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To whom it may concern,    

OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 

(14/12/16/3/3/1/2464 1 ) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 

(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 

CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

Background 
 

Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 

kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 

Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022. 

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”): 

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3); 
• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3); 

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and 

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 
Province. 

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated 
Infrastructure, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in 
the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local 
Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province 

3Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South 
Africa Mainstream Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the 
authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm (12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching 
station yard which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation 
owned by Applicant, with 132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite 
substation (including associated BESS, laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared onsite substation forms part of separate application, along 
with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). 



 
Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and 
associated infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed. 

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 
were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 



Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 2 
Amendment process according to Regulation 31 of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the project 
alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs. 

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

 

 



 
Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 2 
Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs. 

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 
listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in nature 
of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, namely 
Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were assessed).   

Johann Lanz was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of Beaufort West Wind Farm, to 
undertake the agricultural assessment for the above-mentioned authorised projects, in accordance with 
Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) and the relevant 
Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 



Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 
the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and Powerline 
Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2. 

The original agricultural assessment found that there was absolutely no difference in the significance of the 
agricultural impacts of any of the alternatives. Therefore, Site Area and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are 
acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 
flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 
can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 ad Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective, the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they 
are the most technically feasible alternatives. 

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Johann Lanz, as the agricultural specialist, is of 
the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the findings of agricultural 
specialist study. 

 

Johann Lanz 

20 July 2022 



 Dr Brian Colloty  
Ecologist (Pr Sci Nat 400268/07) 

Member of the South African Wetland Society 
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 brianc@envirosci.co.za 1 Rossini Rd 
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Reg Number 2018/462716/07 
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To whom it may concern,    
 
OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 
CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

Background 
 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  
 
The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 
Province (Figure 1).  
 

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated Infrastructure, Near 
Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the 
Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South Africa Mainstream 
Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm 
(12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching station yard 
which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation owned by Applicant, with 
132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite substation (including associated BESS, 
laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared 
onsite substation forms part of separate application, along with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  
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Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, 
Powerline and associated infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 
 
As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed.  
 
All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 
were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 

onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 
as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 
that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 
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132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both 
applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE 
as part of the respective EAs. 
 
Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  
 
It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

 

 

Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 
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Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which 
considered all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated 
by the EAP that Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 
33/132kV onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s 
preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). 
However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the respective EAs. 
 
Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a 
Part 2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to 
change the project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  
 
It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result 
in an increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were 
assessed in the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the 
changes constitute a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA 
where the change in nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., 
preferred project alternatives, namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were 
not authorised, however, were assessed).   
 
EnviroSci (Pty) Ltd was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of Beaufort West Wind 
Farm, to undertake the aquatic specialist assessment for the above-mentioned authorised projects, in 
accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) 
and the relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 
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Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part 
of the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. 
 
The findings of the aquatic assessment are thus upheld as all the delineated areas with a High sensitivity 
will still be avoided, while no changes to the level of impacts (low) or the cumulative impacts (low) are 
anticipated.  This is also based on the consideration that all the recommended mitigations, and impact 
avoidance measures have been accounted for in this proposal. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no 
fatal flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts 
identified can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 
 
As Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective, the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as 
they are the most technically feasible alternatives. 
 
Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, EnviroSci, as the aquatic specialist, is of the 
view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the findings of aquatic 
specialist study.  

 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require additional information.   

 

Yours Sincerely 

 

 

 
Dr Brian Colloty        



 

 

To whom it may concern,    

 

OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 
CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

1 Background 
 

Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 

Province (Figure 1).  

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated Infrastructure, Near 
Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the 
Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South Africa Mainstream 
Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm 
(12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching station yard 
which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation owned by Applicant, with 
132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite substation (including associated BESS, 
laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared 
onsite substation forms part of separate application, along with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  



 
Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and 
associated infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 
were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 

onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 
as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 



that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 

132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both 
applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE 
as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

 

 



 
Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

2 Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 
listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

Chris van Rooyen Consulting was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of Beaufort West 
Wind Farm, to undertake Avifaunal Impact Assessment for the above-mentioned authorised projects, in 
accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) and 
the relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 



Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 
the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. 

We considered the proposed changes as explained above and our findings are as follows: 

• the proposed changes will not change the nature or significance of any of the impacts assessed in any 
significant manner. 

• The proposed changes are not likely to result in any additional impacts that were not previously assessed. 

• No additional management outcomes or mitigation measures in terms of avifaunal impacts would be 
applicable to the proposed changes. 

3 Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 
flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 
can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective, the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they 
are the most technically feasible alternatives. 

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Chris van Rooyen and Albert Froneman, as the 
avifaunal specialists, is of the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the 
findings of avifaunal specialist study.  

 



To whom it may concern,    

 

OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 
CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

Background 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 

Province (Figure 1).  

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated 
Infrastructure, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in 
the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local 
Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South 
Africa Mainstream Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the 
authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm (12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching 
station yard which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation 
owned by Applicant, with 132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite 
substation (including associated BESS, laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared onsite substation forms part of separate application, along 
with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  



 
Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and 
associated infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 
were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 

onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 
as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 



that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 

132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both 
applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE 
as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

 

 



 
Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 
listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

Wynand Vlok (BioAssets CC) was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of Beaufort West 
Wind Farm, to undertake biodiversity assessment (plants and animals, excluding birds and bats) for the above-
mentioned authorised projects, in accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) Regulations (as amended) and the relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 



Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 
the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. 

During the biodiversity assessment (22 – 27 April and 9 – 11 May) the area associated referred to as Alternative 
1 was visited. The assessment was undertaken in two phases: phase 1 was the desktop evaluation prior to the 
site visit and phase 2 was the field assessment. The latter included a comprehensive walk down of the areas and 
it included the area demarcated as the alternative 1 powerline corridor. 

It was noted that the power line will traverse the area highlighted as a CBA 1 area (Figure 3) and the issues relate 
to the sensitivity of the area associated with the Traka River (with its associated drainage lines), draining from 

the north to the south across the study area. The vegetation unit in the CBA classification (Western Cape 

Biodiversity Spatial Plan - Pool-Stanvliet et al., 2017) is listed of significance due to the diversity in the study area. 
During the desktop assessment, it was noted that McDonald (2010) in a baseline study of the vegetation unit on 
site, found no noticeable variation in the plant community and therefore described “the natural vegetation 
variation in the area as low and therefore the larger plant community is considered to be uniform. It was noticed 
that the vegetation in the drainage lines differ and was noticeably distinct from the open areas and therefore 
one can accept that it is similar to the Southern Karoo Riviere vegetation unit (least threatened)”. 

From a biodiversity perspective the vegetation variation therefore is not considered as sensitive. If the corridor 
is accepted for the proposed power line, it will be important to consider the delineation from the water 
resources report. This will give the proposed buffer zone considered to be employed around the Traka River. 

 
View of the crest east of Traka River – i.e. towards the substation site. 



 
View towards the west – from the crest to the road. 

 
A view of the Traka River. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 
flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 
can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective as the vegetation variation therefore is not considered as sensitive, the Applicant would like these 
project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they are the most technically feasible 
alternatives. 



Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Wynand Vlok, as the biodiversity specialist, is of 
the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the findings of biodiversity 
specialist study.  

It is recommended that: 

• Pylons are placed outside the water resource delineated area and associated buffer zone. 

• The placement of the pylons will have a very low impact on the ecosystem if all precautions are taken 
to lower any influences on the area. 

o From a biodiversity perspective the activity will have a very limited impact on the sensitive 
zone. 

• Mono structure pylons can be erected in the sensitive area and impacts are low and can be further 
reduced with careful mitigation (further outlined below).  

• All assembly of structures must be undertaken in the construction camp area and the subassembly 
components transported for erection of the pylons. 

• Limited vehicle traffic (to transport sub assembled structures) is allowed in the sensitive demarcated 
area under the powerline/within the powerline servitude. 

• No clearing of vegetation is permitted in the sensitive zone – apart from the footprint area where the 
mono structure pylon to be erected. 

• The powerline design must attempt to affect the longer spans, in order to reduce disturbance in the 
sensitive area. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions 

23 De Villiers Road  

Kommetjie 

7975 

22 July 2022 

To whom it may concern,    

 

OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 

(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 

(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 

CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

Background 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 

kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 

Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 

as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 

reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 

developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 

‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 

Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 

projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated 
Infrastructure, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in 
the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local 
Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South 
Africa Mainstream Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the 
authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm (12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching 
station yard which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation 
owned by Applicant, with 132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite 
substation (including associated BESS, laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared onsite substation forms part of separate application, along 
with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  



• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 

(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 

(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 

West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 

Province (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and 

associated infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 

application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 

Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 

the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 

applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 

(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 

assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 

alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 

(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 

assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 

a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 



BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 

during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 

and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 

no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 

in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 

powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 

were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 

perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 

all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 

onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 

as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 

that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 

132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both 

applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE 

as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 

2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 

project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 

increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 

the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 

a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 

nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 

namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 

assessed).   



 

Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

 
Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 



Purpose of this letter 
 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 

all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 

Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 

132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 

Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 

powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 

and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 

respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 

2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 

project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 

increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 

the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 

listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 

nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 

namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 

assessed).   

3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of Beaufort West 

Wind Farm, to undertake the Terrestrial Fauna and Flora BA study for the above-mentioned authorised projects, 

in accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) 

and the relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 

Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 

the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 

Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 

Alternative 2. 

The findings of the ecological study did not find a large degree of preference for one option over the other.  The 

findings of the study were as follows: “While the smaller drainage features of the site are classified as ESAs, 

there is an area of CBA 1 along the grid connection Alternative 1 route for the 132kV switching station yard of 

the substation and 132kV powerline application / project that would be potentially impacted by the 

development, should this alternative be used. However, the development of the power line through this area 

would be unlikely to compromise any of the underlying ecological features associated with the CBA and as such, 

the impact on this area would be considered acceptable, should this alternative be used. It is however largely 

the presence of the CBA along Alternative 1 that drives the preference for Alternative 2 as the preferred 

alternative for the 132kV switching station yard of the substation and 132kV powerline development. “As such, 

the study finds that both alternatives are acceptable, but there is a slight preference of one alternative over the 

other due to the presence of the CBA within Alternative 1. However, the development of Alternative 1 would 

not compromise the functioning of the CBA as the footprint within the CBA would be very low and a significant 

long-term threat to the functioning of the CBA is not likely.   



The impact statement associated with the development, is applicable to both alternatives and states the 

following: 

“There are no impacts associated with the proposed Substation, Grid Connection (132kV powerline) and 

associated infrastructure (BESS, laydown area and O&M building) that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable 

level. With the application of relatively simple mitigation and avoidance measures, the impact of the substation, 

grid connection and associated infrastructure on the local environment can be reduced to a low and acceptable 

magnitude. The contribution of the developments to cumulative impact in the area would be low and is 

considered acceptable. Overall, there are no specific long-term impacts likely to be associated with the 

development of the substation, grid (powerline) and associated infrastructure that cannot be reduced to a low 

significance. As such, there are no fatal flaws associated with the respective developments and no terrestrial 

ecological considerations that should prevent them from proceeding” 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 

associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 

flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 

can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 

perspective, the Applicant would prefer these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as 

they are the most technically feasible alternatives.   

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, 3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions as the terrestrial 

ecological specialist is of the opinion that the Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 can 

be authorised based on the findings of terrestrial biodiversity study.  

 

Sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Simon Todd 

Director 

3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions 
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21 July 2022 

 

To whom it may concern,    
 
OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 
CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

Background 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

 
The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 

Province (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated 
Infrastructure, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in 
the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local 
Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South 
Africa Mainstream Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the 
authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm (12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching 
station yard which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation 
owned by Applicant, with 132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite 
substation (including associated BESS, laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared onsite substation forms part of separate application, along 
with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  
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Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and 
associated infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 
were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 
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onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 
as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 

that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 

132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both 
applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE 
as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

 

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 
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Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 
listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

Dr Lita Webley was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of Beaufort West Wind Farm, 
to undertake HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT STUDY for the above-mentioned authorised projects, in 
accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) and 
the relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 
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Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 
the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. 

The findings are set on page 40 and 41 of the Heritage Impact Assessment dated November 2021 as follows: 

It is therefore recommended that the proposed developments be authorised, subject to the following 
recommendations: 

• Substation Alternative 1 is the recommended substation alternative for both respective applications / 
projects, although Substation Alternative 2 is not considered to be a ‘no-go’ option 

• Powerline Alternative 1 is the recommended powerline route for the 132kV yard of the substation and 
132kV powerline application / project, although Powerline Alternative 2 is not considered to be a ‘no-
go’ option. 

• There is no objection on heritage grounds to the proposed substation location and either location is 
acceptable. This is true for both applications / projects, as the substation alternatives are the same for 
both applications / projects. 

• If Powerline Alternative 2 is the preferred option for the 132kV yard of the substation and 132kV 
powerline application / project, then it is recommended that a buffer of 20m is maintained around site 
005/006. No Pylons should be placed on the site, and the servitude road should avoid it. 

• No further archaeological walk downs of the substation or powerline is required. 

• The Environmental Control Officer (ECO) should be made aware of the potential for palaeontological 
fossils to be uncovered during excavation. Monitoring for fossil material of all major surface clearance 
(including access roads) and deeper (>1m) excavations by the Environmental Site Officer (ESO) on an 
on-going basis during the construction phase is therefore recommended. 

• A Palaeontological chance finds procedure must be incorporated into the respective project EMPrs; 

• If any archaeological material is uncovered during the course of the respective developments, then 
work must stop in the immediate area. The find must be reported to the heritage authorities and may 
require inspection by an archaeologist. The find may require archaeological excavation under a permit 
(or workplan) issued by Heritage Western Cape. Any material which is recovered must be curated in an 
approved institution and will require a letter of approval from the repository. 

• If any unmarked human burials are uncovered, then HWC must be alerted immediately as per S36(6) 
of the NHRA. A professional archaeological must be contracted as soon as possible to inspect the 
findings. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 
flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 
can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 
 
As Site Area Alternative 1 ad Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective, the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they 
are the most technically feasible alternatives. 

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Dr Lita Webley, the Heritage Impact Assessment 
specialist, is of the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the findings of 
Heritage study.  

 

Lita Webley 

Specialist Heritage Consultant 

Tel: 072 179 6219 

Email: lita@webleyonline.com 

mailto:lita@webleyonline.com
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Palaeontological Impact Assessments & Heritage Management, 
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To whom it may concern,    

OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 
CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

Background 
 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 kilovolt (kV) 
onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) Operations & 
Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as one (1) 132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE reference number: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments, near the town 
of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the ‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects 
received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 
2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following projects 
are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 

(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation (14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

 
The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort West in the 
Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape Province (Figure 1).  

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated Infrastructure, Near 
Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within 
the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South Africa 
Mainstream Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the authorised Beaufort West 
Wind Farm (12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching station yard 
which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation owned by Applicant, 
with 132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite substation (including associated 
BESS, laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of 
shared onsite substation forms part of separate application, along with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  
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Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and associated 
infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) application was 
lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of the shared onsite 
substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both applications received EA from the 
DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives (20ha 
area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and assessed. As part of 
the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area alternatives (20ha area for 
placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors (100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on 
either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from a technical 
perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective BA processes, as well 
as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists during the respective BA 
processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives and that the associated impacts 
could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were no concerns and/or impacts which would 
prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented in each respective BA process. With no identified 
environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and 
the Applicant as part of each application, as they were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being 
acceptable from an environmental perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered all 
material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that Site Area 

Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite Substation, 

BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 132kV onsite Switching 
Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 
(Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV powerline (as authorised under: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the respective EAs. 
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Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 2 
Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the project 
alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an increased 
level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in the BA Processes) or 
result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a listed or specified activity, 
there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in nature of impact was not taken into 
consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline 
Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised; however, they were assessed).   
 

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 
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Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered all 
material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that Site Area 
Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite Substation, BESS, 
laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 132kV onsite Switching 
Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 
was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV powerline (as authorised under: 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 
14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 2 
Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the project 
alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an increased 
level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in the BA Process) or 
result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a listed or specified activity, 
there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in nature of impact was not taken into 
consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline 
Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were assessed).   

Dr John E. Almond of Natura Viva cc, Cape Town, was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of 
Beaufort West Wind Farm, to undertake a palaeontological heritage study for the above-mentioned authorised projects, in 
accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) and the 
relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 

Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of the 
requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2. 
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The original palaeontological heritage study by Almond (2021)5 concluded that: 

Given the similar underlying geology (and hence palaeontology), there are no preferences on 
palaeontological heritage grounds for either one of the two on-site substation and associated 
infrastructure project areas of for any specific powerline corridor option under consideration, all of which 
are of LOW palaeosensitivity. The projects are not fatally flawed, and there are no objections on 
palaeontological grounds to their authorisation. 

There are therefore no palaeontological heritage objections to the proposed Part 2 Amendment. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts associated with the 
proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal flaws were identified for 
either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental perspective, 
the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they are the most 
technically feasible alternatives. 

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Dr John E. Almond of Natura Viva cc, Cape Town, as the 
palaeontological heritage specialist, is of the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based 
on the findings of palaeontological heritage study.  

 

 
Dr John Edward Almond 
 
Palaeontologist 
Natura Viva cc 
76 Breda Park  
Breda Street, 
Oranjezicht 
CAPE TOWN 8001, RSA 

 

 

5 ALMOND, J.E. 2021. Proposed 33kV / 132 kV substation, 132 kV powerline and associated infrastructure for the 
authorised Beaufort West Cluster wind farms, Central Karoo District Municipality, Western Cape Province. 
Site sensitivity verification report (in terms of Part A of the Assessment Protocols published in GN 320 on 20 March 2020), 
22 pp. Natura Viva cc, Cape Town. 
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To whom it may concern,        21 July 2022 

 
OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV POWERLINE 
(14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, WITHIN THE 
CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE 
 

Background 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated Infrastructure, Near 
Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the 
Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South Africa Mainstream 
Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the authorised Beaufort West Wind Farm 
(12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching station yard 
which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation owned by Applicant, with 
132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite substation (including associated BESS, 
laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared 
onsite substation forms part of separate application, along with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  
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• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

 
The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 

Province (Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and 
associated infrastructure 
 
Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 



were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 

Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 

onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 
as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 
that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Error! Reference source not found.) was the Applicant’s preferred 
alternative for the routing of the 132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site 
Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) 
were authorised by the DFFE as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   
 

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

 



 
Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on specialist findings 

 

Purpose of this letter 

As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 
listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

Marius Burger (trading as Sungazer Faunal Surveys) was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on 
behalf of Beaufort West Wind Farm, to undertake the Site Sensitivity Verification and Compliance Statement for 
the Karoo Dwarf Tortoise, for the above-mentioned authorised projects, in accordance with Appendix 6 of the 
2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as amended) and the relevant Gazetted specialist 
protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 



Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 
the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. 

The main findings of the Karoo Dwarf Tortoise Site Sensitivity Verification and Compliance Statement report 
(Burger 2021) were that: 

• The Karoo Dwarf Tortoise probably does not occur within either of the respective proposed development 
nodes of the Beaufort West Cluster of Wind Farms. This conclusion is based primarily on 1) the absence of 
suitable or optimal habitat for this species, 2) the absence of evidence of live or dead specimens during the 
field survey, 3) the absence of observations by two (2) tortoise experts that have worked in the general 
region, and 4) the absence of observations by the landowner. 

• The terrain within the proposed Site Area Alternative 1 is generally devoid of rocky elements and is less 
suitable as Karoo Dwarf Tortoise habitat compared to the habitat of the proposed Site Area Alternative 2. 

• Although some of the sections of rocky terrain within the proposed Site Area Alternative 2 contain large 
rocks, these are not of the type that provide suitable shelter to Karoo Dwarf Tortoises. This habitat is rated 
to be mostly unsuitable or at best only semi-suitable. 

• Consequently, the terrain of Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was thus 
considered to be less suited for Karoo Dwarf Tortoises than the terrain of Site Area Alternative 2 and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 2. Therefore, Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 
were regarded as preferred alternatives over that of Site Area Alternative 2 and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. However, this preference is not based on significant habitat sensitivity differences between 
the various alternatives, and thus the specific choice of alternatives as based on Karoo Dwarf Tortoise 
considerations is not absolutely the one or the other. As such, both site area and powerline corridor 
alternatives for both respective projects/applications were deemed to be acceptable for authorisation. 

• In the context of the Applicant’s Part 2 Amendment undertaking to change the project alternatives as 
approved, the findings of the herpetofaunal study (Burger 2021) do not present limitations in terms of the 
reallocation of preferred alternatives. 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 
flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 
can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 ad Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective, the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they 
are the most technically feasible alternatives. 

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Marius Burger, as the herpetofaunal specialist, 
is of the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the findings of the 
herpetofaunal specialist study. 

 

 
 

Marius Burger – trading as Sungazer Faunal Surveys – July 2022 

Registered with SACNASP as a Professional Natural Scientist for the fields of Ecological Science and Zoological Science (Reg. no. 130600) 
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21 July 2022 

To whom it may concern,    

 
Re: OPINION LETTER: BEAUFORT WEST WIND FARM 33/132 KV SUBSTATION AND ASSOCIATED 
INFRASTRUCTURE (14/12/16/3/3/1/24641) AND ESKOM 132KV SWITCHING SUBSTATION AND 132KV 
POWERLINE (14/12/16/3/3/1/24652), NEAR BEAUFORT WEST IN THE PRINCE-ALBERT LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 
WITHIN THE CENTRAL KAROO DISTRICT MUNICIPALITY IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE  

Background 
Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd3 (‘Beaufort West Wind Farm’) is proposing to construct one (1) 33/132 
kilovolt (kV) onsite Substation4, one (1) Battery Energy Storge System (BESS), one (1) laydown area and one (1) 
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Building (authorised under DFFE reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), 
as well as one (1) 132 kilovolt (kV) onsite Switching Substation and one (1) 132kV powerline (authorised DFFE 
reference number: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465), which will be added to the authorised Beaufort West Cluster of wind 
developments, near the town of Beaufort West in the Western Cape Province (hereafter referred to as the 
‘projects’). Both above-mentioned projects received Environmental Authorisation (EA) from the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) in May 2022.  

The Beaufort West Cluster of wind developments consists of the following authorised projects (i.e., the following 
projects are collectively referred to as “the Beaufort West Cluster”):  

• Beaufort West Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/1/AM3);  

• Trakas Wind Energy Facility (12/12/20/1784/2/AM3);  

• Beaufort West 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/1); and  

• Trakas 132KV-400KV Linking Station, 132KV Power Line and onsite 132KV Substation 
(14/12/16/3/3/2/925/2). 

The proposed development area for the projects is located approximately 60km south of the town of Beaufort 
West in the Prince Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality of the Western Cape 
Province (Figure 1).  

 
1 Proposed Construction and Operation of the Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kv/132kv Substation and Associated Infrastructure, Near 
Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province 

2 Proposed Eskom 132kv Switching Substation and 132kv Powerline, Near Beaufort West in the Prince-Albert Local Municipality, within 
the Central Karoo District Municipality in the Western Cape Province  

3 Beaufort West Wind Farm (Pty) Ltd is a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV), a subsidiary created by the parent company South Africa 
Mainstream Renewable Power Developments (Pty) Ltd, which was created specifically to own and operate the authorised Beaufort West 
Wind Farm (12/12/20/1784/1/AM2). 

4 Onsite substation will consist of 33/132kV yard which will be owned and operated by Applicant, as well as 132kV switching station yard 
which will be owned and operated by Eskom. A step-up transformer to 132kV will be situated within substation owned by Applicant, with 
132kV line that will cross to Eskom’s 132kV switching substation. 33/132kV yard of shared onsite substation (including associated BESS, 
laydown area and O&M building) forms part of this proposed application (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464). 132kV switching station yard of shared 
onsite substation forms part of separate application, along with 132kV overhead powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465).  
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Figure 1: Regional Context Map for the Proposed Substation, Switching Substation, Powerline and associated 
infrastructure 

Two (2) applications for EA were lodged for two (2) separate projects (i.e., separate BA processes). One (1) 
application was lodged for the 33/132kV yard of the shared onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M 
Building (14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), while another application was lodged for the 132kV switching station yard of 
the shared onsite substation and associated 132kV powerline (14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). As mentioned, both 
applications received EA from the DFFE in May 2022. 

As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464, two (2) site area alternatives 
(20ha area for placement of onsite substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M building) were presented and 
assessed. As part of the BA process for the application with reference: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465, two (2) site area 
alternatives (20ha area for placement of onsite switching substation) as well as two (2) powerline corridors 
(100m powerline corridor buffer, 50m on either side of centre line for routing of powerline) were presented and 
assessed.  

All project alternatives considered and assessed as part of the BA process were reasonable and/or feasible from 
a technical perspective, and thus they were considered by SLR and the specialists at the onset of the respective 
BA processes, as well as found suitable from an environmental perspective.  It was confirmed by the specialists 
during the respective BA processes that there are no fatal flaws associated with either of the project alternatives 
and that the associated impacts could be mitigated to acceptable levels. It was thus concluded that there were 
no concerns and/or impacts which would prevent authorisation of either of the project alternatives presented 
in each respective BA process. With no identified environmental fatal flaws, Alternative 1 for the site area and 
powerline corridor alternatives was chosen by the EAP and the Applicant as part of each application, as they 
were the most technically feasible for construction (as well as being acceptable from an environmental 
perspective). 
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As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 (Figure 3) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV 
onsite Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well 
as the 132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated 
that Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 (Figure 2) was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 
132kV powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both 
applications) and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE 
as part of the respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Processes) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute 
a listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

 
Figure 2: Site Sensitivity map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 
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Figure 3: Site Sensitivity Map (including alternatives) based on Specialist findings 

Purpose of this letter 
 
As part of the final application forms and BA reports submitted by the EAP on 18 March 2022, which considered 
all material specialist input and the technical feasibly of the respective projects, it was indicated by the EAP that 
Site Area Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the placement of the 33/132kV onsite 
Substation, BESS, laydown area and O&M Building (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2464), as well as the 
132kV onsite Switching Substation (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). It was further indicated that 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 was the Applicant’s preferred alternative for the routing of the 132kV 
powerline (as authorised under: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465). However, Site Area Alternative 2 (for both applications) 
and Powerline Corridor Alternative 2 (for 14/12/16/3/3/1/2465 only) were authorised by the DFFE as part of the 
respective EAs. 

Since the DFFE have not authorised the preferred project alternatives, the Applicant is now undertaking a Part 
2 Amendment process according to Regulation 31(b) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended), to change the 
project alternatives approved as part of the respective EAs.  

It has been indicated by the DFFE that although the proposed change in project alternatives will not result in an 
increased level of impacts previously assessed (as all alternatives and their associated impacts were assessed in 
the BA Process) or result in a change in nature of impacts previously assessed, nor do the changes constitute a 
listed or specified activity, there is nevertheless a change to the scope of the valid EA where the change in 
nature of impact was not taken into consideration in the initial EA decision (i.e., preferred project alternatives, 
namely Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1, were not authorised, however, were 
assessed).   

Graham Young Landscape Architect was appointed by SLR South Africa Consulting (Pty) Ltd, on behalf of 
Beaufort West Wind Farm, to undertake a Visual Impact Assessment for the above-mentioned authorised 
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projects, in accordance with Appendix 6 of the 2014 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (as 
amended) and the relevant Gazetted specialist protocols (GN R 320 and GN R 1150 of 2020). 

Due to the need for Part 2 Amendment processes to change the approved project alternatives, and as part of 
the requirement process therein, specialists were asked to provide comment on whether Site Area and 
Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 were acceptable for development over Site Area and Powerline Corridor 
Alternative 2. 

Section 11 of the Visual Impact (GYLA 2021: 28) report concluded that ‘It should be noted that the visual 
impacts during the Construction, Operational and Decommissioning Phases for both respective applications / 
projects are identical.’  The rated impact was stated as ‘insignificant’ given the context of the activities within 
an approved Wind Farm.   
 
Furthermore, the study (GYLA 2021:32)5 concluded that ‘It is the opinion of GYLA that the visual effects 
associated with the proposed developments are of neutral significance. Given the low level of human habitation 
and the absence of sensitive receptors, the spatial extent of the zone of potential influence is reduced and the 
impact of the powerline, substation and associated infrastructure would be dwarfed by the cumulative effect of 
the other renewable energy developments [in the area]. The respective projects [i.e., either option] are thus 
deemed acceptable from a visual perspective, and should each be approved, provided that the 
mitigation/management measures are effectively implemented, managed, and monitored in the long term.  
 

Conclusions and Recommendations 
The BA Report for each application identified and assessed the potential biophysical and social impacts 
associated with the proposed project alternatives. Based on the findings of the respective BA processes, no fatal 
flaws were identified for either of the project alternatives presented and assessed, and any impacts identified 
can be mitigated to acceptable levels. 

As Site Area Alternative 1 and Powerline Corridor Alternative 1 are not fatally flawed from an environmental 
perspective, the Applicant would like these project alternatives authorised as part of the respective EAs, as they 
are the most technically feasible alternatives. 

Based on input into the Part 2 Amendment processes obtained, Graham Young Landscape Architect as the Visual 
Impact specialist, is of the view that the site location and project description can be authorised based on the 
findings of the Visual Impact specialist study (GYLA 2021) study.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Graham A Young PrLArch FILASA 

grahamyounglandarch@gmail.com 

+27 (0)82 462 1491 

 

 
5 Graham Young Landscape Architect, 2021. Beaufort West Wind Farm 33kV/132kV Substation, 132 kV Powerline and 
Associated Infrastructure Projects, Visual Impact Assessment Report. 21 October 2021. GYLA Unpublished Report, Pretoria. 
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