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1. BACKGROUND 

 

The Ukomeleza Wind Farm (EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd) previously received Environmental 

Authorisation on 28 March 2013, and has subsequently been amended several times. The EIA process 

was undertaken by EOH-Coastal & Environmental Services (EOH-CES). As part of the EIA an avifaunal 

impact assessment study was conducted by the Endangered Wildlife Trust (2010). Pre-construction 

bird monitoring (12 months) was subsequently conducted by the Endangered Wildlife Trust (2014) 

under contract to InnoWind.   

 

The applicant now wishes to amend the authorisation as shown in Table 1: 

 

Table 1. Summary of proposed amendments to the project.  

SPECS CURRENT AMENDMENT 

Turbines 8 8 

Output 28MW 40MW 

Hub Height 137m “up to 137m” 

Rotor Diameter 132m “up to 175m” 

EA Validity 28 March 2020 28 March 2025 

  

As per the Regulations, EOH-CES is required to conduct a substantive amendment, which requires 

input/comparative specialist assessments (what was assessed in the EIAr and the current impacts 

based on the amendments proposed). WildSkies was appointed by EOH-CES in June 2019 for this 

purpose. 

 

The terms of reference for this avifaunal statement are as follows:  

 

» Review original reports & data 

» Determine whether the significance of impacts as previously assessed would change under 

the new proposed amendment. Sensitivity mapping will also be re-examined and amended if 

necessary 

» Describe and explain any such changes 

» If any change then recommend necessary mitigation 

» Update mitigation measures based on what we have learnt in the industry subsequent to the 

original study 

» Review any additional avifaunal best practice guidelines which have been published 

subsequent to the original studies and advise on the requirements for the project to comply 

with these guidelines if relevant.  
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2. ORIGINAL AVIFAUNAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT FINDINGS 

 

The original avifaunal impact assessment study (Endangered Wildlife Trust, 2010) made the following 

findings with respect to impact significance, using the methods and criteria contained in Appendix 1 

(developed by EOH-CES).  

 

» Destruction of habitat during construction was Low, reduced to Low significance by mitigation 

» Disturbance & displacement of birds during construction was Low significance, remaining Low 

significance post mitigation 

» Collision of birds with turbines during operations was Moderate significance, remaining 

Moderate post mitigation 

» Disturbance of birds during operations was Moderate significance, remaining Moderate post 

mitigation 

» Disruption in local bird movement patterns was Moderate significance, remaining Moderate 

post mitigation 

» Collision and electrocution of birds on overhead power lines was Moderate significance - 

reduced to Low by mitigation.  

 

The more recent pre-construction bird monitoring (Endangered Wildlife Trust, 2014) did not make any 

findings with respect to impact assessment.  
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3. EFFECT OF AMENDMENT ON RISK TO BIRDS 

 

The proposed changes to the facility are discussed in more detail below: 

 

3.1. Proposed changes to rotor swept area 

 

The turbine model is to be changed from a hub height of ‘137m’ and rotor diameter of ‘132m’ to a 

hub height of ‘up to 137m’ and rotor of ‘up to 175m’.  

 

Two aspects of this change in turbine model are relevant to assessing bird turbine collision risk:  

 

A. The change in height above ground at which the rotor will be;  

B. The change in overall size of rotor.  

 

A. Change in height 

 

Figure 1 below shows the situation visually, with the relative rotor sizes and height above ground.  

 

 

Figure 1. Indicative diagram of the original and proposed rotor swept areas. Not to scale. 
 

The rotor swept area previously assessed extended from approximately 71m to 203m above ground. 

The new proposed rotor swept area will extend from a possible 49.5m to 224.5m above ground (if the 

maximum hub height of 137m is used).   

 

Endangered Wildlife Trust (2014) recorded 12 priority bird species flying on site. These are shown in 

Table 2 below (# flights per height band). Unfortunately flight height data was assigned to below, 

Original: 71m 

to 203m 

  

Proposed: 

49.5m to 

224.5m 
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within and above rotor height and no raw data (with exact flight heights) is presented. This means 

that we cannot re-allocate the data to the three categories for the new proposed rotor size.   

 
Table 2. Summary of original data collected on relevant bird species flight activity on site. 

 

 

We consulted our data for the nearby Motherwell, Dassiesridge and Grassridge wind farms in order 

to determine in general what difference the above described height differences could make, and on 

this basis we conclude that the change in height above ground of the rotor zone under the new 

proposed turbine model will not significantly alter the collision risk. Data from these other sites, which 

are in similar habitat and nearby to Ukomeleza, indicated no change.  

 

B. Change in rotor size 

 

The turbine model authorised originally had a 132m rotor diameter and presented a collision risk 

window of 13 684.78m² per turbine. The proposed change to a rotor of up to 175m (we need to use 

worst/largest case in this regard) will increase the collision risk window presented by each turbine to 

24 052.82m². This represents an increase in the per-turbine collision risk window of 76%. Since the 

number of proposed turbines at the facility remains unchanged (at 8 turbines), the nett effect on the 

overall wind farm collision risk window is therefore a 76% increase.  

 

A 76% increase in the size of the collision risk window does not necessarily translate directly into a 

76% increase in collision risk, since other factors are also relevant (such as those discussed in ‘A’ 

above). However, this is a significant increase in collision risk window.  

 



7 
 

Taking the above two factors into account, we conclude that the actual realised increase in collision 

risk to the relevant bird species flying on the site could be moderate. The formal impact rating will 

increase from Low to Medium pre-mitigation. Post mitigation the significance will remain at Medium. 

This is described more in Section 6.  

 

3.2. Changes to proposed facility layout 

 

The layout has not changed at all.  
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4. EFFECT OF LAND USE CHANGES 

 

We conducted the following analysis to examine the land use change in the study area: 

 

• Examination of the study area on Google Earth using the ‘View Historical Imagery’ function 

(Figure 2).  

• A brief drive through the site on 18 June 2019.  

• Examination of georeferenced photographs of the site taken from each turbine position in July 

2019 by the EOH-CES ecologist.   

 

This work revealed that no significant and obvious land use change has taken place on site. The only 

slight change is off site to the north-east where PPC has expanded its’ mining slightly. We believe then 

that the avifaunal data collected previously remains relevant and representative of the situation on 

site.   
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Figure 2. Historical (2014 - top) and current (2019 – bottom) Google Earth images for the site. 
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Figure 3. Photographs from the site, taken at the locations shown in Figure 2.  
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5. NEW INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS STATEMENT 

 

5.1. Best practice guidelines for wind energy & birds (updates)  

 

Subsequent to the original EIA assessment (Endangered Wildlife Trust, 2010), the ‘Best Practice 

Guidelines for Birds and Wind Energy’ have been developed (Jenkins et al, 2011) and updated (Jenkins 

et al, 2015). Relevant to this report, they state: 

 

“If there is a significant gap (i.e. more than three years) between the completion of the initial pre-

construction monitoring and impact assessment, and the anticipated commencement of construction, 

it may be advisable to repeat the pre‐construction monitoring (or parts thereof) to assess whether 

there have been any changes in species abundance, movements and/or habitat use in the interim”.  

 

Ukomeleza Wind Farm has exceeded this three year time frame (pre-construction monitoring having 

finished in 2014).  We however have no reason to expect that any particular avifaunal information on 

site has changed (see Section 4). We therefore recommend that provided that our recommendations 

in Section 9 are adhered to, there is no need for further monitoring.  

 

Two new species specific guidelines have been developed for Verreaux’s Eagle and Cape Vulture. 

These guidelines are not relevant to the Ukomeleza site as these species don’t use the site.    

 

5.2. Lessons learnt at operational wind farms in South Africa 

 

Ralston-Paton, Smallie, Pearson and Ramalho (2017) reviewed the results from one year of post-

construction (operational-phase) monitoring of birds at seven wind farms constructed under the first 

phase of the REIPPPP. A summary of the reviews’ findings (those relevant to Ukomeleza) is as follows: 

 

Displacement, disturbance, avoidance of sites by birds 

No conclusive evidence of displacement of bird species once turbines were constructed was found. A 

similar finding was made for disturbance and avoidance. Although some species observed during pre-

construction were not observed during the operational phase, and vice versa, there was little 

conclusive evidence for displacement of priority species from any sites. This is however a relatively 

simplistic and short term conclusion and may change with more in depth and longer term analysis.  

 

Turbine collision fatalities  

In the first year of operation, 271 bird fatalities were recorded at the seven wind farms (285 turbines) 

that were regularly surveyed in accordance with the BirdLife South Africa/EWT Best Practice 

Guidelines. This represents an average of 0.95 birds per turbine per year (range 0.2 – 2 birds per 
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turbine per year. When adjusted for searcher efficiency and carcass persistence the estimated fatality 

rates ranged from 2.1 to 8.6 birds per turbine per year, with a mean of 4.1.  

 

Species were divided into broad groups and the number affected by collisions in each group is 

summarised in Figure 4 (extracted from Ralston-Paton et al, 2017). Raptors and passerines are two 

groups most affected, echoing patterns observed elsewhere in the world (Rydell et al., 2012).  

 

 

Figure 4. Summary of turbine collision fatalities by family (from Ralston-Paton et al, 2017). 
 

Threatened species affected by collisions with wind turbines included Cape Cormorant (Phalacrocorax 

capensis, regionally Endangered), Blue Crane (Anthropoides paradiseus, Near Threatened), Martial 

Eagle (Polemaetus bellicosus, Endangered), Verreaux’s Eagle (Aquila verreauxii, Vulnerable), Lanner 

Falcon (Falco biarmicus, Vulnerable), Striped Flufftail (Sarothrura affinis, Vulnerable) and Black Harrier 

(Circus maurus, Endangered) (Taylor et al. 2015). Although not currently threatened, the high number 

of Jackal Buzzard (Buteo rufofuscus) fatalities is also noteworthy. This species is near endemic to South 

Africa. 
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Of the priority species, Blue Crane, Lanner Falcon and Black Harrier were recorded on the Ukomeleza 

site pre-construction and this new information on their real susceptibility to collision with operational 

turbines is useful for informing our assessment of the significance of the risk to these species.  

 

The nearby Grassridge Wind Farm was not included in the above review by Ralston-Paton et al (2017) 

as it was not yet operational. WildSkies has however conducted two years of operational phase bird 

monitoring in the period August 2015 to August 2017 (Smallie & MacEwan 2016 & 2017). This is the 

most directly comparable data to the Ukomeleza Wind Farm site and the findings are summarised 

below.     

 

During the first year (Smallie & MacEwan, 2016), a total of 19 bird fatalities were recorded on site, 1 

of which was an incidental find during training and is not included in formal analysis. These fatalities 

comprise of: 9 Black-shouldered Kite Elanus caeruleus; 3 Jackal Buzzard; 1 Rock Kestrel Falco rupicolus; 

1 Barn Owl Tyto alba; 1 Jacobin Cuckoo Clamator jacobinus; 1 Buff-spotted Flufftail Sarothrura 

elegans; 2 White-rumped Swift Apus caffer; and 1 Alpine Swift Tachymarptis melba. The 18 fatalities 

results in an unadjusted bird fatality rate of 0.9 birds/turbine/year. Once adjusted for searcher 

efficiency and carcass persistence the estimated fatality rate was 2.03 birds/turbine/year (range of 

1.47 to 2.71).  

 

During the second year (Smallie & MacEwan, 2017), a total of 6 bird fatalities were recorded on site 

cpmprising of: 1 Sombre Greenbul Andropadus importunus; 1 Speckled Mousebird Colius striatus; 1 

Horus Swift Apus horus; 1 White-rumped Swift Apus caffer; 1 Blue-mantled Crested Flycatcher 

Trachocercus cyanomelas; and 1 Cape Sparrow Passer melanurus. These 6 fatalities results in an 

unadjusted bird fatality rate of 0.3birds/turbine/year (c.f. 0.9 in Year 1). Due to the low number of 

fatalities the adjusted fatality rate could not be estimated.   

 

The avifaunal community on the Grassridge Wind Farm is very similar to that on the Ukomeleza site 

and therefore gives us a good indication of what impacts can be expected on the Ukomeleza species. 

From these data there does not appear to be cause for significant concern as no regionally Red Listed 

species were killed at Grassridge Wind Farm and overall the bird fatality rates were low.     

 

5.3. New projects proposed within 30km radius of site 

 

The original EIA assessment did not consider cumulative effects in detail. We have now summarised in 

Table 4 the information we have for other wind farm projects within a 30km radius of the Ukomeleza Wind 

Farm:   

 

 
 
Table 3. Summary of wind farm projects authorised within a 30km radius of the site.  
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Project name Project 
details  

Distance from 
Ukomeleza 
Wind Farm 

Status 

Grassridge Wind 
Farm 

20 turbines  <2km Operational since 2015 

Bayview Wind Farm 43 turbines 9-10km Authorised 4 Feb 2019 
Motherwell Wind 
Farm  

22 turbines 5km Authorised 28/03/2013, amended 
18/06/2016, 07/11/2016, 22/11/2016. 
Currently applying for amendment 

Scarlet Ibis Wind 
Farm 

9 turbines 8-9km 16 April 2018 

Dassiesridge Wind 
Farm 

47 turbines 0km Authorised 18/05/2016. Amended 
13/02/2017. Currently applying for 
amendment 

 

If these projects are all realized up to 149 turbines could operate in the prescribed radius. This could 

have cumulative effects on the birds in the area. The contribution of the Ukomeleza project to this 

cumulative effect is however fairly low as it consists of only 8 turbines.  
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6. EFFECT OF THESE CHANGES ON IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE RATINGS 

 

The original impact assessment ratings were presented in Section 2. These are repeated below, with 

any changes resulting from the proposed amendment underlined:  

 

» Destruction of habitat during construction was Low, reduced to Low significance by 

mitigation. 

» Disturbance & displacement of birds during construction was Low significance, remaining 

Low significance post mitigation. 

» Collision of birds with turbines during operations was Moderate significance, remaining 

Moderate post mitigation. 

» Disturbance of birds during operations was Moderate significance, remaining Moderate 

post mitigation. We now reduce this to Low significance based on our experience at 

operational wind farms.  

» Disruption in local bird movement patterns was Moderate significance, remaining 

Moderate post mitigation. We now reduce this to Low significance based on our 

experience at operational wind farms. 

» Collision and electrocution of birds on overhead power lines was Moderate significance - 

reduced to Low by mitigation.  

» Given what we now know about other planned wind farms in the area (Section 5) we would 

now judge the cumulative impact of wind farms on birds in the area to be of Moderate 

significance. The contribution of the Ukomeleza facility to this cumulative impact is Low 

(only 8 turbines).  
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7. EFFECT OF AMENDMENT ON MITIGATION & EA CONDITIONS 

 

7.1. Mitigation measures  

 

The original mitigation recommendations made by Endangered Wildlife Trust (2010) were as follows. 

All of these remain relevant and necessary. Changes as a result of the current proposed amendment 

are underlined: 

 

• Ensure that construction only affects the minimum amount of habitat possible. This means 

that where possible existing roads must be used and batching plants, labour camps, 

equipment storage, etc should be situated in areas that are already disturbed.  

• A full site specific EMP must also be compiled to specify all of the impacts and mitigation 

measures and provide a step by step programme to follow for the ECO on site. This should 

include a full avifaunal walk through to ground truth all final micro siting.  

• Specialist avifaunal input must be included into the EMP and this will focus on breeding 

sensitive species and their locations and the mitigation for this impact. 

• Mitigation for disturbance is the same as for habitat destruction. In general terms all 

construction activities should result in as little disturbance as possible. This will be detailed in 

the site specific EMP and will be enforced and overseen by the ECO for the project.  

• During the EMP the avifaunal specialist must identify any breeding sensitive bird species in 

close proximity to specified turbine and associated infrastructure positions. Specific 

recommendations must be provided for each case and these must be strictly enforced and 

followed. 

• The site specific avifaunal environmental management plan (walk through) must be compiled, 

which includes the development of a detailed pre and post construction monitoring 

methodology. Results of post construction bird monitoring must be used to design mitigation 

measures where necessary.  

• Some mitigation options that can be employed if monitoring reveals significant numbers of 

collisions, include: that one blade be painted black, in order to provide an alternating image 

for the bird in flight; curtailment, i.e. shutting down certain turbines at certain times; radar 

monitoring; manipulation of blade height to accommodate predominant bird flight height, 

and any others that may be identified as our understanding of the impacts progresses. 

• The cumulative impact of bird collisions in the area is likely to be significant. Many of the target 

species for this study are species that are in all likelihood already significantly impacted upon 

by collisions with overhead cables in the area. An additional mortality factor such as collision 

with turbines may prove detrimental to local populations of these species. 

• The high risk sections of power line will need to be identified during the site specific EMP, and 

marked with a suitable anti-collision marking device. The pole design in Figure 5 should be 

used in order to prevent electrocutions. 
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Figure 5. Proposed pole design as per original EIA. 
 

The more recent pre-construction bird monitoring (Endangered Wildlife Trust, 2014) did not make 

any further mitigation recommendations.  

 

7.2. Environmental Authorisation conditions 

 

The original Environmental Authorisation conditions are shown below. The following minor changes 

are necessary: 

 

• Condition 30.2. The pre-construction bird monitoring required (12 months) was completed 

already (Endangered Wildlife Trust, 2014).  

• Condition 30.4. The latest guidelines are currently Jenkins et al (2015) and require two years 

of operational phase bird monitoring, extended longer if findings require it.  
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8. COMPARATIVE SENSITIVITY MAPPING 

 

The original avifaunal assessment did not identify any sensitive features on site itself (Endangered 

Wildlife Trust, 2010) and neither did the more recent monitoring (Endangered Wildlife Trust, 2014).  

There is therefore no need to present the current proposed layout relative to avifaunal sensitivity.  
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9. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The following are the findings of this amendment study:  

 

• The land use on site has not changed since the previous studies and we therefore have no 

reason to suspect any particular change to the avifaunal impacts as previously assessed.  

• New information in the form of best practice guidelines and lessons learnt at operational wind 

farms has been considered, but does not alter the original findings.  

• The only changes to the impact significance assessed previously is a reduction in significance 

from Moderate to Low of ‘disturbance of birds during operations’ and ‘disruption of local 

movement patterns during operations’. We also judge the cumulative impact of wind farms 

on birds on this are to be of Medium significance, with Ukomeleza making a low contribution 

to this.   

 

We make or repeat the following recommendations for the management of avifaunal risk at this site:  

 

• Ensure that construction only affects the minimum amount of habitat possible. This means 

that where possible existing roads must be used and batching plants, labour camps, 

equipment storage, etc should be situated in areas that are already disturbed.  

• A full site specific EMP must also be compiled to specify all of the impacts and mitigation 

measures and provide a step by step programme to follow for the ECO on site. This should 

include a full avifaunal walk through to ground truth all final micro siting.  

• Specialist avifaunal input must be included into the EMP and this will focus on breeding 

sensitive species and their locations and the mitigation for this impact. 

• Mitigation for disturbance is the same as for habitat destruction. In general terms all 

construction activities should result in as little disturbance as possible. This will be detailed in 

the site specific EMP and will be enforced and overseen by the ECO for the project.  

• During the EMP the avifaunal specialist must identify any breeding sensitive bird species in 

close proximity to specified turbine and associated infrastructure positions. Specific 

recommendations must be provided for each case and these must be strictly enforced and 

followed. 

• The site specific avifaunal environmental management plan must include the development of 

a detailed post construction monitoring methodology. Results of post construction bird 

monitoring must be used to design mitigation measures where necessary.  

• Some mitigation options that can be employed if monitoring reveals significant numbers of 

collisions, include: that one blade be painted black, in order to provide an alternating image 

for the bird in flight; curtailment, i.e. shutting down certain turbines at certain times; radar 

monitoring; manipulation of blade height to accommodate predominant bird flight height, 

and any others that may be identified as our understanding of the impacts progresses. 
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• All on site power line must be placed underground. The high risk sections of grid connection 

power line will need to be identified during the site specific EMP, and marked with a suitable 

anti-collision marking device. The pole design in Figure 3 below should be used in order to 

prevent electrocutions. 

 

 

Figure 6. Proposed pole design as per original EIA. 
 

• Post-construction/operational monitoring in line with the latest Best Practice Guidelines must 

be conducted as soon as the turbines become operational and any mortalities must be 

reported to Birdlife SA. As a minimum this monitoring programme must: 

o Continue for the first two years of operations, longer if a need is identified.  

o Record the numbers/densities of birds regularly present or resident within and 

around the operational WEF. 

o Document patterns of bird movements in the vicinity of the operational WEF. 

o Compare these data with baseline figures and hence quantify the impacts of 

displacement and/or collision mortality. 
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o Quantify and qualify bird collisions with the turbines, as well as additional mortality 

associated with guyed masts, power lines and other ancillary infrastructure. 

o If required by the determination of the specialist, mitigate impacts of the 

development by informing ongoing management and operations of the WEF. 

o Report on activity and recorded mortalities. These reports are to be submitted on a 

quarterly basis to Birdlife SA. 

• Reports and mortality data should be made available to the respective specialists working on 

each project so that there is open communication and information sharing to assist in gaining 

an understanding of the cumulative impacts on avifauna of all three facilities. 

• Frequent and regular review of operational phase monitoring data (activity and carcass) and 

results by the avifaunal specialist. This review should also establish the requirement (Jenkins 

et al. 2015) for continued monitoring studies (activity and carcass) throughout the operational 

and decommissioning phases of the development. 

• The above reviews should strive to identify sensitive locations at the development site 

including turbines and areas of increased collisions with power lines that may require 

additional mitigation. If unacceptable impacts are observed, the specialist should conduct a 

literature review specific to the impact and provide updated and relevant mitigations to be 

implemented. As a starting point for the review of possible mitigations, the following may 

need to be considered:  

o Assess the suitability of using deterrent devices (e.g. DT Bird) to reduce collision risk. 

o Identify options to modify turbine operation to reduce collision risk. 
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APPENDIX 1. IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

 

This section outlines the proposed method for assessing the significance of the potential 

environmental impacts outlined above. As indicated, these include both operational and construction 

phase impacts. 

 

For each impact, the EXTENT (spatial scale), MAGNITUDE and DURATION (time scale) would be 

described.  These criteria would be used to ascertain the SIGNIFICANCE of the impact, firstly in the 

case of no mitigation and then with the most effective mitigation measure(s) in place.  The mitigation 

described in the EIAR would represent the full range of plausible and pragmatic measures but does 

not necessarily imply that they would be implemented.1   

 

The tables on the following pages show the scale used to assess these variables, and defines each of 

the rating categories. 

 

Table 1: Assessment criteria for the evaluation of impacts 

CRITERIA CATEGORY  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DESCRIPTION 

Extent or spatial 
influence of impact 

Regional Beyond a 10 kilometre radius of the candidate site.  

Local Within a 10 kilometre radius of the candidate site.  

Site specific On site or within 100 m of the candidate site.  

Magnitude of impact 
(at the indicated 
spatial scale) 

High 
Natural and/ or social functions and/ or processes 
are severely altered 

Medium 
Natural and/ or social functions and/ or processes 
are notably altered 

Low  
Natural and/ or social functions and/ or processes 
are slightly altered 

Very Low 
Natural and/ or social functions and/ or processes 
are negligibly altered 

Zero 
Natural and/ or social functions and/ or processes 
remain unaltered 

Duration of impact 

Construction period Up to 3 years 

Short Term Up to 5 years after construction 

Medium Term 5-15 years after construction 

Long Term More than 15 years after construction 

 

The SIGNIFICANCE of an impact is derived by taking into account the temporal and spatial scales and 

magnitude.  The means of arriving at the different significance ratings is explained in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Definition of significance ratings 

SIGNIFICANCE 

RATINGS 
LEVEL OF CRITERIA REQUIRED 

High • High magnitude with a regional extent and long term duration 

• High magnitude with either a regional extent and medium term duration or a local 

extent and long term duration 

• Medium magnitude with a regional extent and long term duration 

Medium • High magnitude with a local extent and medium term duration 

• High magnitude with a regional extent and construction period or a site specific 

extent and long term duration 

• High magnitude with either a local extent and construction period duration or a 

site specific extent and medium term duration 

• Medium magnitude with any combination of extent and duration except site 

specific and construction period or regional and long term 

• Low magnitude with a regional extent and long term duration 

Low • High magnitude with a site specific extent and construction period duration 

• Medium magnitude with a site specific extent and construction period duration 

• Low magnitude with any combination of extent and duration except site specific 

and construction period or regional and long term 

• Very low magnitude with a regional extent and long term duration 

Very low • Low magnitude with a site specific extent and construction period duration 

• Very low magnitude with any combination of extent and duration except regional 

and long term 

Neutral 
• Zero magnitude with any combination of extent and duration 

 

Once the significance of an impact has been determined, the PROBABILITY of this impact occurring as 

well as the CONFIDENCE in the assessment of the impact, would be determined using the rating 

systems outlined in Table 3 and Table 4 respectively. It is important to note that the significance of an 

impact should always be considered in concert with the probability of that impact occurring. Lastly, 

the REVERSIBILITY of the impact is estimated using the rating system outlined in Table 5.   

 

Table 3: Definition of probability ratings 

PROBABILITY 

RATINGS 
CRITERIA 

Definite Estimated greater than 95 % chance of the impact occurring. 

Probable Estimated 5 to 95 % chance of the impact occurring. 

Unlikely Estimated less than 5 % chance of the impact occurring. 

Table 4: Definition of confidence ratings 

CONFIDENCE 

RATINGS 
CRITERIA 
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Certain 
Wealth of information on and sound understanding of the environmental factors 

potentially influencing the impact. 

Sure 
Reasonable amount of useful information on and relatively sound understanding of 

the environmental factors potentially influencing the impact. 

Unsure 
Limited useful information on and understanding of the environmental factors 

potentially influencing this impact. 

Table 5: Definition of reversibility ratings 

REVERSIBILITY 

RATINGS 
CRITERIA 

Irreversible The activity will lead to an impact that is in all practical terms permanent. 

Reversible The impact is reversible within 2 years after the cause or stress is removed. 
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APPENDIX 2. SPECIALIST DECLARATION 

 

Attached  

 

 


