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Overview
The proposed expansion of the Hemel en Aarde wellfield in Hermanus will involve:
•
The drilling of four new production boreholes with wellheads (HAV10 New, HAV11, T4/5, and T4/6);
•
The redrilling of borehole HAV1 alongside the existing disused borehole of the same name – to be called HAV1
Replacement (hereafter HAV1 Repl.);
•
The deepening of existing monitoring borehole T4/3 and conversion to a production borehole;
•
The drilling of a new monitoring borehole T4/7;
•
The deepening of an existing monitoring borehole HAV5M;
•
The installation of connector pipes between the production boreholes and the existing bulk water pipeline, and
•
The installation of the electrical cable from ESKOM main line to feed wellhead electrical board.
The production boreholes will be fully developed for abstraction. The connector pipelines will link the boreholes to the existing
main Hemel en Aarde bulk water pipeline, which currently feeds groundwater from the existing Hemel en Aarde Wellfield
boreholes to the Preekstoel Water Treatment Works (WTW) in Hermanus. Production boreholes are expected to be 200 to 300
metres (m) deep and ~0.25 m in diameter. The surface wellhead structure is enclosed in a borehole chamber or casement,
which is partially subterranean, of dimensions ~4 x 2 m in plan and height ~2 m.
The activity will take place across several farms/properties. These are:
•
RE3/585 in the Hemel en Aarde Valley, Hermanus (HAV10 New and HAV1 Repl.).
•
RE15/585 in the Hemel en Aarde Valley, Hermanus (HAV11).
•
RE1/586 in the Hemel en Aarde Valley, Hermanus (T4/3).
•
RE/586 in the Hemel en Aarde Valley, Hermanus (T4/5, T4/6 and T4/7).
•
RE2/585 in the Hemel en Aarde Valley, Hermanus (HAV5M).
Production boreholes will have wellheads (operational infrastructure such as gauges and electronic devices) installed and
will be housed in secure partially subterranean concrete chambers. Each borehole and wellhead chamber will be fenced
off for security purposes. Each borehole will have connector pipelines linking them to the existing main Hemel en Aarde bulk
water pipeline, which currently feeds water from the existing Hemel en Aarde Wellfield to the Preekstoel WTW in Hermanus.
Description of borehole and drilling process
The subsurface borehole construction is a steel and/or uPVC cased (lined) borehole. Specific designs of each borehole are
yet to be provided, however, typically the following dimensions would apply: Drilled at ~15 inches (in; ~375 to 400 mm at
surface), reducing in diameter to ~8 in (~200 mm) at the deepest point of the borehole. The boreholes are cased: either
cement sealed casing (to restrict water flow from aquitards or poorer water quality zones to borehole) or perforated (to
permit water flow into borehole in high yielding aquifer portions). Casing is sized to match drilling and will range from ~12 in
(~300 mm) to ~8 in (~200 mm) diameter on the deepest end. The depth of drilling will likely be ~200 to 300 metres below
ground level and will vary for each borehole dependent on locality and subsurface hydrogeology. The determination of
when to suspend drilling is decided onsite during the process and cannot be predetermined.
Description of wellhead and chambers
The surface wellhead structure is enclosed in a borehole chamber or casement (dimensions ~4 x 2 m in plan and height ~2
m) which provides protection from weather as well as security from vandalism and theft. The chamber will contain the
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) control systems, telemetry, all other electronics, as well as valves,
transducers, and flowmeters. The envisaged dimensions of the perimeter fencing surrounding the chamber are ~7 m x 7 m
and a height of 2.2 m. See Appendix L – Chamber and borehole conceptual designs for a conceptual design of the borehole
chamber.
Description of drill platform
The drilling activity itself will require an operational area of between ~200 to ~500 square metres (m2). This area will need to
be cleared of vegetation and/or compacted to allow for access for the drill rig and support vehicles, and where necessary,
access tracks to be constructed.
Description of connecting pipeline
Production boreholes will be connected to the main Hemel en Aarde Wellfield arterial pipeline, which supplies water from
the wellfield to the Preekstoel WTW. The shortest, most direct, line will be used for the pipeline orientation. The pipe is 80 to 100
mm in diameter, polyethylene buried to depth of ~1 m. See Appendix B1 – Site development plan(s).
•
HAV10 New links to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~550 m;
•
HAV1 Repl. will use existing pipeline infrastructure that is currently serving HAV1;
•
HAV11 links to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~436 m;
•
T4/3 links to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~210 m;
•
T4/5 and T4/6 both link to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~722 m.
The expected cumulative pipeline is 1 918 m in length and the predicted trenching area is 3 836 m2 (2 m-wide trenching).
Description of Electrical Reticulation
Wellheads will require a mains electrical supply from Eskom to power borehole pumps and other electrical wellhead
components. The cabling to the wellheads will run subterranean from the nearest and most suitable medium-voltage Eskom
transformer. See Appendix B1 – Site development plan(s). Trenching to lay the cable is expected to have a 2 m wide footprint
and the cable would be laid ~1 m below surface. All trenching is temporary and will be backfilled. The length of trenching is
provided below and, where appropriate, the electrical cable will share trenching with the connector pipeline:
•
HAV10 Electrical Cable ~720 m (280 m within NFEPA wetland/CBA1);
•
HAV1 Repl. will use existing electrical cable that is currently serving HAV1;
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•
•
•

HAV11 Electrical Cable ~140 m (75 m within ESA2);
T4/3 Electrical Cable ~15 m; and
T4/5 and T4/6 both run on same electrical cable ~258m.

The expected cumulative electrical cable is 1 133 m in length and the predicted trenching area is 2 266 m2 (2 m-wide
trenching). There will be co-sharing of electrical cable and connector pipeline which will reduce trenching area.

IMPORTANT INFORMATION TO BE READ PRIOR TO COMPLETING THIS BASIC ASSESSMENT
REPORT
1.

The purpose of this template is to provide a format for the Basic Assessment report as set out in Appendix 1 of the National
Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (“NEMA”), Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”)
Regulations, 2014 (as amended) in order to ultimately obtain Environmental Authorisation.

2.

The Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) Regulations is defined in terms of Chapter 5 of the National Environmental
Management Act, 19998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (“NEMA”) hereinafter referred to as the “NEMA EIA Regulations”.

3.

The required information must be typed within the spaces provided in this Basic Assessment Report (“BAR”). The sizes of the
spaces provided are not necessarily indicative of the amount of information to be provided.

4.

All applicable sections of this BAR must be completed.

5.

Unless protected by law, all information contained in, and attached to this BAR, will become public information on receipt
by the Competent Authority. If information is not submitted with this BAR due to such information being protected by law,
the applicant and/or Environmental Assessment Practitioner (“EAP”) must declare such non-disclosure and provide the
reasons for believing that the information is protected.

6.

This BAR is current as of November 2019. It is the responsibility of the Applicant/ EAP to ascertain whether subsequent versions
of
the
BAR
have
been
released
by
the
Department.
Visit
this
Department’s
website
at
http://www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp to check for the latest version of this BAR.

7.

This BAR is the standard format, which must be used in all instances when preparing a BAR for Basic Assessment applications
for an environmental authorisation in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations when the Western Cape Government Department
of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (“DEA&DP”) is the Competent Authority.

8.

Unless otherwise indicated by the Department, one hard copy and one electronic copy of this BAR must be submitted to
the Department at the postal address given below or by delivery thereof to the Registry Office of the Department.
Reasonable access to copies of this Report must be provided to the relevant Organs of State for consultation purposes,
which may, if so indicated by the Department, include providing a printed copy to a specific Organ of State.

9.

This BAR must be duly dated and originally signed by the Applicant, EAP (if applicable) and Specialist(s) and must be
submitted to the Department at the details provided below.

10. The Department’s latest Circulars pertaining to the “One Environmental Management System” and the EIA Regulations,
any subsequent Circulars, and guidelines must be taken into account when completing this BAR.
11. Should a water use licence application be required in terms of the National Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998) (“NWA”),
the “One Environmental System” is applicable, specifically in terms of the synchronisation of the consideration of the
application in terms of the NEMA and the NWA. Refer to this Department’s Circular EADP 0028/2014: One Environmental
Management System.
12. Where Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of 1999) (“NHRA”) is triggered, a copy of
Heritage Western Cape’s final comment must be attached to the BAR.
13. The Screening Tool developed by the National Department of Environmental Affairs must be used to generate a screening
report. Please use the Screening Tool link https://screening.environment.gov.za/screeningtool to generate the Screening
Tool Report. The screening tool report must be attached to this BAR.
14. Where this Department is also identified as the Licencing Authority to decide on applications under the National
Environmental Management: Air Quality Act (Act No. 29 of 2004) (‘NEM:AQA”), the submission of the Report must also be
made as follows, forWaste Management Licence Applications, this report must also (i.e., another hard copy and electronic copy) be submitted
for the attention of the Department’s Waste Management Directorate (Tel: 021-483-2728/2705 and Fax: 021-483-4425) at
the same postal address as the Cape Town Office.
Atmospheric Emissions Licence Applications, this report must also be (i.e., another hard copy and electronic copy)
submitted for the attention of the Licensing Authority or this Department’s Air Quality Management Directorate (Tel: 021
483 2888 and Fax: 021 483 4368) at the same postal address as the Cape Town Office.
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DEPARTMENTAL DETAILS

CAPE TOWN OFFICE: REGION 1 and REGION 2

GEORGE OFFICE: REGION 3

(Region 1: City of Cape Town, West Coast District)
(Region 2: Cape Winelands District & Overberg District)

(Central Karoo District & Garden Route District)

BAR must be sent to the following details:

BAR must be sent to the following details:

Western Cape Government
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development
Planning
Attention: Directorate: Development Management
(Region 1 or 2)
Private Bag X 9086
Cape Town,
8000

Western Cape Government
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development
Planning
Attention: Directorate: Development Management
(Region 3)
Private Bag X 6509
George,
6530

Registry Office
1st Floor Utilitas Building
1 Dorp Street,
Cape Town

Registry Office
4th Floor, York Park Building
93 York Street
George

Queries should be directed to the Directorate:
Development Management (Region 1 and 2) at:
Tel: (021) 483-5829
Fax (021) 483-4372

Queries should be directed to the Directorate:
Development Management (Region 3) at:
Tel: (044) 805-8600
Fax (044) 805 8650

MAPS
Provide a location map (see below) as Appendix A1 to this BAR that shows the location of the proposed development and
associated structures and infrastructure on the property.
Locality Map:
The scale of the locality map must be at least 1:50 000.
For linear activities or development proposals of more than 25 kilometres, a smaller scale e.g.,
1:250 000 can be used. The scale must be indicated on the map.
The map must indicate the following:
•
an accurate indication of the project site position as well as the positions of the
alternative sites, if any;
•
road names or numbers of all the major roads as well as the roads that provide access
to the site(s)
•
a north arrow;
•
a legend; and
•
a linear scale.
For ocean based or aquatic activity, the coordinates must be provided within which the
activity is to be undertaken and a map at an appropriate scale clearly indicating the area
within which the activity is to be undertaken.
Where comment from the Western Cape Government: Transport and Public Works is required,
a map illustrating the properties (owned by the Western Cape Government: Transport and
Public Works) that will be affected by the proposed development must be included in the
Report.
Provide a detailed site development plan / site map (see below) as Appendix B1 to this BAR; and if applicable, all alternative
properties and locations.
Site Plan:
Detailed site development plan(s) must be prepared for each alternative site or alternative
activity. The site plans must contain or conform to the following:
•
The detailed site plan must preferably be at a scale of 1:500 or at an appropriate scale.
The scale must be clearly indicated on the plan, preferably together with a linear scale.
•
The property boundaries and numbers of all the properties within 50m of the site must be
indicated on the site plan.
•
On land where the property has not been defined, the co-ordinates of the area in which
the proposed activity or development is proposed must be provided.
•
The current land use (not zoning) as well as the land use zoning of each of the adjoining
properties must be clearly indicated on the site plan.
•
The position of each component of the proposed activity or development as well as any
other structures on the site must be indicated on the site plan.
•
Services, including electricity supply cables (indicate aboveground or underground),
water supply pipelines, boreholes, sewage pipelines, storm water infrastructure and
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•
•

•
•

access roads that will form part of the proposed development must be clearly indicated
on the site plan.
Servitudes and an indication of the purpose of each servitude must be indicated on the
site plan.
Sensitive environmental elements within 100m of the site must be included on the site
plan, including (but not limited to):
o
Watercourses / Rivers / Wetlands
o
Flood lines (i.e., 1:100 year, 1:50 year and 1:10 year where applicable);
o
Coastal Risk Zones as delineated for the Western Cape by the Department of
Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (“DEA&DP”):
o
Ridges;
o
Cultural and historical features/landscapes;
o
Areas with indigenous vegetation (even if degraded or infested with alien species).
Whenever the slope of the site exceeds 1:10, a contour map of the site must be submitted.
North arrow

A map/site plan must also be provided at an appropriate scale, which superimposes the
proposed development and its associated structures and infrastructure on the environmental
sensitivities of the preferred and alternative sites indicating any areas that should be avoided,
including buffer areas.
Site photographs

Colour photographs of the site that shows the overall condition of the site and its surroundings
(taken on the site and taken from outside the site) with a description of each photograph.
The vantage points from which the photographs were taken must be indicated on the site
plan, or locality plan as applicable. If available, please also provide a recent aerial
photograph. Photographs must be attached to this BAR as Appendix C. The aerial
photograph(s) should be supplemented with additional photographs of relevant features on
the site. Date of photographs must be included. Please note that the above requirements
must be duplicated for all alternative sites.

Biodiversity Overlay Map

A map of the relevant biodiversity information and conditions must be provided as an
overlay map on the property/site plan. The Map must be attached to this BAR as Appendix
D.
GPS co-ordinates must be provided in degrees, minutes and seconds using the
Hartebeeshoek 94 WGS84 co-ordinate system.
Where numerous properties/sites are involved (linear activities) you must attach a list of the
Farm Name(s)/Portion(s)/Erf number(s) to this BAR as an Appendix.
For linear activities that are longer than 500m, please provide a map with the co-ordinates
taken every 100m along the route to this BAR as Appendix A3.

Linear
activities
or
development and multiple
properties

ACRONYMS
~
<
%
BSP
CBA
CMA
DAFF
DEA
DEA&DP
DHS
DoA
DoH
DWS
e.g.
EA
ECO
EIS
EMF
EMPr
ESA
etc.
GA
GCFR
ha
HMC
HWC
i.e.
IDP
in
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approximately
less than
percentage
Biodiversity Spatial Plan
Critical Biodiversity Area
Catchment Management Agency
Department of Forestry and Fisheries
Department of Environmental Affairs
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning
Department of Human Settlement
Department of Agriculture
Department of Health
Department of Water and Sanitation
for example
Environmental Authorisation
Environmental Control Officer
Ecological Importance and Sensitivity
Environmental Management Framework
Environmental Management Programme
Ecological Support Area
et cetera
General Authorisation
Greater Cape Floristic Region
hectares
Hermanus Monitoring Committee
Heritage Western Cape
in other words
Integrated Development Plan
inches
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km
km2
kWh/m3
l
m
m2
m3
m3/a
mm
no.
NEMA
NFEPA
NID
NOI
NSBA
NWA
OM
OLM
PES
PPP
PSDF
Repl.
SANBI
SCADA
SDF
SoCC
TMG
TOR
WCBSP
WCG
WSA
WSDP
WTW
WUL
WULA
WWTW

kilometres
square kilometres
kilowatt hours per cubic metre
litre
metres
square metres
cubic metres
cubic metres per annum
millimetres
number
National Environmental Management Act
National Freshwater Ecosystem Protection Assessment
Notice of Intent to Development
Notice of Intent
National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment
National Water Act
Overstrand Municipality
Overstrand Local Municipality
Present Ecological State
Public Participation Process
Provincial Spatial Development Framework
Replacement
South African National Biodiversity Institute
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
Strategic Development Framework
Species of Conservation Concern
Table Mountain Group
Terms of Reference
Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan
Western Cape Government
Water Services Act
Water Services Development Plan
Water Treatment Works
Water Use Licence
Water Use Licence Application
Waste Water Treatment Works

ATTACHMENTS
Note: The Appendices must be attached to the BAR as per the list below. Please use a  (tick) or a x (cross) to
indicate whether the Appendix is attached to the BAR.
The following checklist of attachments must be completed.

 (Tick) or x
(cross)

APPENDIX
Maps
Appendix A1:
Appendix A:

Appendix A2:

Appendix A3:

Coastal Risk Zones as delineated in terms of
ICMA for the Western Cape by the
Department of Environmental Affairs and
Development Planning
Map with the GPS co-ordinates for linear
activities


x



Appendix B1:

Site Development Plan(s)



Appendix B2

A map of appropriate scale, which
superimposes the proposed development
and
its
associated
structures
and
infrastructure
on
the
environmental
sensitivities of the preferred site, indicating
any areas that should be avoided,
including buffer areas



Appendix B:
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Appendix C:

Photographs



Appendix D:

Biodiversity Overlay Map



Permit(s) / license(s) / exemption notice, agreements, comments from State
Department/Organs of state and service letters from the municipality.
Appendix E1:

Final comment/ROD from HWC



Appendix E2:

Copy of comment from Cape Nature

x

Appendix E3:

Final Comment from the DWS

x

Appendix E4:

Comment from the DEA: Oceans and
Coast

x

Appendix E5:

Comment from the DAFF

x

Appendix E6:

Comment from WCG: Transport and Public
Works

x

Appendix E7:

Comment from WCG: DoA

x

Appendix E8:

Comment from WCG: DHS

x

Appendix E9:

Comment from WCG: DoH

x

Appendix E10:

Comment from DEA&DP: Pollution
Management

x

Appendix E11:

Comment from DEA&DP: Waste
Management

x

Appendix E12:

Comment from DEA&DP: Biodiversity

x

Appendix E13:

Comment from DEA&DP: Air Quality

x

Appendix E14:

Comment from DEA&DP: Coastal
Management

x

Appendix E15:

Comment from the local authority

x

Appendix E16:

Confirmation of all services (water,
electricity, sewage, solid waste
management)

x

Appendix E17:

Comment from the District Municipality

x

Appendix E:
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Appendix E18:

Copy of an exemption notice

x

Appendix E19

Pre-approval for the reclamation of land

x

Appendix E20:

Proof of agreement/TOR of the specialist
studies conducted.

x

Appendix E21:

Proof of land use rights

x

Appendix E22:

Proof of public participation agreement for
linear activities

x

Appendix F:

Public participation information: including a copy of the
register of I&APs, the comments and responses Report, proof of
notices, advertisements and any other public participation
information as is required.



Appendix G1:

Specialist Report(s) – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report



Appendix G2:

Specialist Report(s) – Freshwater Biodiversity Assessment Report
for the proposed Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion



Appendix H:

EMPr



Appendix I1:

Screening Tool Report



Appendix I2:

Site Sensitivity Verification Report



Appendix J:

The impact and risk assessment for each alternative



Appendix K:

Need and desirability for the proposed activity or development
in terms of this Department’s guideline on Need and Desirability
(March 2013)/DEA Integrated Environmental Management
Guideline



Appendix L:

Chamber and borehole conceptual designs



Appendix M:

Existing Authorisations Overstrand LM – Hemel en Aarde WUL



Appendix N:

Wellfield Optimisation Report



Appendix O:

Geological Map



Appendix P:

Summary Table of NEMA, CBA and ESA



Appendix Q:

Biodiversity Spatial Plan area lost
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SECTION A:

ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS
CAPE TOWN OFFICE

Highlight the Departmental Region
in which the intended application
will fall

1.

2.

3.1

Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
Proponent
Name of Proponent:
Name of contact person for
Proponent (if other):
Company/ Trading
name/State
Department/Organ of State:
Company Registration
Number:
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:
Company of EAP:
EAP name:
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:
Qualifications:
EAPASA registration no:
Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
landowner
Name of landowner:
Name of contact person for
landowner (if other):
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:

3.2

Name of landowner:
Name of contact person for
landowner (if other):
Postal address:

Telephone:
E-mail:
3.3

Name of landowner:
Name of contact person for
landowner (if other):
Postal address:

Telephone:
E-mail:
3.4

Name of landowner:

REGION 1

REGION 2

REGION 3

(City of Cape Town,
West Coast District)

(Cape Winelands District
& Overberg District)

(Central Karoo District &
Garden Route District)

Overstrand Municipality

Deputy Director Engineering Planning – Hanré Blignaut
Overstrand Municipality
WC032
PO Box 20
Hermanus
Postal code: 7200
(028) 313 5047
Cell: 082 497 9169
hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za
Fax: (028) 312 1894
Umvoto Africa (Pty) Ltd
Paul Lee
PO Box 61
Muizenberg
Postal code: 7950
(021 7096700)
Cell:
paul@umvoto.com
Fax: (
)
BSc Honours Environmental and Geographical Science
Registered Environmental Assessment Number 2019/439
Overstrand Municipality
HAV10 New and HAV1 Repl.
Hanré Blignaut
Overstrand Municipality
PO Box 20
Hermanus
(028) 313 5047
hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za
Camphill Farm
HAV11 and HAV5M

7200
082 497 9169
hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za

Sam Hodson
Camphill Community Farm
PO Box 301
Hermanus
(021) 200 2230
sam@camphillhermanus.org.za
The Volmoed Trust
T4/3 Deepening

Hermanus
(021) 200 2230
sam@camphill-hermanus.org.za

Anthony Schell
Volmoed Farm
Farm 11
Hemel-en-Aarde Road
Hermanus
Postal code: 7200
(028) 312 1282;
Cell: N/A
manager@volmoed.co.za
Fax: ( )
Bouchard Finlayson Wine Estate
T4/5, T4/6 and T4/7

Name of contact person for
landowner (if other):

Stefan Hartman

Postal address:

Bouchard Finlayson Winery
PO Box 303
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Telephone:
E-mail:

4.1

Name of Person in control of
the land:
Name of contact person for
person in control of the land:
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:

4.2

Name of Person in control of
the land:
Name of contact person for
person in control of the land:
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:

4.3

Name of Person in control of
the land:
Name of contact person for
person in control of the land:
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:

4.4

Name of Person in control of
the land:
Name of contact person for
person in control of the land:
Postal address:

5.

Telephone:
E-mail:
Duplicate this section where
there is more than one
Municipal Jurisdiction
Municipality in whose area of
jurisdiction the proposed
activity will fall:
Contact person:
Postal address:
Telephone:
E-mail:

Hermanus
(028) 312 3515
info@bouchardfinlayson.co.za
Overstrand Municipality
HAV10 New and HAV1 Repl.

Hermanus
(028) 312 3515 and 082 338 1213
info@bouchardfinlayson.co.za

Hanré Blignaut
Overstrand Municipality
PO Box 20
Hermanus
(028) 313 5047
hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za
Camphill Farm
HAV11 and HAV5M

Postal code: 7200
Cell: 082 497 9169
Fax: (
)

Sam Hodson
Camphill Farm
PO Box 301
Hermanus
(021) 200 2230
sam@camphillhermanus.org.za
The Volmoed Trust
T4/3 Deepening

Postal code: 7200
Cell:
Fax: (

)

Anthony Schell
Volmoed Farm
Farm 11
Hemel-en-Aarde Road
Hermanus
(028) 312 1282
manager@volmoed.co.za
Bouchard Finlayson
T4/5, T4/6 and T4/7

Postal code: 7200
Cell:
Fax: (
)

Stefan Hartman
Bouchard Finlayson Winery
PO Box 303
Hermanus
(028) 312 3515
info@bouchardfinlayson.co.za

Postal code: 7200
Cell:
Fax: (
)

Overstrand Municipality

Hanré Blignaut
PO Box 20
Hermanus
(028) 313 5047
hblignaut@overstrand.gov.za

Postal code:7200
Cell: 082 497 9169
Fax: (
)

SECTION B: CONFIRMATION OF SPECIFIC PROJECT DETAILS AS INLCUDED IN THE
APPLICATION FORM
1.

Is the proposed development (please
tick):

2.

Is the proposed site(s) a brownfield of greenfield site? Please explain.

New

Expansion



The site(s) are both brownfield and greenfield sites.
•
HAV10 New: New borehole and wellhead with connector pipeline – Greenfield site;
•
HAV1 Repl.: Replacement of existing HAV1, to be drilled immediately alongside – Brownfield site;
•
HAV11: New boreholes and wellhead with connector pipeline – Greenfield site;
•
HAV5M: Deepening of existing monitoring borehole – Brownfield site;
•
T4/3: Deepening of existing boreholes plus new wellhead and connector pipelines – Brownfield site;
•
T4/5 and T4/6: New boreholes and wellhead with new pipelines – Greenfield sites;
•
T4/7: New monitoring borehole – Greenfield site.
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3.

For Linear activities or developments

3.1.

Provide the Farm(s)/Farm Portion(s)/Erf number(s) for all routes:
•
•
•
•
•

Farm 3/585 Hemel en Aarde: HAV10 New, electrical reticulation and connector pipeline, HAV1 Repl.;
Farm 2/585 Hemel en Aarde: HAV5M;
Farm 15/585 Hemel en Aarde: HAV11, electrical reticulation and connector pipeline;
Farm 1/586 Hemel en Aarde: T4/3, electrical reticulation and connector pipeline;
Farm Re586 Hemel en Aarde: T4/5, T4/6, electrical reticulation and connector pipeline, T4/7.

3.2.
Development footprint of the proposed development for all alternatives.
The property sizes in hectares (ha) of all proposed sites are listed below:
•
HAV10 New and HAV1 Repl. 59.599059 ha;
•
HAV5M 58.7766060573 ha;
•
HAV11 57.909937 ha;
•
T4/3 126.517768 ha; and
•
T4/5, T4/6 and T4/7 118.826828 ha.

~300 m2

The expected cumulative pipeline is 1 918 m, and the predicted trenching area is ~3 836 m2 (2 m-wide trenching):
NOTE: this is a temporary construction development footprint which will not remain in the completed wellfield.
•
HAV10 New links to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~550 m;
•
HAV11 links to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~436 m;
•
T4/3 links to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~210 m; and
•
T4/5 and T4/6 both link to the main arterial pipeline with a newly constructed pipeline of roughly ~722 m.
The combined footprint of the existing Camphill and Volmoed Wellfield is 350 m2. It currently supports seven production
boreholes with associated wellheads and chambers, both contained within a circumference security fencing of dimensions
~50 m2.
Temporary Footprint:
•
Borehole drill pads 8 x 500 m = 4 000 m2; and
•
Collector pipeline trenching = 3 836 m2.
•
Electricity cable trenching = 1 133 m2.
Note that collector pipe and electrical cable will share some common trenching.
Permanent Footprint:
•
Fenced area enclosing borehole wellheads = 6 x 49 m = 294 m2.
Provide a description of the proposed development (e.g., for roads the length, width and width of the
3.3.
road reserve in the case of pipelines indicate the length and diameter) for all alternatives.
Connector pipelines will be 80 to 100 mm diameter uPVC. Pipe will be trenched to 1 m depth at a width of 2 m. Trenching
will follow shortest, most direct route, and also follow roads and avoid sensitive areas watercourse or Critical Biodiversity
Areas (CBAs), where possible.
3.4.
Indicate how access to the proposed routes will be obtained for all alternatives.
•
HAV10 New using currently existing service road on municipal land. Connector pipe to follow same;
•
HAV11 previously ploughed (now fallow) land will be used to gain access from the south. Connector pipe to
follow existing road running in southeast direction;
•
T4/3 borehole is alongside R320 Hemel en Aarde public road and connector pipe will follow same route. Access
along roadside off R320;
•
T4/5 and T4/6 using currently existing drainage furrow on Bouchard Finlayson land. Connector pipe to follow
same;
•
T4/7 using currently existing service road on Bouchard Finlayson land.
SG Digit codes
of the
Farms/Farm
C
0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0
0 5 8 5
0 0 0 0 3
Portions/Erf
numbers for all
alternatives
Starting point co-ordinates for all alternatives
3.5. HAV10
New

Latitude (S)

º34

‘24

“9.68

Longitude (E)

º19

‘12

“29.09

Middle point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

‘24

“7.49

Longitude (E)

º19

‘12

“34.27

‘24

“12.93

‘12

“42.2

End point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

3.6. HAV11

º34

Longitude (E)
º19
SG
Digit
C 0 1 3
0 0
0 0
0
codes
Starting point co-ordinates for all alternatives
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Latitude (S)

º34

‘23

“2.51

Longitude (E)

º19

‘13

“25.38

Middle point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

‘23

“3.98

Longitude (E)

º19

‘13

“33.00

‘23

“8.77

‘13

“37.76

End point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

Longitude (E)
º19
SG
Digit
C 0 1 3 0
0 0 0 0
codes
Starting point co-ordinates for all alternatives

3.7. T4/3

0

0

0

0

5

8

6

0

0

Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“34.07

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“11.83

0

0

1

Middle point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“35.63

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“15.81

End point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“36.90

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“19.00

SG Digit
codes

C

0

1

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

8

6

0

0

0

0

0

Starting point co-ordinates for all alternatives

3.8. T4/5

Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“34.45

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“46.14

Middle point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“28.16

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“37.49

‘22

“28.79

‘14

“23.12

End point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

Longitude (E)
º19
SG
Digit
C 0
1
3
0
0 0
codes
Starting point co-ordinates for all alternatives

3.9. T4/6

0

0

0

0

0

0

5

8

6

0

Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“32.74

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“49.61

0

0

0

0

Middle point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

‘22

“28.16

Longitude (E)

º19

‘14

“37.49

‘22

“28.79

End point co-ordinates for all alternatives
Latitude (S)

º34

Longitude (E)
º19
‘14
“23.12
Note: For Linear activities or developments longer than 500m, a map indicating the co-ordinates for every 100m along the
route must be attached to this BAR as Appendix A3.
4.

Other developments (Not Applicable)

4.1.

Property size(s) of all proposed site(s):

m2

4.2.

Developed footprint of the existing facility and associated infrastructure (if
applicable):

m2

4.3.

4.4.

Development footprint of the proposed development and associated
infrastructure size(s) for all alternatives:

m2

Provide a detailed description of the proposed development and its associated infrastructure (This must
include details of e.g. buildings, structures, infrastructure, storage facilities, sewage/effluent treatment and
holding facilities).
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4.5.

Indicate how access to the proposed site(s) will be obtained for all alternatives.

4.6.

SG Digit code(s) of the proposed site(s) for
all alternatives:

4.7.

Coordinates of the proposed site(s) for all alternatives:
Latitude (S)
Longitude (E)

SECTION C:
1.

LEGISLATION/POLICIES AND/OR GUIDELINES/PROTOCOLS

Exemption applied for in terms of the NEMA and the NEMA EIA Regulations
Has exemption been applied for in terms of the NEMA and the NEMA EIA Regulations. If yes, include a
copy of the exemption notice in Appendix E18.

2.

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

The National Environmental Management Waste Act (Act No. 59 of 2008) (“NEM:WA”)

YES

NO

The National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act No. 10 of 2004 (“NEMBA”).

YES

NO

The National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act, 2003 (Act No. 57 of 2003) (“NEMPAA”).
The Conservation of Agricultural Resources Act, 1983 (Act No. 43 of 1983). If yes, attach comment from the
relevant competent authority as Appendix E5.

YES

NO

YES

NO

Is the following legislation applicable to the proposed activity or development?
The National Environmental Management: Integrated Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act No. 24 of 2008)
(“ICMA”). If yes, attach a copy of the comment from the relevant competent authority as Appendix E4
and the pre-approval for the reclamation of land as Appendix E19.
The National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act No. 25 of 1999) (“NHRA”). If yes, attach a copy of the
comment from Heritage Western Cape as Appendix E1.
The National Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998) (“NWA”). If yes, attach a copy of the comment from the
DWS as Appendix E3.
The National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 39 of 2004) (“NEM:AQA”). If yes,
attach a copy of the comment from the relevant authorities as Appendix E13.

3.

Other legislation
List any other legislation that is applicable to the proposed activity or development.
A water use licence (WUL) is in place in terms of Section 21(a) of the National Water Act (NWA), reference number (no.)
18/G40H/A/2377 as an existing approval. The licence allows for the abstraction of 1.6 million cubic metres per annum
(m3/a). No change is required to the licenced volume as the new boreholes will not exceed this abstraction limit (current
abstraction sits at < 1 million m3/a). An amendment to the licence will be applied for to include the positions of the
additional production boreholes once these are drilled and tested. See Appendix M – Existing Authorisations Overstrand
LM – Hemel en Aarde WUL.
A Section 21(c) and (i) water use will be required where the development (boreholes or collector pipelines) occurs within
500 m of a wetland and within the 1:100-year flood line of the Onrus River.

4.

Policies
Explain which policies were considered and how the proposed activity or development complies and responds to
these policies.
The Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF): The Western Cape PSDF Annexures of March 2014 state the
following under point 1.5.1.2:
“WATER and SANITATION: The availability of water resources is the province’s critical issue. Water resources infrastructure
is at risk and not coping with demand. Poor river water quality poses a threat to the agricultural economy. Many of the
wastewater treatment works (WWTW) need to be upgraded. Sanitation coverage is advanced, except in informal
settlements where the lack of infrastructure leads to health and environmental risks” (DEA&DP, 2014).

FORM NO. BAR10/2019
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The PSDF of the Local Municipality: The Overstrand Municipality (OM) – Water Services Development Plan (WSDP) for
2019 – 2020 (which falls under the Integrated Development Plan (IDP) of the OM) includes the current groundwater
supply for the greater Hermanus area (OM, 2019). The expansion of the Hemel en Aarde Wellfield falls under this same
groundwater supply system and strategy.
The proposed development project supports Section 5.7.4.3 – Water Supply, in the OM’s Strategic Development
Framework (SDF; OM, 2020). It states that there is a need “to provide sustainable water supply solutions for all areas within
the Overstrand within the next five years”.
Furthermore, the PSDF goal of providing an environmentally and economically sustainable bulk service infrastructure ties
into the municipalities aim to improve bulk water supply and lastly it refers to groundwater as being a tool for climate
change adaptation, as well as continuing groundwater monitoring and development to meet water demand for the
Overstrand region.

5.

Guidelines
List the guidelines which have been considered relevant to the proposed activity or development and explain how they
have influenced the development proposal.
Guideline on Need and Desirability (2017)
This guideline was consulted and completed, see Appendix K – Need and Desirability.
Guideline on Alternatives (2010)
This guideline informed the decision to relocate HAV10 borehole and collector pipeline.
Guideline on Public Participation (2017)
The Public Participation Process (PPP) was informed by this guideline and has been attached as Appendix F – Public
participation information. All the necessary conditions have been met and the PPP was accepted by the Department of
Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP; reference no.: 16/3/3/6/7/1/E2/15/1444/21)
Guidelines for involving specialist in EIA processes
The Screening Tool informed which specialist appointments were required – attached as Appendix I1 – Screening tool
reports. This was modified in the Site Sensitivity Verification Report (SSVR) which has been accepted by the DEA&DP
(reference no.: 16/3/3/6/7/1/E2/15/1444/21). Attached as Appendix I2 – Site Sensitivity Verification Report.
Guidelines for Environmental Management Plans
This guideline informed the structure and content of the draft Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) attached
as Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr.

6.

Protocols
Explain how the proposed activity or development complies with the requirements of the protocols referred to in the NOI
and/or application form
A SSVR (see Appendix I2 – Site Sensitivity Verification Report) was completed in the Notice of Intent (NOI) submission. The
outcome of the SSVR was to undertake specialist studies in:
•
Terrestrial Biodiversity (botanical and fauna) (see Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report);
•
Aquatic Biodiversity (freshwater study) (see Appendix G2 – Hemel en Aarde Freshwater Specialist Report), and
•
Heritage Notice of Intent to Development (NID; see Appendix E1 – NID from HWC and supporting maps).
In addition to the above a Hydrogeological study was conducted which assessed the optimisation of the existing wellfield
and, using geophysics determined the best locations for additional boreholes.

SECTION D:

APPLICABLE LISTED ACTIVITIES

List the applicable activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations
See also Appendix XX which provides a summary table of all NEMA triggers.

Activity No(s):

Provide the relevant Basic Assessment Activity(ies)
as set out in Listing Notice 1

12

The development of infrastructure or structures with
a physical footprint of 100 m2 or more, where such
development occurs within a watercourse or within
32 m of a watercourse, measured from the edge of
the watercourse. Excluding the development of
temporary infrastructure or structures where such
infrastructure or structures will be removed within six
weeks of the commencement of development and
where indigenous vegetation will not be cleared.

FORM NO. BAR10/2019

Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed
activity relates.
•
HAV10 New collector pipe will intersect a
watercourse and is within the 32 m buffer
zone of a watercourse. Trenching within the
buffer zone will exceed 100 m2,
•
HAV5M borehole footprint is within the 32 m
buffer zone of a watercourse. The
temporary development footprint of the drill
pad will exceed 100 m2,
•
HAV11 collector pipe is within the 32 m
buffer zone of a watercourse. Trenching
within the buffer zone will exceed 100 m2,
•
T4/5 and T5/6 borehole footprints are within
the 32 m buffer zone of a watercourse. The
temporary development footprint of the drill
pad will exceed 100 m2.
Page 14 of 40

19

The infilling or depositing of any material of more
than 10 m3 into, or the dredging, excavation,
removal or moving of soil, sand, shells, shell grit,
pebbles or rock of more than 10 m3 from a
watercourse; but excluding where such infilling,
depositing, dredging, excavation, removal or
moving —
(a) will occur behind a development setback;
(b) is for maintenance purposes undertaken in
accordance with a maintenance management
plan;
(c) falls within the ambit of Activity 21 in this Notice,
in which case that activity applies;
(d) occurs within existing ports or harbours that will
not increase the development footprint of the port
or harbour; or
(e) where such development is related to the
development of a port or harbour, in which case
Activity 26 in Listing Notice 2 of 2014 applies.

Activity No(s):

Provide the relevant Basic Assessment Activity(ies)
as set out in Listing Notice 3

12

The clearance of an area of 300 m2 or more of
indigenous vegetation except where such
clearance of indigenous vegetation is required for
maintenance purposes undertaken in accordance
with a maintenance management plan.
i. Western Cape;
ii. Within any critically endangered or endangered
ecosystem listed in terms of Section 52 of the
NEMBA or prior to the publication of such a list,
within an area that has been identified as critically
endangered in the National Spatial Biodiversity
Assessment 2004;
iii. Within Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA) identified
in bioregional plans;
iv. Within the littoral active zone or 100 m inland
from high water mark of the sea or an estuarine
functional zone, whichever distance is the greater,
excluding where such removal will occur behind
the development setback line on erven in urban
areas;
v. On land, where, at the time of the coming into
effect of this Notice or thereafter such land was
zoned open space, conservation, or had an
equivalent zoning; or
vi. On land designated for protection or
conservation purposes in an Environmental
Management Framework (EMF) adopted in the
prescribed manner, or a Spatial Development
Framework adopted by the MEC or Minister.

•

T4/5 and T4/6 collector pipelines are within
the 32 m buffer zone of a watercourse.
Trenching within the buffer zone will exceed
100 m2,

•

HAV10 New collector pipe and electrical
cable is within a watercourse. Trenching will
exceed the regulatory 10 m3.
HAV11 collector pipe and electrical cable is
within a watercourse. Trenching will exceed
the regulatory 10 m3.
T4/5 and T4/6 collector pipelines and
electrical cable are within a watercourse.
Trenching will exceed the regulatory 10 m3.

•
•

Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed
activity relates.

HAV10 New, T4/5 and T4/6 drilling footprints
and collector pipeline are within an area
identified as a CBA2. The temporary
development footprint for each borehole
will be 500 m2 in extent and therefore
exceeds the 300 m2 regulatory limit. The final
completed boreholes chambers will be of
extent 50 m2 each and therefore does not
exceed the critical threshold. The trenching
required for the collector pipeline will
exceed the critical threshold of 300 m2,
however this will be backfilled.

•

Note:
• The listed activities specified above must reconcile with activities applied for in the application form. The onus is on
the Applicant to ensure that all applicable listed activities are included in the application. If a specific listed activity
is not included in an Environmental Authorisation, a new application for Environmental Authorisation will have to be
submitted.
• Where additional listed activities have been identified, that have not been included in the application form, and
amended application form must be submitted to the competent authority.

List the applicable waste management listed activities in terms of the NEM:WA

Activity No(s):
Not Applicable

Provide the relevant Basic Assessment Activity(ies)
as set out in Category A
Not Applicable

FORM NO. BAR10/2019

Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed
activity relates.
Not Applicable

Page 15 of 40

List the applicable listed activities in terms of the NEM:AQA

Activity No(s):
Not Applicable

SECTION E:
1.

Provide the relevant Listed Activity(ies)
Not Applicable

Describe the portion of the proposed
development to which the applicable listed
activity relates.
Not Applicable

PLANNING CONTEXT AND NEED AND DESIRABILITY

Provide a description of the preferred alternative.

No alternative sites are considered feasible due to unfavourable hydrogeological and infrastructural conditions.

2.

Explain how the proposed development is in line with the existing land use rights of the property as
you have indicated in the NOI and application form? Include the proof of the existing land use rights
granted in Appendix E21.

Groundwater abstraction is permitted on all properties within South Africa, provided the usage is either licenced in terms
of Section 21(a) of the NWA, or falls under Schedule 1 of the NWA. A WUL is in place in terms of Section 21(a) of the NWA,
reference no.: 18/G40H/A/2377. The licence allows for the abstraction of 1.6 million m3/a. No change is required to the
licenced volume as the new boreholes will not exceed this abstraction limit (current abstraction sits at < 1 million m3/a). An
amendment to the licence will be applied for to include the positions of the additional production boreholes once these
are drilled and tested. See Appendix M – Existing Authorisations Overstrand LM – Hemel en Aarde WUL.

3.

Explain how potential conflict with respect to existing approvals for the proposed site (as indicated in
the NOI/and or application form) and the proposed development have been resolved.

There are no predicted conflicts with the existing WUL. Conflicts with landowners who also have rights to groundwater,
granted to them under a Water Use Licence Application (WULA) or General Authorisation (GA) are in the process of being
resolved in the PPP.

4.
4.1

Explain how the proposed development will be in line with the following?
The Provincial Spatial Development Framework.

It is clear that the Western Cape PSDF supports and encourages the provision of water and water security to municipalities
with the Western Cape ANNEXURES of the PSDF of March 2014 state the following under point 1.5.1.2:
“WATER and SANITATION: The availability of water resources is the province’s critical issue. Water resources infrastructure is
at risk and not coping with demand. Poor river water quality poses a threat to the agricultural economy. Many of the WWTW
need to be upgraded. Sanitation coverage is advanced, except in informal settlements where the lack of infrastructure
leads to health and environmental risks” (DEA&DP, 2014).

4.2

The Integrated Development Plan of the local municipality.

The purpose of the IDP is to address the development needs of our communities and the organisation within clearly defined
strategic objectives and measurable key performance indicators.
From the water services perspective, the Overstrand Local Municipality (OLM) is faced with the challenge of augmenting
the existing water source for Hermanus to fulfil its legal obligations and responsibilities as alluded in the Water Services Act,
1997 (WSA; Act No. 108 of 1997), with regard to the provision of basic services (OM, 2019: 3). The expansion of the Hemel
en Aarde wellfield will not only increase the town's current water supply but will also enable the OLM to fulfil its mandate
under the WSA.
This project is listed under OM’s IDP, 3rd Review of 5-Year IDP (2020/21) as a major water services project which is planned
for the short/medium term (OM, 2019: 55). The WSDP focuses on groundwater supply for the greater Hermanus area and
supports the 2020 OLM SDF aiming “to provide sustainable water supply solutions for all areas within Overstrand within the
next 5 years”.

4.3.

The Spatial Development Framework of the local municipality.

The OLM – WSDP for 2019 – 2020 (which falls under the IDP of the OM) includes the current groundwater supply for the
greater Hermanus area. The expansion of the Hemel en Aarde Wellfield falls under this same groundwater supply system
and strategy.
The project supports Section 5.7.4.3 – Water Supply, in the OM’s SDF (OM, 2020). It states that there is a need ‘to provide
sustainable water supply solutions for all areas within the Overstrand within the next five years.’ Furthermore, the SDF goal
of providing an environmentally and economically sustainable bulk service infrastructure ties into the municipalities aim to
improve bulk water supply. The SDF aims to provide environmentally and economically sustainable bulk service
infrastructure which ties into the Rural Development Framework that would see non-agricultural development outside urban
areas managed and promoted in a sustainable manner.

4.4.

The Environmental Management Framework applicable to the area.

The OLM EMF is quoted as stating the following: “In spite of the large network of freshwater resources (and notwithstanding
the fact that the winters are cool and wet), the burgeoning population of the Overstrand Municipal Area is beset by
shortages of potable water, particularly in the summer months”. Thus, the need for alternative water sources is necessary
to ensure a sustainable supply is maintained to the town of Hermanus. The EMF also states that groundwater supplements
the supply of surface water in Hermanus, and that further groundwater supplies should be investigated for future use within
the greater Hermanus area.
The OLM WSDP for 2019/2020 (in terms of Act No. 108 of 1997; OM, 2019) prioritizes this project, with the need for additional
bulk water supply to the Greater Hermanus areas being identified as critical. The project is included as a priority under the
Water Resources Profile section of the WSDP and as such also forms part of the IDP.

5.

Explain how comments from the relevant authorities and/or specialist(s) with respect to biodiversity
have influenced the proposed development.

A botanical and wetland assessment were conducted for the proposed project. A precis of relevant comment is included
below, and for a more detailed understanding, please refer to the Botanical Assessment and the Freshwater Assessment,
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see Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report and Appendix G2 – Hemel en Aarde Freshwater Specialist
Report.
Terrestrial Biodiversity
The study area is located within the southwest Fynbos Subregion of the Fynbos biome and is within the Core Cape Subregion
of the Greater Cape Floristic Region (GCFR; Manning and Goldblatt, 2012). The GCFR is one of only six Floristic Regions in
the world, and it is also by far the smallest floristic region. The southwestern Cape is a major national and global conservation
priority and is quite unlike anywhere else in the country in terms of the number of threatened plant species. Developments
in this area need to take this into account.
The vegetation map of South Africa (Mucina and Rutherford, 2012) indicates that the original vegetation type present in
most of the study area (the south-eastern portion) is Overberg Sandstone Fynbos. This vegetation type is restricted to nutrient
poor, sandstone derived soils, in the relatively high rainfall Overberg coastal areas. This vegetation type is gazetted as
Critically Endangered on a national basis, due to the very high number of rare and localised plant species that it supports,
not because the habitat is inherently threatened (DEA, 2011). Some 94% of the original total extent of this vegetation type
remains and about 6% is formally protected, with a national target of 30% (Rouget et al., 2004). A smaller extent of the study
area towards the northeast is located within what is mapped as Elim Ferricrete Fynbos. This vegetation type is also restricted
to nutrient rich soils in the relatively high rainfall southern Overberg coastal areas. This vegetation type is gazetted as
Critically Endangered on a national basis, due to high levels of habitat loss (DEA, 2011). Less than 58% of the original total
extent of this vegetation type remains, about 5% is formally protected, with a national target of 30% (Rouget et al., 2004).
Indigenous plant diversity varies from site to site, ranging from very low (T4/3) to high (T4/7).
Aquatic Biodiversity
The ecological setting of the watercourses which drain through Hemel en Aarde Valley was derived from a GIS Desktop
Assessment. The development lies within the G40H quaternary catchment which formed from the Babilonstoring Mountains
to the north and the Kleinrivier mountains to the east and southeast which shed numerous 1st, 2nd and 3rd order perennial
and non-perennial tributaries that feed to the 4th order Onrus River mainstem. The Onrus River flows in a south-westerly
direction for ~16.5 kilometres (km) before draining to the Onrus River mouth at Onrus beach and drains a total catchment
area of ~52 square kilometres (km2). According to the National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas 2011 (NFEPA) spatial
layer, the Onrus River and its associated tributaries all transition to channelled valley bottom wetlands as their respective
valleys widen out. The associated wetlands shown by the NFEPA layer include wetland hillslope seeps and off-channel
dams associated with orchard and vineyard farming.
The report also assessed NWA Section 21(c) and (i) water uses in parallel and similarly identified a number of triggers that
would require registration with the Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS). The type of water use registration (GA or
WULA) can only be determined once the significance of the risks of impact to watercourses can be determined. This will
require the derivation of the Present Ecological State (PES) and Ecological Importance and Sensitivity (EIS) of these
watercourses, to be assessed in a separate study.
Other Specialist Assessments
It is noted that an “Archaeological, Palaeontology and Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment will not be conducted”
(DEA&DP reference no.: 16/3/3/6/7/1/E2/15/1444/21) as there are no significant impacts requiring attention.
The relevant specialist inputs within the domain of terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity have been received.
Recommendation and concerns are noted and, where applicable, have been addressed in the EMPr Report (see
Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr). Relocation of boreholes and collector pipelines have been
affected where possible to meet biodiversity constraints within a hydrogeological context. Where hydrogeological
constraints restrict relocation of a borehole, a Method Statement will attend to mitigation to minimise the impact to
biodiversity. This is discussed in detail in the EMPr.

6.

Explain how the Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (including the guidelines in the handbook)
has influenced the proposed development.

In terms of the compilation of maps and consideration of CBAs and Ecological Support Areas (ESAs), the Western Cape
Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP; CapeNature, 2017) was consulted as it provides contextual information and land use
guidelines that make the most recent and best quality biodiversity information available for land use and development
planning, environmental assessment and regulation, and natural resource management. The overall biodiversity settings of
the development are described briefly below and for a more detailed account refer to the Botanical Assessment (see
Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report).
HAV10 was located within a mapped vegetation CBA (CBA1), and was the only borehole within a CBA1, which is the
highest conservation priority level. It has subsequently been moved to a position in a CBA2 (lower-level priority than CBA1)
under recommendation from the botanical specialist (to be called HAV10 New). HAV5, HAV11 and T4/3 are not located
within any mapped priority areas, but T4/5 and T4/6 are within areas mapped as CBA2, and T4/7 is within an ESA1 (lower
level than CBA2). With respect to the juncture of boreholes and collector pipelines with aquatic biodiversity zones; many
of the tributary head reaches and wetlands are considered CBA1s and ESA1s – with much of the Onrus River mainstem also
being considered a CBA1 with fragments of CBA2
The WCBSP (CapeNature, 2017) guideline is therefore the principal tool used to assess the National Environmental
Management Act, 1998 (NEMA; Act No. 107 of 1998) and NWA triggers and informs the decisions of the DEA&DP to grant
an Environmental Authorisation (EA) and the DWS to issue an appropriate WUL.

7.

Explain how the proposed development is in line with the intention/purpose of the relevant zones as
defined in the ICMA.

Not Applicable – the project is not located along the coast and has no impact on coastal habitats.

8.

Explain whether the screening report has changed from the one submitted together with the
application form. The screening report must be attached as Appendix I.
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No changes from the previous screening report submitted.

9.

Explain how the proposed development will optimise available within an urban area.

Not Applicable – all development is outside of the urban edge (see Appendix A1 – Locality map).

10.

Explain how the proposed development will optimise the use of existing resources and infrastructure.

The proposed development is an expansion on the existing Hemel en Aarde Wellfield that has been in operation since 2013,
which currently supports seven production boreholes, abstracting ~950 000 m3/a which is two thirds of the licenced water
use. The proposed development intends to optimise the groundwater resource and benefit from the 1 600 000 m3 licence
allowance.

11.

Explain whether the necessary services are available and whether the local authority has confirmed
sufficient, spare, unallocated service capacity. (Confirmation of all services must be included in
Appendix E16).

Temporary Services During Development:
Water Supply for drilling: A 1 000 litre (l) water trailer will be required in the drilling process. The OLM will provide water and
the drilling Contractor will transport water from source to site in water trailers. Water is used to keep the drilling front cool
and for dust suppression. After a water strike is reached small amounts of water, if and when necessary, may be used from
the borehole. Water will not be required as an on-site service.
Potable Water Supply: A small quantity of drinking water will be provided onsite for the drill team, this is to be provided by
the drilling Contractor and will not be required as an on-site service.
Sewerage: Portable ablution units will be provided for the construction phase and maintained and serviced by an external
Subcontractor under the supervision of the drilling Contractor. The contents of such shall be disposed of at a licenced
wastewater treatment facility.
Power Source: Power will be provided by diesel generation to the site office and construction working areas. This proviso is
supervised by the drilling Contractor.
Waste Removal: The drilling Contractor is responsible for ensuring all waste is correctly managed and relocated to a
licenced municipal waste service site.
Permanent Services for Running the Wellfield:
Electrical supply: Each production borehole is equipped with borehole pump and wellhead electronics to power and
manage the functionality of the pump. Eskom will supply 3-phase power to transformers at points in close proximity to each
borehole with sufficient capacity to run borehole pumps (~400 volts/40 amps).
Access: Service roads to each borehole will be required. The road needs to be of sufficient size to provide throughway for
vehicles up to 5 tons which may be required onsite for any heavy operations such as the removal of a pump. All boreholes
are reachable using existing farm service roads with the exception of HAV10 New and HAV11, and provision will need to
be made to develop the necessary access.

12.

In addition to the above, explain the need and desirability of the proposed activity or development
in terms of this Department’s guideline on Need and Desirability (March 2013) or the DEA’s Integrated
Environmental Management Guideline on Need and Desirability. This may be attached to this BAR as
Appendix K.

The provision of water supply to Greater Hermanus is the responsibility of the OLM. The OLM is mandated to ensure
adequate raw bulk water is provided to the Preekstoel WTW. Since the formal declaration of the town, the Town
Council/Municipality has fulfilled this mandate; initially from surface water (Mossel River Dams and Onrus River) and later
using groundwater as a conjunctive use substitute.
Forecast for the regions suggest that by 2040 the population of Hermanus will be ~200 000 (high population growth scenario)
and water demand could rise to 15 million m3/a (DWS, 2015). The allocation of water from De Bos Dam to Preekstoel WTW
is 2.8 million m3/a and increases from this source are not available. Additional dam construction in the region has been
ruled out. Water loss due to leakage control is ~24% (according to the Water Research Commission this is low in comparison
to global average of 37%; McKenzie, 2014) and water restrictions are an integral part of the OLM water management plan.
It is in consideration of this backdrop that groundwater is the next most reasonable alternative to provide for the demand.
Future consideration for desalination stations is under consideration but not yet implemented.
Current abstraction of groundwater from the Hemel en Aarde Wellfield is just under 1 million m3 (961 860 m3 January to
December 2021). To provide for the anticipated demand, the Hemel en Aarde Expansion Project and Optimisation of the
existing infrastructure will increase abstraction by at least 0.5 million m3. It is then likely that the wellfield will produce up to
the licenced limit of 1.6 million m3/a with spare capacity enabling rotation of boreholes and assurance of supply.
The impact to the ecological integrity of the development area is addressed in detail in this BAR. The Terrestrial and Aquatic
Biodiversity study acknowledges that an estimated 3 500 m2 CBAs (CBA1 and CBA2) and Ecological Support Areas (ESA1
and ESA2) (see Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report and Appendix G2 – Hemel en Aarde Freshwater
Specialist Report) will be impacted by the development. The bulk of this impact is of a temporary duration during
construction. Prompt closure of drilling pads and backfilling of pipeline trenches can to some degree minimise this impact.
Mitigations will be proposed to ensure sites are developed within a prescribed amount of time, and under Environmental
Control Officer (ECO) supervision following the Method Statements lain out in the EMPr. Constraining pipeline trenching
within wetland and watercourse buffer zones to summer low flow periods will further mitigate the impact to aquatic zones.
This detail will be lain out in the EMPr.
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Water shortages are common in the Greater Hermanus area and are exacerbated during the hot, dry summer months,
(Mediterranean climate zone) which also happen to be the peak tourist season when the population of the area swells
dramatically. The Municipality were forced to implement water restrictions during the 2015/20 Western Cape drought
episode, and this will occur again. Level 1 water restrictions were implemented from 1 November 2017, and Level 2 from 1
June 2018 to September 2020. Although the proposed project will not totally solve the town's long-term water supply
challenges, it will considerably augment the water supply capacity; allowing more time to investigate the possibility of
alternative water sources (such as desalination). Please refer to Appendix K – Need and Desirability for a more detailed
analysis of needs and desirability.

SECTION F:

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Public Participation Process (“PPP”) must fulfil the requirements as outlined in the NEMA EIA Regulations and must be attached
as Appendix F. Please note that If the NEM: WA and/or the NEM: AQA is applicable to the proposed development, an
advertisement must be placed in at least two newspapers.
1. Exclusively for linear activities: Indicate what PPP was agreed to by the competent authority. Include proof of this agreement
in Appendix E22.
The PPP has been compiled and was submitted to the DEA&DP on 26 January 2022 (reference no.:
16/3/3/6/7/1/E2/15/1444/21).
2. Confirm that the PPP as indicated in the application form has been complied with. All the PPP must be included in Appendix
F.
The PPP has been compiled and was submitted to the DEA&DP on 26 January 2022 (reference no.:
16/3/3/6/7/1/E2/15/1444/21).
3. Confirm which of the State Departments and Organs of State indicated in the Notice of Intent/application form were
consulted with.
1. Western Cape CapeNature Conservation: Jeanne Gouws – jgouws@capenature.co.za;
2. The Overstrand Local Municipality (OLM): Stephen Muller – smuller@overstrand.gov.za; Penelope Aplon –
paplon@overstrand.gov.za; Liezl De Villiers – ldevilliers@overstrand.gov.za; and Tarron Dry – tdry@overstrand.gov.za;
3. The Overberg District Municipality: F Kotze – fkotze@odm.gov.za;
4. The DEA&DP: Ndivhuho Mudau – Ndivhuho.Mudau@westerncape.gov.za;
5. The Breede-Gouritz Catchment Management Agency (CMA): Rafeeq Le Roux – rleroux@bgcma.co.za;
6. Heritage Western Cape;
7. The Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development (DALRRD);
8. The Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS);
9. The Department of Human Settlements (DHS);
10. The Fernkloof Nature Reserve Advisory Board (FAB); and
11. The Hermanus Monitoring Committee (HMC).

4. If any of the State Departments and Organs of State were not consulted, indicate which and why.
This will be determined after the initial PPP process has received comment from authorities.
5. if any of the State Departments and Organs of State did not respond, indicate which.
This will be determined after the initial PPP process has received comment from authorities.
6. Provide a summary of the issues raised by I&APs and an indication of the manner in which the issues were incorporated into
the development proposal.
This will be determined after the initial PPP process has received comment from authorities.
Note:
A register of all the I&AP’s notified, including the Organs of State, and all the registered I&APs must be included in Appendix F.
The register must be maintained and made available to any person requesting access to the register in writing.
The EAP must notify I&AP’s that all information submitted by I&AP’s becomes public information.
Your attention is drawn to Regulation 40 (3) of the NEMA EIA Regulations which states that “Potential or registered interested
and affected parties, including the competent authority, may be provided with an opportunity to comment on reports and
plans contemplated in subregulation (1) prior to submission of an application but must be provided with an opportunity to
comment on such reports once an application has been submitted to the competent authority.”
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All the comments received from I&APs on the pre -application BAR (if applicable and the draft BAR must be recorded,
responded to and included in the Comments and Responses Report and must be included in Appendix F.
All information obtained during the PPP (the minutes of any meetings held by the EAP with I&APs and other role players wherein
the views of the participants are recorded) and must be included in Appendix F.
Please note that proof of the PPP conducted must be included in Appendix F. In terms of the required “proof” the following is
required:
•
•

•

a site map showing where the site notice was displayed, dated photographs showing the notice displayed on site and
a copy of the text displayed on the notice;
in terms of the written notices given, a copy of the written notice sent, as well as:
o
if registered mail was sent, a list of the registered mail sent (showing the registered mail number, the name of the
person the mail was sent to, the address of the person and the date the registered mail was sent);
o
if normal mail was sent, a list of the mail sent (showing the name of the person the mail was sent to, the address
of the person, the date the mail was sent, and the signature of the post office worker or the post office stamp
indicating that the letter was sent);
o
if a facsimile was sent, a copy of the facsimile Report;
o
if an electronic mail was sent, a copy of the electronic mail sent; and
o
if a “mail drop” was done, a signed register of “mail drops” received (showing the name of the person the notice
was handed to, the address of the person, the date, and the signature of the person); and
a copy of the newspaper advertisement (“newspaper clipping”) that was placed, indicating the name of the
newspaper and date of publication (of such quality that the wording in the advertisement is legible).

SECTION G:

DESCRIPTION OF THE RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT

All specialist studies must be attached as Appendix G.

1.

Groundwater
1.1.

Was a specialist study conducted?

1.2.

Provide the name and or company who conducted the specialist study.

YES

NO

Refer to Appendix N – Wellfield Optimisation Report.
Indicate above which aquifer your proposed development will be located and explain how this has influenced your
proposed development.
The boreholes and associated infrastructure occur on Table Mountain Group (TMG) and Bokkeveld Group (both Cape
Supergroups) outcrops within the Hemel en Aarde Valley. See Appendix O – Geological Map.
1.3.

HAV10 New (starting in Rietvlei Formation (TMG) sandstones) and HAV11 (starting in Ceres Subgroup (Bokkeveld Group) shales)
are newly planned Peninsula Aquifer production boreholes positioned along the southeastern downthrown hanging wall block
of the northeast-southwest orientated Attakwaskloof Fault, targeting the fractured quartzites of the Peninsula Formation (TMG)
in the damage zone of the underlying footwall block (by drilling through the Rietvlei Formation/Ceres Subgroup and the
Attakwaskloof Fault).
The existing HAV5M monitoring borehole has a similar geological configuration as HAV11 and is to be deepened into the
Peninsula Aquifer (it currently is drilled through the Ceres Subgroup and just into the Attakwaskloof Fault).
T4/3 is an existing monitoring borehole situated on Skurweberg Formation (TMG) quartzites along the footwall block of the
Attakwaskloof Fault, with the aim to widen and deepen the borehole from the Pakhuis Formation (TMG) into the Peninsula
Formation at depth and convert it into a Peninsula Aquifer production borehole.
T4/5 (starting in Ceres Subgroup) and T4/6 (starting in Rietvlei Formation) are newly planned Peninsula Aquifer production
boreholes positioned along the southwestern downthrown hanging wall block of the NW-SE orientated Fernkloof Fault,
targeting the fractured quartzites of the Peninsula Formation in the damage zone of the underlying footwall block (by drilling
through the Rietvlei Formation/Ceres Subgroup and the Fernkloof Fault).
T4/7 is a new Peninsula Aquifer monitoring borehole (starting in Peninsula Formation outcrop at surface), planned to monitor
water levels between the Volmoed Wellfield (planned T4/3, T4/5 and T4/6 Peninsula Aquifer production boreholes, and existing
T4/1 and T4/2 production boreholes), and existing agricultural groundwater users to the northeast (Bouchard Finlayson Winery
and Newton Johnson Family Vineyards).
Indicate the depth of groundwater and explain how the depth of groundwater and type of aquifer (if present) has
1.4.
influenced your proposed development.
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Groundwater depth varies across the different TMG and Bokkeveld Group formations near-surface, as well as at depth,
depending on whether confined or unconfined aquifer conditions are present. Minor water strikes can be intersected within
10-20 m depth within the Rietvlei Formation (TMG) and Gydo Formation (Bokkeveld Group), with similar groundwater
depths/rest water levels – although these formations overlying the Peninsula Formation along the Attakwaskloof and Fernkloof
Faults will be cased off and grouted with solid steel casing (ensuring only the deeper Peninsula Formation/Aquifer water strikes
are utilised). Peninsula Aquifer water strikes can vary from anywhere between 50-300 m depths and are dependent on
individual borehole design and targeted aquifer geometry/structural features. Groundwater levels within the Peninsula Aquifer
are likely to be sub-artesian to artesian in nature (i.e., water levels at a higher elevation or overflowing at surface, versus the
greater depths the water-bearing fractures are intersected). This is due to the Peninsula Aquifer being confined and under
pressure as a result of the overlying Rietvlei and Gydo Formations acting as barriers to upwards groundwater flow. The proposed
development is wellfield expansion related, and therefore the aquifer types and likely intersection depth (and yield) of
groundwater entirely influences the targeting of the highest yielding fractured aquifer in the Hemel en Aarde valley, namely
the Peninsula Aquifer of the TMG.

2.

Surface water
2.1.

Was a specialist study conducted?

2.2.

Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist study.

YES

NO

Cole Grainger, Freshwater Specialist Umvoto Africa (Pty) Ltd.
Explain how the presence of watercourse(s) and/or wetlands on the property(ies) has influenced your proposed
development.
The Freshwater Assessment Report (see Appendix G2 – Hemel en Aarde Freshwater Specialist Report) has determined that
aspects of the proposed development will lie within the 1:100-year flood line, or within 500 m of the regulatory area of a wetland
or will intersect the 32 m buffer zones of watercourses. The development has a much larger temporary footprint than the
completed wellfield footprint, due mostly to the size of the operational drill pads (500 m2 each) and also due to the trenching
of the collector pipelines. Trenches will be backfilled, and rehabilitation of the disturbed area will be carried out in compliance
with the EMPr. The drill pads will be de-established post drilling and construction of the wellhead chamber and the residual
footprint will be reduced to a 50 m2 bounded by a security fence surrounding the borehole. Details pertaining to the method
of development and mitigations and measures to be put in place are explained in detail in the EMPr (see Appendix H – Hemel
en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr)
The Freshwater Assessment Report assessed NWA Section 21(c) and (i) water uses and identified a number of triggers that
would require registration with the DWS. In order for the DWS to determine the type of water use registration (GA or WULA), the
PES and EIS of these triggered watercourses must be determined. This will allow the determination of the significance of risks of
impacts to watercourses using a DWS Risk Assessment Matrix which ultimately will inform the type of water use registration.
2.3.

3.

Coastal Environment
3.1.

Was a specialist study conducted?

3.2.

Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist study.

YES

NO

N/A
3.3.

Explain how the relevant considerations of Section 63 of the ICMA were taken into account and explain how this
influenced your proposed development.

N/A
3.4.

Explain how estuary management plans (if applicable) has influenced the proposed development.

N/A
3.5.

4.

Explain how the modelled coastal risk zones, the coastal protection zone, littoral active zone and estuarine
functional zones, have influenced the proposed development.

Biodiversity
4.1.

Were specialist studies conducted?

4.2.

Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist studies.

YES

NO

Mr Nick Helme of Nick Helme Botanical Surveys.
Explain which systematic conservation planning and other biodiversity informants such as vegetation maps, NFEPA,
NSBA etc. have been used and how has this influenced your proposed development.
According to the Botanical Assessment Report, the GIS based South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) vegetation
map for South Africa (Mucina and Rutherford, 2006 and various subsequent updates) was consulted, along with the National
List of Threatened Ecosystems (DEA, 2011), the WCBSP (CapeNature, 2017), and other relevant references noted in the text of
the report (see Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report). Conclusions were drawn based on this
documentation and professional experience in the area and the region.
Explain how the objectives and management guidelines of the Biodiversity Spatial Plan have been used and how has
4.4.
this influenced your proposed development.
4.3.
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Spatial planning informants were referenced, including the South African Vegetation Map (latest online updates), the
CapeNature Biodiversity Spatial Plan (CBA maps), iNaturalist online species locality information and the DEA (2011) list of
threatened habitats. For the compilation of maps and consideration of CBAs, the SANBI vegetation map for South Africa was
consulted. The Botanical Specialist included the WCBSP (CapeNature, 2017) to determine conservation importance of the
designated habitat. Onsite survey work reinforced additional information, which led to the recommendation to relocate sites
within sensitive areas (HAV10 New).
The spatial plan was used as a guideline to ensure as far as reasonably possible (within hydrogeological constraints) that
expansion of the wellfield is environmentally sustainable, and efforts to minimise the loss or fragmentation of ecosystems are
put in place. The plan provided a spatial framework to determine how the position of the boreholes and collector pipelines
triggered listings that relate to both the NWA and the NEMA and to then determine what cautionary measures should be put
in place and how the EMPr should address mitigation measures in the methodology. Where CBA1 areas were impacted and
where development impacted on certain Species of Conservation Concern (SoCC), the locations were moved to outside of
such areas within the constraints of the hydrogeological integrity of the boreholes. The proponent (the OM) and consultants
have used this information in the wellfield design and have attempted to meet both their groundwater abstraction goals and
the mandate of CapeNature and other regulatory bodies in implementing biodiversity conservation measures.
Explain what impact the proposed development will have on the site specific features and/or function of the
4.5.
Biodiversity Spatial Plan category and how has this influenced the proposed development.
The botanical specialist deemed most of the wellfield expansion to be of a “low ecological significance”. However, the
proposed location borehole (HAV10 New) and its collector pipeline was raised as a red flag “no-go” zone, and the botanist
recommended that the borehole be moved 20 m southeast into an area of low sensitivity. This has been done. The report has
also recommended that all woody alien vegetation be removed from within 10 m of all boreholes and not be left stacked.
This point was especially pertinent for HAV10 New and the collector pipeline but applied equally to other boreholes. For more
detail refer to Appendix L – Chamber and borehole conceptual designs.
If your proposed development is located in a protected area, explain how the proposed development is in line with
4.6.
the protected area management plan.
N/A. The property is not based in a Protected Area.
Explain how the presence of fauna on and adjacent to the proposed development has influenced your proposed
4.7.
development.
Faunal sensitivity is assumed to parallel the botanical sensitivity, as it is to a large extent dependant on habitat. The Terrestrial
Biodiversity study has indicated a “low ecological significance” to most of the wellfield and this will, by inference, describe the
same for faunal sensitivity. The development area does not carry any significantly large wild mammals or domestic/agricultural
livestock; the area surrounding the wellfield being more developed towards viticulture and mixed orchard development. The
EMPr will carry measures to protect any fauna, both wild and farming livestock. The Screening Tool Assessment has assessed
the Animal Species Theme to be of a “High Sensitivity” and red flags certain bird species and to a lesser extent identifies certain
insects as a “Medium Sensitivity” (see Appendix I1 – Screening tool reports). The most impact to fauna may occur during the
construction phase but in the long-term operational mode of the wellfield there will not be any significant impact on flightpaths
or breeding habitat of the birdlife and other classes of fauna.

5.

Geographical Aspects
The Hemel en Aarde Valley is predominantly an agricultural landscape situated within a southwest to northeast valley setting
enclosed by Babilonstoringberge to the north and the Kleinrivierberg to the east and southeast. The surrounding highlands
form the catchment (~50 km2) and shed numerous tributaries that feed the Onrus River (~17 km discharging to the southwest)
upon which the De Bos Dam is built. The river discharges to the Atlantic Ocean through the Onrus Estuary. The R321 Provincial
Road runs through the valley providing a major linkage route between the coastline and Caledon, linking with the Garden
Route. In addition to agricultural activities, the valley supports several tourism initiatives mostly related to wine farms and
accommodation.

6.

Heritage Resources
6.1.

Was a specialist study conducted?

6.2.

Provide the name and/or company who conducted the specialist study.

YES

NO

Mr Jayson Orton of Asha Consulting.
6.3.
Explain how areas that contain sensitive heritage resources have influenced the proposed development.
An NID was submitted to Heritage Western Cape (HWC) which concluded that there would be no impact to heritage resources
(see Appendix E1 – NID from HWC and supporting maps). The enclosed and isolated Hemel en Aarde Valley was used as a
leper colony in the first half of the 19th century. However, it is likely, in an agricultural setting, that structures older than 60 years
will be present in the vicinity. Fransen (2004) notes that nothing besides a few ruins remain of the leper colony. The valley is wellknown as a scenic area and is listed in the Western Cape Scenic Resources Study (Winter and Oberholzer, 2013) as a Grade III
cultural landscape with importance attached to its historical use as a leper colony. The proposed project will be adding to an
existing wellfield and only the wellheads would be above ground. No new visual impacts to the valley are expected and the
leper hospital ruins are not close to any of the pipeline routes.
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7.

Historical and Cultural Aspects
Explain whether there are any culturally or historically significant elements as defined in Section 2 of the NHRA that will be
affected and how has this influenced the proposed development.
Archaeological resources: According to the specialist study “It is possible that isolated Stone Age artefacts and historical
materials associated with the 19th century occupation of the valley might be present anywhere in the study area. However, all
work will be in or alongside roads and tracks and in situ archaeological materials are not expected in such areas. Isolated
artefacts are of no concern”.
Palaeontological resources: The paleontologically sensitive bedrock underlying the development area is Bokkeveld Shale
(Ceres Group). Although this stratigraphic unit can be fossiliferous, due to weathering of the bedrock to homogenous clay to
a depth of at least 10 m thickness, it is unlikely it would still retain any fossils. The Rietvlei Formation may be present below surface
near HAV10 New but is likely buried by at least 5 m of unconsolidated sediment in this area. The only other potentially
fossiliferous formation is the Cederberg Formation of the TMG but none of the trenches are expected to pass through this
formation. Other TMG rocks are generally not fossiliferous and recent fossils like snails, tortoises, etc. might occur in the
unconsolidated sediments, these are not scientifically significant. See full NID report attached in Appendix E1 – NID from HWC
and supporting maps.

8.

Socio/Economic Aspects
8.1.

Describe the existing social and economic characteristics of the community in the vicinity of the proposed site.

Agriculture, in particular viticulture, is the major socioeconomic activity in the Hemel en Aarde Valley. The eastern side of the
valley is more activity cultivated, with large tracts established as vineyards, to produce wine of an international repute. The
valley is renowned for its picturesque and scenic attractions, and this contributes to an influx of tourists and visitors calling to
the area while also visiting the Greater Hermanus region for whale watching activities.
The western side of the valley has less viticulture activity and is farmed for produce such as livestock, orchards, and market
(vegetable) gardening. The Camphill Farm Community, founded in 1978, is one such example of community farming. The
establishment of tourism, and hospitality venues such as The Volmoed Retreat, and adventure sport facilities such as Hermanus
Forest Adventure, with its extensive array of mountain biking tracks laid out across private lands add the eclectic milieu of the
Hemel en Aarde Valley.
8.2.

Explain the socio-economic value/contribution of the proposed development.

Tourism and agriculture will be promoted further in the Hemel en Aarde Valley, according to the IDP. However, the WSDP
acknowledges the limited water resources currently available in the greater Hermanus area, as well as the urgent need for
additional resources to sustain and promote economic development.
Explain what social initiatives will be implemented by applicant to address the needs of the community and to uplift
8.3.
the area.
The HMC was established in 2011 at the onset of groundwater development in the region (the Gateway Wellfield). This initiative
is open for any members of the public who share an interest in the environmental matters of the area. The HMC convenes
biannually to review the specialist reports which provide a situation analysis of the aquifer and the wellfield. The HMC also
disseminates information on water provision by providing educational talks, articles and site visits. The Hermanus wellfields are
considered by many to be the flagship municipal groundwater programme in South Africa, and an example for the rest of the
country (and world – it has been used as a case study in the United Nations Environment Programme’s 6th Global Environment
Outlook; UN Environment, 2019) to follow.
Explain whether the proposed development will impact on people’s health and well-being (e.g., in terms of noise,
8.4.
odours, visual character and sense of place etc) and how has this influenced the proposed development.
A wellfield is by its very nature mostly a subterranean development. Boreholes and pipelines are mostly buried beneath the
surface and non-visible items once complete. The borehole wellheads are housed in concrete chambers (partly buried) and
surrounded by security fencing with a footprint of ~50 m2. The visual character of the valley will not be changed, and this is
evident from the existing Hemel en Aarde Wellfield which has seven boreholes that were established in 2012 in the same area
as the proposed extension.
During the temporary construction phase there will be visual and noise impact of a drill rig. There will be localised, and
moderate level of noise associated with percussion drilling. Noise impacts associated with the development would be limited
to the construction phase, borehole pumps used during the operational phase are submersible and produce very low noise
levels. The drilling area is a controlled working site, it is fenced off to contain the footprint. The bounded area will have parked
vehicles, a lay-down zone for drill rods, one or possibly two sump pools for water containment, a hydrocarbon storage area
(bunded and contained) and water storage (1000 l water trailer). Borehole gravels and chips from drilling are usually laid out
in a representative fashion to exhibit the borehole’s geological profile. Trenching and the construction of the collector pipelines
is a linear activity extending out and beyond the drill platform and is, as far as possible, tied into to a pre-existing linear feature
(fence boundary, road, furrow etc.). There will be a temporary workers camp and mobile office.
The site is managed according to the protocols laid out in the EMPr (see Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion
EMPr). Other than the positive benefit of providing a more sustainable water supply to the greater Hermanus area, the
proposed development is not expected to have any significant impacts on the health and wellbeing of the surrounding
population.
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SECTION H:
1.

ALTERNATIVES, METHODOLOGY AND ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Details of the alternatives identified and considered
Property and site alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise
positive impacts.
Provide a description of the preferred property and site alternative.
The proposed development is the preferred, due to the favoured hydrogeological targets (Peninsula Aquifer along the major
Attakwaskloof and Fernkloof Faults) being accessible along existing tracks. Targeting the Peninsula Aquifer along the
Attakwaskloof and Fernkloof Faults in other areas of the Hemel en Aarde Valley would require additional negative impacts
such as access road construction. Also, the identified borehole sites target very specific hydrogeological features
(intersection of the Attakwaskloof and Fernkloof Faults with major cross fractures/other faults within the Peninsula Aquifer),
and drilling away from these features in other areas risks the success of acquiring adequate groundwater abstraction
volumes, hence the current proposed development is preferred.
Provide a description of any other property and site alternatives investigated.
No other properties have been identified as equally suitable sites for groundwater abstraction in the Hemel en Aarde Valley,
for reasons as explained in the point above.
Provide a motivation for the preferred property and site alternative including the outcome of the site selectin matrix.
The properties have been identified as potential Peninsula Aquifer groundwater abstraction targets based on monitoring
results from the existing Hemel en Aarde Wellfield production boreholes, geophysical field studies and hydrogeological
mapping (the latter two used to precisely target where to drill into the Peninsula Aquifer in order to intersect as large
fault/fracture-associated damage zones and groundwater strikes as possible).
Provide a full description of the process followed to reach the preferred alternative within the site.
Extensive groundwater studies and development of the existing Gateway and Hemel en Aarde Wellfields in the greater
Hermanus region over the past 20 years have provided significant evidence that the Peninsula Aquifer along the Hermanus,
Attakwaskloof and Fernkloof Faults (including associated fault splays and fractures) forms the best (in terms of yield and
quality) aquifer target in the greater Hermanus region. This is due to groundwater preferentially flowing along the high
hydraulic conductivity damage zones adjacent to major faults with the fractured TMG aquifers. Remote sensing-based
(mapping) and field (geophysics and mapping) are therefore used to identify these major fault/fracture structures for the
targeting of wellfield development and groundwater abstraction.
Provide a detailed motivation if no property and site alternatives were considered.
The selected Peninsula Aquifer borehole sites are the optimal positions for groundwater abstraction in terms of quantity and
quality. The remainder of the Hemel en Aarde Valley is comprised of either very low yielding and poor-quality groundwater
within the Bokkeveld Group shale aquitard, or the Nardouw Aquifer (Rietvlei and Skurweberg Formations of the TMG), which
is utilised by existing agricultural users.
List the positive and negative impacts that the property and site alternatives will have on the environment.
The impacts listed below pertain to the proposed properties and not to alternatives:
1.1.

Positive impacts:
•
The selected Peninsula Aquifer borehole sites provide the most optimal position and probability to acquire the desired
groundwater abstraction volumes and quality in a sustainable manner;
•
Drilling in the most optimal positions means higher yields are possible, and therefore reduced borehole numbers (and
associated lower infrastructure impacts) will be required;
•
The borehole sites are within the region of the existing Hemel en Aarde Wellfields and therefore utilise much of the existing
infrastructure (main pipeline, electrical provision and access roads); and
•
Much of the proposed development area is already altered, mainly by agricultural activities, and is not in a pristine
undisturbed state.
Negative impacts:
•
There will be some unavoidable development (mostly of a temporary nature) across and within CBA and ESA zones –
this will be mitigated against; however, and
•
Existing Peninsula Aquifer groundwater users in the vicinity of the Hemel en Aarde Wellfields (Camphill Farm Community
Hermanus and Bouchard Finlayson Winery, although the extent of existing lawful use for these users is to be verified by
the Breede-Gouritz CMA) may be impacted upon if either private or municipal groundwater abstraction is not managed
in accordance with relative WUL or groundwater registration conditions. This is mitigated by the fact that:
o
The OLM has an existing WUL (with relevant monitoring conditions) for abstraction from the Peninsula Aquifer
within the Hemel en Aarde Wellfields, and the intention is not to apply for increased abstraction volumes as a
result of the development, but merely to enable the full authorized abstraction limits;
o
Both Camphill and Bouchard Finlayson are part of the HMC (the forum responsible for review of the OLMs
Hermanus wellfield abstraction and management); and
o
The OLM also appoints independent professionally registered hydrogeologists to undertake the monitoring
(abstraction volume, groundwater levels and groundwater quality) of groundwater abstraction at their three
TMG wellfields, to ensure compliance with the WUL conditions.
Activity alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise positive
1.2.
impacts.
Provide a description of the preferred activity alternative.
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The proposed activity, groundwater abstraction, is the preferred activity, no alternative is provided. Any potential negative
impacts will be mitigated as far as possible.
Provide a description of any other activity alternatives investigated.
Aside from groundwater as a preferred supply, the import of surface water and desalination of seawater are the main largescale alternatives being considered. Demand Management is a current activity closely followed by the OLM in the form of
leakage control, water pipe and water metre replacement, repurposing of effluent for irrigation, water restrictions and
educational/awareness programmes.
Provide a motivation for the preferred activity alternative.
No activity alternative is provided. There is still scope within the authorised abstraction volume in the existing Camphill and
Volmoed Wellfield WUL to augment the supply from the wellfields to reach the authorised allocation. This can only be
achieved through the drilling of additional boreholes or replacement of existing boreholes.
Provide a detailed motivation if no activity alternatives exist.
Groundwater as a supplementary provision to surface water is crucial to water security for the Greater Hermanus Area. No
other surface water alternatives, other than the existing De Bos Dam, are available to be used by the municipality. Feasibility
investigations have revealed that importing surface water from surrounding regions (Theewaterskloof Dam or the Palmiet
River) is economically and environmentally unviable. Seawater desalination is a potential future development which has
been the subject of a feasibility study already and will likely be introduced towards 2030. At this stage, the presence and
availability of groundwater makes this the preferred option.
List the positive and negative impacts that the activity alternatives will have on the environment.
These have been listed under “preferred property” above in paragraph 1.1.
Although currently not the most viable technological alternative, seawater desalination carries with it some potential
environmental impacts. A discussion of these is provided below in paragraph 1.4. It is also a more costly alternative than
groundwater. However, even under these constraints it will likely be an unavoidable future option as the water demand in
the Greater Hermanus continues to grow.
Design or layout alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise
1.3.
positive impacts
Provide a description of the preferred design or layout alternative.
Cognisance has been taken of the recommendations provided in the Terrestrial Specialist Report and the relocation of
boreholes collector pipeline have been accepted and led to a repositioning where applicable. Both the Terrestrial and the
Aquatic Specialist Reports have provided a list of mitigation measures to be adopted in the EMPr. These will be incorporated
into the Method Statements which will be binding to the Subcontractors work programme. Further discussion of these
measures can be read in the EMPr (see Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr).
The major impact of a wellfield occurs in the construction phase, while the operational phase has minimal impact if the
abstraction is managed and monitored in accordance with a Monitoring Protocol and WUL conditions. Potential impacts
are fully addressed in Section 4 below and mitigations are suggested which will be reinforced in the EMPr.
Provide a description of any other design or layout alternatives investigated.
The suggested design is the preferred alternative.
Provide a motivation for the preferred design or layout alternative.
The proposed design is intended to ensure the minimal impact. Borehole chambers will be partially buried to minimise visual
impact, security fencing is a necessary and unavoidable addition which will be colour coded to blend in with the
environment as far as possible; and collector pipelines will follow shortest routes and existing roads, tracks and furrows to
minimise trenching.
Provide a detailed motivation if no design or layout alternatives exist.
Motivation is suggested in paragraph 1.2 above and is supported by hydrogeological guidelines on best borehole locations,
while infrastructure and pipeline route designs will ensure least impact.
List the positive and negative impacts that the design alternatives will have on the environment.
No current alternative design has been suggested.
Technology alternatives (e.g., to reduce resource demand and increase resource use efficiency) to avoid
1.4.
negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise positive impacts.
Provide a description of the preferred technology alternative:
Demand Management is a management tool continually being used by the OLM to reduce water loss and usage. Leakage
is measured and currently runs well below the national average (26% versus 37%). During periods of water stress the
municipality has introduced water restrictions (2017 to 2020 being the most recent varying between Levels 1 and 2
restrictions). Part of Demand Management is an awareness and education programme.
Provide a description of any other technology alternatives investigated.
Desalination is a future development and will likely be introduced towards 2030. Costs of desalination, electrical demand,
and environmental impacts of this alternative, when considered against groundwater, makes the latter the preferred
immediate option; while seawater desalination will have to be implemented in the more medium term. Surface water transfer
schemes from the Theewaterskloof Dam and the Palmiet River have also been investigated but proved to be financially and
environmentally unviable.
Provide a motivation for the preferred technology alternative.
Provided assurance of electrical supply is guaranteed, the positive motivation for desalination is the unlimited supply of raw
water.
Provide a detailed motivation if no alternatives exist.
No current alternative has been suggested. Alternatives have been discussed above.
List the positive and negative impacts that the technology alternatives will have on the environment.
Demand Management has no negative environmental impacts but may carry perceived socio-economic drawbacks if
investors are negatively impacted and choose not to move to the area. Aside from the cost implications, desalination has
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several negative environmental impacts mainly due to brine waste which leaves a high salinity waste residue that has to be
managed. Desalination has the potential to increase fossil fuel dependence if renewable energy sources are not used in the
freshwater production process. The knock-on effect of fossil fuel dependence will be an increase in greenhouse gas emissions.
Potential renewable energy sources have been investigated as part of the desalination feasibility study.
Operational alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable negative impacts and maximise
1.5.
positive impacts.
Provide a description of the preferred operational alternative.
The proposed operation of groundwater abstraction, is the preferred activity, no alternative is provided.
Provide a description of any other operational alternatives investigated.
No current alternative has been suggested.
Provide a motivation for the preferred operational alternative.
The operational method of the OLM has been developed over a period of 10 years in collaboration with assistance from
technically proficient consultants. The abstraction is managed according to strict guidelines lain down by an independent
monitoring group (the HMC) and follows regulatory requirements set out in the WUL as well as non-regulatory advisory
guidelines prescribed by the monitoring committee. The management and control of the wellfield is run on an automated
SCADA which controls the wellfield and aquifer dynamics (levels, pumping rate, water quality) under automation 24 hours
running. This ensures that safety and operational thresholds are monitored and maintained. The system has proven itself over
the years and provided continual water supply while also ensuring the aquifer is maintained in an ecologically sustainable
manner. The wellfields are considered by many to be the flagship municipal groundwater programme in South Africa, and
an example for the rest of the country to follow.
Provide a detailed motivation if no alternatives exist.
As has been discussed in Section 1.2 above the presence and availability of a large and sustainable groundwater resource
underlying the Greater Hermanus region makes this the preferred option. Abstraction will continue to be managed in
accordance with WUL conditions and monitoring protocols.
List the positive and negative impacts that the operational alternatives will have on the environment.
No current alternative has been suggested. The current operational procedures have been developed and proven to be
exemplary.
1.6.
The option of not implementing the activity (the ‘No-Go’ Option).
Provide an explanation as to why the ‘No-Go’ Option is not preferred.
The “no-go” option cannot be considered. The OLM is mandated to provide water services for the area under its jurisdiction.
The surface water (De Bos Dam being the only option) has an allocation limit of 2.8 million m3/a, the remainder of capacity
is required for ecological reserve and agricultural allocation. Demand for water has already exceeded the capacity of the
De Bos Dam to provide (this was exceeded in 2012) which led to the initial development of the groundwater resource.
Without the availability of the licenced groundwater abstraction volumes or other alternative water sources, the De Bos Dam
will be the only water source for Hermanus, and increased abstraction from the dam will not be sustainable and cannot be
allowed in terms of the Water Court judgment.
Provide and explanation as to whether any other alternatives to avoid negative impacts, mitigate unavoidable
1.7.
negative impacts and maximise positive impacts, or detailed motivation if no reasonable or feasible alternatives
exist.
All alternative considerations have been discussed in the paragraphs above.
Provide a concluding statement indicating the preferred alternatives, including the preferred location of the
1.8.
activity.
In conclusion the preferred wellfield expansion remains the only reasonable alternative to provide water assurance for
Hermanus up to at least 2030. The location has been specifically and accurately determined though desktop studies,
geophysics and onsite geological and hydrogeological assessment and this suggests a specific and best area for location
of the boreholes. Terrestrial impact assessments (aquatic and botanical) as well as heritage studies have not suggested any
serious reasons not to proceed in the suggested area. Landowner consent is underway as part of the PPP and is currently
being resolved. Although Demand Management can to a certain extent limit and manage usage, alone, it will not provide
a sufficient long-term solution. Desalination will be a future intervention; however, groundwater abstraction is a preferred
immediate solution from the perspective of environmental impacts and financial considerations. The OLM is providing a
proactive approach to assurance of water supply to its area and should be commended on this approach.

2.

“No-Go” areas
Explain what “no-go” area(s) have been identified during identification of the alternatives and provide the co-ordinates of
the “no-go” area(s).
No alternatives are proposed, neither towards property locations nor activity and operational procedure. For the proposed
development, the botanical specialist highlighted in the Terrestrial Biodiversity Report that the proposed location of HAV10,
the borehole chamber and the collector pipe would pass through an area abundant in a high number of plant Species of
Conservation Concern which was therefore deemed a “No-Go” area. An alternative siting (-34.402421°; 19.207839°), was
identified by rerouting the pipeline and relocating HAV10 as per required mitigation, now called HAV10 New.

3.

Methodology to determine the significance ratings of the potential environmental impacts and risks
associated with the alternatives.
Describe the methodology to be used in determining and ranking the nature, significance, consequences, extent, duration
of the potential environmental impacts and risks associated with the proposed activity or development and alternatives, the
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degree to which the impact or risk can be reversed and the degree to which the impact and risk may cause irreplaceable
loss of resources.
Impact Rating Methodology
The significance of an impact is defined as a combination of the impact's consequence and the likelihood that the impact
will occur.
The project's direct and indirect impacts were the focus of the impact evaluation. Impacts were analysed with regard to
their extent, intensity, duration, probability and significance. The significance of potential impacts that may result from the
proposed project was determined to assist decision-makers (typically by a designated authority or state agency, but in some
instances, the applicant). The significance of an impact is defined as a combination of the consequence of the impact
occurring and the probability that the impact will occur.
The methodology is to use a series of ratings which are predetermined in the tables below and run these through a formula:
Significance = Consequence (extent + intensity + duration) + Probability- Mitigation
Consequence = Extent + Intensity + Duration

Extent

Intensity

Duration

Rating

Score

Definition of rating

Local

1

Confined to project area

Regional

2

Defined by regional extent of project area (i.e., OM)

Extra-regional

3

Provincial or national scale impact

Low

1

Medium

2

High

3

Short-term

1

Up to 2 years and reversible

Medium-term

2

2 to 15 years and reversible

Long-term

3

More than 15 years or irreversible

Site specific and wider environmental and/or social functions and processes
are negligibly altered.
Site specific and wider environmental and/or social functions and processes
continue, albeit in a modified way
Site specific and wider environmental and/or social functions or processes
are severely altered

The combined score of these three criteria corresponds to a Consequence Rating, as follows:
Combined Score
Consequence Rating

0-2

3-4

5

6

7

8-9

Not significant

Very Low

Low

Medium

High

Very High

Once the consequence is derived, the probability of the impact occurring is considered, using the probability classifications
presented in the table below:
Probability
Rating
Improbable
Possible
Probable
Definite

Score

Definition
< 40% chance of occurring
40% to 70% chance of occurring
> 70% chance of occurring
> 90% chance of occurring

1
2
3
4

The overall significance or risk of impacts is determined by considering combination of consequence and probability using
the rating system and prescribed in the table below. The results are simplified by colour coding into three levels of risk.
Probability

Consequence

Improbable 1

Possible 2

Probable 3

Definite 4

Very high (8-9)

High 9-10

High 10 -11

Very high 11 -12

Very high 12 -13

High (7)

Medium 8

Medium 9

High 10

High 11

Medium (6)

Medium 7

Medium 8

Medium 9

High 10

Low (5)

Medium 6

Medium 7

Medium 8

Medium 9

Low 4 - 5

Low 5 - 6

Medium 6 - 7

Medium 7 - 8

Very Low 0 - 3

Low 0 -4

Low 0 - 5

Low 0 - 6

Very low (3-4)
Not Significant (0 – 2)

The risk is then reconsidered taking into account mitigation prescribed in the EMPr and overseen by ECO management,
which results in the Final RISK WITH MITIGATION.
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Mitigation ratings
Zero or minimal capacity to mitigate or cope with hazard. Full effect of hazard will be experienced.
Some capacity to mitigate against or cope with hazard. Cost of damage may be reduced, but hazard will still
have > 80% impact.
Capacity and mitigation systems to reduce impact by about 50%. Material damage mitigated, but large-scale
damage and/or long-term damage still possible.
Early warning and rapid mobilisation systems and procedures in place. No loss of life expected. Material /
environmental damage can be significantly reduced in terms of cost and duration.
Capacity and capability exist to reduce impact of hazard by > 90%. No loss of life likely. Material and/or
environmental damage kept low in terms of cost and duration.

Score
1
2
3
4
5

The impact significance rating should be considered the competent authority in their decision-making process based on the
implications of ratings described below:
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.

Insignificant: Potential impact is negligible and will not have an influence on the decision regarding the proposed
activity/development;
Very low: Potential impact is very small and should not have any meaningful influence on the decision regarding
the proposed activity/development;
Low: Potential impact may not have any meaningful influence on the decision regarding the proposed
activity/development;
Medium: Potential impact could influence the decision regarding the proposed activity/development;
High: Potential impact will affect the decision regarding the proposed activity/development; and
Very high: Proposed activity should only be approved under special circumstances.

Assessment of each impact and risk identified for each alternative
Note: The following table serves as a guide for summarising each alternative. The table should be repeated for each
alternative to ensure a comparative assessment. The EAP may decide to include this section as Appendix J to this BAR.
Refer to Appendix J – Assessment and Ranking of Impacts
Alternative:
PLANNING, DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT PHASE
Potential impact and risk:
Nature of impact:
Extent and duration of impact:
Consequence of impact or risk:
Probability of occurrence:
Degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss of resources:
Degree to which the impact can be reversed:
Indirect impacts:
Cumulative impact prior to mitigation:
Significance rating of impact prior to mitigation
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High)
Degree to which the impact can be avoided:
Degree to which the impact can be managed:
Degree to which the impact can be mitigated:
Proposed mitigation:
Residual impacts:
Cumulative impact post mitigation:
Significance rating of impact after mitigation
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High)
OPERATIONAL PHASE
Potential impact and risk:
Nature of impact:
Extent and duration of impact:
Consequence of impact or risk:
Probability of occurrence:
Degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss of resources:
Degree to which the impact can be reversed:
Indirect impacts:
Cumulative impact prior to mitigation:
Significance rating of impact prior to mitigation
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High)
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Degree to which the impact can be avoided:
Degree to which the impact can be managed:
Degree to which the impact can be mitigated:
Proposed mitigation:
Residual impacts:
Cumulative impact post mitigation:
Significance rating of impact after mitigation
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High)
DECOMMISSIONING AND CLOSURE PHASE
Potential impact and risk:
Nature of impact:
Extent and duration of impact:
Consequence of impact or risk:
Probability of occurrence:
Degree to which the impact may cause irreplaceable loss of resources:
Degree to which the impact can be reversed:
Indirect impacts:
Cumulative impact prior to mitigation:
Significance rating of impact prior to mitigation
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High)
Degree to which the impact can be avoided:
Degree to which the impact can be managed:
Degree to which the impact can be mitigated:
Proposed mitigation:
Residual impacts:
Cumulative impact post mitigation:
Significance rating of impact after mitigation
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-High, High, or Very-High)

SECTION I:

FINDINGS, IMPACT MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Provide a summary of the findings and impact management measures identified by all Specialist and an indication
of how these findings and recommendations have influenced the proposed development.
•
HAV10 borehole and collector pipeline is in a CBA which will imply a loss of biodiversity;
•
The botanical specialist identified an exceptionally high number of plant SoCC which afforded HAV10 borehole and
collector pipeline a very high terrestrial status (Helme, 2021);
•
The freshwater specialist has commented that the development of HAV10 New, HAV11 will intersect several
watercourses, or the 32 m buffer zones of these watercourses as indicated on the Biodiversity Spatial Plan (BSP);
•
The freshwater specialist has also identified, through ground truthing, where the proposed development of boreholes
HAV5M, T4/5, T4/6, T4/7 and collector pipelines will cross wetlands and watercourse not mapped on the BSP;
•
The heritage specialist has noted that no significant impacts are expected. Isolated recent fossils may occur in the
overlying deposits which will be trenched. Fossils in the boreholes could not be rescued anyway and are thus of no
further concern. It is also possible that isolated Stone Age or historical artefacts might be found but the chances of
significant impacts are virtually zero; and
•
There will be positive socio-economic benefits to the project through the improvement of the water supply to the area.
2.
List the impact management measures that were identified by all Specialist that will be included in the EMPr
This list is a record of most impact management measures that were identified by the specialist teams. A full and more
comprehensive list of all impact management measures identified and listed by the Environmental Assessment Practitioner
(EAP) are noted in the Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment Report, Appendix G2 – Hemel en Aarde Freshwater
Specialist Report, Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr; and Appendix J – Assessment and Ranking of
Impacts.
•
HAV10 borehole and collector pipe will be moved southeast 20 to 30 m into a low sensitivity area, to be called HAV10
New;
•
T4/5 borehole be moved ~70 m to the west and the T4/6 borehole be moved ~70 m to the east along the jeep track to
be out of the vicinity of the Berzelia seeps that are coming down the slope;
•
Removal and management of alien vegetation within drill pads and within 10 m boundary either side of trenching;
•
All woody invasive vegetation that is cut will be removed from the area and not be stacked onsite;
•
All alien vegetation cut stems will be hand painted with suitable herbicide to prevent resprouting;
•
Some impacts to watercourse related to the trenching of collector pipelines can be mitigated by operating only in
summer (low rainfall), with completion and remediation before the winter rains;
•
Backfilling of excavations, particularly in watercourse here should happen as soon as possible and should especially not
be permitted to take place in the wet season;
1.
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Caution will be applied in the management of subsoil and topsoil. Strata order will be recreated on backfill. Compaction
of soils will be regulated to make sure the integrity of the soil horizon is maintained so that the soil soils and topography
are returned to a similar condition after development and be able continue core ecological function and provide a
matrix for seed regrowth and also ensure subsurface flows of water;
•
When laying of pipelines inside of watercourse then the pipelines will be buried at 1 m depths to allow a sufficient soil
matrix to support hydrophytic vegetation and the remediation of wetland habitat;
•
Soils surrounding the borehole chambers and on any development areas that were compacted by machinery will be
scarified;
•
Soil stockpiles will be placed in strategic places to prevent them from impeding and diverting water away from the
intended watercourse. They will be limited to a 2 m maximum height and topsoil will be shielded with cloth to protect
seed stock;
•
Any sheet flows across drill pad that may occur in a rain event will be controlled and manged back into the natural
watercourses;
•
Any water resultant from blow outs from drilling will be contained within sump ponds and cleansed by permitting
sediment to settle and slowly released into the natural drainage watercourse;
•
Profiles of land in rehabilitation and backfilling will be such that the natural surface flows to the wetlands will be reinstated
•
A suspension of activities will be applied should any cultural or heritage artefacts, or paleontological finding be
encountered; and
•
Monitoring of natural recovery and rehabilitation of vegetation will be undertaken.
List the specialist investigations and the impact management measures that will not be implemented and provide an
3.
explanation as to why these measures will not be implemented.
No impact management measures recommended by the specialist teams have been omitted from the BAR and the EMPr.
All the impact management measures detailed in the specialist’s reports (refer to Appendix G1 – Terrestrial Biodiversity
Assessment Report and Appendix G2 – Hemel en Aarde Freshwater Specialist Report), have been included in the EMPr. These
can also be confirmed in Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr and Appendix J – Assessment and Ranking
of Impacts.
4.
Explain how the proposed development will impact the surrounding communities.
The development will impact surrounding communities during the construction period. Such impacts have been listed in
Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr and Appendix J – Assessment and Ranking of Impacts and include,
inter alia; traffic increase, noise from drilling, visual impact from trenching, increase in Contractors and non-local persons in
the area, dust from drilling and vehicles, diversion of water flows.
Permanent or operational impacts will be insignificant. Borehole pumps are silent (submerged pumps). There is some
permanent visual scarring residual in the borehole chambers and security fences, however colour coding with the
background environment will ameliorate this to a certain extent. Occasional servicing of borehole pumps will imply some
movement of personnel across access roads to the sites. Electrical supply to boreholes will require feeder cables to be routed
from the main Eskom line and run subterranean to a transformer, which will be housed in an electrical kiosk within the wellhead
infrastructure.
Explain how the risk of climate change may influence the proposed activity or development and how has the
5.
potential impacts of climate change been considered and addressed.
The proposed development is a response to (amongst other factors like population expansion) climate change. The Western
Cape, and in particular the Hermanus region, has endured two recent serious drought periods, 2009 to 2011 and 2015 to
2017. Climate scenario modelling suggests these are likely to become more frequent. The combination of limited rainfall and
growing population requires a practical response from the planners. This is reflected in the various Framework and
Management Plans developed for the municipality and referred to several times in this report. Hence the project is not a risk
to climate change, rather it is a proactive response to the situation.
Explain whether there are any conflicting recommendations between the specialists. If so, explain how these have
6.
been addressed and resolved.
There are no conflicting recommendations between the specialists.
Explain how the findings and recommendations of the different specialist studies have been integrated to inform the
7.
most appropriate mitigation measures that should be implemented to manage the potential impacts of the proposed
activity or development.
The recommendations of the different specialist teams have been amalgamated into a single document. These are laid out
in detail in Appendix J – Assessment and Ranking of Impacts which is an assessment of impacts and suggested mitigations.
They also form the framework of the EMPr which is in Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield Expansion EMPr.
8.
Explain how the mitigation hierarchy has been applied to arrive at the best practicable environmental option.
The hierarchy follows avoidance, minimization, restoration and offsets in order to reduce development impacts and control
any negative effects on the environment. Avoidance of the expansion of the wellfield has been discussed in Section H which
considered alternatives such as increase surface water reliance and/or a sea water desalination programme. Good reasons
for not being able to follow these two options have been discussed (no further dam opportunities and the environmental
and financial implications of desalination). To not develop and avoid entirely is clearly not an option open for debate under
the realities of climate change and the growth of the Hermanus region.
It is at the next level of the hierarchy that most practical interventions are possible. These are discussed in detail under Section
J of the BAR and laid out as essential mitigation measures designed to manage the minimisation of the unavoidable impacts.
This is the most important section of the BAR and is implemented under the EMPr (see Appendix H – Hemel en Aarde Wellfield
Expansion EMPr).
Rehabilitation of the drill pads, and the trenching lines after the construction is complete provides another layer of improving
the environmental outcome of this necessary project. Rehabilitation is discussed in detail under the EMPr and it the
responsibility of the proponent and its agent to ensure that measures provided in the EMPr are carried into the tender
documents for the Contractors and that the onsite supervision of the EMPr is carried out by the ECO.
•
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SECTION J:
1.

GENERAL

Environmental Impact Statement
1.1.
Provide a summary of the key findings of the EIA.
Water demand, coupled with climate variability, require that additional water sources be found for the town of Hermanus.
Historically, groundwater has been utilised to supplement supply from the De Bos Dam. As an existing WUL is in place for the
Hemel en Aarde Wellfield, and current abstraction is well below licence limit, and adequate water treatment capacity is
available, it is the most feasible, economic, and sustainable option to expand the existing wellfield. Potential environmental
impacts are summarised as follows:
•
Loss of biodiversity where development occurs in CBAs. This may include plant SOCC and will also include indigenous
flora due to removal of vegetation for pipelines and access roads. This vegetation is grouped under the GCFR (Manning
and Goldblatt, 2012). The GCFR is one of only six Floristic Regions in the world. While this may be of a permanent nature,
considerable amelioration can be done to mitigate the losses both in the construction process (managed under the
EMPr) and the rehabilitation process;
•
Soil erosion, deformation, compaction and alteration arising from: vehicular, drilling, stockpiling, water runoff, and
pedestrian movement may occur during the drilling and construction phase, which, if not attended to through the EMPr
and mitigation controls, could have severe long-term consequences for biodiversity. Such impacts are unlikely in the
operational phase;
•
Disruption of natural ecological systems at wetland and watercourses in areas where collector pipeline or other
infrastructure intersect. Pipeline routing generally follows existing roads, furrows or other land altered linear features,
thereby lowering new impacts. Avoiding trenching in such areas during the wet (winter) season is strongly recommended
and several mitigations are provided in the EMPr to manage wetland area intrusion as lightly as possible; and
•
Noise from drilling, visual from site disturbance, dust from drilling and vehicles and traffic hindrance are some of the short
term (construction period only) impacts that are anticipated and will have on environmental and social impact. Mostly
this will be managed under the EMPr and with good communication with landowners on construction activities and
schedules. None of these activities will be expected to occur in the operational phase with the exception of a visual
impact, which will be low significance.
The socio-economic impact is largely a positive impact and will provide water security to the greater Hermanus area. In the
operational phase of the wellfield controls and measures will be in place (and enforced in the licence conditions) to ensure
that no over abstraction of the aquifer occurs, and existing rights of groundwater use of landowners are upheld.
Provide a map that that superimposes the preferred activity and its associated structures and infrastructure on the
1.2.
environmental sensitivities of the preferred site indicating any areas that should be avoided, including buffers. (Attach
map to this BAR as Appendix B2)
A map has been attached as Appendix B2 - Development and environmental sensitivities map.
Provide a summary of the positive and negative impacts and risks that the proposed activity or development and
1.3.
alternatives will have on the environment and community.
Positive impacts are mainly social and economic, and incorporate the following:
•
Drought resilience for the Greater Hermanus area;
•
Future water demands due to population growth will be met until at least 2030;
•
Economic growth uninhibited due to ample supply of water for potable and industrial purposes; and
•
Peoples constitutional rights to access to sufficient water will be respected (27(1)(b) of the Constitution).
Potential negative impacts involve large scale biodiversity and environmental impacts and incorporate the following:
Planning and Development:
•
Not identifying alternative areas for the project; and
•
Not identifying CBAs, watercourses, and sensitive vegetation species with a view to avoiding such areas.
Construction Phase:
•
Loss of sensitive and endangered flora;
•
Disruption of ecological integrity and contamination of watercourses;
•
Loss of CBAs and terrestrial ecosystems; and
•
Disruption of environmental milieu due to noise, dust, traffic, vibration, movement of personnel disrupting farming and
tourism activities during construction.
Post Construction Operational Phase (covered by existing WUL no.: 18/G40H/A/2377):
•
Potential reduction in groundwater availability to other users, due to over-abstraction unless managed and monitored;
•
Potential reduction in groundwater quality due to over-abstraction unless managed and monitored; and
•
Potential reduction in river and stream flow, and wetland inflows due to over-abstraction, which may lead on to
environmental deterioration of surrounding areas unless managed and monitored.

2.

Recommendation of the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (“EAP”)
Provide Impact management outcomes (based on the assessment and where applicable, specialist assessments) for
the proposed activity or development for inclusion in the EMPr
The EMPr has the following objectives and outcomes:
2.1.
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•
•
•
•
•

100% compliance with legislative requirements;
100% compliance with competent authority (DEA&DP);
Avoidance of environmental harm;
Conform with best practicable environmental option; and
Maintain commitments to stakeholders and communities potentially affected by the project.

The EMPr aims to achieve these objectives and outcomes through the following:
•
Ensuring that the proper EA process has been followed;
•
Ensuring compliance with any authorisation conditions issued by the competent authority
or
recommendations/instructions resultant from the specialists;
•
Minimise harm by identifying all potential impacts to sensitive ecosystems and avoiding these or mitigating where
avoidance is not possible;
•
Conduct environmental awareness training for all personnel involved with the development activities;
•
Continual review of EMPr and activities; and
•
Reporting of and review of any non-conformances.
Provide a description of any aspects that were conditional to the findings of the assessment either by the EAP or
2.2.
specialist that must be included as conditions of the authorisation.
•
Conditional to the findings are that no endangered or rare species of vegetation are to be destroyed, and the botanical
assessment recommending that HAV10 is to be relocated to outside of a sensitive botanical area;
•
No Heritage impacts will be disturbed, as confirmed by a specialist in the Heritage NID;
•
Consideration and careful placing of the boreholes (within hydrogeological constraints) have ensured that impacts to
wetlands or stream course have been minimised, where possible, and where unavoidable control measures and
mitigations must be put in place in the EMPr as recommended by the specialists and the EAP; and
•
In the Operational Phase of the wellfield, the proponent is to adhere to licence conditions to ensure the long-term
sustainability of the wellfield for the benefit of all users and to manage the ecological milieu of the Hemel en Aarde Valley
for all.
Provide a reasoned opinion as to whether the proposed activity or development should or should not be authorised,
2.3.
and if the opinion is that it should be authorised, any conditions that should be included in the authorisation.
The proposed development should be authorised to address the urgency of providing water security for the region.
Authorising conditions should include:
•
Strict adherence to the EMPr and Method Statements to mitigate any drilling and construction related impacts. Control
of this to be managed onsite by an appointed ECO;
•
Rehabilitation of the site post construction as discussed in the EMPr must be conditional on the granting of the EA; and
•
Post construction operating terms should be clearly laid out in the licence conditions by the WUL authority, the DWS.
Provide a description of any assumptions, uncertainties and gaps in knowledge that relate to the assessment and
2.4.
mitigation measures proposed.
Hydrogeological decisions on where and how deep to drill are based on mapping (desktop-based and field), in combination
with geophysical resistivity surveying – this allows hydrogeologists to identify the most likely groundwater-bearing fault/fracture
zones within the delineated fractured Peninsula Aquifer (the targeted aquifer in this project). As with any form of geological
exploration, there are informed assumptions and inherent uncertainties with respect to what is actually underground (i.e.,
exact position of lithological and structural intersections; depth, yield and quality of groundwater strikes), which can only be
confirmed through actual drilling. In the event of a specific groundwater drilling target not being successful (i.e., not striking
groundwater in sufficient quantities), a review of the geology intersected during drilling will be undertaken to determine why
this is the case, and a new drilling target would need to be identified based on an update of the conceptual understanding
of the hydrogeological system.
It is clear from experience that if groundwater abstraction from the Peninsula Aquifer (the major aquifer from which the
abstraction is intended to take place) is managed within set constraints, the impact to the groundwater resource negligible.
The constraint in this instance is the maximum WUL abstraction volume for the Hemel en Aarde Wellfields, which is 1.6 million
m3/a. Umvoto Africa (Pty) Ltd (the hydrogeological consultants) has over 20 years’ experience in monitoring and abstracting
groundwater from the Peninsula Aquifer in the greater Hermanus region on behalf of the OLM, and have not observed any
negative impacts to groundwater level/quality, surface water (streams and rivers) or groundwater-dependent ecosystems
(e.g. ecosystems related to springs and seeps). This is due to the conditions of both the Gateway Wellfield and Hemel en
Aarde Wellfield WULs being met by the OLM.
Drawdown (i.e., pumping water level) limits are set per production borehole to ensure that major groundwater-bearing
fractures are not dewatered (for the Hemel en Aarde Wellfields) or sea water intrusion occurs (for the Gateway Wellfield),
impacting on the integrity of the fractured Peninsula Aquifer. Groundwater level, abstraction volume and quality for the
production boreholes, and groundwater level and quality for the monitoring boreholes, are all monitored either via a realtime telemetry-based system (for all production boreholes and some monitoring boreholes) or digital monitoring equipment
(for monitoring boreholes). Field-based quarterly groundwater monitoring is also taken to ground-truth and confirm
telemetry/digital monitoring data. Climatological and ecological monitoring is also undertaken at selected sites (identified
Peninsula Aquifer groundwater-dependent ecosystems for the latter), to ensure significant ecological impacts do occur as
a result of groundwater abstraction. All this monitoring data is reported on and presented to the HMC on a biannual (sixmonthly) basis – the HMC is comprised of the relevant regulators (DWS, BGCMA and CapeNature), stakeholders (e.g., the
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OLM, Fernkloof Nature Reserve Advisory Board, Hermanus Rate Payers Association, Onrus River Estuary Forum etc.), and other
private Peninsula Aquifer groundwater users.
Although the Hemel en Aarde Wellfields are being expanded from an infrastructure perspective, abstraction will still remain
within the WUL volume of 1.6 million m3/a. Any new production and monitoring boreholes will be incorporated into the
wellfield monitoring protocol, and groundwater monitoring as outlined above will continue as per WUL conditions.
The period for which the EA is required, the date the activity will be concluded and when the post construction
2.5.
monitoring requirements should be finalised.
The EA should be valid for 10 years from the date of issue. Activities must commence within five years of the granting of an
EA.

3.

Water
Since the Western Cape is a water scarce area explain what measures will be implemented to avoid the use of potable
water during the development and operational phase and what measures will be implemented to reduce your water
demand, save water and measures to reuse or recycle water.
Drinking water for site staff during the development/construction phase will be in the form of bottled water, whereas
sanitation will be in the form of temporary portable toilets (which will be cleaned regularly and secured to ensure they do not
blow over). A small amount of potable water (likely not more than 5 000 l per borehole and supplied by the OLM) might be
required during drilling, for mixing with any ECO-approved, biodegradable, and non-toxic drilling fluids (if these are required
during the drilling process). Once water strikes are intersected, natural groundwater will be discharged at surface during the
drilling process into a series of temporary sumps to remove sediment, after which it will be discharged via a temporary PVC
pipeline (or temporary channel if along an existing trackway) into an area of low sensitivity in a controlled manner (to prevent
potential erosion impacts). It should be noted that groundwater from the target Peninsula Aquifer (where major water strikes
are expected) is of good quality (electrical conductivity of <50 millisiemens per metre) and is the same quality as the
groundwater used to irrigate agricultural lands in the areas surrounding the various planned drilling sites. Potable water will
not be required during wellfield operation (i.e., the operational phase of the project).

4.

Waste
Explain what measures have been taken to reduce, reuse or recycle waste.
Waste management onsite will follow the protocols described in the site-specific Environmental Management Plans, which
will be checked by the ECO. Sorting of waste into recyclable categories is facilitated by providing several colour coded
drums onsite. No deposition of waste into excavations is permitted and all waste is removed from site and taken to
appropriate waste disposal units. Certification of this process is kept on record to be checked by the ECO. The process of
natural groundwater discharge during drilling is outlined in the section above, and as stated any drilling fluids that may be
required to be used during drilling will be biodegradable and non-toxic (and have to be approved by the ECO prior to use).
Any sediment left within the sumps during drilling will be removed mechanically and disposed at a municipal landfill site at
the end of the drilling process or at scheduled intervals.

5.

Energy Efficiency
8.1.
Explain what design measures have been taken to ensure that the development proposal will be energy efficient.
Groundwater abstraction requires submersible pumps to bring water to surface, form which point onwards the flow of water
to the WTW is by gravity and not pumped owing to the high altitude of the wellfield relative to the Preekstoel WTW.
Observation and records from recent abstraction in the Hemel en Aarde Wellfield indicate that the energy demand for the
wellfield is ~0.15 kWh/m3. Studies undertaken by consultants to the OLM (Aurecon in 2018) indicate that saltwater reverse
osmosis (desalination) has a considerably higher (~ 20 to 25 times) the electrical demand in the order of 3.6 kWh/m3.
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SECTION K: DECLARATIONS
DECLARATION OF THE APPLICANT
Note: Duplicate this section where there is more than one Applicant.

I Hanré Blignaut o.b.o. the Overstrand Municipality, ID number 620925 5012 081 in my personal
capacity or duly authorised thereto hereby declare/affirm that all the information submitted or to be
submitted as part of this application form is true and correct, and that:
• I am fully aware of my responsibilities in terms of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998
(Act No. 107 of 1998) (“NEMA”), the Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) Regulations, and any
relevant Specific Environmental Management Act and that failure to comply with these
requirements may constitute an offence in terms of relevant environmental legislation;
• I am aware of my general duty of care in terms of Section 28 of the NEMA;
• I am aware that it is an offence in terms of Section 24F of the NEMA should I commence with a
listed activity prior to obtaining an Environmental Authorisation;
• I appointed the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (“EAP”) (if not exempted from this
requirement) which:
o meets all the requirements in terms of Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA Regulations; or
o meets all the requirements other than the requirement to be independent in terms of Regulation
13 of the NEMA EIA Regulations, but a review EAP has been appointed who does meet all the
requirements of Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA Regulations;
• I will provide the EAP and any specialist, where applicable, and the Competent Authority with
access to all information at my disposal that is relevant to the application;
• I will be responsible for the costs incurred in complying with the NEMA EIA Regulations and other
environmental legislation including but not limited to –
o costs incurred for the appointment of the EAP or any legitimately person contracted by the
EAP;
o costs in respect of any fee prescribed by the Minister or MEC in respect of the NEMA EIA
Regulations;
o Legitimate costs in respect of specialist(s) reviews; and
o the provision of security to ensure compliance with applicable management and mitigation
measures;
• I am responsible for complying with conditions that may be attached to any decision(s) issued by
the Competent Authority, hereby indemnify, the government of the Republic, the Competent
Authority and all its officers, agents and employees, from any liability arising out of the content of
any report, any procedure or any action for which I or the EAP is responsible in terms of the NEMA
EIA Regulations and any Specific Environmental Management Act.
Note: If acting in a representative capacity, a certified copy of the resolution or power of attorney
must be attached.

Signature of the Applicant:

8 May 2022
Date:

Overstrand Municipality
Name of company (if applicable):
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DECLARATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PRACTITIONER (“EAP”)
I Paul Lee, EAPASA Registration number 2019/439 as the appointed EAP hereby declare/affirm the
correctness of the:
• Information provided in this BAR and any other documents/reports submitted in support of this BAR;
• The inclusion of comments and inputs from stakeholders and I&APs;
• The inclusion of inputs and recommendations from the specialist reports where relevant; and
• Any information provided by the EAP to interested and affected parties and any responses by the
EAP to comments or inputs made by interested and affected parties, and that:
• In terms of the general requirement to be independent:
o
other than fair remuneration for work performed in terms of this application, have no business,
financial, personal or other interest in the activity or application and that there are no
circumstances that may compromise my objectivity; or
o
am not independent, but another EAP that meets the general requirements set out in
Regulation 13 of NEMA EIA Regulations has been appointed to review my work (Note: a
declaration by the review EAP must be submitted);
• In terms of the remainder of the general requirements for an EAP, am fully aware of and meet all
of the requirements and that failure to comply with any the requirements may result in
disqualification;
• I have disclosed, to the Applicant, the specialist (if any), the Competent Authority and registered
interested and affected parties, all material information that have or may have the potential to
influence the decision of the Competent Authority or the objectivity of any report, plan or
document prepared or to be prepared as part of this application;
• I have ensured that information containing all relevant facts in respect of the application was
distributed or was made available to registered interested and affected parties and that
participation will be facilitated in such a manner that all interested and affected parties were
provided with a reasonable opportunity to participate and to provide comments;
• I have ensured that the comments of all interested and affected parties were considered,
recorded, responded to and submitted to the Competent Authority in respect of this application;
• I have ensured the inclusion of inputs and recommendations from the specialist reports in respect
of the application, where relevant;
• I have kept a register of all interested and affected parties that participated in the public
participation process; and
• I am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of Regulation 48 of the NEMA EIA
Regulations;

21/04/2022
Signature of the EAP:

Date:

Umvoto Africa (Pty) Ltd
Name of company (if applicable):
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DECLARATION OF THE REVIEW EAP
I ………………………………………, EAPASA Registration number ………………….. as the appointed
Review EAP hereby declare/affirm that:
•

I have reviewed all the work produced by the EAP;

•

I have reviewed the correctness of the information provided as part of this Report;

•

I meet all of the general requirements of EAPs as set out in Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA
Regulations;

•

I have disclosed to the applicant, the EAP, the specialist (if any), the review specialist (if any), the
Department and I&APs, all material information that has or may have the potential to influence
the decision of the Department or the objectivity of any Report, plan or document prepared as
part of the application; and

•

I am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of Regulation 48 of the NEMA EIA
Regulations.

Signature of the EAP:

Date:

Name of company (if applicable):
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DECLARATION OF THE SPECIALIST
Note: Duplicate this section where there is more than one specialist.

I ………… Nick Helme ……………, as the appointed Botanical Specialist hereby declare/affirm the
correctness of the information provided or to be provided as part of the application, and that:


In terms of the general requirement to be independent:
o other than fair remuneration for work performed in terms of this application, have no business,
financial, personal or other interest in the development proposal or application and that there
are no circumstances that may compromise my objectivity; or
o am not independent, but another specialist (the “Review Specialist”) that meets the general
requirements set out in Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA Regulations has been appointed to
review my work (Note: a declaration by the review specialist must be submitted);



In terms of the remainder of the general requirements for a specialist, have throughout this EIA
process met all of the requirements;



I have disclosed to the applicant, the EAP, the Review EAP (if applicable), the Department and
I&APs all material information that has or may have the potential to influence the decision of the
Department or the objectivity of any Report, plan or document prepared or to be prepared as
part of the application; and



I am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of Regulation 48 of the EIA Regulations.

21 Apr 2022
Signature of the Specialist:

Date:

Nick Helme Botanical Surveys
Name of company (if applicable):
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DECLARATION OF THE SPECIALIST
Note: Duplicate this section where there is more than one specialist.

I ……… Jayson Orton ……………, as the appointed Heritage Specialist hereby declare/affirm the
correctness of the information provided or to be provided as part of the application, and that:


In terms of the general requirement to be independent:
o other than fair remuneration for work performed in terms of this application, have no business,
financial, personal or other interest in the development proposal or application and that there
are no circumstances that may compromise my objectivity; or
o am not independent, but another specialist (the “Review Specialist”) that meets the general
requirements set out in Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA Regulations has been appointed to
review my work (Note: a declaration by the review specialist must be submitted);



In terms of the remainder of the general requirements for a specialist, have throughout this EIA
process met all of the requirements;



I have disclosed to the applicant, the EAP, the Review EAP (if applicable), the Department and
I&APs all material information that has or may have the potential to influence the decision of the
Department or the objectivity of any Report, plan or document prepared or to be prepared as
part of the application; and



I am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of Regulation 48 of the EIA Regulations.

21 April 2022
Signature of the Specialist:

Date:

ASHA Consulting
Name of company (if applicable):
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DECLARATION OF THE REVIEW SPECIALIST
I …………………………………., as the appointed Review Specialist hereby declare/affirm that:
•

I have reviewed all the work produced by the Specialist(s):

•

I have reviewed the correctness of the specialist information provided as part of this Report;

•

I meet all of the general requirements of specialists as set out in Regulation 13 of the NEMA EIA
Regulations;

•

I have disclosed to the applicant, the EAP, the review EAP (if applicable), the Specialist(s), the
Department and I&APs, all material information that has or may have the potential to influence
the decision of the Department or the objectivity of any Report, plan or document prepared as
part of the application; and

•

I am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of Regulation 48 of the NEMA EIA
Regulations.

Signature of the EAP:

Date:

Name of company (if applicable):
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