMPr to DEA. 

• MB asked if there was a requirement to go out and advertise the amendment of the EMPr, or if it would 

be ok just to inform the registered I&APs? ME confirmed that there was no requirement to advertise 

the amendment of the EMPr and that we just need to notify registered I&APs. 

8 Way Forward 

 

• MB stated that it was the intention to submit the applications for the three Wind Farms in October 

2018, with the DSRs circulated for public comment from October – November 2018. 

• The application for the grid connection is anticipated to be submitted to DEA in March 2019, along 

with the draft EIRs for the WFs.  
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