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DETAILS OF THE APPELLANT  
 

DETAILS OF THE APPLICANT 
 
 

Name of appellant:  WILDLIFE RANCHING SOUTH AFRICA NPC 
 
 

Name of applicant: WIND GARDEN PTY LTD 

Appellant’s representative (if applicable): 
 
KRIEK WASSENAAR & VENTER INC  
 

Applicant’s representative (if applicable): 

Postal address: 
 
13 STAMVRUG AVENUE, VAL DE GRACE, PRETORIA, 0181 
 

Postal Address: 

Email Address: 
peter@kriekprok.co.za / nj@kriekprok.co.za  
 

Email Address: 

Telephone number: 
 0128034719 
 

Telephone number: 

Fax Number: 
n/a 
 

Fax number: 
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GROUNDS OF APPEAL  

 

RESPONDING STATEMENT  COMMENT BY THE DEPARTMENT / DMR 

1.   Insufficient SEIAs  

 

  

2.   Insufficient VIAs  

 

  

 3.           Insufficient public consultation  

 

  

4.        Insufficient consultation with directly affected 
game ranches  

 

  

5.         

 

  

 



APPEAL QUESTIONNAIRE

An electronic copy of this questionnaire may be obtained from:

Mr Z Hassam at telephone: 012 399 9356 or e-mail:

AppealsDirectorate@environment.gov.za

Once completed, this document must be forwarded to:

E-mail: AppealsDirectorate@environment.gov.za

Physical Address: Department of Environmental Affairs, 473 Steve Biko Road,
Environment House,Arcadia, Pretoria, 0002



Appellant’s contact information:

Name:

Address:

Phone:

Cell:

Email:

Project information:

Project name: 

Authorisation register number as on environmental authorisation:
_____________________________________________________

Authorisation date as on environmental authorisation:

IMPORTANT! Please note:

• The decision of the department is reflected in the letter of authorisation or
rejection. The conditions of approval are contained in the environmental
authorisation document, attached to the authorisation letter.

• The appeal must be accompanied by all relevant supporting documents or
copies of these that are certified as true by a commissioner of oaths.

• The grounds of your appeal and the facts upon which they rest must be set
out. You should formulate your objections or concerns as averments and not
as questions about the project. Please therefore refrain from material or
remarks that do not contribute to the merits of your appeal.

• To assist in this regard, the following questions are listed as a guideline only –
more space may be used if necessary:

22 June  2022

Wind Garden Project

14/12/16/3/3/1/2314

ceo@wrsa.co.za

012 335 6994

012 335 6994

Tecno Park, Centurion

3 Bauhinia Street, Highveld

Unit 9 Oxford Office Park

Wildlife Ranching SA NPC



-----------------------------------------

1. Are you lodging this appeal as an individual or on behalf of a
community/organisation?

Individual Community/
organisation

If on behalf of a community or organisation, please provide proof of mandate
to do so.

2. Is your appeal based on factors associated with the process that was followed
by the applicant in obtaining authorisation?

Yes No

Please provide reasons:

______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________

3. Is your appeal based on factors associated with environmental impacts not
taken into account by the department in refusing or authorising the
application?

Yes No

Please provide reasons:

See attached Annexure A - Power of Attorney

Application did not employ proper data collection, local public consultation
and studies on effect of project on local game ranches, protected and
endangered species in the area, and the effect on tourism with specific
reference to game ranches in the area of the project - please see attached

See attached Notice of appeal in terms of  section 43(1) of the National
Environmental Managment Act 107 of 1998



______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________

4. Would you agree to the activity proceeding if your concerns can be addressed
by rectifying the process or mitigating or eliminating the impacts of the
activity?

Yes No

Please provide reasons:

______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________

5. Are you fundamentally opposed to any development activity on the site?

Yes No

Please provide reasons:

6. Do you have an objection in principle against the development?

Yes No

Please provide reasons:

The appellant is of the view that the project will permanently scar the
horizon silhouette and natural esthetics of the area

The project and its impact on game ranching and the environment lies at the

heart of this appeal
The project and its impact on game ranching and the environment lies at the

heart of the appeal



7. Does your appeal contain any new information that was not submitted to the
environmental consultant or department prior to the department’s 
consideration of the application?

Yes No

If the answer above is yes, please explain why it should be considered by the 
Minister and why it was not made available to the environmental consultant or 
department during the application process.

______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________

8. DECLARATION:

I declare that the contents of this submission are to the best of my knowledge 
the truth and I regard this declaration as binding on my conscience.

____________________

APPELLANT

DATE:



DIRECTORS:  J Kriek, PJ Wassenaar  Reg: 2012/030418/21
Third Floor,  HB Forum, 13 Stamvrug Street, Val De Grace, Pretoria
(t) (012) 803 4719  (f) (086 596 8516 (e) peter@kriekprok.co.za Document version date:  2020/12/07

POWER OF ATTORNEY
I, the undersigned

In my capacity as duly authorised  

of 

REG: 

do hereby appoint and nominate,

KRIEK WASSENAAR & VENTER INC

and /or their appointed agents / correspondents /nominees 

with full power of substitution, to be my lawful attorney  with full power and authority for me and in my 

name, and for my account and benefit in the matter of  and/or relating to:

In the event that I act in a representative capacity, any reference to myself will by implication refer to 

the principal and/or organisation which I represent as indicated above and as the context requires. 

My attorneys will in terms of this power of attorney be able to:

1. Receive and handle moneys: To demand, sue for and recover, and give discharges for all 
moneys, securities for all sums of money, debts, stocks, shares and property now or hereafter 
belonging to me, whether solely or jointly with any other person or persons. Remembering that 
my attorney will accrue costs/disbursements on my behalf and that certain fees will become 
payable out of the work done on my behalf, I hereby give in rem sum authority to recover all 
capital, costs, disbursements, fees and all other sums of money due to me on my behalf, and 
that all amounts received must first be deducted or set off against all fees and disbursements 
made on my behalf before any payments are made to me. I give specific authority to sign any 
release or discharge for the amount for the settlement in order to receive and recover the said 
amount. My attorneys and/or their nominees are also authorised to make use of any capital 
payments received to make payment of all debts and/or expenses. They are also herby 
authorised to withhold as security for costs any portion of any capital received on my behalf as 
they in their sole discretion see fit, being allowed to debit any preliminary attorney and client 
fees at any stage;

2. To institute legal proceedings or to defend: To defend any civil action brought against me or to 
institute action in any High Court or Magistrates Court or Arbitration Institution. This will include 
but not be limited to the institution and/or defending of any action and/or application brought 



DIRECTORS:  J Kriek, PJ Wassenaar  Reg: 2012/030418/21
Third Floor,  HB Forum, 13 Stamvrug Street, Val De Grace, Pretoria
(t) (012) 803 4719  (f) (086 596 8516 (e) peter@kriekprok.co.za Document version date:  2020/12/07

by and/or against me, including but not limited to debt collection, civil claims, delictual matters, 
contractual matters, enrichment matters, status matters, family law matters, divorce 
proceedings, maintenance and custody matters, liquidations, sequestrations and/or any other 
proceeding for the protection and/or enforcement and/or confirmation of any right that I may 
hold. 

3. To negotiate, discuss consider and settle: To negotiate a settlement with any party concerned, 
to discuss the facts, merits and quantum and to give me advice. To consider all facts and 
documentation and to make decisions on my behalf. To agree, propose and settle any point in 
dispute and to agree, propose and settle any figures of settlement and to advise me thereof.

4. To settle accounts: To settle, compromise or submit to arbitration all accounts, claims and 
disputes between me and any other person or persons;

5. To act with other persons: To investigate, negotiate, receive and give out any information, 
documentation or data of any form or sort on my behalf and to act and communicate with any 
person, attorney, advocate or third party on my behalf ;

6. To draft, receive and sign documentation: To be able to draft, receive, peruse, consider, sign 
and give out any documentation that he/she considers relevant or necessary; 

7. To appoint experts: To approach, consult and appoint any expert witnesses, to acquire expert 
reports and testimony and to accrue costs and make payments in that regard;

8. To institute alternative dispute resolution proceedings: To institute, make use of or request
any alternative dispute resolution proceeding including but not limited to arbitration and/or 
mediation proceedings;

9. To appoint assessors and agents: To appoint any assessors, agents and/or tracing agents to 
assist, do work and give advice on my behalf. I also give authority to pay and settle all accounts 
in this regard;

10. To appoint advocates and legal advisors: To appoint any advocate and/or legal advisor to assist, 
give opinion and handle matters on my behalf. I also give authority to pay and settle all 
accounts in this regard;

11. General power to act: To do all that is necessary to finalize any matter and to act on my behalf 
in any manner that he/she considers necessary and in doing so, I confirm this Power is 
irrevocable. To generally for effecting the purposes aforesaid, to do or cause to be done 
whatsoever shall be requisite, and fully and effectively, for all intents and purposes, as I might or 
could do if personally present and acting herein /hereby ratifying, allowing and confirming and 
promising and agreeing tot ratify, allow and confirm all and whatsoever my said Attorneys and 
Agents shall lawfully do, or cause to be done, by virtue of these presents.

AND
Ratification: I hereby ratify and agree to ratify everything which my Attorney or his/her substitute or 
substitutes or agent or agents appointed by the Attorney under this power of attorney shall do or 
purport to do by virtue of this power of attorney.

This done and signed at  on .

________________________________
(signed)



IN THE STATUTORY APPEAL BEFORE THE MINISTER OF FORESTRY, 

FISHERIES  AND THE ENVIRONMENT  

 
DFFE References: 14/12/16/3/3/1/2314  

 

In the internal appeal of: 

WILDLIFE RANCHING SOUTH AFRICA NPC   Appellant 

 

And 

 

MINISTER OF FORESTRY, FISHERIES  

AND THE ENVIRONMENT (DFFE) 1st Respondent 

 

WIND GARDEN (PTY) LTD 2nd Respondent 

 

 

NOTICE OF APPEAL IN TERMS OF SECTION 43(1) OF THE NATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT ACT 107 OF 1998 

BE PLEASED TO TAKE NOTICE that the above-named appellant is aggrieved by 

and appeals in terms of section 43(1) of the National Environmental Management Act 

107 of 1998 (“ NEMA”), read with the National Appeal Regulations (2014), against the 

Environmental Authorisations of 22 June 2022 for the development of commercial 

wind energy facilities at the locations Eastern Cape Province described in the 

Environmental Authorisations set out below, by the Chief Director: Integrated 

Environmental Authorisation (“the Chief Director”) of the Department of Forestry, 

Fisheries and Environment (“the Department”) in his capacity as a competent authority 

so designated in terms of section 24 of the NEMA for the purposes thereof. 
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THE APPELLANT 

1 The appellant, WILDLIFE RANCHING SA NPC, is a non-profit company duly 

registered and incorporated in terms of the laws of the Republic of South Africa, 

with registered address at Unit 9 Oxford Office Park, 3 Bauhinia Street, Highveld 

Techno Park, Centurion, Gauteng, in care of its attorneys of record detailed 

below.  

2 The aims and the objectives of the appellant include promoting, serving, 

protecting, upholding and growing the green economy of South Africa, protecting 

the livelihoods of the wildlife ranching industry members, their employees and all 

communities surrounding private ranches. The appellant advocates for the 

responsible and sustainable use of renewable natural resources and aims to 

ensure the expansion of wildlife habitat, conservation of species, and protection 

of biodiversity outside of protected areas, ensuring the future of all wildlife 

through sustainable ranching and hunting practices.  

3 The appellant represents the interests of members from across South Africa and 

also specifically the interest of game ranches directly affected by the 

Environmental Authorisations listed below, within the area of the authorised 

locations.   

GROUNDS OF APPEAL 

4 This is an internal appeal to the Minister of Forestry, Fisheries and Environment,  

in terms of section 43(1) of the National Environmental Management Act 107 of 

1998  read with the National Appeal Regulations (2014), against the decision 

taken in the period between on or about 22 June 2022 by the Chief Director: 
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Integrated Environmental Authorisations of the Department of Forestry, Fisheries 

and Environment  in his capacity as a competent authority in terms of section 24 

of the NEMA. 

5 The Chief Director granted an Environmental Authorisation, a copy of which is 

attached hereto as annexure X1 for various listed activities relating to the 

development of a commercial wind energy facility and associated infrastructure 

within the Makhanda Local Municipality district of the Eastern Cape Province. 

6 In terms of the Environmental Authorisation granted, the second respondent will 

inter alia be authorised to:  

6.1 construct  and operate a 132 KV switching station and a 132 / 33 KV on-

site collector substation to be connected via a 132 KV overhead power 

line, to connect with the existing Poseidon – Albany 132 KV line; 

6.2 the development footprint of the wind farm will be round or about 25 ha 

in extent; 

6.3 the wind farm will also require infrastructure for 120 m³ of storage of 

dangerous goods which will include flammable and combustible liquids 

such as oils associated with the on-site collector substation and switching 

station transformers, lubricants and solvents; 

6.4 the wind farm is located within the critical biodiversity areas as per the 

Eastern Cape Biodiversity Plan; 

6.5 the windfarm intends to erect up to 23 wind turbines with a maximum 

height of up to 115 m. The Height of the turbines will be up to 190 m. 

https://kwvinc.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/KWV-Wassenaar/EeS3UG4nNDNClpUqGZx-p8AB21tigLOIIMxiiiGcVbh4lA
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7 The appellant formally requests that an independent appeal panel, consisting of 

independent experts, be convened in order to the side of the applicant’s appeal, 

as provided for in section 43(5) of the NEMA as read with regulation 6 of the 

National Appeal Regulations (2014).   

8 The appellant submits that the Chief Director has failed to properly consider the 

following relevant information before granting the Environmental Authorisation, 

and that such information, now before the Minister, would result in, or legally 

ought to result, and the refusal of the application for an Environmental 

Authorisation:  

8.1 The SEIA submitted and considered is insufficient and must be rejected;  

8.2 The impact of the project on the environmental legacy of the area was 

not properly considered, alternatively was not afforded appropriate 

weight during the making of the decision;  

8.3 The impact of the project on animals within the area was not properly 

considered, alternatively was not afforded appropriate weight during the 

making of the decision;  

8.4 The impact of the project on the nature tourism, hunting and ranching 

industry was not properly considered and not afforded appropriate weight 

during the making of the decision;  

8.5 The visual impact assessments (VIAs) are insufficient;  

8.6 The impact of turbine noise on the surrounding area, and specifically the 

health of animals have not been properly assessed.   
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9 The appellant submits that the SEIA has not considered the socio-economic 

impact of the project on the surrounding and branches, of which the appellant 

has at least 15 members. The SEIA has failed to assess the specific socio-

economic impact that the project will have on the game ranches in the area. 

Neither the appellant nor its members directly affected in the area have been 

properly consulted in respect of the potential impact of the project on the 

ecotourism, trophy hunting, safari and/or ranching industry, which is a livelihood 

to not only the affected game ranchers but also their employees and the 

communities that are directly and indirectly supported.  

10 Neither the appellant nor the South African National Biodiversity Institute 

(SANBI), to the appellant’s knowledge, has been approached in order to obtain 

data regarding:  

10.1 investment in sustainable land management for the greater good of 

society conducted by game ranchers in the area; 

10.2 the number of jobs created in the area, especially for women, which is 

double the rate of jobs created by livestock farming; 

10.3 the contribution made by game ranchers in the area in order to ensure 

that land is restored to a more natural state, especially by converting 

grazing and other farming land to natural habitats within the protected 

environmental area within which the project will operate; 

10.4 role of hunting, breeding and ecotourism in maintaining protected and 

endangered species in the area; 
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10.5 the role of hunting, breeding and ecotourism in the area in maintaining 

the local economy and contributing to the general South African 

economy; 

10.6 the sustainability of ranching in the affected area if the introduction of the 

wind farm project has a negative effect on ecotourism, trophy hunting and 

ranching. 

11 The failure of the SEIA to seek specific data from local ranches, the appellant 

and organisations such as SANBI, is in the view of the appellant a material and 

incurable defect. Had a proper consultation process been followed, the following 

would inter alia have received more weight in the SEIA:  

11.1 the visual impact of the wind farms will have a negative impact on 

ecotourism, trophy hunting and general hunting activities. Both the 

ecotourism and trophy hunting industries rely heavily on the concept of 

an authentic African experience; 

11.2 the visual impact of the 23 wind turbines to be constructed in the area, 

will shatter the area’s reputation as an authentic African wildlife 

destination. The visual impact is permanent in nature and will continue to 

be a scar on the horizon silhouette of the area for generations to come; 

11.3 ecotourism represents between 30% and 50% of most ranches’ total 

property revenue; 

11.4 trophy hunting represents between 60% and 90% of most ranches’ total 

properly revenue; 
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11.5 both the ecotourism and trophy hunting industries will be significantly 

affected by the scarring of the horizon silhouette. The appellant projects 

that many prospective tourists and/or trophy hunters, especially 

international visitors, will seek alternative areas which will provide 

authentic African safari experiences; 

11.6 the affected area hosts inter alia one of the largest and most genetically 

diverse black rhino populations in the world, with more than 250 rhinos. 

In addition, the area also holds the following animals which are deemed 

to be protected and/or endangered species:  

11.6.1 white rhino; 

11.6.2 bontebok;  

11.6.3 oribi;  

11.6.4 blue duiker; 

11.6.5 red-billed oxpeckers;   

11.6.6 mountain zebra; 

11.7 the fragility of the ecotourism and trophy hunting markets in the area, 

which will have a real and direct impact on the ability of private ranches 

to maintain and care for the protected and endangered species above. 

11.8 consideration of the fragility and risks associated with losing private and 

branches in the area due to the impact of the wind farm on the animals 
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and markets of ranches, which risks include the permanent loss of 

already endangered species and related private habitat; 

12 Had the appellant and/or SANBI been approached, the SEIA would have been 

able to consider actual data collected over the Eastern Cape Province area and 

specifically also the affected area, in terms of the Sustainable Wildlife Economies 

Project (SWEP) conducted by SANBI with the support of the appellant over the 

last two years. The project has collected ranch-specific data and would be able 

to provide actual real-world socio-economic data. Because the data is held by 

SANBI, the appellant is unable to provide specific datasets at this stage.   

13 Instead of conducting a scientific study based on current real-world socio-

economic data such as that held by SANBI, the SEIA apparently relied on 

provisional data from 2006. Despite the appellant having shown the defects in 

the SEIA, the methodology has not sufficiently changed in order to remedy the 

defects in the SEIA. See annexure X2. In addition to the above, the appellant is 

of the view that the following defects exist in the SEIA:  

13.1 The model and data employed are outdated; 

13.2 The report only considers the matter from a provincial perspective and 

does not have a resolution on a local level or context in the actual local 

domain where the development is proposed; 

13.3 No actual evidence is provided to substantiate the appropriateness of the 

methodology or any of the assertions related to the relatedness of the 

underlying data;  

https://kwvinc.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/KWV-Wassenaar/Eez7B_mc3vZAvDuiY9N06bgBO2DoL8zebe1otuqoRjL5oA
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13.4 The approach uses historical data (backcasting) to predict the future 

impact (forecasting). This approach assumes that what which exists in 

the past will persist in the future. Clearly this is not necessarily an 

accurate future scenario and there is an inherent and unavoidable risk 

that the assumption will not hold. Consequently, there is a high probability 

that the methodology and its assumptions will lead to inaccurate forecasts 

and an assessment of the impact; 

13.5 The SEIA does not attempt to quantify the impact on other industries such 

as the game ranching industry. The report does not independently weigh 

the benefits against specific quantified disadvantages of the project, with 

specific reference to the affected industries in the area. The report is 

accordingly lacking in its total assessment due to its bias toward the 

benefits of the project without considering the damage and disadvantage 

to other parties, industries, and the environment; 

13.6 No consideration is given to the sunk costs associated with the already 

developed industries and game ranches in the area, which will be lost if 

the project results in a collapse of the ecotourism and/or trophy hunting 

market due to the scarring of the horizon silhouette; 

13.7 As a result of these shortcomings the methodology that is used to 

determine the socio-economic impact is very questionable and has a high 

risk of inaccuracy and therefore any conclusions about the socio-

economic impact and consequent recommendations from this process 

are equally tainted with probability of a lack of precision and a high risk 

of conceptual flaws. 
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13.8 Organizations, such as the appellant, that had publicly expressed an 

interest and need to participate in a consultation process have not been 

part of the further consultations; 

13.9 No consultation process has been followed with directly affected parties, 

such as the 15 game ranches known to the appellant in the area; 

13.10 No local context data is considered;  

13.11 The reports also ignore evidence from their own data collection 

processes that windfarm installations have significant detrimental 

impacts on game farm businesses; 

14 The appellant also submits that in addition to the data collection and methodology 

employed in the drafting of the SEIA,  the public consultation process followed 

by the second respondent, is manifestly unfair towards the interests of actual 

game ranches in the affected area, we have not been properly consulted with 

whose centres have not been specifically considered. The failure to specifically 

consult with the applicant, who has shown a desire to participate, game ranches 

in the area who are affected by their locality to the project and the communities 

who are supported by the activities of those game ranches, is a material defect 

in the application.  

15 The appellant also submits that it would not be possible to consider the 

application for Environmental Authorisations under the circumstances, as a 

proper VIA and a proper noise pollution assessment, would require specific 

consultation with the appellant and affected game ranches in the area, as the 

specific impact of wind turbines on each of the affected parties’ business, animals 
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and/or horizon silhouette would differ. The failure to properly consider the impact 

on the horizon silhouette out of the vantage point and position of each individual 

game ranch with a line of sight over each of the potential wind turbines is in the 

view of the appellant a material failure in the preparation of the VIAs. Sufficient 

consideration of the permanent scarring of the area of all those game ranches 

has simply not been sufficiently considered. It is estimated that each wind turbine 

would be visible for up to 50 km. The VIAs do not sufficiently consider the matter.  

REQUEST   

16 The Environmental Authorisation was conducted without a proper clinical 

assessment of the impact of the intended windfarm project on the game ranching 

industry. The SEIA and VIAs have failed to properly consider the impact of the 

project on game ranches, and the ecotourism and trophy hunting industries.  

17 The application does not sufficiently consider the impact of scarring of the horizon 

silhouette on the area’s game ranches and their ability to attract tourists in the 

future. Failure to consult with the specific game ranches in the area who will have 

a direct line of sight with the intended wind turbines, constitute a material failure 

in the application as well as the data collection and public consultation process 

employed.  

18 The failures described herein constitute a material breach of the legitimate 

expectation of game ranches in the affected area that their specific context will 

be considered before the granting of an Environmental Authorisation.  

19 It is submitted that a material failure of this nature adds to the heart of the 

administrative process employed by the Minister’s Department. The Minister has 
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a constitutional duty to ensure the state of justice towards the appellant and its 

affected members. The Minister cannot allow the already fragile African wildlife 

resource in the Makhanda area to be permanently scarred by the development 

of a wind farm under circumstances where the impact on local game ranches 

and specifically the protected and endangered species’ health and those 

properties were having been properly assessed. 

20 Parties with material knowledge of the area and specifically the environmental 

impact of the project on ranches, ecotourism and trophy hunting, such as SANBI, 

have not been consulted. SANBI is a key role player in environmental matters 

such as this. The failure to consider and request data from SANBI constitute a 

serious and material defect in the application process.  

21 The appellant submits that the decision to grant the Environmental Authorisation 

is procedurally irregular and unfair and that the decision should be overturned 

and that the Minister should not grant the Environmental Authorisation.  

 
Dated at PRETORIA on 18 JUNE 2022. 
 

 
 

___________________________________________ 

KRIEK WASSENAAR & VENTER INC. ATTORNEYS 
Applicant’s Attorneys 

in the interlocutory application 
Tel.: 012 756 7566 
Fax: 086 596 8799 

Email: peter@kriekprok.co.za 
Ref.: PJ Wassenaar/es/QB0977 

 

TO:  THE REGISTRAR OF THE HIGH COURT 
MAHIKENG 
 
 
 

mailto:peter@kriekprok.co.za
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AND TO:       DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY, FISHERIES AND THE      
ENVIRONMENT 
Environment House, 
Cnr. Steve Biko (previously Beatrix Street) and Soutpansberg Road,  
473 Steve Biko, 
Arcadia, 
Pretoria, 0083 
South Africa 
 
By email:       appeals@dffe.gov.za 
   mrakgogo@environment.gov.za 
   smalaza@environment.gov.za 
   appealsdirectorate@environment.gov.za 
 

 
 

mailto:appeals@dffe.gov.za
mailto:mrakgogo@environment.gov.za
mailto:smalaza@environment.gov.za
mailto:appealsdirectorate@environment.gov.za
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CEO/HUB: R York  
Chairperson/Voorsitter: G Heyneke Vice-chairperson/Visevoorsitter:  C Engelbrecht 

Direkteure/Directors: M Davey. C du Toit; P. Ernst Jr; T. Jurgens; Dr T. Lesoli; 
K Maphai; N. Mayathula; T Mogashoa; Dr P. Oberem; R Nel; LLS vd Watt 

 

 

21 July 2021 

 

 

Ms Nicolene Venter 

Savannah Environmental 

(publicprocess@savannahsa.com) 

P.O. Box 148 

Sunninghill  

2157 

 

Dear Ms Venter 

 

RE: PUBLIC COMMENTS ON SAVANNAH ENVIRONMENTAL (2021) THE REVISED 

BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE FRONTEER WINDFARM AND ASSOCIATED 

INFRASTRUCTURE, EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE. 

 

Kindly receive the attached document with Wildlife Ranching South Africa’s comments to the Revised 

Basic Assessment Report made available for review on Monday, 21 June 2021. 

 

Please confirm in writing on receiving of this e-mail. 

 

Kind Regards 

 

 

____________       ____________ 

Richard York        Gerhard Heyneke  

WRSA – CEO        WRSA – Chairman  

ceo@wrsa.co.za        chairman@wrsa.co.za 

Annexure X2

mailto:publicprocess@savannahsa.com
mailto:ceo@wrsa.co.za
mailto:chairman@wrsa.co.za
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CEO/HUB: R York  
Chairperson/Voorsitter: G Heyneke Vice-chairperson/Visevoorsitter:  C Engelbrecht 

Direkteure/Directors: M Davey. C du Toit; P. Ernst Jr; T. Jurgens; Dr T. Lesoli; 
K Maphai; N. Mayathula; T Mogashoa; Dr P. Oberem; R Nel; LLS vd Watt 

We have considered the responses that have been provided in relation to the comments submitted 

in terms of the Basic Assessment Report(s) and their revisions and annexures (“The Reports”).  

Considering our comments and the responses we submit the following feedback: 

1. Generally, range of our comments have not been substantively addressed and consequently 

the respective issue at hand remain unaddressed. The mere fact that there is a response does 

not imply an adequate and acceptable response. 

2. Generally, comments have been brushed aside, deflected or not addressed at all and 

consequently the issues at hand remain unaddressed. 

The following examples demonstrate the inadequate consideration or disregard of the comments 

placed on record and before the authors of The Reports: 

1. The SAM methodology that is used in the assessment is the basis of the socio-economic impact 

assessment is a blunt tool that is used in the reports to estimate the specific local impacts of 

the development. The SAM that is used suffers a number of noteworthy shortcomings that 

cannot be ignored and which will have a fundamental impact on the conclusions that will be 

reached: 

a. The shortcomings are: 

i. The model and data is outdated with provincial data from 2006 

ii. It has only a provincial perspective and does not have a resolution on a local 

level or context in the in the actual local domain where the development is 

proposed. To assess the local impact the local context must be considered. 

iii. No evidence is provided to substantiate the appropriateness of the 

methodology or any of the assertions related to the datedness of the underlying 

data used in its specification. 

iv. The approach uses historical data (backcasting) to predict the future impact 

(forecasting). This approach assumes that what which exists in the past will 

persist in the future. Clearly this is not necessarily an accurate future scenario 

and there is an inherent and unavoidable risk that the assumption will not hold. 

Consequently, there is a high probability that the methodology and its 

assumptions will lead to inaccurate forecasts and an assessment of the impact.  

b. As a result of these indisputable shortcomings the methodology that is used to 

determine the socio-economic impact is very questionable and has a high risk of 

inaccuracy and therefore any conclusions about the socio-economic impact and 

consequent recommendations from this process are equally tainted with probability 

of a lack of precision and a high risk of conceptual flaws. 

c. Notwithstanding these significant and fundamental shortcomings and risks in the 

methodology the specialists persist with the methodology and the conclusions that are 
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drawn from the analysis as if these flaws that have been pointed out are of no concern 

or consequence. 

d. While the input output and/or social accounting matrix is presented “as is” as the tool 
to conduct the socio-economic impact for the proposed projects the model has not 

been published nor is there any proof that the model has been subjected to any peer 

review process, as would be an acceptable professional practice. The bone fides of the 

model are therefore still not beyond doubt and consequently neither are the findings 

and recommendations that flow from the use of the specific model in the specific 

context. 

e. The response that local data collection addresses a lack of granularity of the socio-

economic impact at the local level is disputed on the basis that no actual quantification 

of the local impacts has been done or added to the revised reports. 

 

2. The collection of data and inputs from a local context was a significant and blatant shortcoming 

of the process to solicit local inputs about the impacts. The further process to address this 

fundamental gap is noted but remains inadequate.  

a. These shortcomings are: 

i. Organizations that had publicly expressed an interest and need to participate in 

a consultation process have not been part of the further consultations. This 

includes WRSA, who offered inputs and requested participation into the 

process at a public meeting and which invitation was welcomed at the meeting. 

WRSA has not been consulted in this process at all. This is against the spirit of 

open consultation in an important process that affects stakeholders in the 

domain of WRSA. 

ii. Whereas parties within viewshed of the installation may have been contacted 

to bolster the consultation database it is unthinkable that a comprehensive and 

representative consultation process with parties that will be directly or 

indirectly affected by the installation was still not performed. It is blatantly 

obvious that the socio-economic impact of the installation stretches beyond 

whether a specific party will actually see the installation (as per the viewshed 

of the installation) or not. 

iii. There is still no methodical quantification of the overall negative impacts that 

are expected as a result of the installation to that the purported benefits can 

be weighed against the expected damages as a result of the project. 

b. As a result of these indisputable shortcomings in the further data collection process 

and in addition to the earlier shortcomings related to data collection the adequacy of 

the local data used to inform the opinions of the specialist remains fundamentally 

insufficient and flawed for the reasons noted above. As a result, any conclusions or 

recommendations that flow from the local analysis have a high risk of not being 
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representative of the local context due to a lack of comprehensive and representative 

consultation with parties that will be directly and/or indirectly impacted. The 

methodological appropriateness of the actual sampling of respondents as discussed in 

the report is statistically disputable in terms of representativeness. 

c. Notwithstanding the flaws that have been pointed out in terms of two attempts to 

appear to collect comprehensive and representative local data the specialists persist 

with an approach that does not address the specific need to collect an appropriate 

amount of data from an appropriate sample of respondents. There is no effort to justify 

the adequacy of the data collected. The consequence is that local consultation and data 

collection remains methodologically inadequate and any conclusions and 

recommendation that are drawn from the analysis may well not be an accurate 

representation of the local impacts. 

 

3. In the context of the game ranching sector it was also specifically noted that a very high density 

of game ranches and game reserves are located in the Makhanda region. These businesses 

depend on 1.) trophy hunting, 2.) local hunting, and 3.) eco-tourism to exist (Source: An 

assessment of the economic, social and conservation value of the wildlife ranching industry 

and its potential to support the green economy in South Africa). The very extensive wildlife-

based enterprises in the immediate region of the proposed projects are also not mentioned 

and the basic assessment which is a very significant shortcoming of the report. As noted herein 

and as widely accepted such businesses depend on a pristine environment and natural 

landscape to offer an authentic experience for 1.) trophy hunting, 2.) local hunting, and 3.) 

eco-tourism and consequently their prominence in the particular landscape cannot be 

disregarded or be made irrelevant to the specific developments.  Moreover, it is reasonably 

obvious that the impacts on these nature-based businesses are not limited parties to directly 

adjacent properties or properties in viewshed of the installation.  These impacts must be 

considered in the full extent to which the impact will ripple through these businesses or 

parties in whichever way or extent the are affected.  Mindful of the intent of this comment 

the following is noted: 

a. The prominence of wildlife-based businesses in the vicinity of and in the general areas 

has been flagged as an important consideration in terms of the impacts of the 

proposed.  The request was not for an assessment of individual properties but for a 

comprehensive assessment of the vast network of nature-based properties and 

business in the particular landscape that will be irreversibility affected by the 

development of the installation.  These should be considered as a whole and as a 

significant feature of the current landscape. 

b. The Reports continue to avoid a comprehensive and quantified analysis of the 

impacts that the proposed installation will have, specifically on nature-based 

business that have invested in and have been operating in the general area where the 
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installations are planned.  At best, the assessment and its revised versions merely 

venture an opinion about the likely impact on game farms, game reserves and other 

nature-based enterprises in the general area.  The reports also ignore evidence from 

their own data collection processes that windfarm installations have significant 

detrimental impacts on game farm businesses despite the reports ‘assertions that 

downplay this impact.  Refer to the comments in this regard. 

c. It is asserted that the socio-economic assessment cannot avoid substantive, 

methodical quantification of both positive and negative impacts to objectively 

demonstrate socio-economic impact and desirability of the installations.  Because the 

reports don’t methodically quantify the negative impacts of the installation the extent 

of the detrimental impact of the proposed installation remain hidden from view and 

are not weighed against alleged benefits. 

d. The refusal to quantity and consider the actual negative impact of the developments, 

specifically on prominent nature based sectors in the specific landscape is a 

substantial flaw in ensuring a balanced and impartial assessment of the impacts. 

 

These three examples above demonstrate the inadequate consideration or disregard of the comments 

placed on record and before the authors of The Reports in an attempt to improve The Reports so that 

a robust and balanced assessment can be placed before decision-makers.  It is, however, clear that 

the initial reports and their revised versions are largely being defended with limited regard for the 

substantial inputs made. 

As a consequence of the current state of the Revised Basic Assessment Reports each and every 

comment made in the first process of comments are submitted again in their entirety in relation to 

the Revised Basic Assessment Reports due to partial or wholly inadequate consideration or disregard 

of the comments placed on record and before practitioners. 

In conclusion, The Reports continue to be blemished as a result of a number of shortcomings in the 

process and in the content that have been specifically pointed out and which remain unaddressed 

and/or disputed. As a consequence, we assert that: 

1. The Reports continue to provide a substantively inadequate assessment of the impacts of the 

development and the fail to provide a basis from which the competent authority can assess 

the impacts in their totality in a balanced and even-handed way. 

2. The conclusions and recommendations made in the various reports are derived from 

unconvincing processes and methods.  Most importantly the assessment cannot escape 

methodical quantification of both positive and negative impacts at the appropriate level of 

resolution if it should substantively demonstrate impact. 

3. The Basic Assessment Report(s), and specifically the socio-economic report and its revisions 

cannot and should not be used for decision making in current its current form.  
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Without prejudice we reserve our rights to make further comments as may be necessary. 

 

 


