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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The following report is a faunal baseline and impact assessment for the proposed Haga Haga Wind Energy
Facility (WEF), prepared by NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd. (NCC) for Terramanzi Group Pty (Ltd.). The
scope of this faunal assessment includes amphibians, reptiles and nonvolant (non-flying) mammals. It is
supplementary to three other fauna related reports that were prepared for this project by Bioinsight, i.e.
avifauna (Bioinsight 2017a), bat-fauna (Bioinsight 2017b) and general faunal occurrence (Bioinsight 2017c). A
brief field survey was conducted during late September 2017 to gain an impression of the habitat diversity
and potential faunal assemblages present in this region. The results are as follow:

AMPHIBIANS: The potential amphibian richness of the WEF study area is 21 species, but more realistically
the probable amphibian richness is 19 species. None of these are species of conservation concern (SCC).

REPTILES: The potential reptile richness of the WEF study area is 57 species, but more realistically the
probable reptile richness is 50 species. Two of these are species of conservation concern (SCC), i.e. Kentani
Dwarf Chameleon (Vulnerable; VU) and a lizard of unknown taxonomic status that is seemingly related to
FitzSimons’ Long-tailed Seps (VU). Both these species are associated with forested habitat, which in the case
of the Haga Haga WEF project is present along some of the watercourses. These habitat zones must, and
can, for the most part be exempted from the construction footprint.

NONVOLANT MAMMALS: The potential nonvolant mammal richness of the WEF study area is 59 species, but
more realistically the probable nonvolant mammal richness is 46 species. Although nine nonvolant mammal
SCC occur in the general region, only four of the Near Threatened (NT) species are likely to occur within the
study area. Two of these are associated with major river courses, i.e. African Clawless Otter and Spectacled
Dormouse (rocky cliff outcrops along rivers). The Golden Vlei Rat tends to frequent wetland areas, whereas
the African Striped Weasel is more of a habitat generalist and is likely to be more widespread within the
study area. The latter is prone to vehicular traffic at night, but the scale of this specific threat is insignificant
in respect of the proposed Haga Haga WEF project.

The Faunal Importance Assessment (FIA) rating of the Haga Haga WEF study area is MODERATE at regional
and LOW to MODERATE at national scales for all three of the assessed faunal groups, i.e. for amphibians,
reptiles and nonvolant mammals. From a faunal perspective there is thus no significant cause for concern in
respect of the proposed WEF project, keeping in mind that the overall impact can nevertheless be somewhat
reduced by implementing the recommended mitigation measures.
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The main impacts anticipated for this project are:
CONSTRUCTION PHASE


Loss of natural vegetation due to the construction of roads, turbine platforms and associated WEF
infrastructure.



Faunal mortalities in the course of vegetation clearing and earthworks.



Disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the construction activities.

OPERATIONAL PHASE


Disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the operational activities.



Disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by various noise producing sources that are associated with
WEFs.



Faunal mortalities caused by vehicular traffic.

DECOMMISSIONING PHASE


Disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the decommissioning activities.

MITIGATION MEASURES
The main mitigation measures to reduce impact significance are:


An Environmental Control Officer (ECO) or Environmental Site Agent (ESA) must be appointed for the
duration of the construction and decommissioning phases to oversee the implementation of the
Environmental Management Programme (EMPr).



Limit the loss of natural habitat, since these serve as foraging, roosting, refuge and even nesting sites for
several fauna species. Thus keep the extent of construction areas to the absolute minimum.



Limit the construction activities within the transformed environments and other areas that were
identified by the respective specialists as preferred or acceptable development areas, i.e. avoid
developments in the sensitive habitat nodes.



Where feasible, do not develop infrastructure in wetland habitat zones.



Do not construct open steep-sided trenches or other deep pitfall structures that may entrap and kill
amphibians, reptiles and small mammals. Where these are needed to lay cables, ensure that they are
filled again soon after construction.



Enforce speed restrictions (60 km/h) within the WEF complex.



Follow best practise guidelines to limit noise emissions during the construction and maintenance phases.



Establish a fire management plan to manage controlled and rouge bush fires.
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Provide training to construction and operations staff on best practice environmental management
procedures.

No fatal flaws in respect of faunal considerations were identified for the Haga Haga WEF project.
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1

INTRODUCTION AND TERMS OF REFERENCE

A series of specialist assessments were conducted during 2016/17 as part of the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) procedure for the proposed Haga Haga Wind Energy Facility (WEF) project, a development
intention of Wind Farm (RF) (Pty) Ltd. The Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) for this project is
Terramanzi Group Pty (Ltd.). Three of the specialist reports that were prepared by Bioinsight (Pty) Ltd. dealt
specifically with faunal considerations, i.e. impact scoping desktop studies for the avifauna (Bioinsight 2017a)
and bat-fauna (Bioinsight 2017b), and a general statement letter of fauna occurrence (Bioinsight 2017c).
Subsequently, NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd. (NCC) was appointed to elaborate on the general faunal
component by means of a brief field survey and a faunal baseline and impact assessment report. The briefing
for the NCC assessment was to cover three vertebrate groups, i.e. amphibians, reptiles and nonvolant
mammals (i.e. all mammals excluding bats). The purpose of the baseline study was to provide information
regarding the status and importance of the site as fauna habitat and as an ecological link to other important
fauna habitat. These were then assessed in relation to the development alternatives. The general terms of
reference were to:


Describe the existing habitat from a faunal perspective, and in reference to the adjoining properties.



Conduct a faunal sensitivity assessment to map the areas that are preferred, acceptable or not preferred
development areas.



Identify the faunal species and communities of the selected faunal groups that may potentially occur
within the application site, and highlight threatened species and other species of conservation concern
(SCC).



Assess the importance of the site as an ecological link/corridor, taking into account its ecological
importance at various appropriate spatial scales.



Identify impacts associated with the proposed WEF and provide mitigation measures accordingly.



Conduct a faunal impact assessment of the Preferred Alternative and the No-Go Alternative.

Note that a first draft of this report was submitted in October 2017. The current report is an update of the
first draft, and it has incorporated responses to feedback and comments received from Interested and
Affected Parties (IAPs) during the public participatory process.
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2

STUDY AREA AND SCOPE OF PROJECT

The extent of the proposed Haga Haga WEF project is approximately 9100ha in size, located in the Eastern
Cape Province about 3km north of Haga Haga and 38km north-east of East London (Figure 1). It is comprised
of several farms with mixed agricultural practices ranging from domestic livestock and game farming to
mixed crop farming. Several statutory and non-statutory nature reserves are present in the general Haga
Haga region, and some of these maintain several antelope species in game camps.
A series of sensitivity assessments were conducted for the various disciplines, i.e. for wetlands (Hatting &
Swanepoel 2017), avifauna (Bioinsight 2017a), bat-fauna (Bioinsight 2017b), botany (McDonald 2017),
agriculture (Laubsher and Ellis 2017), palaeontology (Almond 2017), heritage (Webley & Halkett 2017), visual
(Pretorius & Swanepoel 2017) and noise (De Jager 2017). Collectively these sensitivity assessments
influenced the ideal siting and number of wind turbines for the proposed Haga Haga WEF. The results of
these reports were collated in a scoping report for the project (Terramanzi 2017). The current recommended
layout (i.e. the Preferred Alternative) consists of a network of 42 optimal turbine positions (Figure 2).
Additional infrastructure details for the project are as follow:


A target of 150MW (megawatts (MW) maximum installed capacity.



Wind turbines with a hub height of between 80m and 134m.



Blades (rotors) with a diameter between 90m and 150m.



Total height between 125m and 200m.



The wind turbines will vary in individual energy output and will range from 3.2MW to 5MW in size.



A maximum of 42 wind turbines will be investigated for siting and sizing and the final number will be
informed through the findings of the professional team.



A substation will be required as part of the Project and will take up approximately 11000m2 or 1.1ha.



The internal electrical connection between the wind turbines will comprise underground cables except
where a technical assessment of the proposed design suggests that overhead lines will be appropriate.
This specifically refers to areas which will require connections that run over rivers and gullies.



The Project will be connected to the Eskom grid by means of an overhead powerline route. This
component of the Project is being assessed through a Basic Assessment Environmental Permitting
Process, which will dovetail with the EIA Phase of this Project.



One temporary laydown area has been proposed and this will have an area of approximately 10000m 2 or
1ha



The laydown will also have a temporary construction storage area of approximately 10000m2 or 1ha



Each turbine location will have a hard stand area (for crane siting) of approximately 3500m2 or 0.35ha.
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An area of approximately 5000m2 or 0.5ha will be established for permanent office space and workshop
space.



Internal road and electrical reticulation as well as access points will be established for the site.



The project will have a lifespan of up to 25 years.
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Figure 1: Location of the proposed Haga Haga WEF (red polygon) within the Amathole District Municipality.
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Figure 2: Infrastructure of the Haga Haga WEF study area, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.
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3
3.1

STUDY APPROACH
Field survey

The brief NCC field survey was about 18 hours in total, spread over a two-day period (20-21 September
2017). Much of the Haga Haga WEF study area was traversed during day and night times to obtain a general
impression of the habitat diversity of the site and to search for evidence of amphibians, reptiles and
nonvolant mammals. Direct and indirect (e.g. mole-rat mounts, porcupine quills, mammal tracks and
burrows, etc.) species observations were made by means of road cruising and on foot at specific habitat
nodes. The spring-season timing was ideal, and the fair amount of rainfall that already occurred in the weeks
prior to the survey was conducive to frog activity. Species were easily recorded by homing in on breeding
choruses. Additional to physically surveying the area, two persons were interviewed (see below) to obtain
further information about species that occur in the region. A few more persons that live in the general
region were subsequently interviewed after releasing a first draft of this report (October 2017) for public
commenting.

3.2

GIS and distributional data sources

The SANBI Biodiversity GIS website: http://bgis.sanbi.org served as the source for creating the maps of
vegetation types (Figure 4), the terrestrial and aquatic Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBA; Figures 5 and 6), and
the protected areas (Figure 7). Other than the short site surveys by NCC and Bioinsight, this study had to
draw from various supplementary resources for the compiling of this faunal baseline assessment:


Animal Demography Unit (ADU) Virtual Museums: http://vmus.adu.org.za/ (MammalMAP, FrogMAP and
ReptileMAP). The relevant quarter-degree-units (QDU) that cover the Haga Haga WEF study area and
surroundings are 3228CA, CB, CC and CD.



Various reports and published literature, the most pertinent being the publications for the most recent
Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland and Lesotho (RLMSA; Child et al. 2016), the Southern
African Frog Atlas Project (SAFAP; Minter et al. 2014) and the Southern African Reptile Assessment
(SARCA; Bates et al. 2014).



Interviews with two staff members of Kembali Farms who are well familiar with the local fauna, i.e.
Messrs W. Cawthorn and J.M. Russel.

It is not possible to accurately and comprehensively determine the real presence or absence of faunal
species within the brief NCC and Bioinsight surveys. At best, these surveys endeavoured to gain a reasonable
impression of the habitat types present within the Haga Haga WEF study area in order to draw inferences of
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the region’s probable faunal composition. The resulting checklists (Tables 4 to 6) are likely to be >90%
comprehensive and correct, and therefore deemed adequate to meet the needs to advise the EIA. The
checklists incorporate three categories (or scores) of confidence:


Possible occurrence (1): When a particular species is known from nearby locations, but it is unlikely to
occur within the study area (usually due to lack of optimal habitat. The occurrence is thus likely, but not
probable. Additionally, species like Leopard that may from time to time pass through the area are also
included in this category. Such species are thus part of the potential species richness (and are listed in
the respective checklists), but they are excluded from the probable species richness statements.



Probable occurrence (2): When a particular species is known form the general region, and the habitat
within the study area is suited to this species’ needs. Even though real occurrence have yet to be
confirmed for such species, they almost certainly do occur here.



Confirmed occurrence (3): When a particular species was observed from within or very close to the study
area, either during the respective surveys or confirmed by means of interviews with local people that are
familiar with the local fauna. These are indicated in the faunal checklists (Tables 4-6) respectively as NCC
2017 for species encountered during the September 2017 field survey, as NCC 2017 (Kembali) for species
occurrence confirmed by means of interviews, and as Bioinsight 2017 for species confirmed during the
Bioinsight surveys.

3.3

Faunal Importance Assessments (FIA)

The purpose of assessing the faunal importance of the Haga Haga WEF site for each of the three vertebrate
faunal groups, i.e. amphibians, reptiles and nonvolant mammals is to obtain an approximate impression of
the site’s value for each of the faunal groups at regional (Amathole District Municipality) and national (South
African; SA) scales. This assessment incorporates a variety of components, i.e. the presence/absence of
threatened species, the levels of conservation status of the threatened species, overall species richness of
the site, levels of endemism, the ecological functioning potential of the site, the size and habitat quality of
the site, habitat heterogeneity or homogeneity, and the site’s value as an ecological corridor, a green zone,
or source or sink for genetic exchange in respect of peripheral natural areas. The IUCN Red List of threatened
species (IUCN 2017), together with the respective SA assessments of the three faunal groups, i.e. amphibians
(Minter et al. 2004; Measey 2011), reptiles (Bates et al. 2014) and nonvolant mammals (Child et al. 2016),
served as the sources for the conservation status for fauna of the Haga Haga WEF study area. The following
criteria were used to determine the relative importance of the Haga Haga WEF study area in respect of these
faunal groups, in the context of the Amathole District Municipality (regional) and SA (national). A score of
one point is given for each YES answer, excepting for Red List species where as many as two points can be
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awarded. A score of 0.5 is awarded if the answer is disputably YES or NO for questions 1 to 5. A score of 0.25,
0.5, 0.75 or 1 may be awarded for questions 6 to 12, depending on the subjective assessments of these
questions. Thus a maximum possible score is 12 points:


Score total 0 - 4 = LOW at regional and national scales.



Score total 4.25 - 8 = MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scale.



Score total 8.25 - 12 = HIGH at regional and MODERATE to HIGH at national scale.

Criteria:
1. Are any threatened (Red List) species known to occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area? For the
purpose of this evaluation, threatened species constitute those listed as Critically Endangered (2 points),
Endangered (1.5 points), Vulnerable (1 point) and Near Threatened (0.5). If several threatened species
are present, only the most threatened status of them all is applicable, thus a maximum of 2 points can
be scored in this section. Note also that if a score is of YES (1) is made here, then no score can be
presented in the next category (i.e. potential occurrence of threatened species). Thus the maximum total
possible score for a particular faunal evaluation is 12.
2. If not, are any threatened species likely to occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area?
3. Are any localised (Amathole District Municipality) endemics known or likely to occur within the Haga
Haga WEF study area?
4. Are any provincial (EC) endemics known or likely to occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area?
5. Are any national (SA) endemics known or likely to occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area?
6. Is the site likely to support high species richness relative to the Amathole District Municipality?
7. Are the existing faunal communities thought to be of importance in respect of the local ecological
functioning of systems within the Haga Haga WEF study area?
8. Is the total extent of the Haga Haga WEF study area large enough to support the existing faunal
communities in the long-term?
9. Is the habitat quality of the Haga Haga WEF study area such that it is suitable for the long-term support
of faunal communities?
10. Does the Haga Haga WEF study area have great habitat heterogeneity that would favour overall high
species richness?
11. Is the Haga Haga WEF study area important in respect of peripheral natural areas, either as an ecological
corridor or a significant suburban green zone?
12. Is the Haga Haga WEF study area important in respect of peripheral natural areas as a source or sink for
genetic exchange?
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3.4

Sensitivity mapping

A small scale sensitivity analysis was conducted to produce a nonvolant faunal sensitivity map to denote
areas that are regarded as being preferred, acceptable or not preferred development areas. Similar
sensitivity maps were also prepared for the other disciplines of the Haga Haga WEF project. For example,
separate maps were prepared for birds and bats (Bioinsight 2017a, b). The factors that are most pertinent to
conducting a nonvolant faunal sensitivity analysis are vegetation types and various physical habitat
parameters (e.g. wetlands and rocky outcrops). To this end the sensitivity analyses prepared for the
botanical (McDonald 2017) and wetland (Hatting & Swanepoel 2017) assessments were of direct relevance
to the nonvolant faunal sensitivity mapping exercise, whereas the sensitivity maps of volant fauna are not
considered relevant and were thus excluded from this analysis. The procedure for mapping nonvolant faunal
sensitivity areas were as follow:


Adopt the layer for not preferred development areas as per the botanical and wetland sensitivity maps.
This particular layer was the same for the botanical and wetland assessments. Add a 50m buffer to this
layer to enlarge the not preferred development areas for the nonvolant faunal sensitivity assessment.



Adopt the layer of acceptable development areas as per the botanical assessment.



Merge the 50m buffered not preferred development areas layer with the botanical acceptable
development areas layer.



4
4.1

The remaining areas are considered the preferred development areas.

RESULTS
Habitat description

The Haga Haga WEF study area is characterised by rolling hills with valleys and watercourses (Figure 3),
situated within a few kilometres form the coast. The two primary vegetation types are Bhiso Thornveld
(Savanna Biome; Figure 8) and Albany Coastal Belt (Albany Thicket Biome; Figures 10 and 11), with the Bhiso
Thornveld constituting about two thirds of the study area in the north and Albany Coastal Belt vegetation
about a third in the south (Figure 4). These two vegetation types have been somewhat transformed by
agricultural activities, and currently there seems to be no clearly discernable division between the Bhiso
Thornveld and Albany Coastal Belt vegetation types. In essence both basically consist of grassy hills with
intermittent bush clumps. From an aerial perspective, another characteristic of the landscape is the network
of undulating wooded watercourses that crisscross the site (Figures 2 and 7). More detailed vegetation
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mapping, including elements like cultivated lands, alien vegetation infestation nodes and grassland/thicket
mosaic, is provided in the botanical report (McDonald 2017). In addition to the physical degradation of
vegetation by means of bush clearing, ploughing, frequent burning and stock farming, the establishing of
various alien plant species (Figure 9) have also added to the transformed state of the study site. The only
habitat types that seem reasonably semi-pristine are some of the major watercourses (Figures 10-12).
Numerous artificial dams (Figure 13) have been constructed throughout the study area, thus influencing the
demographics of certain faunal species (e.g. amphibians and some reptiles and mammals). Very few rocky
protrusions are present within the study site, the most prominent being some substantial cliff formations
along the major rivers. These provide habitat for rupicolous species (e.g. certain lizards and small mammals).

The CBA maps (Figures 5 and 6) of the Eastern Cape Biodiversity Conservation Plan (ECBCP; Berliner &
Desmet, 2007; Young Hayes et al. 2007) distinguish between terrestrial and aquatic components. Roughly
about half of the Haga Haga WEF study area falls within a terrestrial CBA 2 category, with a very small part of
a CBA 1 category overlapping with the site in the far south. The majority of the site with open slopes of Bisho
Thornveld is much less sensitive and of lower conservation importance. Almost the entire study area falls
within an aquatic CBA 2 category (i.e. important sub-catchments and free-flowing rivers important for fish
migration), with a section in the northern side that falls into an aquatic CBA 1 category (i.e. critically
important river sub-catchments and all wetlands).

As an ecological unit the Haga Haga WEF study area provides a fairly diverse mosaic of vegetation and other
macro and micro-habitat types, which consequently enables a relatively wide diversity of faunal assemblages
to inhabit this area (see checklist tables 4-6). The conservation status of most of these species that occur
here is given as being of Least Concern (LC). This is due to the fact that most of these animals can be
considered as generalist species that are able to utilise a variety of habitat types and endure a reasonable
degree of habitat transformation. For such species the proposed Haga Haga WEF project is generally of low
concern. However, the habitat specialists and SCC require greater consideration in this regard (see impacts
and
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Figure 3: Topography of the Haga Haga WEF study area and surroundings, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.
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Figure 4: Vegetation of the Haga Haga WEF study area and surroundings, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.
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Figure 5: Terrestrial CBAs of the Haga Haga WEF study area and surroundings, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.
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Figure 6: Aquatic CBAs of the Haga Haga WEF study area and surroundings, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

Haga Haga WEF: Faunal Baseline & Impact Assessment – Jul 2018

Page 21 of 58

Figure 7: Protected Areas in the region of the Haga Haga WEF study area, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.
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Figure 8: Bisho Thornveld.

Figure 9: Exotic tree infestations in Bisho Thornveld.

Figure 10: Wooded watercourse in Albany Coastal
Belt.

Figure 11: Cliff face rocky habitat along major water
course.

Figure 12: Seasonal watercourse.

Figure 13: Artificial dam.
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4.2

Faunal sensitivity analysis

The influences of CBAs were considered in the sensitivity assessments that were prepared in the botanical
(McDonald 2017) and faunal (Bioinsight 2017a-c) assessments, to advise on the optimal siting of turbine
towers. Both disciplines concluded that vegetated watercourses were the most sensitive and conservation
important habitat units, a sentiment which is fully endorse in this expanded baseline faunal assessment.
Likewise, the wetland sensitivity assessment (Hatting & Swanepoel 2017) highlighted the importance and
sensitivity of vegetated watercourses.

From a faunal perspective, the most sensitive and conservation important habitat nodes are:


All natural watercourses, especially the well vegetated wooded watercourses within the Albany Coastal
Belt.



Rocky outcrops and cliff faces along some of the major watercourses.



Remnant indigenous bush-clumps.



Some of the well-established artificial wetlands.

A sensitivity map (Figure 14) was prepared for to demarcate zones that are the not preferred habitat areas,
acceptable development areas and preferred development areas for nonvolant fauna. By restricting the
turbine positions outside of the not preferred areas, the most sensitive nonvolant faunal areas will be mostly
uninfluenced by the WEF project.
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Figure 14: Faunal sensitivity areas of the Haga Haga WEF study area, with the 42 optimal turbine positions indicated.
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4.3

Amphibians

The probable amphibian species richness total of the Haga Haga WEF study area and immediate regions is
19, with another two that may possibly occur (= potentially 21 species). The occurrence of ten of these
species were confirmed during the NCC 2017 field survey (Appendix 1, Table 4). The following are SCC:


Kloof Frog (Natalobatrachus bonebergi): Listed as EN (IUCN 2017). This species is associated with
forested habitat. The nearest known record of this species is the Manubi State Forest (3228BC), about 45
km NE of Haga Haga (Venter & Conradie 2015). Some of the wooded watercourses within the Haga Haga
WEF study area appears to be semi-suited for this species, but these “forested” belts are relatively
isolated from any substantial forest habitat patches. It is thus very unlikely that the Kloof Frog does in
fact occur within the study area.

The FIA rating for amphibians (Table 1; score = 4.75) in the context of the Haga Haga WEF study area is
MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scales. From an amphibian perspective there is
thus no significant cause for concern in respect of the proposed WEF project, keeping in mind that the
overall impact can nevertheless be somewhat reduced by implementing a variety of mitigation measures
(details discussed in section 5.5).

Table 1: Amphibian FIA of the Haga Haga WEF study area at regional and national scales.
Criterion

FIA score

Known presence of threatened species

0

Probable presence of threatened species

0

Presence of Amathole District Municipality endemics

0

Presence of EC endemics

0

Presence of SA endemics

1

High species richness relative to the Amathole District Municipality

0.5

Important ecological functioning

0.5

Size of the site

0.75

Habitat quality of the site

0.5

Extent of habitat heterogeneity

0.5

Importance as an ecological corridor or an urban green zone

0.5

Importance for genetic exchange

0.5

TOTAL

4.75
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4.4

Reptiles

The probable reptile species richness total of the Haga Haga WEF study area and immediate regions is 50,
with another seven that may possibly occur (= potentially 57 species). The occurrence of four of these
species were confirmed during the NCC 2017 and Bioinsight 2017 field surveys (Appendix 1, Table 5). The
following are SCC:


“FitzSimons' Long-tailed Seps” (Tetradactylus cf. fitzsimonsi): Listed as VU (IUCN 2017). This species is
known from only three areas a long distance away from the Haga Haga region, i.e. Port Elizabeth,
Humansdorp and George regions. Recently a taxon similar to Tetradactylus fitzsimonsi was recorded
from Hluleka Nature Reserve, about 140km north-east of Haga Haga (Venter & Conradie 2015). A
taxonomic assessment of this species complex is currently in preparation, and the Hluleka specimen is
tentatively considered to be an undescribed species. In 2015, a species of Tetradactylus was
encountered at a small section of forested stream along the road to Bosbokstrand, about 1.1km after
the turn off from the main Haga Haga road (Figure 18). This locality is <1km from the Haga Haga WEF
study area boundaries. It is presumed that this specimen may be the same as the undescribed Hluleka
taxon. If this is indeed the case, then the conservation status of this new species will likely turn out to be
VU or EN. Circumstantial evidence suggest that this taxon is associated with forested habitat, including
the wooded watercourses habitat of the Haga Haga region. With regard to this proposed WEF project,
this habitat type is thus flagged as being sensitive and of conservation significance.



Kentani Dwarf Chameleon (Bradypodion kentanicum): Currently listed as VU (IUCN 2017), but scheduled
to be down-listed to NT in a forthcoming IUCN assessment update. A species associated with coastal
scarp forest. The southern-most reaches of this species’ distribution is Morgan Bay, and thus there is a
reasonable likelihood that it also occurs within the wooded watercourses habitat. These watercourses
and forest-like habitat were flagged as sensitive in the wetland (Hatting & Swanepoel 2017), botanical
(McDonald 2017), avifaunal (Bioinsight 2017a) and bat-fauna (Bioinsight 2017b) reports. By default, this
species should thus not be directly impacted upon by the proposed WEF project.



KwaZulu-Natal Black Snake (Macrelaps microlepidotus): Currently listed as NT (IUCN 2017), but
scheduled to be down-listed to LC in a forthcoming IUCN assessment update. A species associated with
forest habitat. The nearest known locality for this species is the Manubi State Forest (3228BC), about 45
km NE of Haga Haga (Venter & Conradie 2015). However, it is unlikely that the KwaZulu-Natal Black
Snake actually occurs within the study area.

In summary, the only reptile SCC that probably occur within the study area are Bradypodion kentanicum and
the taxonomically enigmatic Tetradactylus cf. fitzsimonsi. Both of these are primarily associated with
forested habitat. The FIA rating for reptiles (Table 2; score = 6.75) in the context of the Haga Haga WEF study
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area is MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scales. From a reptile perspective there is
thus no significant cause for concern in respect of the proposed WEF project, keeping in mind that the
overall impact can nevertheless be somewhat reduced by implementing a variety of mitigation measures
(details discussed in section 5.5). It would be informative (but not essential for the purpose of this EIA) to
conduct a survey specifically to check on the presence/absence status of Tetradactylus cf. fitzsimonsi and
Bradypodion kentanicum within the Haga Haga WEF study area.

Table 2: Reptile FIA of the Haga Haga WEF study area at regional and national scales.
Criterion

FIA score

Known presence of threatened species

0

Probable presence of threatened species

1

Presence of Amathole District Municipality endemics

0

Presence of EC endemics

1

Presence of SA endemics

1

High species richness relative to the Amathole District Municipality

0.5

Important ecological functioning

0.5

Size of the site

0.75

Habitat quality of the site

0.5

Extent of habitat heterogeneity

0.5

Importance as an ecological corridor or an urban green zone

0.5

Importance for genetic exchange

0.5

TOTAL

6.75

4.5

Nonvolant mammals

Several large mammal species that historically occurred in this region have become locally extinct, e.g.
African Elephant, White Rhinoceros, Black Rhinoceros, Common Hippopotamus and some large ungulates. In
recent years some large mammals were repatriated to the region, or introduced as extralimital species.
These are generally encamped on farms and on provincial (statutory) or private (non-statutory) nature
reserves, e.g., Plains Zebra, Common Impala, Blesbok, Common Eland, Blue Wildebeest and South African
Giraffe. Some of the extralimital species have escaped and subsequently established feral populations
beyond the encampment limits, e.g. Southern Reedbuck and Common Warthog. The probable nonvolant
mammal species richness total of the Haga Haga WEF study area and immediate regions is 46, with another
13 that may possibly occur or are infrequent visitors (= potentially 59 species). The occurrence of 24 of these

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

Haga Haga WEF: Faunal Baseline & Impact Assessment – Jul 2018

Page 28 of 58

species were confirmed during the NCC 2017 and Bioinsight 2017 field surveys (Appendix 1, Table 6). The
following are SCC:


Spectacled Dormouse (Graphiurus ocularis): Listed as being of LC by the IUCN (2017), but NT according
to the regional RLMSA assessment (Child et al. 2016). It is a rock-dwelling species that is likely to utilise
some of the cliff faces along the major rivers. Since the proposed WEF will not directly impose on this
kind of rocky habitat, no concerns are projected for this particular species.



White-tailed Rat (Mystromys albicaudatus): The unrevised conservation status of this species according
to IUCN (2017) is EN, but the most recent assessment (Child et al. 2016) lists it as being VU. Although this
species is known from the general region further inland, it is unlikely (but not completely impossible)
that it occurs within the Haga Haga WEF study area due to unfavourable habitat. This species is
associated with calcrete soils within grassland, and it generally does not occur in transformed habitat.
However, since they select microhabitats such as slopes and ridges, small numbers may survive in
nonarable patches within an agricultural matrix.



Golden Vlei Rat (Otomys auratus): Globally (IUCN 2017) and regionally (Child et al. 2016) listed as being
NT. This species is associated with mesic grasslands and wetlands, typically in high-altitude mountainous
terrain in dense vegetation in close proximity to water. However, it is also known from lower elevations
near the eastern SA coast. The species probably does occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area, but
this is not for certain. Since the ideal siting positions of wind turbines for the proposed WEF were
selected to avoid wetland habitat, no significant impact is anticipated for this species should it in fact
occur within the study area.



Giant Golden Mole (Chrysospalax trevelyani): Globally (IUCN 2017) and regionally (Child et al. 2016)
listed as EN. This species occurs predominantly in Transkei Coastal Scarp forests and Amathole Mistbelt
forests, sometimes marginally into adjacent grassland habitats. Generally restricted to larger forest
patches, preferring areas in forest patches with soft soils, well-developed undergrowth and deep leaflitter layers. Although small patches of Southern Mistbelt Forest are present fairly close to the Haga Haga
WEF study area, none are present within the boundaries and the overall area seems to be suboptimal for
this species. It is thus presumed (with moderate to high confidence) that it is absent from this area.



Dark-footed Shrew (Myosorex cafer): Globally (IUCN 2017) and regionally (Child et al. 2016) listed as VU.
This species are restricted to moist, densely vegetated forests and grasslands. In the Eastern Cape it
frequents Afromontane forest. True forest habitat is generally absent from the Haga Haga WEF study
area. The habitat in general seems to be suboptimal for this species, and it is presumed (with moderate
confidence) that it is absent from this area.
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Leopard (Panthera pardus): The global (IUCN 2017) conservation status of this species is LC, but the
regional SA assessment (Child et al. 2016) lists it as being VU. Leopards are generally not known from this
region, but occasionally some individuals do pass through the area. This species is not regarded as being
part of the genuine faunal assemblage of the Haga Haga WEF study area.



African Clawless Otter (Aonyx capensis): Globally (IUCN 2017) and regionally (Child et al. 2016) listed as
NT. This species utilises some of the main water courses, and probably from time to time also some of
the artificial wetlands within the study area. These habitat types is generally avoided in the proposed
WEF layout. Construction of new vehicle bridges at major watercourses may likely cause temporary
disturbances for some otter individuals, but this impact is overall deemed to be low to insignificant.



African Striped Weasel (Poecilogale albinucha): The conservation status of this species is globally (IUCN
2017) regarded to be of LC, but regionally (Child et al. 2016) it is listed as NT. The projected impacts of
the Haga Haga WEF project are of low significance for this species, both in terms of habitat
transformation and disturbances during the construction and operational phases. It is a nocturnal
species which is prone to night-time vehicular traffic mortalities. However, management and
maintenance operations associated with the proposed WEF will mostly be conducted during daylight
hours.



Southern White Rhinoceros (Ceratotherium s. simum): Globally (IUCN 2017) and regionally (Child et al.
2016) listed as NT. A population White Rhinoceros (presumably the nominate subspecies simum) is
encamped on the adjacent Mbabala Private Game Reserve as part of a breeding programme for this SCC.
Concern was expressed during the public participatory process that the proposed wind turbines may
cause significant disturbances to the nearby rhino population. Note that only three of the proposed Haga
Haga WEF turbines are placed closer than 300m from the reserve boundary along the north-eastern
limits, i.e. about 180m, 260m and 280m. All of the other wind turbines are situated more than 300m
away from the reserve boundary, and the great majority are situated more than 1 km away. As such, the
likelihood seems small that the proposed Haga Haga WEF would have a significant negative effect on the
Mbabala rhino breeding programme. Additional detail on this issue was provided by Dr. Greg Simpson
(Specialist Veterinarian Consultant and Chairman of the South African Veterinary Association Wildlife
Group).

Additional to the nine SCC listed above, concern for Samango Monkeys (Cercopithecus albogularis labiatus
VU) was expressed by an IAP (C. Oosthuizen pers. comm.) during the public participatory process. This was
based on a solitary specimen of this species that was once observed when it crossed a road within the Haga
Haga WEF study area (at 32°42’31.7”S 28°12’42.2”E). This is likely to have been a vagrant individual, since
the habitat in this region is generally not suited to support Samango Monkey populations. Additional
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interviews with other long-time locals (e.g. B.-L. Brown) from the Haga Haga region confirmed that Samango
Monkeys do not in fact occur in this region. The nearest records seem to be from farms in the Komga region
(F. van Huyssteen, pers. comm.). In summary, the exclusion of Samango Monkey from the faunal report thus
seems justified and correct.

In summary, even though several nonvolant mammal SCC occur in the general region, none are likely to be
impacted in any significant way by the proposed WEF project. The FIA rating for nonvolant mammals (Table
3; score = 5.5) in the context of the Haga Haga WEF study area is MODERATE at regional and LOW to
MODERATE at national scales. From a mammals perspective there is thus no significant cause for concern in
respect of the proposed WEF project, keeping in mind that the overall impact can nevertheless be somewhat
reduced by implementing a variety of mitigation measures (details discussed in section 5.5).

Table 3: Nonvolant mammal FIA of the Haga Haga WEF study area at regional and national scales.
Criterion

FIA score

Known presence of threatened species

0

Probable presence of threatened species

1

Presence of Amathole District Municipality endemics

0

Presence of EC endemics

0

Presence of SA endemics

1

High species richness relative to the Amathole District Municipality

0.5

Important ecological functioning

0.5

Size of the site

0.5

Habitat quality of the site

0.5

Extent of habitat heterogeneity

0.5

Importance as an ecological corridor or an urban green zone

0.5

Importance for genetic exchange

0.5

TOTAL

5.5
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5

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

5.1

Impact alternatives

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (OR LAYOUT ALTERNATIVE 1)
A network of 42 wind turbine positions, distributed as per the specs provided in section 2 (see also Figures 2
to 7).

NO-GO ALTERNATIVE
Maintaining the status quo, thus continuing with the current agriculture and grazing of domestic livestock
and game farming land-use activities.

5.2

General overview of WEF impacts on faunal communities

The most sensitive faunal groups in respect of WEF projects are birds and bats, with a multitude of studies
reporting on direct mortalities (i.e. collisions with rotor blades) and other impacts associated with WEFs (e.g.
see references in Bioinsight 2017a, 2017b). Much less is known about WEF impacts on terrestrial
vertebrates, including domestic

animals. The main types impacts in this regard are the

transformation/degradation of natural habitat, faunal mortalities caused by earthworks activities and
vehicular traffic, disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by construction and operational phase
activities, and disturbance and/or exclusion effects associated with turbine visual and noise impacts (e.g.
Helldin et al. 2012; Lovich and Ennen 2013). However, it is generally considered that in most cases WEFs do
not have a significant effect on ground-dwelling animals (e.g. De Lucas et al. 2005; Walter et al. 2006; Helldin
et al. 2012; Łopucki and Mróz 2016).

The main categories of WEF associated impacts for terrestrial (i.e. nonvolant) vertebrates are:


Transformation of natural habitat: This impact usually includes the 1) loss of patches of natural habitat
to clear areas for wind turbines, roads and various infrastructure, the 2) degradation of habitats in the
general region due to knock-on effects (e.g. invasion by alien plant and animal species), and 3) the
fragmentation of the natural landscape. This impact is typically the main cause of local declines of some
wildlife species abundance. Some of the generalist faunal species may in fact partially benefit from some
habitat transformations and may increase in abundance (e.g. Anoop et al. 2018), whereas the abundance
of habitat specialists will usually decrease locally.



Faunal mortalities: Mortalities of small mammals, reptiles and amphibians are usually incurred during
the construction phase, e.g. during bush-clearing and landscaping activities. Faunal mortalities also
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happen during the operational phase, usually in the form of animals killed on the roads by vehicular
traffic.


Disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by construction activities: The most of the larger mobile
terrestrial faunal species will flee the areas that are being cleared for development, whereas some of the
less mobile species (e.g. rodents, lizards, snakes, tortoises and frogs) will sometimes be killed during the
earthworks activities. In time, some species may return to these areas during the operational phase if
suitable habitat is available



Disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by operational activities: Depending on the extent of
habitat transformation that occurred, and the extent of operational activities (e.g. presence of humans
and vehicles), some of the generalist faunal species may return to inhabit the areas in close proximity of
the turbine sites. This usually happens over a period of time as such animals become accustomed to and
less disturbed by the operational activities. This is generally the case for most game and domestic
herbivores.



Disturbance associated by the wind turbines: The impacts associated with the visual and noise effects of
operational wind turbines are currently not fully understood. It is thus not possible to make definitive
statements in this regard, but it appears that the visual/noise disturbance effects are significantly less
compared to habitat transformation and the disturbances generally associated with WEF operations.

Although conclusive studies about the impacts of WEF on terrestrial fauna are still scarce at this stage, it is
reasonable to state that that terrestrial mammals, especially large carnivores and ungulates (including
domestic livestock), are undoubtedly affected by wind power development in various ways. Most of these
impacts can be attributed to habitat transformation, and the disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by
operational activities. Typically, animals will initially be spooked by the construction activities and will leave
the general area during this phase. However, over time as they become habituated to the disturbances, most
large game species and domestic livestock are likely to become tolerant of the WEF disturbances and
recolonize areas from which they previously fled from. Different species will vary in their
tolerance/intolerance of WEF disturbances. Realistically there will probably be some level of unavoidable
population fecundity impact associated with WEF disturbances in the short term, i.e. for the duration of the
WEF lifespan. On the upside, the population productivity is likely to improve during the WEF lifespan, and
may potentially recover altogether after the decommissioning phase. Although habituation to disturbance
stimuli may not be achieved in all instances (as per Helldin et al. 2012), over time this generally seems be the
case for most species. No information is specifically available in respect of WEF disturbance effects on megaherbivores such as elephants and rhinos. The likely scenario is that a habituation process of perhaps several
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years might be needed before such animals will become accustomed to and relaxed about wind turbine
visual and noise effects.

5.3

Faunal impacts (construction, operational and decommissioning phases)

The impacts and mitigation measures that were identified and proposed by some of the other assessments,
i.e. botany (McDonald 2017), avifauna (Bioinsight 2017a), bat-fauna (Bioinsight 2017b) and wetlands
(Hatting & Swanepoel 2017), are for the most also of relevance to the faunal assessment. The anticipated
impacts of the proposed Haga Haga WEF on the fauna of this area can be summarised as follow:

FAUNAL IMPACTS: CONSTRUCTION PHASE


#1: Reduction of faunal abundance due to habitat loss and/or degradation, i.e. the loss of natural
vegetation due to the construction of roads, turbine platforms and associated WEF infrastructure. The
reduction and/or transformation and/or fragmentation of the natural habitat will collectively impair the
overall ecological integrity and resilience, and consequently will negatively impact on certain faunal
assemblages (Table 4).



#2: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the
construction activities (Table 5).



#3: Reduction of faunal abundance due to mortalities incurred during the course of vegetation clearing
and earthworks. This is an inevitable impact associated with this kind of developments, and not much
can be done to mitigate adequately (Table 6).

FAUNAL IMPACTS: OPERATIONAL PHASE


#4: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the
operational activities (Table 7).



#5: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by various noise
producing sources that are associated with WEFs (Table 8).



#6: Reduction of faunal abundance due to mortalities caused by vehicular traffic (Table 9).

FAUNAL IMPACTS: DECOMMISSIONING PHASE


#7: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the
decommissioning activities (Table 10).
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5.4

Cumulative impact

Currently the cumulative impacts associated with agricultural activities in this region are far more significant
than those associated with WEF projects. The potential for cumulative impacts associated with the Haga
Haga WEF project appears to be of low significance for fauna in this region.

5.5

Impact mitigation measures

The following mitigation measures are proposed to partially reduce the significance of the various projected
impacts of the Preferred Alternative:


An Environmental Control Officer (ECO) or Environmental Site Agent (ESA) must be appointed for the
duration of the construction and decommissioning phases to oversee the implementation of the
Environmental Management Programme (EMPr).



Limit the loss of natural habitat, since these serve as foraging, roosting, refuge and even nesting sites for
several fauna species. Thus keep the extent of construction areas to the absolute minimum.



Limit the construction activities within the transformed environments and other areas that were
identified by the respective specialists as acceptable or preferred development areas, i.e. avoid
developments in the sensitive habitat nodes.



Where feasible, do not develop infrastructure in wetland habitat zones.



Do not construct open steep-sided trenches or other deep pitfall structures that may entrap and kill
amphibians, reptiles and small mammals. Where these are needed to lay cables, ensure that they are
filled again soon after construction.



Enforce speed restrictions (60 km/h) within the WEF complex.



Follow best practise guidelines to limit noise emissions during the construction and maintenance phases.



Establish a fire management plan to manage controlled and rouge bush fires.



Provide training to construction and operations staff on best practice environmental management
procedures.

Note that a search-and-rescue initiative of select faunal species prior to and during the construction phase is
not deemed to be worthy mitigation measure and is therefore not proposed for the Haga Haga WEF project.
The ECO or ESA can deal with sporadic faunal rescue incidences whenever these occur, by releasing such
animals in the nearest undeveloped area.
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5.6

Construction Phase impact tables

Table 4: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #1: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
habitat loss and/or degradation associated with the WEF project.
IMPACT #1: Reduction of faunal abundance due to habitat loss and/or degradation associated with the
WEF project.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
3
(Long term)

Intensity
-2
(Medium)

Probability
4
(Definite)

Significance Status
-24
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
High

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 An ECO or ESA must be appointed for the duration of the construction phase to oversee the
implementation of the Environmental EMPr.
 Limit the loss of natural habitat, since these serve as foraging, roosting, refuge and even nesting sites for
several fauna species. Thus keep the extent of construction areas to the absolute minimum.


Limit the construction activities within the transformed environments and other areas that were identified by
the respective specialists as acceptable or preferred development areas.



Where feasible, do not develop infrastructure in wetland habitat zones.



Provide training to construction staff on best practice environmental management procedures.

With mitigation

1

3

-2

4

-24

(Local)

(Long term)

(Medium)

(Definite)

(Low)

-ve

High

Table 5: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #2: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the construction activities.
IMPACT #2: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the
construction activities.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
2
(Medium term)

Intensity
-2
(Medium)

Probability
4
(Definite)

Significance Status
-16
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 An ECO or ESA must be appointed for the duration of the construction phase to oversee the
implementation of the Environmental EMPr.
 Limit the loss of natural habitat, since these serve as foraging, roosting, refuge and even nesting sites for
several fauna species. Thus keep the extent of construction areas to the absolute minimum.


Limit the construction activities within the transformed environments and other areas that were identified by
the respective specialists as acceptable or preferred development areas.



Where feasible, do not develop infrastructure in wetland habitat zones.



Provide training to construction staff on best practice environmental management procedures.

With mitigation

1

2

-2

4

-16

(Local)

(Medium term)

(Medium)

(Definite)

(Low)
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Table 6: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #3: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
mortalities incurred during the course of vegetation clearing and earthworks.
IMPACT #3: Reduction of faunal abundance due to mortalities incurred during the course of vegetation
clearing and earthworks.
Preferred Alt.

Extent

Duration

Intensity

Probability

Significance Status

Without

1

1

-2

4

-8

mitigation

(Local)

(Short term)

(Medium)

(Definite)

(Low)

-ve

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 An ECO or ESA must be appointed for the duration of the construction phase to oversee the
implementation of the Environmental EMPr.
 Provide training to construction staff on best practice environmental management procedures.
With mitigation

1

1

-2

4

-8

(Local)

(Short term)

(Medium)

(Definite)

(Low)
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5.7

Operational Phase impact tables

Table 7: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #4: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the operational activities.
IMPACT #4: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the
operational activities.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
3
(Long term)

Intensity
-2
(Medium)

Probability
4
(Definite)

Significance Status
-24
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 Follow best practise guidelines to limit noise emissions during the construction and maintenance phases.


Provide training to operations staff on best practice environmental management procedures.

With mitigation

1

3

-2

4

-24

(Local)

(Long term)

(Medium)

(Definite)

(Low)

-ve

Medium

Table 8: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #5: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by various noise producing sources associated with WEFs.
IMPACT #5: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by various
noise producing sources that are associated with WEFs.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
3
(Long term)

Intensity
-1
(Low)

Probability
2
(Probable)

Significance Status
-6
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 Follow best practise guidelines to limit noise emissions during the construction and maintenance phases.


Provide training to operations staff on best practice environmental management procedures.

With mitigation

1

3

-1

2

-6

(Local)

(Long term)

(Low)

(Probable)

(Low)

-ve

Medium

Table 9: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #6: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
mortalities caused by vehicular traffic.
IMPACT #6: Reduction of faunal abundance due to mortalities caused by vehicular traffic.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
3
(Long term)

Intensity
-1
(Low)

Probability
2
(Probable)

Significance Status
-6
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 Enforce speed restrictions (60 km/h) within the WEF complex.


Provide training to operations staff on best practice environmental management procedures.

With mitigation

1

3

-1

2

-6

(Local)

(Long term)

(Low)

(Probable)

(Low)
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5.8

Decommissioning Phase impact tables

Table 10: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #7: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the decommissioning activities.
IMPACT #7: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the
decommissioning activities.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
1
(Short term)

Intensity
-1
(Low)

Probability
2
(Probable)

Significance Status
-2
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for Preferred Alternative:
 An ECO or ESA must be appointed for the duration of the construction phase to oversee the
implementation of the Environmental EMPr.


Provide training to operations staff on best practice environmental management procedures.

With mitigation

5.9

1

1

-1

2

-2

(Local)

(Short term)

(Low)

(Probable)

(Low)

-ve

Medium

No-Go Alternative impact tables

The following impacts are associated with the No-Go alternative, i.e. continued agricultural land-use:
 Reduction of faunal abundance due to habitat loss and/or degradation associated with agricultural
activities.
 Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the construction
activities.
Table 11: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #8: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
habitat loss and/or degradation associated with agricultural activities.
IMPACT #8: Reduction of faunal abundance due to habitat loss and/or degradation associated with
agricultural activities.
Preferred Alt.
Without
mitigation

Extent
1
(Local)

Duration
3
(Long term)

Intensity
-2
(Medium)

Probability
2
(Probable)

Significance Status
-12
-ve
(Low)

Confidence
Medium

Mitigation measures for No-Go Alternative:
 None.
With mitigation

1

3

-2

2

-12

(Local)

(Long term)

(Medium)

(Probable)

(Low)
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Table 12: Impact scores for the Preferred Alternative impact #9: Reduction of faunal abundance due to
disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by the construction activities.
IMPACT #9: Reduction of faunal abundance due to disturbance and/or exclusion effects caused by
agricultural activities.
Preferred Alt.

Extent

Duration

Intensity

Probability

Significance Status

Without

1

3

-1

2

-6

mitigation

(Local)

(Long term)

(Low)

(Probable)

(Low)

Confidence

-ve

Medium

-ve

Medium

Mitigation measures for No-Go Alternative:
 None.
With mitigation

6

1

3

-1

2

-6

(Local)

(Long term)

(Low)

(Probable)

(Low)

CONCLUSIONS

The sensitivity assessments conducted by the botanical (McDonald 2017) and wetlands (Hatting &
Swanepoel 2017) studies were merged to serve as the basis for the nonvolant faunal sensitivity analysis.
Additionally, the not preferred development areas were buffered by 50m as a conservative measure. The FIA
rating of the Haga Haga WEF study area is MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scales
for all three of the assessed faunal groups, i.e. for amphibians, reptiles and nonvolant mammals. From a
faunal perspective there is thus no significant cause for concern in respect of the proposed WEF project,
keeping in mind that the overall impact can nevertheless be somewhat reduced by avoiding the most
sensitive habitat nodes and by implementing the recommended mitigation measures.

No fatal flaws in respect of faunal considerations were identified for the Haga Haga WEF project.
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8
8.1

APPENDIX 1 (Faunal checklists)
Amphibians

A total of 21 frog species may potentially occur within the Haga Haga Wind Farm study area and the immediate surroundings (Table 4), ten of which were
confirmed during the NCC field survey. Note that several frog species that were considered in the fauna specialist impact statement letter (Bioinsight
20176) were omitted from this checklist, mostly due to their improbable occurrence within the study area. These are Natal Tree Frog (Leptopelis
natalensis), Plaintive Rain Frog (Breviceps verrucosus), Karoo Toad (Vandijkophrynus gariepensis), Cape River Frog (Amietia fuscigula), Giant Bullfrog
(Pyxicephalus adspersus), Hogsback Frog (Anhydrophryne rattrayi) and Tandy’s Sand Frog (Tomopterna tandyi). A taxonomic revision is currently in
preparation that will likely result in the elevation of Penther’s Rain Frog (Breviceps adspersus pentheri) to a full species, which would thus render this
taxon to be an Eastern Cape endemic. The Kloof Frog (Natalobatrachus bonebergi) reaches is southern-most distribution limit at Manubi State Forest
(3228BC), about 45 km NE of Haga Haga (Venter & Conradie 2015). It is possible, but not probable, that this species occurs within the study area.
Table 4: A checklist of amphibians that are known from or may potentially occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area and the immediate surroundings.
Conservation status according to IUCN and local (SA) listings include the following categories: Least Concern (LC) and Endangered (EN). Endemism levels
are as follow: Endemic to South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland (SA), endemic to Eastern Cape (EC). Scoring for likelihood of occurrence: Possible
occurrence (1), probable occurrence (2) and confirmed occurrence (3). Confirmed occurrences are based on records obtained during the NCC 2017
survey. The respective SAFAP (ADU 2017; Minter et al. 2004) records for each species and QDS are indicated.
Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Brevicipitidae

Rain frogs and relatives

Breviceps adspersus pentheri

Penther’s Rain Frog

Bufonidae

Toads

Sclerophrys capensis

LC/LC

EC

1

Raucous Toad

LC/LC

SA

3

NCC 2017; 3228CA-CD (ADU 2017)

Sclerophrys gutturalis

Guttural Toad

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CC (ADU 2017)

Sclerophrys pardalis

Eastern Leopard Toad

LC/LC

SA

2

3227DB (ADU 2017)
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Distribution notes

Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Distribution notes

Hyperoliidae

Hyperoliid frogs

Afrixalus spinifrons

Natal Leaf-folding Frog

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Hyperolius marmoratus

Painted Reed Frog

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CA-CD (ADU 2017)

Hyperolius pusillus

Water Lily Reed Frog

LC/LC

0

2

Hyperolius semidiscus

Yellow-striped Reed Frog

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Kassina senegalensis

Bubbling Kassina

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CA-CC (ADU 2017)

Semnodactylus wealii

Rattling Frog

LC/LC

0

2

3228CA-CC (ADU 2017)

Phrynobatrachidae

Puddle frogs

Phrynobatrachus natalensis

Snoring Puddle Frog

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CB-CD (ADU 2017)

Pipidae

Pipid frogs

Xenopus laevis

Common Platanna

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

Ptychadenidae

Grass frogs

Ptychadena oxyrhynchus

Sharp-nosed Grass Frog

LC/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Ptychadena porosissima

Striped Grass Frog

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Pyxicephalidae

Pyxicephalid frogs

Amietia delalandii

Delalande’s River Frog

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

Cacosternum boettgeri

Boettger’s Caco

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CA-CC (ADU 2017)

Cacosternum nanum

Bronze Caco

LC/LC

SA

3

NCC 2017; 3228CA-CC (ADU 2017)

Natalobatrachus bonebergi

Kloof Frog

EN/EN

SA

1

3228BC (Venter & Conradie 2015)

Strongylopus fasciatus

Striped Stream Frog

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CB (ADU 2017)

Strongylopus grayii

Clicking Stream Frog

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CA (ADU 2017)

Tomopterna natalensis

Natal Sand Frog

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CB (ADU 2017)

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

Haga Haga WEF: Faunal Baseline & Impact Assessment – Jul 2018

Page 44 of 58

8.2

Reptiles

A total of 57 reptile species may potentially occur within the Haga Haga Wind Farm study area and the immediate surroundings (Table 5), four of which
were confirmed during the NCC and Bioinsight field surveys. Note that some of reptile species considered in the fauna specialist impact statement letter
(Bioinsight 2017c) were omitted from this checklist, mostly due to their improbable occurrence within the study area. These are Nile Crocodile
(Crocodylus niloticus), Drakensberg Flat Gecko (Afroedura nivaria) and Berg Adder (Bitis atropos). The taxonomic status of Tetradactylus cf. fitzsimonsi is
in need of verification by means of a targeted field survey to search for this taxon.
Table 5: A checklist of reptiles that are known from or may potentially occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area and the immediate surroundings.
Conservation status according to IUCN and local (SA) listings include the following categories: Not Evaluated (NE), Least Concern (LC) and Endangered
(EN). Endemism levels are as follow: Endemic to South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland (SA), endemic to Eastern Cape (EC). Scoring for likelihood of
occurrence: Possible occurrence (1), probable occurrence (2) and confirmed occurrence (3). Confirmed occurrences are based on records obtained during
the NCC 2017 and Bioinsight 2017 surveys. The respective SARCA (ADU 2017; Bates et al. 2014) records for each species and QDS are indicated.
Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Pelomedusidae

Side-necked terrapins

Pelomedusa galeata

South African Helmeted Terrapin

Testudinidae

Tortoises

Chersina angulata

NE/LC

SA

3

NCC 2017; 3228CB (ADU 2017); Bioinsight 2017

Angulate Tortoise

LC/LC

Near SA

1

3227DB (ADU 2017)

Stigmochelys pardalis

Leopard Tortoise

LC/LC

0

1

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Gekkonidae

Geckos

Afroedura pondolia

Pondo Flat Gecko

LC/LC

SA

2

3228AD (ADU 2017)

Hemidactylus mabouia

Common Tropical House Gecko

NE/LC

0

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

Lygodactylus c. capensis

Common Dwarf Gecko

NE/LC

0

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Pachydactylus maculatus

Spotted Gecko

LC/LC

Near SA

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)
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Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Distribution notes

Lacertidae

Lacertid lizards

Nucras delalandii

Delalande's Sandveld Lizard

LC/LC

SA

2

3228AC (ADU 2017)

Tropidosaura montana rangeri

Common Mountain Lizard

LC/LC

EC

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Cordylidae

Cordylid lizards

Chamaesaura a. anguina

Cape Grass Lizard

NE/LC

0

2

3228DA (ADU 2017)

Cordylus cordylus

Cape Girdled Lizard

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

Pseudocordylus m. fasciatus

Cape Crag Lizard

LC/LC

SA

2

3228AC (ADU 2017)

Gerrhosauridae

Plated lizards

Gerrhosaurus flavigularis

Yellow-throated Plated Lizard

NE/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Tetradactylus cf. fitzsimonsi

“FitzSimons' Long-tailed Seps”

VU/VU

SA

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Tetradactylus seps

Short-legged Seps

LC/LC

SA

2

3227DB (ADU 2017)

Scincidae

Skinks

Acontias gracilicauda

Thin-tailed Legless Skink

LC/LC

SA

2

3228AC (ADU 2017)

Acontias meleagris

Cape Legless Skink

LC/LC

SA

2

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Acontias orientalis

Eastern Cape Legless Skink

LC/LC

SA

1

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Acontias plumbeus

Giant Legless Skink

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB-CD (ADU 2017)

Trachylepis capensis

Cape Skink

NE/LC

0

2

228CC (ADU 2017)

Trachylepis homalocephala

Red-Sided Skink

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CD (ADU 2017)

Trachylepis varia

Variable Skink

NE/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Varanidae

Monitor lizards

Varanus niloticus

Nile Monitor

NE/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; 3228CB (ADU 2017); Bioinsight 2017

Agamidae

Agamid lizards

Agama atra

Southern Rock Agama

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB-CD (ADU 2017)

Chamaeleonidae

Chameleons

Bradypodion kentanicum

Kentani Dwarf Chameleon

VU/VU

EC

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Bradypodion ventrale

Eastern Cape Dwarf Chameleon

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CA&CC (ADU 2017)
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Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Colubridae

Colubrid snakes

Crotaphopeltis hotamboeia

Herald Snake

NE/LC

0

3

NCC 2017

Dasypeltis inornata

Southern Brown Egg Eater

LC/LC

SA

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

Dasypeltis scabra

Rhombic Egg Eater

LC/LC

0

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

Dispholidus typus

Boomslang

NE/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Philothamnus hoplogaster

Green Water Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Philothamnus n. occidentalis

Western Natal Green Snake

NE/LC

SA

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Philothamnus semivariegatus

Spotted Bush Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Lamprophiidae

Lamprophiid snakes

Amblyodipsas concolor

KwaZulu-Natal Purple-glossed Snake

LC/LC

SA

2

3228BC (Venter & Conradie 2015)

Aparallactus capensis

Black-headed Centipede-eater

LC/LC

0

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

Boaedon capensis

Brown House Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Duberria l. lutrix

Common Slug Eater

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Homoroselaps lacteus

Spotted Harlequin Snake

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

Lamprophis aurora

Aurora Snake

LC/LC

SA

2

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Lycodonomorphus inornatus

Olive Ground Snake

LC/LC

SA

2

3228CB (ADU 2017)

Lycodonomorphus laevissimus

Dusky-bellied Water Snake

LC/LC

SA

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

Lycodonomorphus rufulus

Brown Water Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

Lycophidion c. capense

Cape Wolf Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Macrelaps microlepidotus

KwaZulu-Natal Black Snake

NT/NT

0

1

3228BC (Venter & Conradie 2015)

Prosymna sundevallii

Sundevall’s Shovel-snout

LC/LC

0

1

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Psammophis brevirostris

Short-snouted Grass Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3228CB (Venter & Conradie 2017)

Psammophis crucifer

Montane Grass Snake

LC/LC

0

2

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Psammophylax rhombeatus

Spotted Skaapsteker

NE/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)

Pseudaspis cana

Mole Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3228CC (ADU 2017)
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Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Typhlopidae

Blind snakes

Afrotyphlops bibronii

Bibron’s Blind Snake

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

Rhinotyphlops lalandei

Delalande's Beaked Blind Snake

NE/LC

0

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

Leptotyphlopidae

Thread snakes

Leptotyphlops nigricans

Black Thread Snake

LC/LC

SA

2

3228AD (ADU 2017)

Leptotyphlops s. conjunctus

Peter’s Thread Snake

NE/LC

0

1

3327BB (ADU 2017)

Elapidae

Cobras, mambas & relatives

Hemachatus haemachatus

Rinkhals

LC/LC

Near SA

2

3227DB (ADU 2017)

Naja nivea

Cape Cobra

NE/LC

0

1

3327BA (ADU 2017)

Viperidae

Adders & vipers

Bitis arietans

Puff Adder

NE/LC

0

3

3228CA&CC (ADU 2017); Bioinsight 2017

Causus rhombeatus

Rhombic Night Adder

NE/LC

0

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

Haga Haga WEF: Faunal Baseline & Impact Assessment – Jul 2018

Distribution notes

Page 48 of 58

8.3

Nonvolant mammals

A total of 59 nonvolant mammal species may potentially occur within the Haga Haga Wind Farm study area and the immediate surroundings (Table 6), 24
of which were confirmed during the NCC and Bioinsight field surveys. Note that several mammal species that were considered in the fauna specialist
impact statement letter (Bioinsight 2017c) were omitted from this checklist, mostly due to their improbable occurrence within the study area. These are
Oribi (Ourebia o. ourebi), Springbok (Antidorcas marsupialis), Grey Rhebok (Palea capreolus), Common Eland (Tragelaphus oryx), Spotted-necked Otter
(Hydrictis maculicollis), Meerkat (Suricata suricatta), Small-spotted Genet (Genetta genetta), Yellow Mongoose (Cynictis penicillata), Cape Hare (Lepus
capensis), Scrub Hare (Lepus saxatilis), Hewitt's Red Rock Rabbit (Pronolagus saundersiae), Hairy-footed Gerbil (Gerbilliscus paeba), Karoo Bush Rat
(Otomus unisulcatus), Mozambique Woodland Mouse (Grammomys cometes), Saunder’s Vlei Rat (Otomys saundersiae), Xeric Four-striped Mouse
(Rhabdomys pumilio), African marsh Rat (Dasymys incomtus), Springhare (Pedetes capensis), Tree Hyrax (Dendrohyrax arboreus) and Samango Monley
(Cercopithecus albogularis labiatus). The Bioinsight (2017c) report refers to Grey Rhebok that was introduced to the area, and that have subsequently
escaped and established extralimital feral populations. This statements appears to be an error and presumably refers to Southern Reedbuck. Alien rodent
species were also omitted from the checklist.

Several extralimital species are present nowadays in the Haga Haga region. Most of these are maintained within camped enclosures, but two species (i.e.
Southern Reedbuck and Common Warthog) have escaped and have established feral populations in the region. In the checklist below (Table 6), the two
types of extralimital species are indicated as follow:

Extralimital #1: Species that historically did not occur naturally in the area, but were introduced and are currently maintained in game camp enclosures.
Extralimital #2: Species that historically did not occur naturally in the area, but were introduced and subsequently escaped to establish feral populations.
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Table 6: A checklist of nonvolant mammals that are known from or may potentially occur within the Haga Haga WEF study area and the immediate
surroundings. Conservation status according to IUCN and local (SA) listings include the following categories: Not Evaluated (NE), Least Concern (LC), Near
Threatened (NT), Vulnerable (VU) and Endangered (EN). Endemism levels are as follow: Endemic to South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland (SA), endemic to
Eastern Cape (EC). Scoring for likelihood of occurrence: Possible occurrence (1), probable occurrence (2) and confirmed occurrence (3). Confirmed
occurrences are based on records obtained during the NCC 2017 survey (including the Kembali staff interview records), and according to the Bioinsight
2017 surveys. The main sources for mammal distribution maps that were consulted in preparing this checklist are RLMSA 2016 and ADU 2017.
Scientific name
Bathyergidae
Cryptomys h. hottentotus
Gliridae
Graphiurus murinus
Graphiurus ocularis
Muridae
Gerbilliscus brantsii
Grammomys dolichurus
Mastomys natalensis
Micaelamys namaquensis
Mus minutoides
Mystromys albicaudatus
Otomys auratus
Otomys irroratus
Rhabdomys dilectus
Nesomyidae
Dendromus melanotus
Dendromus mesomelas
Saccostomus campestris

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

English name
African mole-rats
Common Mole-rat
Dormice
Woodland Dormouse
Spectacled Dormouse
Old World rats, mice & gerbils
Highveld Gerbil
Woodland Thicket Rat
Natal Multimammate Mouse
Namaqua Rock Mouse
Pygmy Mouse
White-tailed Rat
Golden Vlei Rat
Southern African Vlei Rat
Mesic Four-striped Mouse
Nesomyid rodents
Grey Climbing Mouse
Brant’s Climbing Mouse
Southern African Pouched Mouse

IUCN/SA

Endemism Occur

Distribution notes

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017

LC/LC

0

2

3228CA&CC (ADU 2017)

LC/NT

SA

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

LC/LC

0

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

2

3228CA-CB (ADU 2017)

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017

EN/VU

SA

1

RLMSA 2016

NT/NT

Near SA

2

3227DD (ADU 2017); RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

SA

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

2

3227DD (ADU 2017)

LC/LC

0

1

RLMSA 2016
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Scientific name
Thryonomyidae
Thryonomys swinderianus
Hystricidae
Hystrix africaeaustralis
Leporidae
Lepus victoriae
Pronolagus crassicaudatus
Orycteropodidae
Orycteropus afer
Procaviidae
Procavia capensis
Chrysochloridae
Amblysomus hottentotus
Chrysospalax trevelyani
Soricidae
Crocidura cyanea
Crocidura flavescens
Myosorex cafer
Myosorex varius
Suncus infinitesimus
Suncus varilla
Canidae
Canis mesomelas
Vulpes chama

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

English name
Cane rats
Greater Cane Rat
Old World porcupines
Cape Porcupine
Hares & rabbits
African Savanna Hare
Natal Red Rock Rabbit
Aardvark
Aardvark
Hyraxes
Rock Hyrax
Golden moles
Hottentot Golden Mole
Giant Golden Mole
Shrews
Reddish-Grey Musk Shrew
Greater Red Musk Shrew
Dark-footed Forest Shrew
Forest Shrew
Least Dwarf Shrew
Lesser Dwarf Shrew
Jackals, foxes and relatives
Black-backed Jackal
Cape Fox

IUCN/SA

Endemism Occur

Distribution notes

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017

LC/LC

Near SA

3

NCC 2017

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB-CC (ADU 2017)

LC/LC

SA

2

RLMSA 2016

EN/EN

EC

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

SA

2

RLMSA 2016

VU/VU

SA

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

SA

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

1

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali); Bioinsight 2017

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016
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Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Distribution notes

Felidae

Cats

Caracal caracal

Caracal

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali)

Felis silvestris

African Wild Cat

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

Panthera pardus

Leopard

LC/VU

0

1

NCC 2017 (Kembali); rare visitor to area

Hyaenidae

Hyenas

Proteles cristata

Aardwolf

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali)

Herpestidae

Mongooses

Atilax paludinosus

Water Mongoose

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017

Herpestes ichneumon

Large Grey Mongoose

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

Herpestes pulverulentus

Cape Grey Mongoose

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

Ichneumia albicauda

White-tailed Mongoose

LC/LC

0

2

RLMSA 2016

Mustelidae

Weasels, badgers, otters & relatives

Aonyx capensis
Ictonyx striatus

African Clawless Otter
Striped Polecat

NT/NT
LC/LC

0
0

3
3

NCC 2017 (Kembali); 3228CB (ADU 2017)
NCC 2017 (Kembali)

Mellivora capensis

Honey Badger

LC/LC

0

1

Poecilogale albinucha

African Striped Weasel

LC/NT

0

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali)

Viverridae

Genets & civets

Genetta tigrina

Cape Genet

LC/LC

SA

2

RLMSA 2016

Cercopithecidae

Old World Monkeys

Chlorocebus pygerythrus

Vervet Monkey

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017

Papio ursinus

Chacma Baboon

LC/LC

0

1

NCC 2017 (Kembali); rare visitor to area

Equidae

Zebras, horses and relatives

Equus quagga

Plains Zebra

NT/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; extralimital #1

Suidae

Pigs and relatives

Phacochoerus africanus

Common Warthog

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017; extralimital #2

Potamochoerus larvatus

Bushpig

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali)
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Scientific name

English name

IUCN/SA

Endemism

Occur

Bovidae

Antelope and relatives

Aepyceros m. melampus

Common Impala

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017; extralimital #1

Damaliscus pygargus phillipsi

Blesbok

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017; extralimital #1

Philantomba monticola

Blue Duiker

LC/LC

0

2

3228CB (ADU 2017); RLMSA 2016

Raphicerus melanotis

Cape Grysbok

LC/LC

SA

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali)

Redunca arundinum

Southern Reedbuck

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017 (Kembali) ; extralimital #2

Sylvicapra grimmia

Common Duiker

LC/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017

Tragelaphus strepsiceros

Greater Kudu

LC/LC

0

1

RLMSA 2016

Tragelaphus sylvaticus

Southern Bushbuck

NE/LC

0

3

NCC 2017; Bioinsight 2017; RLMSA 2016

Giraffidae

Giraffes and relatives

Giraffa camelopardalis giraffa

South African Giraffe

LC/LC

0

3

Extralimital #1 on adjacent game reserve

Rhinocerotidae

Rhinoceroses

Ceratotherium s. simum

Southern White Rhinoceros

NT/NT

0

3

Present on adjacent game reserve
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APPENDIX 2 (Faunal photographs)

Figure 15: Raucous Toad: Sclerophrys capensis.

Figure 16: Guttural Toad: Sclerophrys gutturalis.

Figure 17: South African Helmeted Terrapin: Pelomedusa galeata.
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Figure 18: Unidentified and potentially new species of Tetradactylus from the Haga Haga region (Photo by C.
Peter, ADU ReptileMAP No.: 155833).
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Figure 19: Natal Red Rock Rabbit: Pronolagus crassicaudatus.

Figure 20: Warthog: Phacochoerus africanus.
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Figure 21: Vervet Monkey: Chlorocebus pygerythrus
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Figure 22: Plains Zebra: Equus quagga.

Figure 23: Common Impala (Aepyceros melampus).
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Figure 24: Blesbok (Damaliscus pygargus phillipsi).

Haga Haga WEF: Faunal Baseline & Impact Assessment – Jul 2018

Page 57 of 58

PREPARED BY:

Marius Burger
Faunal Specialist
Trading as Sungazer Faunal Surveys
C·083 231 7452
E·sungazer@iafrica.com

PREPARED BY:

Jonathan Bell
Conservation Technician
NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
T·021 702 2884
E·jonathanjab@ncc-group.co.za

PREPARED BY:

Louis du Toit
Junior Conservation Technician
NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
T·021 702 2884
E·general@ncc-group.co.za

NCC Environmental Services (Pty) Ltd
Reg No: 2007/023691/07

Haga Haga WEF: Faunal Baseline & Impact Assessment – Jul 2018

Page 58 of 58

