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HOOGLAND WIND FARMS AND GRID CONNECTION 

MINUTES OF ONLINE PRE-APPLICATION MEETING 

DATE  29 July 2021 

TIME 10H00 – 12H00 

VENUE: Microsoft Teams 

PROJECT: Red Cap Hoogland Wind Farms and Grid Connection 

SLR COMPANY: SLR Consulting (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd (SLR) 

PROJECT NUMBER: 720.18062.00001 

PURPOSE: The purpose of the meeting was: 

• To provide an overview of the proposed projects, project area and proposed project description; 

• To present the project status; 

• To present proposed application process and obtain advice regarding the proposed application process from the DFFE; 

• To present the anticipated project programme thus far and the work undertaken to date (i.e., appointment of specialist studies, etc.); 

• To present the proposed Public Participation Plan (including an overview of the Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs)); 

• To present technical and process queries; and 

• To agree with the DFFE on the way forward.  

ATTENDANCE1: SLR Consulting (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd (‘SLR’) 

• Liandra Scott-Shaw (LSS) 

• Reuben Maroga (RM) 

Red Cap Energy (Pty) Ltd (‘Red Cap’) 

• Lance Blaine (LB) – Managing Director 

Department of Forestry, Fisheries, and the Environment (DFFE) 

• Muhammad Essop (ME) – Assistant Director 

• Coenrad Agenbach (CA) – Assistant Director 

• Thabile Sangweni (TS) – Case Officer 

 
1 A copy of the attendance register is included in Appendix 2.  
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• Kirsten Jones (KJ) – Project Manager 

• Gerald Ehlers (GE) – Development Engineer 

 

NO. NOTES COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 Welcome, Agenda and Overview of Proposed Projects 

1.1 Welcome and Agenda 

 Mr Muhammad Essop (ME) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries, and the Environment (DFFE) opened 
the meeting and set out the meeting protocols. 

Liandra Scott-Shaw (LSS) of SLR welcomed the attendees 
and thanked them for attending. She set out the purpose 
of the meeting and provided a power point presentation. 
The presentation introduced the proposed Hoogland Wind 
Farms and Grid Connection projects, provided an overview 
of the proposed methodology to be followed for the 
environmental assessment process to be followed, 
including specialist studies and the planned Public 
Participation Process. A copy of the presentation is 
included in Appendix 1.  

The key points of discussion are included in the following 
sections.  

  

1.2 Presentation - Project Introduction 

 LSS explained that Red Cap Energy (Pty) Ltd (‘Red Cap’) is 
proposing the development of four wind farms and 
associated grid connection infrastructure between the 
towns Loxton and Beaufort West. LSS added that the 

ME added that it was not necessary for Red Cap to 
specify the capacity of each wind turbine as the 
development with regards to the capacity of 
turbines is constantly changing. ME suggested that 

Red Cap has noted this point. 
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NO. NOTES COMMENT RESPONSE 

projects will be adjacent to Red Cap’s proposed Nuweveld 
Wind Farm Projects.  

Red Cap rather indicates the capacity of each wind 
farm. Further, ME mentioned that with regards to 
the turbine specifications, e.g., hub height and 
rotor diameter, a range should be provided not 
only a maximum. 

1.3 Presentation - Proposed Status – Specialist Studies 

 LB added that the understanding was that a geotechnical 
study was not required for the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) process and would only be undertaken by 
the Developer post the EIA process (i.e., when a decision 
has been received from the Department).  

LB asked if the Department was receptive of this 
approach?  

 

ME confirmed that the Department agreed with 
the approach. 

 

LB highlighted that the Screening Tool had not picked up 
the need for a butterfly study, but Red Cap decided to 
nonetheless appoint a Specialist to undertake the study as 
a precautionary measure and the study will be appended 
to the Terrestrial Ecology Report.  

 

LB asked if the Department was receptive to the 
idea of the separate butterfly and reptile studies 
being appended to the overall Terrestrial Ecology 
Report, and Simon Todd (the Ecological Specialist) 
including the findings and impacts from these 
studies in his Report? 

ME asked what the requirement from the Species 
Protocols was.  

LSS responded that the Species Protocols required 
that the Specialists undertake an Impact 
Assessment for the Animal Theme if the sensitivity 
is high, and the compilation of a Compliance 
Statement if the sensitivity is medium or low. LSS 
added that the approach is to indicate that all the 
terrestrial sensitivities are accounted for in the 
Terrestrial Ecology Report and the species-specific 
reports are included as appendices.  

LB added that the Specialists who would have 
compiled the species-specific reports would be 
given the opportunity to review, provide 
comments and approve the overall Terrestrial 
Ecology Report before it is submitted to the 
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Department and made available for the review and 
comment period.  

ME said that it should be ensured that all the 
specialist studies where relevant comply with the 
Species Protocols. 

ME asked if all the Specialist Studies were 
registered with the South African Council of 
Natural Scientific Professions (SACNASP)? 

LSS responded that all the Specialists on the Project 
were registered with SACNASP.  

LB asked if the query was based on the fact that the 
registration of the Specialists was a requirement in 
accordance with the Species Protocols. 

KJ responded and confirmed that it was a 
requirement for all the Specialists to be registered 
with SACNASP for their field of expertise. CA from 
the DFFE also confirmed that the Specialists were 
required to be registered with SACNASP for their 
field of expertise.  

LSS noted that the Screening Tool had shown that the Radio 
Frequency Interference (RFI) Theme for the Hoogland 
Project study area was ‘very high’. Thus, Red Cap had 
engaged the South African Radio Astronomy Observatory 
(SARAO) and subsequently received formal correspondence 
from SARAO indicating that the proposed wind farms will 
collectively have a medium risk in terms of RFI and Red Cap 
were not required to undertake any further studies for the 
purposes of the EIA process.  

LSS added that SARAO had highlighted that should 
Environmental Authorisation (EA) be granted on the 

LSS asked if DFFE could confirm that no additional 
studies was required for the RFI theme for the 
proposed projects? 

CA confirmed that the feedback received from 
SARAO with regards to the RFI theme for the 
proposed projects was acceptable and no further 
studies were required for the purpose of the EIA 
process. 
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proposed projects, detailed studies on the RFI theme 
should be undertaken by Red Cap prior to construction.  

1.4 Presentation - Proposed Status – Specialist Work Undertaken to Date 

  TS asked if a Wake Effect Study was being 
undertaken for the proposed projects? 

LB responded and said that there was no other 
proposed wind farm development within the 
vicinity other than the Nuweveld Wind Farm 
Development which is undergoing a separate EIA 
process and Red Cap is the developer. Thus, a Wake 
Effect Study would not be undertaken. 

1.5 Presentation - Proposed Process – Packaging and Timing of the Applications 

 KJ provided an overview of the approach from Red Cap for 
the applications for EA for the proposed projects. KJ 
highlighted that the rationale for the packaging of the 
applications and reports was to reduce the number of 
reports produced and to provide a holistic cumulative 
impact assessment of the proposed projects. KJ also 
presented the ‘Scenario 1’ slide for discussion.  

ME asked if all the wind farms were within the 
Beaufort West Renewable Energy Development 
Zone (REDZ). KJ responded and said that the two 
wind farms of the Northern Cluster and the 
associated Northern grid connection were located 
outside of the REDZ, and a Scoping and EIA process 
will be undertaken for the wind farms and a Basic 
Assessment (BA) for the grid connection. KJ said 
that since the two wind farms in the Southern 
Cluster, for the option being presented in the first 
slide (Scenario 1), were located within a REDZ, a BA 
process with the 57-day decision-making 
timeframe for the DFFE will be undertaken. 
Similarly, the Southern grid connection was mostly 
within the REDZ and would also qualify for a REDZ 
BA process. 

KJ added that although currently some properties 
in the Southern Wind Farm Cluster fell into the 
Northern Cape and outside the Beaufort West 
REDZ, Red Cap was considering containing the wind 
farms in the Southern Cluster to the Western Cape 
Province so that the projects are entirely within the 
REDZ and would qualify for a 57-day decision-
making timeframe for DFFE.  This was the option 
shown in the first slide under discussion (Scenario 
1). 

KJ highlighted that Red Cap would decide after the 
conclusion of the Pre-Application Phase PPP as to 
whether these properties that are located within 
the Northern Cape Province (i.e., outside of the 
REDZ) are removed from the development.  
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LB asked if the Specialist Studies for the proposed 
projects can be combined into one report so that 
the information for each of the four specific wind 
farms (eg, the site, project description, baseline, 
and impact assessments) were all reported under 
their own sections or sub-sections so that the 
differences were very clear and easy to distinguish 
from one another.  

This would mean it would be clear to all I&APs and 
authorities as to which information pertains to 
each application/project. (Note that the 
presentation depicted that all four Wind Farms 
were proposed to be included in one specialist 
report, and both Grid Connection applications in a 
separate specialist report, i.e., only two specialist 
reports would be produced per specialist). 

ME responded that the DFFE in principle had no 
issue with the combination of the specialist 
reports, however, would Red Cap also consider 
splitting the Wind Farm Specialist Reports into two, 
i.e., a separate Specialist Report per specialist for 
the Southern Cluster and Northern Cluster as there 
was a 11 km gap between the two clusters.  

CA agreed and highlighted that it must be ensured 
that all site-specific information per wind farm 
from the two cluster is made clear in the specialist 
reports. 

 LB asked if the DFFE was receptive to the idea of 
combining the wind farm applications for the 
Northern Cluster and Southern Cluster under the 
formal process in accordance with Regulation 11 of 
the EIA Regulations 2014 (as amended). 

ME responded and highlighted that there is a 
possibility of Interested and Affected Parties 
(I&APs) raising complaints with regards to the 
number of reports they need to read and provide 
comments on. By combining you would have a 
much longer report for I&APs to review.  

LB countered that there would be less reports and 
overall, less pages for the IAP’s to review as all the 
general information in up to 4 wind farm EIA 
reports would not be repeated compared to 2. 

LB responded and said that Red Cap had taken that 
risk into consideration and the purpose of the Pre-

ME confirmed that Red Cap can apply for the 
combination of the applications in accordance with 
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Application Scoping Phase was to provide I&APs 
with sufficient time outside of the formal EIA 
process to provide comments on the proposed 
projects.  

Regulation 11 of the EIA Regulations 2014 (as 
amended).  

ME added that a motivation for the application 
should be included and be submitted to the DFFE 
for consideration.  

LB asked when the Regulation 11 application and 
motivation could be submitted to the DFFE for 
consideration.  

ME responded and said that the application should 
be submitted to the DFFE prior to the submission 
of the applications for EA. 

LB highlighted that the wind farms for the Northern Cluster 
and the associated grid connection were outside of the 
REDZ and would thus require a Scoping and EIA process (for 
the wind farms) and a BA process (for the grid connection), 
and that it is possible that the decision for the grid 
connection would be received earlier than the decision on 
the wind farms. This would be beneficial in the instance 
whereby the grid connection experienced issues that 
delayed its process. Because such a delay may result in the 
grid EA only being issued after the wind farms EA and this 
would prevent the wind farms from moving forward as they 
are reliant on the grid connection.  Thus, if the grid was 
submitted earlier this may allow such delays to be 
overcome in time so that the grid EA was not issued after 
the wind farm EA. Such issues that may delay the grid 
process, may only be known after the Pre-Application PPP. 

LB asked if the DFFE would be receptive to the 
application for the Northern grid connection BA 
being submitted to coincide with the Northern 
Cluster Wind Farms Scoping Phase.  

ME responded and suggested that Red Cap 
consider submitting the application for EA for the 
Northern grid connection when the decision on the 
scoping reports for the wind farms in the Northern 
Cluster has been issued by the DFFE. Thus, the grid 
connection and the wind farms will have a 
consolidated Public Participation process at the EIA 
stage and the decision-making period will coincide. 

However, ME noted that DFFE cannot dictate when 
the application should be submitted. 

With reference to the slide named ‘Scenario 2’, KJ indicated 
that there is the option of combining the two wind farms in 
the Northern Cluster and one wind farm in the Southern 

LB wanted to find out if the DFFE would be 
receptive to the idea of the reports of the wind 
farms in the Northern Cluster and one in the 

ME responded that the second option on the 
‘Scenario 2’ slide was preferred which was to keep 
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Cluster in terms of Regulation 11 of the EIA Regulations 
2014 (as amended) – i.e., one Scoping/EIA report is 
produced for the three wind farms.  This is if none of these 
were fully in the REDZ (i.e., so they all had to do full 
Scoping/EIA process) 

KJ added that alternatively, Red Cap may decide to separate 
the reports for the wind farm in the Southern Cluster and 
the wind farms in the Northern Cluster if there are any risks 
to the combination and that this will only be clear after the 
Pre-Application Scoping Phase. KJ asked if the DFFE foresees 
any issues with the combinations of the three wind farms 
into one report (two northern wind farms and one southern 
wind farm).  

Southern Cluster being combined if none of these 
were fully in the REDZ (i.e., so they all had to do full 
Scoping/EIA process) 

the southern wind farm application separate to the 
two northern wind farm applications. 

 

ME added that the approach and process Red Cap 
undertakes outside of the EIA Regulations (i.e., the 
Pre-Application Phase) is unregulated and could 
thus, if possible, combine all six projects into one 
report.  

ME highlighted that when the Regulation 11 
application is submitted to the DFFE and a decision 
is issued, Red Cap cannot change their process, or 
their selected application scenario for the 
proposed projects.  

LB added that Red Cap is hoping that the scenario 
for the applications being applied for in the 
Regulation 11 application prior to the Pre-
Application Scoping Phase will be carried over to 
the formal and regulated process, however there is 
no guarantee at this early stage. 

ME asked LB if Red Cap wanted to submit four 
applications, i.e., 1 x application for EA for the 
Northern Cluster, 1 x Application for EA for the 
Southern, and 1 x Application for the Grid 
Connection for the Northern Cluster and 1 x 
Application for the Grid Connection for the 
Southern Cluster.  

LB confirmed that this was the ultimate goal for 
Red Cap in a perfect world but as had been pointed 
out there were many potential issues and only 
after the Pre-application stage would we know 
what the best way is to move forward.  

ME highlighted that in the motivation for the 
submission of the Regulation 11 application, Red 
Cap should detail the approach for the combined 
applications such that the DFFE is able to make a 
decision on the application prior to the 

LB agreed with the response and indicated the 
intent to submit this soon. 
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commencement of the formal EIA and BA 
processes. 

1.6 Presentation - Project Process – Programme 

 LSS presented that Red Cap had chosen to undertake a 
lengthy screening and pre-application process prior to the 
commencement of the formal EIA and BA processes. LSS 
said that this was to ensure that the project layout has been 
iteratively designed and refined prior to the 
commencement of the formal EIA and BA processes.  

LSS added that Red Cap commenced with the screening 
process in late 2020 with the undertaking of avifaunal field-
surveys within the study area and was followed with 
screening input from other specialist disciplines in order to 
inform the preliminary turbine and road layout of the 
proposed project in May 2021.  

LSS highlighted that Red Cap had thus far held a 5-day 
Workshop combined with field work by the Specialists, 
which also included Focus Group Meetings with 
municipality officials and landowners within the study area. 
LSS added that environmental sensitivities of the study area 
have been mapped by all the Specialists and were provided 
to Red Cap and are currently being used to inform the 
project layout as part of the Design Phase – the current 
status of the project with regards to the project 
programme. 

LSS indicated that Specialists will undertake another round 
of field work to assess the detailed layout between 

LSS asked if the DFFE was receptive of the proposed 
PP activities for the proposed Hoogland projects.  

 

ME responded that it should be ensured that the 
PP process and activities comply with Chapter 6 of 
the EIA Regulations 2014 (as amended).  

ME added that it would best if the Public 
Participation Plan for the proposed project is 
submitted to the DFFE prior to the commencement 
of the Scoping Phase as it was not yet known what 
the COVID-19 regulations would require in 2022. 

LB asked if public meetings were a requirement in 
terms of the EIA Regulations 2014 (as amended).  

 

ME responded that a public meeting was not 
required in terms of the Regulations. 

LB noted that the EIA Regulations 2014 (as 
amended) required that a 30-day PP process be 
undertaken. LB asked the DFFE on their 
recommendations on a scenario where an I&AP 
requests for an extension of a 30-day review and 
comment period.  

 

ME responded that the Regulations required a 
minimum of 30-days for the undertaking of PP 
processes and added that the issuance of an 
extension to an I&AP should be undertaken on a 
case-by-case basis provided that there will be no 
timeframe risk to the project – i.e., only if there is 
still sufficient time within the timeframe for the 
EAP to grant an extension. 

KJ asked if it is mandatory to grant an extension to 
all I&APs should a commenting authority for 

ME responded that all commenting authorities and 
organs of state where required to provide 
comments within a 30-days and failure to do so, 
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September and October 2021 and thereafter prepare the 
impact assessment reports. LSS added that following the 
completion of the impact assessment reports, a Pre-
Application Scoping Report (comprising of an impact 
assessment) will be compiled outside of the formal EIA 
process and made available to I&APs for review and 
comment. LSS explained that the Pre-Application Phase will 
be followed by the regulated Scoping and EIA process which 
is anticipated to commence in March 2022. LSS highlighted 
that the wind farms for the Northern Cluster will require the 
undertaking of a Scoping and EIA process and a BA process 
for the Grid Connection, whilst the wind farms and the grid 
connection in the Southern Cluster will require a BA process 
since (if they end up all being situated in the Beaufort REDZ) 
. LSS added that the PP process for the north grid BA 
processes is intended to be run at the EIA phase for the 
Northern Cluster wind farms (but as discussed previously, 
could be undertaken earlier if issues are anticipated).  

LSS outlined the various methodologies that will be used as 
part of PP activities for the Hoogland Projects.  

example (e.g., DEA&DP) request an extension for 
the review and comment period.  

would be regarded as that there are no comments 
from the commenting authority or organ of state.  

ME added that it was not a requirement that 
extensions should be granted to all I&APs if 
requested specifically by only one I&AP, i.e., it 
should only be provided to the I&AP that requested 
it. 

1.7 Presentation - Project Process – Alternatives 

 KJ proposed that the detailed screening and iterative design 
process as described earlier would suffice to motivate for 
the assessment of only one wind farm layout and grid 
connection alignment per application respectively. This was 
considered the best practical environmental option, and 
therefore no site or layout alternatives would be considered 
for assessment.  

CA and ME agreed with the rationale from KJ, that 
the optimal development would have been 
identified.  

ME highlighted that the Regulations required that 
where there are no alternatives, a motivation 
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KJ added that the approach will be detailed in the respective 
reports for the proposed projects. 

should be provided to indicate why no alternatives 
were considered for a proposed activity. 

KJ highlighted that Red Cap will include the proposed 
Nuweveld Wind Farm Development in the Cumulative 
Impact Assessment. 

KJ asked if the Nuweveld project should be 
assessed in the Cumulative Impact Assessment 
even if a decision on the Nuweveld Wind Farm 
Development has not been granted. 

ME responded and said that the project should be 
included in the Cumulative Impact Assessment as 
the process had been undertaken and was its tail 
end. 

KJ asked if the South African Renewable Energy 
database was a reliable source for the 
identification of facilities for the cumulative impact 
assessment, or if a Promotion of Access to 
Information Act (PAIA) application should be 
submitted.  

ME responded and said that the reliability of the 
SARE database cannot be confirmed, however the 
PAIA application should be submitted. The EAP 
should also undertake research as to what 
applications are current. 

LB queried how we would be able to confirm if 
applications had lapsed. 

ME suggested that you would have to contact the 
applicant or EAP to confirm this, as this is unknown. 

KJ highlighted that Red Cap was aware that within the 
vicinity of the study area, there were potential applications 
for shale gas exploration.  

KJ asked if these developments should be included 
in the cumulative impact assessment. The wider 
area is characterised by such potential proposals 
however Red Cap is not aware of any ventures near 
the site specifically. 

CA responded and said that since Red Cap was not 
aware of any developments of that nature in the 
area, they should not be included in the cumulative 
impact assessment.  

LB asked if for example the activity within the 
cumulative impact assessment radii is an industrial 
development, should it be included in the 
cumulative impact assessment. 

CA responded and said that such a development 
should not be included as there was no precedent 
on other proposed renewable energy facilities to 
include such activities within their cumulative 
impact assessments, i.e., a solar photovoltaic 
facility being required to assess the cumulative 
impacts from the adjacent mining operation, etc.  
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ME concurred with CA and said that the focus in the 
cumulative impact assessments should be on 
existing and proposed renewable energy facilities 
within the 30 km radius.  

1.8 Presentation - Proposed Process – Further Technical and Process Queries 

 LSS presented that Red Cap was considering the utilisation 
of either Lithium-ion and Redox Flow batteries for the 
Battery Energy Storage Systems for the proposed project 
and would be assessed as alternatives. 

LSS asked if the BESS alternatives can be approved 
by the DFFF and whether additional specialist 
studies were required for the BESS.  

ME responded that a Risk Assessment by the EAP 
should be compiled, as well as impacts associated 
with the BESS should be considered by the 
Specialists for their respective disciplines where 
required. 

LSS asked the DFFE if a generic Environmental 
Management Programme (EMPr) was required for 
the Wind Farm Substations, over and above the 
EMPr for the Wind Farm.  

ME asked if the Wind Farm substations would not 
trigger Activity 11 in Listing Notice 1 and added that 
if the activity is triggered, that the generic EMPrs 
for the wind farm substations must be compiled.  

LSS presented that the Hoogland and Nuweveld Wind 
Farms overlap on some of the properties within the study 
but would occupy different footprints.  

LSS asked if the properties that overlap with 
Nuweveld can be included in the applications for 
EA for the Hoogland Project.   

ME responded that the properties can be included 
in the applications. 

LSS asked the DFFE whether it was possible to 
include shared infrastructure (e.g., access roads) in 
the Hoogland applications to allow each 
application to be stand-alone should the others not 
be developed.  

LSS added that the Hoogland projects may require 
the same infrastructure (e.g., access roads) that 

ME responded that the shared infrastructure 
between Hoogland and Nuweveld can be 
illustrated on the layout maps for the Hoogland 
projects, however this should be clear in the 
applications, especially the start and end points of 
the coordinates especially for the access roads. 
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would be used for the Nuweveld Projects and this 
can be illustrated on the layout map.  

LSS asked whether the temporary by-pass road 
(already included in the application for Nuweveld) 
should be included in the application for Hoogland.  

 

ME responded and said that since the temporary 
by-pass road was included in the application for 
Nuweveld, it was not necessary for this activity to 
be included again.  

LB added that from a project-risk perspective, the 
temporary by-pass road will be included in one or 
two applications for Hoogland. 

1.9 Any further comments 

 ME asked all the attendees if there were any further queries 
or comments. 

CA advised that Red Cap and SLR think carefully and 
apply their minds about their process as once it has 
started it is difficult to change mid-process. Submit 
a letter in terms of Reg 11 and DFFE will also apply 
their minds.  

ME advised that the combinations should be 
decided later in the process, after Pre-Application. 

LB noted that this was not possible as SLR are 
preparing the Pre-Application Reports now and aim 
for it to be as close to the official reports as 
possible. Red Cap understands the risk of changing 
the combinations, mainly delays to the process. 

 KJ asked if TS will be the Case Officer for the 
Hoogland Projects.  

ME responded that the three attendees from the 
DFFE will be the assessors of the documents for the 
projects, however there is a possibility for this to 
change based on the case load within the DFFE at 
the time of submission of the applications for the 
Hoogland Projects.  
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ME added that should this be the case; the work 
will be shared with other Case Officers but would 
be managed by him and CA. 

2 Meeting Close 

2.1 ME closed the meeting at 12h10. 
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APPENDIX 1: PRESENTATION



RED CAP HOOGLAND WIND FARMS
AND GRID CONNECTION 

Pre-Application Meeting with DFFE Officials
29 July 2021

1



INTRODUCTION – PROJECT TEAM
• SLR Consulting (South Africa)(Pty) Ltd (‘SLR’) – Independent Environmental Assessment 

Practitioner (EAP)

• Red Cap Energy (Pty) Ltd (‘Red Cap’) – Hoogland Wind Farms and Grid Connection Developer
• Name & Surname
• Role

2

Name & Surname Role

Stuart Heather-Clark Project Director 

Liandra Scott-Shaw Project Manager 

Reuben Maroga Project Assistant

Name & Surname Role

Lance Blaine Managing Director

Kirsten Jones Project Manager



BRIEF AGENDA

3

1. Project Introduction

2. Project Status

3. Proposed Process

4. Further technical queries and process queries

5. Way forward and close
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• Up to 4 wind farms (2 
Northern Cluster and 2 
South Cluster) and 
associated grid connection 
infrastructure between 
Loxton and Beaufort West. 

• Projects will be adjacent 
to the proposed Nuweveld 
Wind Farm Projects.  

1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
– OVERVIEW
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• Project area located
within Beaufort West
Local Municipality in the
Central Karoo District
Municipality in the W.
Cape and the, and the
Karoo Hoogland Local
Municipality in the
Namakwa District
Municipality in the N.
Cape

1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
– OVERVIEW
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1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION – REDZ

• Project area is located partly
within the Central Strategic
Transmission Corridor and the
Beaufort West Renewable
Energy Development Zone
(REDZ)

Central 
Corridor

Beaufort 
West REDZ
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Max Rotor top tip = 247.5 m 

Min Rotor bottom tip = 20 m

Turbines
Up to 40 turbines (each up to 9 MW in
capacity) per Wind Farm

1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION -
WIND FARM COMPONENTS

Max Hub height = 150 m 



1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION - WIND FARM COMPONENTS

• Temporary and permanent hardstand areas at 
each turbine

• Internal access roads

• Underground cables (including short sections of 
overhead powerlines where required, due to 
environmental constraints), of max of 33 kV

• Wind Farm Substation

• Battery Energy Storage System (Lithium Ion or 
Redox Flow)

• Temporary construction areas including 
construction camps, concrete batching site/s, 
concrete tower plant and laydown areas for 
equipment and materials

8

ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE



1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION - GRID CONNECTION COMPONENTS

• Grid connection will comprise of the 
following:

- Switching Stations for each Wind 
Farm; and

- 132 kV overhead power lines to 
connect the Switching Stations to 
the Nuweveld Collector 
Substation. 

9

HLO2 WIND FARM SUBSTATION



1. PROJECT INTRODUCTION - GRID CONNECTION COMPONENTS
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Monopole PylonsEskom Switching Station Wind Farm Substation

INFRASTRUCTURE EXAMPLES



2. PROJECT STATUS – SPECIALIST ASSESSMENTS AS PER SCREENING 
TOOL

Specialist Theme Specialists Appointed

Agriculture Johann Lanz

Landscape / Visual Quinton Lawson & Bernie Oberholzer

Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Jayson Orton - ASHA Consulting

Palaeontology John Almond

Terrestrial (Plant & Animal species) Simon Todd- 3Foxes

Herpetologist Marius Burger

Aquatic Brian Colloty - Envirosci

Avian Jon Smallie - Wild Skies

Bats Werner Marais -Animalia

Noise Morne de Jager- EAR

Shadow Flicker Martin Stevenson- Arcus Consulting

Traffic Athol Schwarz

Socio-Economic Hugo van Zyl - Independent Economic 
Researchers

11

Specialist Theme Specialists Appointed

Geotechnical Delta Geotech (Only post EA)

Civil Aviation -

Defence -

RFI -

Geohydrological Dale Barrow - GEOSS

Butterflies (TBC) Dave Edge



• Screening Tool: Animal Species
o Avifauna (high x 2) – Jon Smallie

o Mammal (high =Riverine Rabbit) – Simon Todd

o Reptile (medium = Padloper)  – Marius Burger

o In addition 3 ERT butterfly spp TBC October – Dave Edge

• Screening Tool: Plant Species
o Multiple medium sensitivity spp – Simon Todd

• Proposal to consolidate the Animal and Plant Theme 
findings into the Terrestrial Ecology Report

2. PROPOSED STATUS – SPECIALIST STUDIES
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• Square Kilometre Array (SKA) requirements given the ‘Very High’ impact rating
for Radio Frequency Interference by the Screening Tool and subsequent Medium
risk rating by SARAO

13

2. PROPOSED STATUS - SPECIALIST STUDIES



2. PROJECT STATUS – SPECIALIST WORK UNDERTAKEN TO DATE
• Bird Nest Survey and VERA Modelling;

• EWT Engagement with regards to Riverine Rabbit habitat;

• Most specialists have been appointed;

• Red Cap has undertaken a week-long Workshop with the Specialists to discuss desktop 
sensitivities and groundtruth specific areas with the engineering team. Selected specialists 
have commenced with the field surveys to groundtruth site sensitivities, notably:

o placement of camera traps by Simon Todd to groundtruth the presence of the
Riverine Rabbit (Bunolagus monticularis) within the project area;

o pre-construction monitoring by Jon Smallie to determine the presence of sensitive
avian species, i.e., Verreaux’s Eagle nests within the project area, etc; and

o Placement of acoustic microphones to monitor bat species within the project area.
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2. PROJECT STATUS – ENGAGEMENTS WITH AUTHORITIES TO DATE

• Red Cap and SLR have held Focus Group Meetings or One-
on-One Meetings with the authorities, organs of state and 
landowners as follows:

o Western Cape DEA&DP;
o CapeNature;
o SANParks
o Endangered Wildlife Trust;
o BirdLife South Africa;
o Officials from District and Local Municipalities; and
o Landowners and adjacent landowners.
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• There are 6 (six) applications; 4 (four) wind farms and 2 (two) grid 
applications

• There is the possibility to:

– Combine the specialist reports

– Combine the wind farm reports based on Reg 11 of the NEMA EIA 
Regs (GN R982 of 2014, as amended)

• However, the REDZ has implications on these combinations

• The decision on the combinations will occur after the Pre-application PPP 
when the risks associated with the options have been identified, and if a 
pre-negotiated route for the grid can be obtained.

3. PROPOSED PROCESS – PACKAGING AND TIMING OF THE 
APPLICATIONS



Scenario 1 – Both South Wind Farms in REDZ
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3. PROPOSED PROCESS – PACKAGING AND TIMING OF THE 
APPLICATIONS



Scenario 2 – One South Wind Farm in REDZ
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3. PROPOSED PROCESS – PACKAGING AND TIMING OF THE 
APPLICATIONS
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MAY 2021 

Screening

JUNE – SEPT 2021

Layout Design

SEPT – DECEMBER  2021 

Detailed specialist studies

NOV – MARCH 2022

Pre-Application 
Phase 

MARCH 2022

Pre-Application 
Reports PPP

Formal PPP

We Are Here

3. PROJECT PROCESS– PROGRAMME



March 2022  
Scoping Phase 
Commences

June 2022*

Scoping PPP (30 
days)

July – August 2022               
Submit Final 

Scoping Report

September 2022

EIA Phase 
Commences

November 2022                       
EIA / BA PPP

(30 days)

Jan – June 2023      
DFFE decision-

making

(107 days)
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Formal  PPP

Formal PPP

3. PROJECT PROCESS – PROGRAMME

March 2022  

REDZ BA Phase 
Commences

June 2022*

REDZ BA PPP

(30 days)

July – August 2022               
Submit Final REDZ 

BA Report

September 2022

DFFE decision-
making

(57 days)

Formal PPP
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If the Grid BA PPP is 
run with Scoping 
timing for EA would 
be different



3. PROPOSED PROCESS – PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
• Identified Stakeholders and key Commenting Authorities

21

Western Cape Department of Environmental 
Affairs and Development Planning

Northern Cape Department of Environment 
and Nature Conservation

ESKOM

Square Kilometre Array (SKA) South African Astronomical Observatory 
(SAAO)

CapeNature

Department of Human Settlements, Water 
and Sanitation (DHSWS) and relevant 
Catchment Management Areas (CMA)

Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and 
Rural Development (DALRRD)

Sentech

Department of Mineral Resources and Energy 
(DMRE)

South African Heritage Resources Agency 
(SAHRA)

South African Civil Aviation Authority (SACAA)

Ngwao-Boswa Ya Kapa Bokoni (Northern Cape 
Heritage Authority)

Heritage Western Cape Transnet

Northern Cape Roads and Transport Western Cape Roads and Transport Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT)

Northern Cape Regional Land Claims 
Commissioner

Western Cape Commission for Restitution of 
Land Rights

BirdLife South Africa

Local Government (District and Local 
Municipalities)

Landowners – Affected & Adjacent South African National Roads Agency 
(SANRAL)

Nuweveld Farmers Union Loxton Farmers Association National Energy Regulator of South Africa 
(NERSA)



3. PROPOSED PROCESS – PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
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Consideration will be given to identifying and managing COVID-related health risks
throughout the undertaking of actions in respect of public participation

Pre-Application Phase Scoping Phase  Environmental Impact 
Assessment Phase

Written notification (including letters, SMSs, WhatsApp, emails etc)

Virtual Presentations  for 

download

Virtual Presentations  for 

download

Virtual Presentations  for 

download
Pre -Application Reports

(including Non-Technical 

Summary) 

Scoping Reports

(including Non-Technical 

Summary) 

Environmental Impact 
Assessment Reports

(including Non-Technical 

Summary) 
Newspaper Adverts Newspaper Adverts Newspaper Adverts

Site Notices Site Notices Site Notices



Jan/ Feb 2022

DFFE Pre-Application 
Meeting

March 2022  

REDZ BA Phase 
Commences

June 2022

REDZ BA PPP

(30 days)

July – August 2022               
Submit Final REDZ 

BA Report

September 2022

DFFE decision-
making

(57 days)
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3. PROPOSED PROCESS – KEY TIMEFRAMES TO ENGAGE DFFE
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March 2022  
Scoping Phase 
Commences

June 2022

Scoping PPP

(30 days)

July – August 
2022               

Submit Final 
Scoping Report

September 2022

EIA Phase 
Commences

November 2022                       
EIA / BA PPP

(30 days)

Jan – June 2023      
DFFE decision-

making

(107 days)
Formal  PPP

Formal PPP

Formal PPP
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• As with Impofu and Nuweveld Wind Farm applications, DFFE to confirm that the 
detailed screening and iterative design process as described would suffice to motivate 
for the assessment of only one wind farm layout and grid connection alignments per 
application respectively. This will be well documented in the reports.

• This is provided for in the EIA Regs:
– BA: Appendix 1 - 3(1)(h)(x);

– Scoping: Appendix 2 - (1)(g)(x); and

– EIR: Appendix 3 – 3(1)(h)(ix)

• The BA/ Scoping/EIR report must include “a full description of the process followed to 
reach the proposed preferred activity, site and location of the development footprint 
within the site”, and:

“if no alternative development footprints for the activity were investigated, 
the motivation for not considering such”

3. PROPOSED PROCESS – ALTERNATIVES
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Projects for consideration:

• Nuweveld Wind Farms
– It is proposed to include the adjacent Nuweveld Wind Farm Projects, assuming they have been 

granted EA by this time;

– If they have not been granted an EA, what is DFFE’s recommendation for including them?

• Other renewable energy applications within 30 km
– Does DFFE recommend that the South African Renewable Energy EIA Application Database is 

the most reliable and up to date source, or should a PAIA application be submitted?

– Does this database show applications that have lapsed and how will we know if one has 
lapsed.

• Shale gas and mineral ventures

• Does DFFE have any new requirements or advice for cumulative impacts as they 
applications are becoming more contentious?

3. PROPOSED PROCESS – CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 



• Battery Energy Storage Systems Alternatives
o Approval of two alternatives possible

o Are there specific specialist studies required for BESS; and

o Requirement for Risk Assessment by the EAP.
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4. PROPOSED PROCESS – FURTHER TECHNICAL AND PROCESS 
QUERIES



• Application of the Generic EMPr for 
power line and substations –

• Is a Generic EMPr required for the 
Wind Farm substation over and above 
the Wind farm EMPr?
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4. PROPOSED PROCESS – FURTHER TECHNICAL AND PROCESS 
QUERIES



• Shared property:
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4. PROPOSED PROCESS – FURTHER TECHNICAL AND PROCESS 
QUERIES continued…

Property

Nuweveld Hoogland



• Shared infrastructure:

• Between the Hoogland Projects e.g., 
roads and cable trenches etc.
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4. PROPOSED PROCESS – FURTHER TECHNICAL AND PROCESS 
QUERIES continued…



• Shared infrastructure:

• Between the Hoogland and Nuweveld 
Projects e.g., Bypass Road, roads and 
cable trenches etc.
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4. PROPOSED PROCESS – FURTHER TECHNICAL AND PROCESS 
QUERIES continued…



ANY OTHER QUESTIONS?
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ANY OTHER QUESTIONS?



WAY FORWARD

• Next Pre-Application Meeting – proposed February 2022

• Submission of minutes for approval

• Closing
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THANK YOU !

Liandra Scott-Shaw

Project Manager

Email: lscottshaw@slrconsulting.com

Mobile: 073 658 7955
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