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All written comments submitted to SRK, either following the initial advertisement notifying stakeholders of the proposed Project (Table 1); following the release of 

the draft Scoping Report for public comment (Table 2); following release of the final Scoping Report for public comment (Table 3); following release of the draft 

EIA Report for public comment (Table 4); or comments recorded in the minutes of any formal meetings held with stakeholders as part of the EIA process (Table 

5) are categorised (for ease of reference) in the Comments and Responses Table presented in Table 6. 

Table 1: Written IAP comments received during the BID comment period 

# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received 

1.  Willie Liebenberg City of Cape Town (CoCT) Integrated Transport Planning 22 Feb 2013 

2.  Dimitri Georgeades CoCT: District Head (Table Bay and Parow) 

Environment and Heritage Management 

25 March 2013 and 19 April 2013 

3.  Rhett Smart CapeNature 9 April 2013 

4.  AB Hall CEO: Heritage Western Cape 24 April 2013 

5.  Janet Bodenstein CoCT: Economic, Environmental and Spatial Planning 25 June 2013 and 2 August 2013 

6.  Ian Gildenhuys CoCT: Specialised Environmental Health 25 June 2013 

7.  Shannon Maree CoCT: Environmental Health: Noise Pollution 25 June 2013 

8.  Councillor Mphila via Mcebisi Johnson Fetu Manager: Sub-council 9 2 July 2013 

Table 2: Written IAP comments received during the draft Scoping Report comment period 

# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received 

1.  Kentridge Makhanya ESKOM 15 November 2013 

2.  Carina Worthington Carlson Wagonlit Travel 21 November 2013 

3.  Glen Adriaanse Klipfontein Indigenous Landowners Association (KILA) 24 November 2013 

4.  Colin Bryant Air Traffic and Navigation Services (ATNS) 25 November 2013 

5.  Angelo Lamberts The Workforce Group Holdings 26 November 2013 

6.  Jeremy Flowerday Private 27 November 2013 

7.  Dirk Smit Private 28 November 2013 

8.  Danielle and Peter Aspinall Private 29 November 2013 

9.  David Pugh Private (UWC) 30 November 2013 

10.  Mzondi Mbaliswana Philippi Development Forum 5 December 2013 

11.  Bishop Michel Hansrod and Andre Jordaan The Methodist Church of Southern Africa (MCSA) and Klipfontein Glebe Land 
(KGL) 

5 December 2013 

12.  Chris Zweigenthal Airlines Association of South Africa (AASA) 9 December 2013 

13.  Hennie Brandt BCD Town Planners 12 December 2013 

14.  Dimitri Georgeades CoCT 12 December 2013 

15.  Rentia Geldenhuys Denel Industrial Properties 13 December 2013 

16.  Western Cape Government: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP): 13 December 2013 

 Loretta Osbourne Directorate: Land Management (Region 1)  

 Catherine Bill Directorate: Pollution Management (Pollution and Chemicals Management)  

 Alexia Julius Directorate: Environmental and Spatial Planning  

 Peter Harmse Directorate: Pollution Management (Air Quality Management)  

  Department of Economic Development and Tourism (DEDT):  

 Bianca Mpahlaza-Schiff Directorate: Trade and Sector Development: Strategic Initiatives  

  Department of Human Settlements  

 Raynita Robertson Directorate: Planning  

  Department of Transport and Public Works  

 Gamza Meyer Directorate: Infrastructure Policies and Strategies  

 Mario Brown Directorate: Transport Policies and  Strategies  

17.  Rhett Smart CapeNature 17 December 2013 

18.  Christian Gerhardt NCC on behalf of the Housing Development Agency (HDA) 18 December 2013 

19.  Sean Coburn Private Resident - Boston 18 December 2013 

20.  Sandy Bayne South African Airways (SAA) Flight Operations 19 December 2013 

21.  Bukelwa Mtandana Department of Water Affairs (DWA) 17 January 2014 & 10 March 2014 

Table 3: Written IAP comments received during the final Scoping Report comment period 

# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received 

1.  Angelo Lamberts Workforce Group Holdings 11 July 2014 

2.  Gail Aronson Private 14 July 2014 

3.  Laurine Platzky Department of the Premier 15 July 2014 

4.  Glen Adriaanse KILA 22, 30 July and 1 August 2014 

5.  Rudolf Meiring Private 24 July 2014 

6.  Cindy Wright Private 24 July 2014 

7.  Francois Malan Private 26 July 2014 

8.  John Weaving Private 29 July 2014 

9.  Geoff Fuller Private 30 July 2014 

10.  Johan Swart Private 30 July 2014 

11.  Rose Marie Coetzee Private 31 July 2014 

12.  Emile Coetzee Edgemead Residentsô Association 31 July 2014 
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# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received 

13.  Deborah Maggot Private 31 July 2014 

14.  Jacqui Mc Carthy Private 31 July 2014 

15.  Sheynain Benjamin Tygerberg Sub-District Health Forum 31 July 2014 

16.  Michelle Berowsky Private 1 August 2014 

17.  Dimitri Georgeades City of Cape Town 1 August 2014 

18.  Lorretta Osborne DEA&DP: Directorate Land Management (Region 1) 1 August 2014 

19.  Emmanuel Private 1 August 2014 

20.  Martin Harris Private 1 August 2014 

21.  Christian Gerhardt on behalf of Thiathu 
Manenzhe  

NCC on behalf of HDA 1 August 2014 

22.  Joy Leaner DEA&DP: Pollution Management 1 August 2014 

23.  Rhett Smart CapeNature 6 August 2014 

24.  Malcolm Watters Western Cape Transport and Public Works: Road Network Management 11 August 2014 

Table 4: Written IAP comments received during the draft EIA Report comment period 

# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received 

1.  Sub-Council 10 Sub-Council 10 30 March 2015 

2.  Adrian Lodewyk Private 10 April 2015 

3.  Chris Roed Private 13 April 2015 

4.  Mike Dyssel UWC  14 April 2015 

5.  Gerrit Coetzee WCED 26 May 2015 

6.  Valerie Homer Edgemead Resident 13 and 15 May 2015 

7.  Sheynain Benjamin Belhar Community Health Forum 26 May 2015 

8.  Tonya Booth Edgemead Resident 18 May 2015 

9.  Terry May le Roux-Duncan Edgemead Resident 21 May 2015 

10.  Susan van der Merwe Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

11.  Sunette van Aardt Edgemead Resident 17 May 2015 

12.  Stuart Welch Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

13.  Stephen Field Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

14.  Terence Govender Plattekloof Resident 25 May 2015 

15.  Stéan Snyman De Tijger Resident 19 May 2015 

16.  Shericka Berrill Edgemead Resident 18 May 2015 

17.  Sharron Brown Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

18.  Rosmarie Anke Edgemead Resident 26 May 2015 

19.  Robert Bresler Edgemead Resident 15 May 2015 

20.  Richard van Schalkwyk Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

21.  Gary Fairman Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

22.  Raffael Rueckert Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

23.  Pierre Fabé Edgemead Resident 24 April 2015 

24.  Peter Smulik Rugby Resident 22 May 2015 

25.  Peter Loveland Edgemead Resident 23 May 2015 

26.  R Lawrence (and staff, teachers and Governing 
Body of Edgemead High School) 

Principal of Edgemead High School 20 May 2015 

27.  Patricia Woods Bothasig Resident 14 and 18 May 2014 

28.  Nicole Christian Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

29.  Nicola King Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

30.  Nicholas Duffy Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

31.  Natalie Huff Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

32.  Mzi Vava Nyanga Resident 25 May 2015 

33.  Michelle Verreynne Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

34.  Michelle Healey Edgemead Resident 21 May 2015 

35.  Maureen Gallon Bothasig Resident 18 May 2015 

36.  Marlene Rogers Edgemead Resident 20 May 2015 

37.  Mark Seabrook Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

38.  E Collins Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

39.  Marilyn Murphy Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

40.  Marion Draper Edgemead Resident 17 May 2015 

41.  Lesley Niemand Bothasig and Edgemead Stakeholder's Forum 24 May 2015 

42.  Lee Engeler Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

43.  Kim Pillaye Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

44.  Kim Janse van Rensburg Edgemead Resident 21 May 2015 

45.  Khumie Nqanto Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

46.  Kevin Siebert Edgemead Resident 18 May 2015 

47.  Kevin Newman Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

48.  Kevin Hart Edgemead Resident 26 May 2015 
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49.  Karl Little Edgemead Resident 14 May 2015 

50.  Juliette Rose Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

51.  JP Lawson Edgemead Resident 15 May 2015 

52.  Joe Steyn-Begley Edgemead Resident 18 May 2015 

53.  John Woods Bothasig Resident 15 May 2015 

54.  Jimmy Pantony Edgemead Resident 15 May 2015 

55.  Jean MacDonald Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

56.  Jason Meyer Edgemead Resident 15 May 2015 

57.  Janine Toerien Edgemead Resident 27 April 2015 

58.  Jacqui West Edgemead Resident 15 May 2015 

59.  Jacqueline du Plessis Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

60.  Ian Rayner Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

61.  Ian Cormack Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

62.  Helen Carstens Ward Councillor 20 May 2015 

63.  Heidi Maselli Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015 

64.  Haydn Boyes Goodwood Resident 13 May 2015 

65.  Grant Korkie Edgemead Resident 11 May 2015 

66.  Gisela Welgemoed Welgemoed Resident 14 May 2015 

67.  Gareth Miller Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

68.  Future Cape Town  28 April 2015 

69.  Faeeza Fortune UWC Student 26 May 2015 

70.  Edward Tennant Edgemead Resident 17 May 2015 

71.  Edna Maria Howell Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

72.  F van Vuuren Principal of Edgemead Primary School 19 May 2015 

73.  Eddie Naldrett Edgemead Resident 20 May 2015 

74.  Malcolm Watters Department of Transport 23 May 2015 

75.  Di Hutton Edgemead Resident 14 May 2015 

76.  Deric Aspeling Edgemead Resident 20 May 2015 

77.  Claudia and Alan Ross Panorama Residents 18 May 2015 

78.  Clarissa Witten Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

79.  Claire Abrahamse Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

80.  Carren Field Edgemead Resident 25 May 2015 

81.  Beverley Cornwell Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015 

82.  Mike Tyszowiecki Dustex 19 May 2015 

83.  Martin Kellerman Edgemead Resident 27 May 2015 

84.  Lydia Austin Edgemead Resident 27 May 2015 

85.  CapeNature  26 May 2015 

86.  Helen Horat Edgemead Resident 27 May 2015 

87.  A.G. Potgieter Goodwood Resident 20 May 2015 

88.  Audrey Visser Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

89.  CED  07 May 2015 

90.  Hazel Lombard Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

91.  Jacques Engelbrecht Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

92.  Janine van Niekerk Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

93.  Marius Reitz Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

94.  Mike Hoffmeester Bishop Lavis Resident 07 May 2015 

95.  Richard Thomass Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

96.  TP Lombard Edgemead Resident 13 May 2015 

97.  Andre du Plessis Edgemead Resident Various 

98.  Emile Coetzee Chairman Edgemead Residents Association 24 May 2015 

99.  Leapfrog Management and Agents  20 May 2015 

100.  R Lawrence Edgemead Resident 24 May 2015 

101.  A. J. Perold Edgemead Resident 24 May 2015 

102.  Debbie Jacobs Edgemead Resident 21 May 2015 

103.  Dave Eisman Edgemead Resident 18 May 2015 

104.  Danuta Clarke Edgemead Resident 20 May 2015 

105.  Danie Nel Edgemead Resident 21 May 2015 

106.  Colin Whittemore Monte Vista Resident 25 May 2015 

107.  Ashleigh Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015 

108.  Craig Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015 

109.  EM Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015 

110.  Glynis Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015 

111.  IJ Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015 

112.  Fahim Docrat HOPE 08 June 2015 
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113.  Mlandeli Mbiko Nyanga Development Forum 15 May 2015 

114.  Albert Froneman Environmental and ornithological specialist (appointed by ACSA for wildlife 
management plans) 

18 May 2015 

115.  Alison Tilley Open Democracy Advice Centre 26 May 2015 

116.  Alwyn Bester Edgemead resident 25 May 2015 

117.  Angela Andrews Development Action Group 26 May 2015 

118.  Arlene Newman Monte vista resident 25 May 2015 

119.   DEA&DP 25 May 2015 

120.  Rentia Geldenhuys Denel  21 May 2015 

121.  Mike Hoffmeester Ward Representative ward 24 07 May 2015 

122.  The chairman Community Empowerement & development 07 May 2015 

123.  Blikkiesdorp Joint Committee  25 May 2015 

124.  Stanley Bolnik  24 April 2015 

125.  Bonnie van der SpuyResident  15 May 2015 

126.  Harry Roberts South African Civil Aviation Authority 30 April 2015 

127.  Michael Brahamse Edgemead resident 21 May 2015 

128.  Catherine Alger Edgemead resident 24 May 2015 

129.  CI Boulanger Edgemead resident 24 May 2015 

130.  Chantel Kruger  19 May 2015 

131.  Claudette Woudberg  14 May 2015 

132.  Colleen Bester Edgemead resident 25 May 2015 

133.  David Williamson Edgemead resident 15 May 2015 

134.  Sybil Williamson Edgemead resident 24 May 2015 

135.  Clive Shea Edgemead resident 21 May 2015 

136.  Dean Marsh Edgemead resident 15 May 2015 

137.  Denis Rose Edgemead resident 18 May 2015 

138.  M van Leeuwen Directorate: Infrastructure Planning 25 May 2015 

139.  PD Hutton Edgemead resident 13 May 2015 

140.  M Watters WC Department of Transport and Public Works 23 April 2015 

141.  Dimitri Georgeades CoCT 4 June 2015 

142.  Lucienne Walters Table View resident 16 & 22 July 2015 

143.  Danny Adriaanse  23 July 2015 

Table 5: Stakeholder meetings held during the EIA process 

# Stakeholder Purpose of Meeting Meeting date Meeting venue 

Meetings held during Scoping Phase 

1.  City of Cape Town Information Sharing Meeting 30 May 2013 Civic Centre, Cape Town 

2.  Sub-council Managers Focus Group Meeting 11 June 2013 Cape Town International Airport 

3.  Denel and Housing development Agency At Denelôs request 9 July 2013 Cape Town International Airport 

4.  DEA and DEA&DP Authorities Meeting 6 August 2013 Cape Town International Airport 

5.  Authorities Authorities Meeting 25 November 2013 Media City 

6.  Councillors Councillor Meeting 25 November 2013 Cape Town International Airport 

Meetings held during Impact Assessment Phase 

7.  Sub-council Managers and ward councillors Focus Group Meeting 16 April 2015 Cape Town International Airport 

8.  Local, Provincial and National Authorities Authorities Meeting 12 May 2015 Cape Town International Airport 
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 Table 6: Comments and responses 

# Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder Response 

Scope of the EIA 

A1.  CoCT understands that Phase 1 of the overall development is the current 
scope of the EIA but CoCT needs to take the ultimate development into 
consideration. Did Airports Company South Africa consider applying for 
environmental authorisation for the ultimate development? 

30 May 
2013 

Norah Walker 
(CoCT) 

Airports Company South Africa have considered applying for 
environmental authorisation for the ultimate development (as per the 
Airport Master Plan); however, the ultimate development would only be 
implemented in the distant future at which time growth forecasts, 
demand and industry requirements (as well as the receiving 
environment) are less predictable. Key infrastructure projects are 
commissioned only when required, and the delay in roll-out of all 
components of the ultimate development could well exceed anticipated 
authorisation validity periods. A phased approach, as is considered for 
the upgrade of Cape Town International Airport is considered good 
international practice for airport developments. In addition, if the scope 
of the EIA is extended to include the ultimate development, and 
environmental authorisation was not granted on this basis, the delay 
could have a detrimental impact on short term airport capacity. (Although 
the authorities are able to authorise only a portion of any development 
proposal, the EIA would then assess the impacts of the ultimate 
development and the impacts of the current proposal alone would not be 
understood). 

The ultimate development has been provided in the EIA Report (Figure 
2-4) as context to the project. SRK has attempted to ensure that the 
scope of the EIA is clear, i.e. confined to activities related to the re-
alignment of one runway.   

The alternatives assessed in the EIA will be limited to those considered 
reasonable and feasible, as described in Section 3.5 of the EIA Report.  

A2.  Taking into consideration the long term and future cumulative impact of a 
major land use facility like a national and international airport hub located 
within an existing urban environment, it is difficult to understand why only the 
first phase of the overall Master Plan forms the current scope of the EIA 
process, excluding the possible impact of the ultimate airport development in 
the future. Surely this is a piecemeal process in dealing with the long term 
and final environmental impact of such a major development project like 
Cape Town International Airport? 

12 
December 
2013 

 

Hennie Brandt 
(BCD Town 
Planners) 

 

A3.  Integrated environmental and city/spatial planning surely embraces much 
more than only the possible impact of the first phase of any project. We are 
of the opinion that the ToR and the scope of this environmental assessment 
is flawed and should be extended to include and determine the impact of all 
the phases of the proposed development of Cape Town International Airport, 
as included in the Airport Master Plan. To only concentrate on different layout 
alternatives of runways and directly associated on site activities, is limiting 
the scoping process. How would, for example, the runway re-alignment and 
lengthening affect existing and future communities in terms of general quality 
of life, as well as many other cumulative future impacts of, not only one 
runway, but all other envisaged runways and development phases? What is 
important is an assessment of all alternatives, even including suitable or 
complementary regional airport sites as an alternative, with respect to all 
environmental, social, economic and other aspects and opportunities. It is 
important that the scope of the environmental process ensures a balanced 
and proper calculation of all possible impacts of all the various phases of the 
proposed future development of Cape Town International Airport, and not 
only that of a few alternative positions/layouts of a single runway as the first 
phase of a long term development program. 

A4.  Because the final and long term Cape Town International Airport is of such 
high importance for the current and future populations of the CoCT, the 
region and Province, it is essential that any EIA process will be concluded in 
an impeccable way, which includes inter alia the consideration of all 
alternatives in accordance with NEMA. Possible issues that come to mind is 
off-site socio-economic negative impacts, road transport issues associated 
with the increase in the capacity of the airport over time, the potential 
negative impacts of noise by aircraft and associated airport activities, the 
increase in emissions and the impact of new flight paths (because of the re-
alignment of the runways) on existing and future residential areas as well as 
aviation activities at Ysterplaat airport with their own designated flight paths. 

All potential socio-economic and biophysical impacts of the proposed 
project (runway re-alignment) have been assessed in the EIA Report ï 
see Chapter 6. The impacts have been assessed within the context of 
the Airport Master Plan but, at this stage, it is not possible to fully 
understand the impacts of the ultimate development of the Cape Town 
International Airport site, as anticipated in the Airport Master Plan (two 
runways) as the construction of the second runway will not occur in the 
foreseeable future. The impacts of the second runway (and any other 
activities at the airport that trigger the need for Environmental 
Authorisation in terms of NEMA) will be subject to EIA processes prior to 
development.   

The issues raised have been addressed in the relevant specialist 
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studies undertaken during the EIA process.  

The flight paths are determined by ATNS and take into consideration 
topography, dominant wind directions, safety requirements, minimum 
safety distances, obstacle limitations and other airport operations 
(including Ysterplaat). ATNS will discuss the potential impacts of new 
flight paths on aviation activities at Ysterplaat airport with air traffic 
controllers at Ysterplaat. 

A5.  Will support infrastructure e.g. fuel farms be included in the scope of the 
EIA? 

25 
November 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The scope of the EIA includes the re-alignment of the runway, bulk 
earthworks and supporting infrastructure directly related to the runway 
re-alignment. Many of the proposed developments envisaged in the 
Airport Master Plan will only happen in the long-term. These 
developments will be assessed in future applications. The scope of the 
EIA excludes fuel farms. This EIA is limited to the project as described in 
Chapter 3 of the EIA Report. 

A6.  Section 3.3.1 of the draft Scoping Report states that three medium 
substations will be demolished during the proposed development. Activity 27 
of Government Notice (GN) No. R. 544 is not applied for. It is not clear 
whether this activity is applicable to the proposed development, as it is not 
clear what the voltages of the substations are. Please indicate if said listed 
activity will be applicable and if so, please ensure that it is included in the 
application for authorisations and the impacts thereof assessed in the EIA 
Report. 

13 
December 
2013 

Loretta 
Osbourne 
(DEA&DP) 

Activity 27 of GN R544 is ñThe decommissioning of existing facilities or 
infrastructure for (ii) electricity transmission and distribution with a 
threshold of more than 132kV. 

The transmission capacity at the airport is 11kV, and therefore below the 
threshold triggering this listed activity. This capacity has been clarified in 
Section 3.3.1 of the EIA Report. 

A7.  The understanding of the receiving environment is comprehensive insofar as 
the natural environment is concerned. There is a notable effort to understand 
the socio-economic receiving environment that will be affected by noise from 
the realigned runway. The relocation of informal residents that was referred 
to by the City of Cape Town Spatial Planning branch was mentioned as an 
impact that will be evaluated. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The relocation of the families from Freedom Farm, Blikkiesdorp and 
Malawi Camp falls outside the scope of this EIA process (and will occur 
irrespective of whether the re-alignment of the runway is approved or 
not) and thus has not been assessed in detail in the Socio-economic 
Specialist Study or EIA Report. The relocation of the informal 
settlements is a City of Cape Town project, separate to the re-alignment 
of the runway. 

Note that impacts of the re-alignment of the runway on these 
communities were assessed in the EIA: however, impacts of relocation 
of the communities were not assessed. 

A8.  Explanation should be given for what exactly is being assessed, whether it is 
only one additional runway or two runways, as the report with maps and 
diagrams present a confusing picture. Clarification should be given to the 
exact development footprint, as some maps in the scoping report show a 
smaller development footprint than others. 

While the Master Plan considered various layout options for two 
runways, the current project proposes the re-alignment of the primary 
runway at Cape Town International Airport only.  

The runway, taxiway system and associated infrastructure will have a 
footprint of approximately 82.7 ha, almost all located within the existing 
airport perimeter fence. In addition to the re-alignment of the primary 
runway, the current project will also include bulk earthworks for the 
sourcing and on site use of cut/fill material from the land to the east of 
the airport.  

The proposed project footprint is approximately 700 ha in extent as 
indicated on Figure 3-2 of the EIA Report.  

A9.  Why was the relocation of the informal settlements not assessed in the EIA? 12 May 
2015 

Gert Kruger 
(CoCT) 

The relocation of the informal settlements (Freedom Farm, Malawi 
Camp, Blikkiesdorp) needs to occur, irrespective of whether the runway 
is re-aligned or not.  

The relocation of the informal settlements is a City of Cape Town project 
separate to the re-alignment of the runway. The process began 
approximately 7 years ago (in 2009), and there is a Memorandum of 
Agreement between Airports Company South Africa and the CoCT 
regarding the relocation process, whereby the City agrees to resettle the 
Freedom Farm community who are currently occupying land owned by 
the Airports Company South Africa. There are approximately 2 400 
families that need to be relocated from all three settlements, of which 
only Freedom Farm is on land owned by Airports Company South Africa. 

Note that impacts of the proposed realignment on these communities 
were assessed in the EIA; however, impacts of relocation were not. 

A10.  Is the second runway included in the scope of the EIA? 16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie 
(Subcouncil 17) 

The scope of the EIA comprises realignment of the primary runway only. 
When Airports Company South Africa can justify a second runway, a 
separate EIA process will be required. 

It is accepted EIA best practice that it is not meaningful to assess the 
impacts of a project that will only be initiated 20-30 years in the future. 

Spatial Planning Context 

B1.  Investigate the option of running the EIA process and the Land Use Planning 
(application) process concurrently. 

6 August 
2013 

Toinette van 
der Merwe 
(DEA) 

The Land Use Planning application has not yet been initiated by Airports 
Company South Africa as they are still in the process of land acquisition. 
Land valuations have been concluded and the negotiations are 
underway for land acquisitions.  

B2.  The SDF and proposed development plans, including discussions between 
CoCT and Airports Company South Africa, must be an integrated process to 
resolve all potential issues. 

 

25 
November 
2013 

Marek Kedzieja 
(DEA&DP) 

Cape Town International Airport participates actively in a number of 
forums with both the CoCT and the Provincial Government of the 
Western Cape for the purpose of ensuring integrated and aligned 
medium to long term planning.  In addition to regular and focussed 
meetings with the CoCT Spatial and Transport divisions, Airports 
Company South Africa also has representation on the Integrated 
Transport Steering Group and the Economic and Infrastructure Steering 
Group.  Airports Company South Africa has recently been actively 
participating in working groups set up for the compilation of the 
Integrated Transport Plan, the Provincial SDF and will participate in 
others as and when they take place. 

B3.  There is no mention of or reference made to the impact on or the 
Khayelitsha/ Mitchells Plain/ Greater Blue Downs District and District SDP. 
The Land Use Planning Ordinance, 1985 (Ordinance 15 of 1985)(ñLUPOò) is 
also not mentioned in the planning frameworks. The quotes from the 
Tygerberg SDP (page 16) should be cross referenced with page numbers (or 
quoted verbatim) as it is inherently different from SANSôs details. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Reference to the Khayelitsha Mitchells Plain District SDP is included in 
Section 2.2.6 of the EIA Report.  

In terms of the current regulatory framework applicable in the Western 
Cape, the LUPO is the ordinance within which urban and rural 
development and land use on public and private land in the Western 
Cape may be permitted and is also the legal mechanism through which 
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all land use change applications (rezoning, subdivision, departures, 
consent uses and other minor land use matters) are adjudicated. This 
ordinance is however considered to be outdated and in the process of 
being replaced. 

For the purposes of the EIA process, it is not necessary to discuss 
LUPO any further other than to have already mentioned in the EIA 
Report that the Cape Town SDF has been approved in terms of both the 
Municipal Systems Act No. 32 of 2000 (MSA) by the CoCT and by the 
DEA&DP in terms of Section 4(6) of LUPO. 

Relevant cross references for quotes from the Tygerberg SDP have 
been provided in Section 2.2.5 of the EIA Report. 

B4.  The Directorate: Environmental and Spatial Planning is satisfied that the 
proposed application will be tested for alignment against the following 
forward planning documentation: 

¶ National Development Plan (NDP): Vision for 2030; 

¶ Western Cape Provincial SDF, 2009; 

¶ Cape Town SDF, 2012; 

¶ Tygerberg District Plan: Spatial Development Plan and EMF, 2012; 

¶ Cape Town IDP (2013 ï 2017); and 

¶ Cape Town Zoning Scheme, 2013. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Alexia Julius 
(DEA&DP: 
Environmental 
and Spatial 
Planning) 

 

Noted. 

B5.  The draft Scoping Report implies that the proposed development is in 
alignment with all of the above-mentioned plans; with a specific focus on the 
economic development potential of the runway re-alignment.  However, it is 
proposed that the alignment of the proposal also be interrogated against the 
following aspects, which should not be regarded as an exhaustive list. 

1. It is indicated in the draft Scoping Report that an alternative airport site 
was not considered, mainly due to the possible financial implications.  
However, as the preferred alternative is being planned partially on land 
that does not currently belong to the applicant, it is strongly 
recommended that alternative site locations be considered.  The 
Directorate is of the opinion that the aims of the NDP can be met at an 
alternative location.  The benefits and disadvantages of alternative 
locations need to be assessed. 

Although the aims of the NDP may be met at an alternative location, the 
costs of developing an alternative airport (site) are, at present, 
considered prohibitive. In addition, Airports Company South Africaôs 
mandate from the Department of Transport is to develop Cape Town 
International Airport to its optimal level in its current location. 

 

 

 2. In terms of the Provincial SDF, the urban restructuring and 
environmental sustainability intervention areas are only mentioned in 
passing.  The objectives (i.e. protect biodiversity and agricultural 
resources; minimise consumption of scarce environmental resources 
(i.e. noise, air and fuel consumption; renewable energy resources)) that 
support these intervention areas need to be discussed in more detail. 

  Additional information in this regard has been provided in the EIA 
Report. 

 

 3. With regard to alignment of the proposal with the Cape Town SDF, the 
draft Scoping Report refers to the CoCTôs long-term spatial structure 
based on a system of interrelated structuring elements including the 
multidirectional (accessibility grid) and areas of land use intensification.  
The draft Scoping Report also refers to the proposal by the Cape Town 
SDF for an integrated system of airports within Cape Town.  Not only is 
it important to discuss/ show alignment, but possible issues of non-
alignment have to be interrogated and proposals made of how this is 
going to be addressed.  An example would be Key Strategy 1 (Plan for 
employment, and improve access to economic opportunities) and the 
ñSupport the rationalisation, upgrade and/or development of economic 
gateways, and manage land uses around them appropriatelyò Sub-
Strategy, with specific reference to Policy 17 (Support the development 
of an integrated system of airports and appropriate surrounding land 
uses) and Policy Guideline 17.1 (Cape Town International Airport will 
continue to provide the national and international aviation function to a 
limit that is determined by its impact on surrounding land uses (noise 
impacts) and the capacity of land-side support systems (road 
infrastructure, public transport infrastructure and service provision, utility 
services and storm water management)). 

  Airports by nature, and in this instance Cape Town International Airport 
in particular, are largely aligned with Key Strategy 1. Airports Company 
South Africa and the CoCT and other authorities work together and co-
operate with one another in order to address any potential non-
alignment of respective development plans.  

In terms of this EIA all of the aforementioned impacts on surrounding 
land uses have been assessed, i.e. stormwater, noise, transport, etc. 
and are presented in the EIA Report (Chapter 6).  

 

 4. Another example would be the Sub-Strategy of ñAppropriately protect 
the citizens of Cape Town from hazardous areas/activitiesò and Policy 
24 (Direct urban growth away from hazardous areas/activities) together 
with Policy Guideline 24.2 (All urban development that takes place in the 
vicinity of the Cape Town International Airport and other airports within 
the metropolitan area must be within the framework of restrictions on the 
use of land in the noise cones of airports as well as any applicable 
height restrictions imposed on development in the vicinity of airport). 
Please note that Map 5.4 indicates the existing airport noise cones. 
Future runway realignment and/or the construction of new runways may, 
subject to obtaining the necessary approvals, cause a shift in the airport 
noise cones.  The Cape Town SDF also considers the Cape Town 
International Airport as a major land-extensive precautionary area. It is 
reiterated that this list is not exhaustive. 

  The restrictions associated with land use in the area surrounding the 
airport (associated primarily with safety concerns and noise levels) are 
acknowledged. The re-alignment of the runway will result in a shift in the 
noise contours around the airport, which has been modelled and 
presented in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). The implications 
of the shift in noise contours, impacts on surrounding communities and 
the implications for land use around the airport have been assessed in 
the Noise Specialist Study and the Socio-economic Specialist Study 
(Appendix 6H), and presented in the EIA Report (Section 6.4 and 
Section 6.8, respectively). 

B6.  The Scoping Report refers to the Provincial Spatial Development Framework 
(2009) under Section 2.2.2 pg 14 and quotes the following ñThe Western 
Cape SDF policies and associated plans are categorised into three main 
intervention areas including (1) socio-economic development; (2) urban 
restructuring; and (3) environmental sustainability.ò We understand this has 
relevance to the project; however the Department of Environmental Affairs 
and Development Planning should also consider that this speaks to urban 
development and low cost housing development goals. These goals might 
not be attainable in a province that has minimal space for any further urban 
development if other development might have an effect on the building of low 
cost housing or valuable developable property. 

1 August 
2014 

Thiathu 
Manenzhe 
(HDA) 

The socio-economic specialist and noise specialist have assessed the 
impact of noise related to the re-aligned runway on the acceptable land 
uses surrounding the airport, taking into account relevant noise 
guidelines. This will also include, in particular, the implications for the 
provision of housing. 

Please refer to the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C), the Socio-
economic Specialist Study (Appendix 6H) and Section 6.4 and Section 
6.8 of the EIA Report. 

The proposed runway re-alignment will generate noise exceedances in 
existing and/or planned residential developments.  Airports Company 
South Africa is conscious of this issue and has previously provided the 
CoCT with relevant noise contours to inform spatial planning. Despite 
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guidelines, (local) government has built and still plans to build houses in 
areas where exceedances associated with the No Go alternative (will) 
occur. This is very unlikely to be a wilful violation of guidelines, but may 
more likely reflect the intense demand for and pressure to deliver 
houses within the urban edge in CoCT (and nationally), the difficulty and 
cost of mitigation in informal communities, and, possibly, communitiesô 
willingness to live in such areas irrespective of exceedances. This is not 
a uniquely South African challenge.  Based on current practice and 
demand, it is deemed likely that the Project will not completely restrict 
planned and proposed housing projects, though this is not necessarily 
considered an aspirational goal for urban land use planning in South 
Africa. From a social impact perspective, implementation of the Project 
would become more challenging in the future, as development and 
population numbers around the airport continue to grow, in the absence 
of planning efforts to the contrary.  

B7.  Wasnôt Fisantekraal Airfield earmarked to augment support and divert/de-
concentrate some of the pressure from Cape Town International Airport? Are 
there urban edge dynamics (i.e. applications for amendments and rezoning) 
and land value concerns that ñspatially coerceò the upgrade of the airport on 
its current plot?   

14 April 
2015 

Michael Dyssel Airports Company South Africaôs mandate from the Department of 
Transport is to develop Cape Town International Airport to its optimal 
level in its current location.  

It is a complex exercise to assess the absolute cost of a greenfield 
airport project. By way of comparison, King Shaka International Airport, 
the most recent greenfield airport development in South Africa, was 
completed at a cost of R7 billion in 2010 with a capacity of 7,5 million 
passengers per annum, excluding land acquisition, bulk infrastructure 
and relocation of associated industries (see Section 3.5.1 of the EIA 
Report for more detailed analysis of costs of a greenfield airport for 
Cape Town). 

 At present, the costs of developing an alternative airport (site) are thus 
considered prohibitive.  

B8.  This Directorate notes that the majority of the concerns raised in the previous 
spatial planning comments have been taken into account in the Draft EIA 
Report. It is understood that there is an effort to act in accordance with all the 
planning documents listed in paragraph 2.3.1of the original comments dated 
13 February 2013. 

25 May 
2015 

Marek Kadjieja 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

B9.  The proposals remain in conflict with both the Tygerberg District Plan (2012) 
and the Khayelitsha/Mitchells Plain District Plan. It is understood that the 
present airport arrangement is in conflict with the existing prescripts in terms 
of noise. This runway re-alignment has the intention of enabling greater 
capacity for air traffic movement in the medium term, as well as enabling the 
realisation of the ultimate design format for the airport. It is therefore 
recognised as a positive shift towards greater urban efficiency and thus it is 
anticipated that the net effect on the urban landscape will outweigh most 
negative impacts. 

25 May 
2015 

Marek Kadjieja 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

B10.  It is acknowledged that this initiative is independent from the CoCT's decision 
to relocate three communities (Freedom Farm, Malawi Camp and 
Blikkiesdorp) that are currently directly impacted and will similarly continue to 
be affected should the airport develop to its final design capacity. 
Furthermore, it has been noted in the Draft EIA Report that reference is 
made to the Cape Town SDF being approved in terms of Section 4(6) of the 
Land Use Planning Ordinance (LUPO), 1985 (Ordinance 15 of 1985). This 
was technically correct, however, as a point of clarity, the Cape Town SDF 
now carries an MSA approval status, subsequent to the Minisiterial 
withdrawal of the Cape Town SDF in terms of LUPO. 

25 May 
2015 

Marek Kadjieja 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

B11.  This Directorate would like to emphasise that the very long term need for a 
second international airport for Cape Town has been identified with a view to 
ensuring that current land use decisions do not compromise future viable 
alternatives. The maximum capacity time horizon of the Cape Town 
International Airport will determine the time frame for the establishment of a 
second airport. The Cape Regional SDF, which is currently in its 
commencement phase, will endeavour to locate an agreed upon possible 
location for such an additional second facility. 

25 May 
2015 

Marek Kadjieja 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

B12.  The maps on page 201 of the Draft EIA Report show that the planning of 
both the existing airport and the proposed new runway are fundamentally 
flawed and a result of apartheid planning. When the airport was planned it 
was on the outskirts of the city. At the time it could not have been conceived 
that the airport would have grown to the extent it has. In the 60 years that 
followed its construction, Cape Town has grown around the airport and poor 
communities, predominantly through forced removals, were relocated into 
and around the airport. The location of the airport in the centre of the city is 
unique internationally where airports are usually located some distance from 
the urban area where they have the biggest impact. One could argue that the 
location of the airport as an element of urban infrastructure was part and 
parcel of the apartheid planning. Khayelitsha and Mitchells Plain were 
planned as segregated townships and the airport and its flight paths became 
the buffer between communities. There is an obligation on Government to 
undo this level of apartheid planning that is dividing our communities and 
cutting them off from jobs elsewhere in the city. 

Since the airport's apartment approval and construction, Provincial 
Government has been negligent in building new hospitals, schools and 
housing for the poor in areas which are technically considered danger zones.  

The CoCT has been negligent in not informing the communities of the risks 
that they are facing and has been approving development within the flight 
paths of aircraft and putting poor communities at risk. 

Airports Company South Africa has failed in their duty to ensure that the 
impacts of the airport do not negatively impact on society at large. It is 
problematic that Government who is supposed to protect the interests of its 
citizens sits on the Airports Company South Africa Board.  Long time ago, we 

25 May 
2015 

Khumie Nqanto 
(Mandalay 
Resident) 

Your concerns are noted. The impacts of noise and air quality on the 
health and well-being of the surrounding communities as well as 
property values are assessed in Sections 6.3, 6.4, 6.8 and 6.9 of the EIA 
report.  
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heard that Airports Company South Africa was going to compensate the 
Mandalay Communities and affected areas for the same reasons which it 
never materialised to date.    

The new runway will put Mandalay directly into the flight path where our 
health and well-being is likely to be affected. We do not sleep peacefully, 
babies wake up often because the impact on the noise level during the day 
and at night time affect our lives. This will affect the value of our homes 
which already has caused cracks on our houses. Who will compensate us for 
this? 

B13.  Development land is scarce in Cape Town. The new, re-aligned runway at 
the airport will promote economic growth opportunities for Cape Town, but 
sterilise large areas of potentially developable land, or make development 
costs higher for the developer. The CoCT is concerned regarding the 
implication of the new noise contours on its own property and on its mandate 
to deliver housing to the poor. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The implications of noise on land use planning, particularly for 
housing, are recorded in the EIA Report.  

B14.  The issue of cost transfer is especially relevant. The costs of mitigation will 
be shifted to the recipients of noise pollution instead of the ñpollution-paysò 
principle. There is also a cost in the lost development opportunities. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Your concern is noted. The impact on development opportunities 
(specifically housing) due to increased noise is assessed in Section 6.8 
of the EIA. 

B15.  It is noted that there are a large number of informal structures within the 
newly affected areas. These occur as informal settlements, but also as 
informal structures on private properties (e.g. backyarders). Given the 
prevailing socio-economic conditions in many of the affected areas it is 
unlikely that those property owners who provide rental accommodation in 
informal structures would have the ability to formalise and insulate the 
existing structures to the level that they would be safe for human habitation. 
It is incumbent on the CoCT to upgrade informal settlements on publically 
owned land. Given the scarcity of land within the urban edge and the clear 
directive from National Treasury to develop an informal settlement upgrading 
programme, there is a clear preference towards in-situ informal settlement 
upgrading where this is possible. There is also a clear indication from the 
CoCTôs Integrated Human Settlements Framework (IHSF) of a shift in the 
manner in which subsidised housing in Cape Town will be delivered - from 
formal (brick and mortar) housing units to sites-and-service schemes 
(residents responsible to build houses, likely temporary of nature on wet-core 
serviced site provided by municipality). Given the existing location of many of 
these informal settlements within the area that will be affected by the new 
runway (Site B Khayelitsha for example), site-and-service schemes will not 
be viable (depending on timeframes for implementation) and it will be 
necessary to provide formal structures on these sites and insulate these 
structures against noise. It is important to note that the current housing 
subsidy is constrained and does not make provision for the additional cost of 
providing noise insulation. These additional costs will require additional 
resources and may hinder the CoCT in achieving its development and 
housing delivery targets. Apart from the currently unqualified number of in-
situ upgradings in informal settlements, the CoCT has around 10 500 new 
housing opportunities in the 1-5 year planning process documented in the 
2015/16 IDP located >55dBA of Scenario 4. In addition, the EIA report states 
that approximately 31 500 existing residents (~10 000 households) will be 
located in the > 65dBA contour line of Scenario 4. This is 29 000 people 
more than at present. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The implications of noise on land use planning, particularly for 
housing, are recorded in the EIA Report.  

The modelling on noise impacts with the implementation of mitigation 
has been completed and is included in Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. As 
indicated in Section 6.8.3 of the EIA Report, the number of people in 
areas affected by noise above guidelines levels is lower for Scenario 4:  
the re-aligned runway operating at maximum capacity (with mitigation) 
than for the No-Go option (Scenario 2). 

B16.  The proposed Statement of Intent between Airports Company South Africa, 
the CoCT and the airline industry should not lead to the omission of analysis 
and assessment of noise mitigation in the Draft EIA Report. The EIA Report 
should assess and declare the cost of noise impact mitigation. The decisive 
authority will apply its mind to the reasonable or ethical boundaries of the 
ópolluter paysô principle. It is not the role of the environmental practitioner to 
make these decisions. This information is important for the CoCT, property 
owners and communities to understand the impact of the project. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The implementation of certain noise reduction mitigation measures to 
which Airports Company South Africa and other industry stakeholders 
are able to commit has been factored into the noise impact assessment 
in the EIA Report. The costs of mitigation measures are however not 
easy to determine and fall outside the scope of the EIA. 

B17.  The EIA states that much of the land within the affected area (with specific 
reference to the informal settlement areas) has been developed and, 
because it is so highly populated, is unlikely to develop further or intensify in 
future. This position is contested, particularly in the light of the strategic 
location of some of the areas that will become newly affected by noise, 
specifically Site C, Khayelitsha and the northern portion of the Swartklip / 
Denel site. These two sites enjoy particularly good access to the strategic 
road network (N2/R300) and are set to benefit from strategic public 
investment into the public transport (namely the modernisation of the Cape 
Flats railway line, the future Blue Downs rail link connecting the metro-
southwest to Bellville and Phase 2 of the Wetton-Lansdowne Myciti service 
connecting Khayelitsha / Mitchells Plain to Wynberg and Claremont). This 
potential is recognised in forward planning documents (Khayelitsha, Mitchells 
Plain Blue Downs District Plan) that designates the area around Nolungile 
station as a Sub Regional Node. The new runway will prevent this node from 
reaching its true potential. It is also worth mentioning that other areas that 
are currently affected and that will become more severely impacted by the 
new runway (Mandalay) will also not be able to reach their full potential from 
a residential development point of view (likely due to the cost implications of 
insulation). It perhaps goes without saying that new public investments into 
improving levels of service and accessibility will make it more desirable for 
people to live within these areas and this is likely to drive the property market 
and development environment. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The Final EIA Report (Section 6.8.3.3) has been modified to 
reflect the possibility of more intense development in certain areas. 

Note that the Denel/Swartklip site has recently been purchased by 
Airports Company South Africa allaying many stakeholderôs concerns 
about noise impacts on this property. 

B18.  The other significant implication of the new runway on the Denel / Swartklip 
site is that opportunity to spatially integrate Khayelitsha and Mitchellôs Plain 
will be lost. In this regard it is important to reflect on the history of the metro 
southeast and divisive legacy of apartheid planning. Mitchells Plain and 
Khayelitsha were developed under the Group Areas Act to house people of 
different races. Denel was developed as a spatial buffer between the two 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The Denel/Swartklip site has recently been purchased by Airports 
Company South Africa allaying many stakeholderôs concerns about 
noise impacts on this property. 

The purchase of the land has the effect of mitigating the impact of noise 
given that it sits directly within the noise corridor for departing aircraft on 
the re-aligned runway. Furthermore it supports the companyôs broader 
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communities to reinforce segregation and prevent any potential future 
integration. It is incumbent on government to address the spatial imbalances 
created by apartheid and reintegrate communities and neighbourhoods. 
Whilst the Denel site is encumbered with environmental constraints, the site 
provides a unique opportunity to integrate the two townships in a meaningful 
way. Noise impacts of the runway will further undermine any potential for this 
site to be developed and integrate the two townships. 

strategic objective of increasing their economic impact and making a 
meaningful contribution to communities surrounding the airport. 

The significant investment made by the Airports Company South Africa 
in purchasing this land is motivated by the potential mixed land use 
development to: 

¶ Function as a noise corridor for departing aircraft, effectively 
reducing or eliminating aircraft noise impacts on houses which 
might otherwise have been built at Swartklip; 

¶ Contribute to the conservation efforts in the city by conserving 
sensitive ecological systems on the site; and 

¶ Support the socio-economic aspirations of the City to increase 
development opportunities in the Metro SE, and to address 
skills shortages through educational facilities. 

Airport Master Plan 

C1.  The National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA) requires 
an application to identify, predict and evaluate the actual and potential impact 
of an activity on the environment.  This includes assessing reasonable and 
feasible alternatives. 

The initial concern with the application is the fact that all information available 
indicates the future doubling up of runways.  Yet at the same time, the 
application seeks to deal with the Airport Master Plan on a piecemeal basis 
i.e. the applicant will bring ad hoc applications for portions of the Master 
Plan, even though the extent of the Master Plan is used as the basis for 
arguing the current application. 

Of relevance to Denel is the fact that it appears that substantial work has 
already been undertaken in preparing noise pollution contours on the 
envisaged two runway scenario for Cape Town International Airport.  It has 
come to our attention that this work clearly indicates the extension of the  
65 dBA noise contour onto Swartklip and a large section of False Bay.  This 
information has, however, not been made part of the current application.  It is 
our concern that information such as this, which may have material impact on 
the Swartklip property, is not being shared with interested and affected 
parties, illustrating a method of information on a ñneed to knowò basis.   This 
flies directly in the face of the intention of the legislation requiring full and 
transparent availability of information.  If the Airport Master Plan is to play 
any role in the current application, then all information relating to the potential 
impact of the Master Plan should be made available to interested and 
affected parties.   

We retain the right to point out similar anomalies during the rest of this 
application process that we may currently not be aware of. 

13 
December 
2013  

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

The Airport Master Plan is a long term strategic plan which makes 
provision for the optimal utilisation of the Cape Town International 
Airport in its current location. The specific aims and objectives of the 
Master Plan are provided in Section 2.4 of the EIA Report.  

The Master Plan provides the context and motivation for the current 
development i.e. re-alignment of the primary runway.   

The Master Plan review process and associated evaluation of runway 
layout alternatives at a Master Plan level is considered a technical 
exercise and therefore did not include broader public consultation, 
though institutional stakeholders (e.g. CoCT) were consulted and 
apprised of plans. Public consultation is not legally required for airport 
master planning, and public consultation associated with airport 
development or upgrade is undertaken as part of the required EIA 
process. 

The Scope of Work for this EIA includes the re-alignment of the primary 
runway, construction of associated infrastructure and bulk earthworks, 
which are proposed in the short term.  The possible construction of a 
second runway is too far in the future for Airports Company South Africa 
to accurately predict flight paths, technology, passenger numbers and, 
therefore, to accurately predict the associated impacts. Development of 
the second runway will thus be subject to an additional EIA process in 
the future, which would need to assess impacts on the surrounding 
environment (baseline conditions) at the time. 

The noise contours associated with both runways, simulated as part of 
the master planning process were based on information and projections 
available at the time. It was aimed at providing information to CoCT to 
inform their long term land use planning around the airport. Noise 
contours have been determined for the proposed development by the 
Noise Specialist Study in this EIA (Appendix 6C).  

C2.  Due to the nature of the impact as well as the context given by the selected 
portions of the Master Plan which is included in the Scoping Report, and now 
in the EIA Report, it is clear that the current application finds its context within 
the said Master Plan. The Master Plan has not been subjected to any form of 
public participation or public scrutiny and as such, cannot be the justification 
for the selected phase of development which is now the subject of the NEMA 
application. It is requested that the NEMA application should be extended so 
as to give full consideration to the Master Plan, its impacts and required 
mitigation. 

We note that the ñAirport Master Plan is purely conceptual and may be 
amended through regular review and revisionò. Yet the same Master Plan, 
which is argued to be purely conceptual, appears to be the basis for 
determining that the proposed development scenarios are feasible. Any 
decision during the assessment phase, based on the Airport Master Plan, 
creates the prerequisite that the Master Plan be made available for public 
scrutiny as part of the assessment phase. 

Noting that the Airport Master Plan has not been made available for public 
review as part of the assessment process, we believe that that the EIA 
process is flawed. 

C3.  The EIA must take account of the re-alignment of the first runway as well as 
the provision for the second parallel runway in line with the stated objectives 
of why the re-alignment is being undertaken in the first place, i.e. to make 
provision for and maximise the growth and development of the airport. 

9 
December 
2013 

 

Chris 
Zweigenthal 
(AASA) 

 

Airports Company South Africaôs long term strategic objective for Cape 
Town International Airport is to optimise utilisation at the airport in its 
current location, assuming the future expansion of the airport to 
accommodate two runways.  

As the first phase in the development of the airport, as envisaged in the 
Airport Master Plan, Airports Company South Africa proposes to re-align 
the existing primary runway (the scope of this EIA). 

The Scope of Work for this EIA includes the re-alignment of the primary 
runway, construction of associated infrastructure and bulk earthworks, 
which are proposed in the short term. The possible construction of a 
second runway is too far in the future for Airports Company South Africa 
to accurately predict flight paths, technology, passenger numbers and, 
therefore, to accurately predict the associated impacts. Development of 
the second runway will thus be subject to an additional EIA process in 
the future, which would need to assess impacts on the surrounding 
environment (baseline conditions) at the time. 

C4.  Was a feasibility study done for the Project?  12 May 
2015 

Shaddai Daniel 
(DWS) 

Numerous alternatives (location, master plan options, and single runway 
alignments) were identified and considered during airport master 
planning, which informed the early feasibility and design phases of the 
Project. 

C5.  How many new aircraft parking bays will be provided in the Airport Master 
Plan? 

16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus 
(Subcouncil 4) 

The estimated number of aircraft parking bays in line with the airport 
master plan is 6 code F, 15 code E, 81 code C and 7 Multiple Aircraft 
Ramp System code E stands. There is an immediate need to 
commission 4 code F stands (2 contact and 2 remote) at the same time 
as the re-aligned runway to facilitate code F readiness. 
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C6.  The EIA indicates plans for a second runway. What will happen to us then 
when this happens? 

25 May 
2015 

Khumie Nqanto 
(Mandalay 
Resident) 

The Scope of Work for this EIA includes the re-alignment of the primary 
runway, construction of associated infrastructure and bulk earthworks, 
which are proposed in the short term. The possible construction of a 
second runway is too far in the future for Airports Company South Africa 
to accurately predict flight paths, technology, passenger numbers and, 
therefore, to accurately predict the associated impacts. Development of 
the second runway will thus be subject to an additional EIA process in 
the future, which would need to assess impacts on the surrounding 
environment (baseline conditions) at the time. 

C7.  This proposal is in regard to considering the inclusion of a Mildred Holo 
Memorial Site not far away from the Airport bridge, to be included in the 
Cape Town International Airport Master Plan [refer to written comment for 
further detail]. 

15 May 
2015 

Mlandeli Mbiko 
(Nyanga 
Development 
Forum) 

This request has been passed on to Airports Company South Africa. 

Need and Desirability 

D1.  It is assumed that Airports Company South Africa has already undertaken 
feasibility studies for the re-aligned runway. The development of the airport is 
important for economic development and tourism in Cape Town. 

26 
November 
2013 

Jerimia 
Thuynsma 
(Sub-council 9) 

Economic development and tourism in Cape Town is an important 
motivation for this project. Airports Company South Africa has 
commissioned various studies that highlight the economic benefits of 
creating additional airport capacity. These include: 

¶ Economic Impact Study, KPMG (September 2012); and  

¶ Airports Company South Africa CTIA Macro Economic Impact 
Study, Urban Econ (November 2011).  

The economic benefits of the development have been discussed and 
assessed in the Socio-economic Specialist Study (Appendix 6H) and 
presented in the EIA Report (Section 6.8). 

D2.  Need is usually seen as the motivation why the proposal is necessary for the 
applicant and greater good. Desirability is usually seen as the ability of the 
site and environment to facilitate the proposal. The EIA should address both 
aspects.  

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The proponentôs project motivation is discussed in Section 3.4 of the EIA 
Report and the desirability of the project, with specific reference to 
aspects of the project which are and are not potentially compatible with 
various strategic plans for the region, are presented in Section 7.2 of the 
EIA Report. 

 Section 3.8 does not distinctly address the most fundamental and apparent 
benefit of the re-alignment of the runway, being a safer approach to the 
airport to avoid the Tygerberg / Durbanville Hills topography constraint, i.e. 
safety. This is perhaps a missed opportunity.  

  Noted. The Tygerberg Hills are regarded as a geographical obstruction 
to approaches from the north. This has been explained in Section 3.5 
and 3.8 of the EIA Report.  

 

 Page 30 paragraph 3.4 (project motivation) medium term runway demand is 
offered as main reason. Question is why can the airport not continue for a 
few more years on the current runway? Is medium term not roughly 10-20 
years when you think the airport will have only 19 million users in 2032 (page 
52)? Current utilisation is only at 8.5-6 million passengers per annum and the 
capacity of the existing runway is 26 million passengers? Internal road 
capacity is 22 million (page 25), and the parking capacity is 10.5 or 17 million 
(page 25, 106 depending on mode dominance). Although prudent to start the 
EIA asap, the Scoping Report would benefit from a further clarification as to 
why such an early start is made, considering that the current runway can still 
probably operate in its current format till 2032(?).  

  Runway demand is but one of a number of key drivers for this project, 
along with aircraft parking capacity, terminal expansion, improved 
taxiway circulation, cargo development and Code F aircraft facilitation. 
Importantly, capacity and demand are not based on absolute passenger 
numbers, but rather on peak demand. Capacity is currently constrained 
at times of higher demand.  

The current runway can accommodate 11.5 million passengers (not 26 
million passengers as stated in the comment), and has a declared 
runway capacity of 30 ATM per hour. Maximum capacity on the existing 
runway could be reached by ~ 2018.   

 Page 68 refers to annual movements. It is said that the year 2000 noise 
contours in the District Plans were for approximately 65 700 annual 
movements (180 ATM per day). You also mentioned that Goldshagg (2012) 
estimated that the existing runway is hosting 63 400 movements per year, 
which is slightly less than the year 2000 contours. It therefore appears that 
the forecasted contours on the SDF/ DPs are reasonably accurate based on 
existing operation (for year 2011). However, in trying to understand the 
Goldshagg report (not quoted in your report, namely óReport on predicted 
noise contours representing three scenarios of parallel runway operations, 7 
June 2012ô), Airports Company South Africa responded on an enquiry, 
saying that in 2012/13, 70 500 scheduled flights, which equates to an 
average of 119 passengers per flight, went through Cape Town International 
Airport (excluding non-scheduled aircraft movements and assuming that the 
number of passengers per flight will increase over time). Hence it is important 
that once Airports Company South Africa releases the noise contours for the 
re-aligned runway, clear departure points are stipulated ito flight movements 
per annum and per day, so that it forms a clear recordable baseline in the 
monitoring system.  

  The noise contours and information regarding aircraft movements as 
stated in the Goldschagg report were based on the assumptions made 
and information available at the time. The Noise Specialist Study for this 
Project was not based on the information in that report (which is no 
longer accurate).  

The Noise Specialist Study modelled noise contours and assessed four 
operational scenarios (as described in Section 6.1.3 of the EIA Report): 

¶ Scenario 1: Existing operations on Runway 01-19 for 2013. This will 
represent the existing noise associated with current airport 
operations; 

¶ Scenario 2: Operations on Runway 01-19 at maximum capacity (this 
would represent the No Go Alternative); 

¶ Scenario 3: Operations on Runway 18-36 assuming the same ATM 
as for Scenario 2; and  

¶ Scenario 4: Operations on Runway 18-36 at maximum capacity. 

The assumptions made by the noise specialist in modelling noise 
contours and assessing noise impacts is included in the Noise Specialist 
Study (Appendix 6C). 

 Page 106 refers to the major traffic congestion expected in 2032 with 
ultimate development accommodating 40 million passengers, but other 
places in your report (paragraph 3.7.2, page 52) creates the impression that 
the forecasted passenger demand will be only 19 million in 2032. 

  The ultimate development (i.e. two runways) will support approximately 
40 million passengers. The assumption that this capacity will be reached 
in 2032 is incorrect and this was clarified in the Final Scoping Report 
and EIA Report. The Transport Baseline Study undertaken by Iliso, 
which informed the baseline section of the EIA Report (Section 4.4), 
made use of existing passenger numbers at the time (2011), and 
projected increases in passenger numbers at a rate of 3.5% to derive 
passenger volumes in future.  

The forecast passenger demand of 19 million in 2032, as stated in 
Section 3.7.1 is based on the ñlow growth scenarioò with a ñhigh growth 
scenarioò estimated passenger demand forecast closer to 25 million in 
2032. This has been clarified in the Final Scoping Report and EIA 
Report.  

D3.  Noise is one of the most significant environmental impacts, yet Table 3-6 
does not acknowledge this as ñpotentially incompatible aspectsò in terms of 
the need and desirability of the project. 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Noise was discussed under ñEnvironmentalô in Table 3-6 of the Draft 
Scoping Report, but this was stated more clearly as a potentially 
incompatible aspect in the Final Scoping Report and the EIA Report. 

D4.  In accordance with the envisaged positioning of the OR Tambo International 
Airport as an international mega hub on the African Continent, Cape Town 
International Airport should proceed with the appropriate infrastructure to 
retain its position as the major secondary airport of South Africa. The 

13 
December 
2013 

Mario Brown 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

Noted.  
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Provincial Land Transport Framework (PLTF) supports the proposed runway 
re-alignment on condition that the social and environmental impacts identified 
(air quality, noise, aquatic ecology, terrestrial ecology, socio-economic and 
transport) are adequately responded to. 

D5.  The need and desirability of the development proposal must be considered in 
relation to each impact of the proposed activity. 

13 
December 
2013 

DEA&DP Each impact has been assessed and discussed in the EIA Report taking 
into consideration the need and desirability of the project. 

D6.  Why does ACSA want to build a new runway? 14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

The re-aligned runway will: 

¶ Enable sustainable future development of the airport by unlocking 
potential for optimal runway, terminal and apron development, 
eliminating spatial constraints for future airport development; 

¶ Facilitate air access into Cape Town and the region and will enable 
growth of air traffic (passenger and cargo) as it relates to runway 
movements; 

¶ Enable growth in tourism and economic activity; 

¶ Enable future aircraft parking development; 

¶ Enable future terminal development; 

¶ Enable future cargo development; 

¶ Enable optimum and efficient land use of the current airport site; 
and 

¶ Enable the facilitation of Code F aircraft such as the A380. 

D7.  The CoCT agrees that the new re-aligned runway at Cape Town International 
Airport is necessary for the effective and efficient functioning of the airport 
and also for the economic development of Cape Town. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

Relocation 

E1.  The Open Democracy Advice Centre (ODAC) wish to raise concerns in 
relation to the Cape Town International Airport Runway Re-alignment EIA as 
a result of the failure to consider the Symphony Way Temporary Relocation 
Area, Malawi Camp and Freedom Farm. The focus will lie on the biggest of 
the three areas, namely the Symphony Way Temporary Relocation Area 
(Blikkiesdorp) [Refer to written comment for description and legal status of 
Blikkiesdorp]. 

¶ Lack of information and engagement from the City [Refer to written 
comment for further detail]  
The EIA intensifies the concern and uncertainty of the people in 
Blikkiesdorp. In SRKôs Socio-Economic Specialist Report, the following 
is stated: ñSeveral informal settlements are located in the area, including 
Freedom Farm (near the Airport, consisting of 55012 dwellings), Malawi 
Camp, Sevende Laan (Valhalla Park), Agtste Laan (Valhalla Park), 
Blikkiesdorp, Tsunami Temporary Relocation Area (TRA), and Delft 
TRA 5. Freedom Farm is located on property owned by Airports 
Company South Africa and in the direct line of aircraft flight paths. 
Airports Company South Africa has been in discussions with the CoCT 
since 2010 regarding the relocation of families from Freedom Farm, 
Malawi Camp and Blikkiesdorp; these settlements will be relocated due 
to safety concerns, irrespective of whether the runway is re-aligned or 
not. As such, the need for the resettlement of Freedom Farm, Malawi 
Camp and Blikkiesdorp are excluded from the scope of this study.ò 

As mentioned above there is great uncertainty and concern about any 
kind of future relocation amongst the people in Blikkiesdorp.  

The discussion between Airports Company South Africa and the CoCT 
has been captured in a Memorandum of Agreement. This says that land 
will ñbe made availableò along the western edge of Symphony Way for 
an integrated development corridor for light industrial, commercial and 
residential developments. Airports Company South Africa requires the 
relocation of Freedom Farm as a priority. Airports Company South 
Africa wishes to buy land in the Symphony way Development Corridor 
for commercial and industrial development. They have not bought the 
land yet. The development will include housing, and public facilities. 
There will be 2738 housing units. There is no water, sewerage or storm 
water drainage available on the land now. People will be moved into this 
new housing development where they qualify.  

Where people from Blikkiesdorp canôt be relocated to this settlement, 
they will ñfind an alternative solution.ò There is no indication as to how 
people will be allocated houses, or what such a ñsolutionò will consist of. 
Airports Company South Africa still have to buy the land for this 
development to happen. Airports Company South Africa will also need 
planning permission, which they donôt have yet. 

This Memorandum of Agreement between Airports Company South 
Africa and the CoCT was entered into with no reference in it to the 
community, and made available to the community in Blikkiesdorp on the 
21 May 2015. We submit that there has been no meaningful 
engagement between the CoCT and the people of Blikkiesdorp as to 
their relocation as yet, and this memorandum is evidence of a lack of 
engagement. 

26 May 
2015 

Alison Tilley 
(ODAC) 

Impacts of the proposed development on all communities surrounding 
the airport, including the Symphony Way Temporary Relocation Area, 
Malawi camp and Freedom Farm, were considered in the EIA.  The 
property currently occupied by these communities (see Figure 1.1) is not 
required for the re-alignment of the runway.  

Freedom Farm is directly in line with the current and proposed runway, 
and is the only community occupying Airports Company land. In ACSAôs 
engagement with the City to relocate Freedom Farm, the City requested 
that Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp be included in this process. An MoA 
was drawn up to formalise this agreement.  

As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIA, the scope of the EIA excludes the 
relocation of these communities, since this relocation will go ahead, in 
terms of the MoA between CoCT and the Airports Company South 
Africa, irrespective of whether or not the re-alignment of the runway 
takes place. In other words, the proposed realignment is not the 
motivation for relocation. In terms of the MoA the City intends to 
incorporate the housing needs of the three informal settlements: 
Symphony Way Temporary Relocation Area, Malawi Camp and 
Freedom Farm in the development of the Symphony Way Development 
Corridor (see Section 2.3 of the EIA).  

In the MoA, the City undertakes to engage with the residents of the 
informal settlements in regard to relocation. The timeframes for 
relocation, and consultation by the City are not specified in the MoA, and 
SRK is not able to provide a response in this regard.  

E2.  The assumption that these communities will be relocated is built into these 
studies. Moreover, the failure to consider the fact that these communities 
would need to be evicted to proceed with the development is a fatal flaw in 
this study. See the attached CC judgment in Fuel Retailers Association of 
Southern Africa v Director-General Environmental Management, Department 
of Agriculture, Conservation and Environment, Mpumalanga Province and 
others [refer to written comment]. The essence of judgment is that 
environmental authorities must apply their minds to all socio-economic 
considerations (one cannot decide whether or not an activity is going to be 
ñsustainableò without reference to all relevant information), regardless of 

26 May 
2015 

Alison Tilley 
(ODAC) 

The informal settlements which will be relocated are not situated on land 
required for the runway re-alignment project, and as such they would not 
need to be ñevictedò for the project. In common with many other 
communities, these communities are however situated in areas that 
would experience high noise impacts and increased atmospheric 
emissions (which still remain below guideline levels outside of the airport 
boundaries) due to the re-aligned runway, impacts which are assessed 
in the EIA.  

The current locations of these settlements (and many other suburbs) are 
not ideal given noise impacts of current operations, and the same 
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whether they are going to be dealt with under separate processes.  applies for the future context, i.e. when the re-aligned runway is 
operating at maximum capacity. 

E3.  It would appear from the plan on page 201 that our community is in a 
dangerous zone. Are some of us going to have to move out of the area? 
Where will we be moved to? Who is going to pay for our relocation? 

25 May 
2015 

Khumie Nqanto, 
Mandalay 
Resident 

No communities will be relocated as part of this project.  

E4.  There are three informal settlements surrounding the airport, namely 
Freedom Farm, Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp. It has been brought to my 
attention that the families within these areas will be relocated irrespective of 
the re-alignment of the runway. What is the current status of the housing 
development project directed towards the families of Freedom Farm, 
Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp? 

26 May 
2015 

Faeeza Fortune, 
UWC Student 

This relocation falls outside the scope of the project assessed in this EIA 
and as such SRK is not able to respond to this question. The relocation 
process will be managed by the City of Cape Town and in no way has 
any bearing on the re-aligned runway project. 

E5.  Who does the land of Blikkiesdorp belong to? 14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

According to Figure 3-5 in the EIA Report (as provided by Airports 
Company South Africa) the land occupied by Blikkiesdorp belongs to the 
City of Cape Town. 

E6.  Does the assessment include the relocation of Blikkiesdorp residents? What 
is the Memorandum of Agreement between ACSA and the CoCT? Where will 
Blikkiesdorp residents move to? 

14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

No communities will be relocated as part of this project. As indicated 
above, the City plans to relocate the Freedom Farm, Malawi Camp and 
Blikkiesdorp communities, which will take place irrespective of whether 
or not the re-alignment of the runway is approved. 

The MoA is an agreement between the City of Cape Town and the 
Airports Company South Africa regarding the development of the land to 
the west of Symphony Way, defined as the Symphony Way 
Development Corridor. In the development of the Symphony Way 
Development Corridor, the City intends to incorporate the housing needs 
of the three informal settlements: Symphony Way Temporary Relocation 
Area, Malawi Camp and Freedom Farm. 

E7.  Will the people staying in shacks close to the airport, on the other side of N2 
be relocated? Will people be informed when the project is approved and the 
start date? 

20 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Nyanga Public 
Open Day 

No communities will be relocated as part of this project. All parties that 
registered as stakeholders, or attended a meeting and provided relevant 
contact details will be notified of the decision taken on the project. 

E8.  The relocation of the direct areas to other areas ï will affect children at 
school, the property sizes (plots) they have etc. These must be seriously 
considered, and no assumptions must be made. This many the direct affected 
people must be consulted. 

25 May 
2015 

Mzi Vava 
(Mandalay 
Resident) 

E9.  The Blikkiesdorp Joint Committee have the following comments/questions 
regarding relocation: 

¶ Blikkiesdorp will be affected by noise leading to evictions of residents of 
Blikkiesdorp. 

20 May 
2015 

Blikkiesdorp 
Joint Committee 

Proposed relocation of the Blikkiesdorp community is not due to the re-
alignment of the runway or changes in aircraft noise. This was always 
considered a temporary relocation area, and relocation will be driven by 
the City of Cape Town. 

 ¶ We want clarity from Airports Company South Africa and the CoCT ï we 
donôt want to deal with consultants who are not responsible for 
relocation. 

  Noted. 

 ¶ The CoCT should come to the community and tell them what is 
happening with respect to relocation. 

  Noted. In the MoA the City has committed to engaging with the residents 
of relevant informal settlements to consult them regarding their 
proposed relocation, however it is stressed that relocation of 
communities is not in response to re-alignment of the runway. 

 ¶ Does Airports Company South Africa know if Blikkiesdorp residents will 
need to move if they realign the runway?  

  No communities will be relocated as part of this project. 

 ¶ Does the EIA recommend that Blikkiesdorp be moved?   No.  

 ¶ Did Airports Company South Africa liaise with the CoCT about whether 
people will be getting houses? 

  This matter is not related to the EIA. Airports Company South Africa has 
signed a MoA with the City of Cape Town regarding the development of 
the land to the west of Symphony Way, defined as the Symphony Way 
Development Corridor. In the development of the Symphony Way 
Development Corridor, the City intends to incorporate the housing needs 
of the three informal settlements: Symphony Way Temporary Relocation 
Area, Malawi Camp and Freedom Farm. 

 ¶ Can we see a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement about relocation?    With permission from the City, Airports Company South Africa provided 
the community of Blikkiesdorp with a copy of the MoA. 

 ¶ Will Blikkiesdorp be moved to Symphony Way which is even closer to 
the airport boundary? 

  See response above. 

 ¶ Can Airports Company South Africa not include provision of housing for 
Blikkiesdorp into their business plan? 

  Airports Company South Africa does not have a mandate to provide 
housing. 

 ¶ Who does the Blikkiesdorp ground belong to? CoCT have told us for the 
past 8 years that the land belongs to Airports Company South Africa. 

  According to Figure 3-5 in the EIA Report (as provided by Airports 
Company South Africa) the land occupied by Blikkiesdorp belongs to the 
City of Cape Town. 

E10.  This proposed runway is, in my opinion, a political move to pacify the 
communities of Blikkiesdorp and other surrounding areas of the existing 
airport runway before the 2016 municipal elections. These squatters do not 
pay towards the rates and taxes and by extension, the salaries of the 
councillors currently employed by our City. 

25 May 
2015 

Richard van 
Schalkwyk 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Refer to the Proponentôs Project Motivation, Section 3.4 of the EIA 
Report. 

Cooperative Governance 

F1.  NEMA requires that organs of state enter into co-operative agreements 
where the interests of various entities do not align.  Both Airports Company 
South Africa and Denel are wholly owned state enterprises and, as such, this 
requirement is relevant in this instance. To date no such co-operative 
structure has been initiated. 

The management of Denel is available to engage with Airports Company 
South Africa in terms of the intergovernmental co-operation terms as set out 
in NEMA. 

13 
December 
2013 

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

Chapter 3 of NEMA discusses the Procedures for Cooperative 
Governance and states that National Departments listed in Schedule 1 
and 2 of NEMA must prepare environmental implementation plans 
and/or environmental management plans. The purpose of these plans, 
amongst others, is to ñcoordinate and harmonise the environmental 
policies, plans, programmes and decisions of the various national 
departmentséò Airports Company South Africa and Denel are not 
included in the Schedules as National Departments.  

Representatives from Denel were registered on the project database on  
4 June 2013. A meeting was held between Airports Company South 
Africa, Denel, the Housing Development Agency and SRK to discuss the 
history and background to the re-aligned runway project. Airports 
Company South Africa is willing and open to continue engaging with 
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Denel on this project.  

Cape Town International Airport Operations 

G1.  What are the forecast ñpeople movementsò in relation to the proposed 
development compared to current ñpeople movementsò at Cape Town 
International Airport? 

30 May 
2013 

Norah Walker, 
Gerhard Hitge 
(CoCT) 

In 2013, 8 348 854 passengers moved through Cape Town International 
Airport. In 2014, this number increased to 8 636 294 passengers.  

Predicted passenger numbers for the maximum capacity of the existing 
runway are 11 576 703 per year (no-go alternative ï Scenario 2) and for 
the maximum capacity on the proposed re-aligned runway are 21 
862 250 per year (Scenario 4). (These are high level estimates. 
Additional details are provided in Section 3.7 of the EIA Report). 

G2.  Airports Company South Africa must ensure that landside and airside 
infrastructure balance, e.g. need to ensure terminal infrastructure can 
accommodate re-aligned runway capacity. 

30 May 
2013 

Norah Walker 
(CoCT) 

Noted and agreed by Airports Company South Africa. 

G3.  Will there be any disruption to flight schedules during construction? 21 
November 
2013 

Carina 
Worthington 
(Carlson 
Wagonlit 
Travel) 

There will be a period of approximately 4 to 5 months where there will be 
a need to close the main runway to allow for construction activities. This 
will only occur during non-operational hours (i.e. between midnight and 
5:30am). Airports Company South Africa together with the airlines and 
other industry partners will make every effort to minimise the impact (if 
any) to flight schedules.  

G4.  Do you at this stage have any idea when the re-alignment project might get 
underway? New flight procedures will need to be designed and I would like 
us to get our timing right in this regard. 

25 
November 
2013 

Colin Bryant 
(ATNS) 

SRK proposes to complete the EIA process by September 2015, 
following which the EIA Report and associated documents will be 
submitted to the DEA for a decision. The decision making period is 
approximately 4.5 months long, followed by an appeal period (the 
duration of which is not specified).  Depending on the outcome of the 
EIA, construction of the re-aligned runway may start late 2018 and may 
be operational by 2012. 

G5.  With an increase in Air Traffic Movements (ATM), will this affect flight times 
(i.e. more flights at night)? 

25 
November 
2013 

Unknown 
(Comment 
made at the 
Authorities 
Meeting) 

Cape Town International Airport is currently a 24 hour airport and will 
remain as such. Flight times are dictated by demand and Airports 
Company South Africa will respond accordingly.  

G6.  Will the development affect the cost of airfares? 25 
November 
2013 

Megan Lukas 
(CoCT) 

There will be an impact on the cost of airfares; however this is regulated 
by an independent Regulator as appointed by the Department of 
Transport and is not project specific.  

G7.  What will be the effect on Ysterplaat? 25 
November 
2013 

Unknown 

(Comment 
made at the 
Authorities 
Meeting) 

A representative of Ysterplaat military base has been contacted in this 
regard and added to the Project stakeholder database to ensure that 
they remain aware of this Project. No comments have been raised by 
this party to date. 

The flight paths are determined by Air Traffic and Navigational Services 
(ATNS) and take into consideration topography, dominant wind 
directions, safety requirements, minimum safety distances, obstacle 
limitations and other airport operations (i.e. Ysterplaat). 

G8.  Section 3.7.1 of the draft Scoping Report states that peak hours are between 
09h00 and 10h00 and 15h00 and 16h00. What is the current peak capacity 
per hour and the anticipated peak capacity per hour for the runway re-
alignment? Will peak hours remain the same in future? 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

The current maximum capacity on the existing primary runway is 30 
ATM. The anticipated maximum capacity on the re-aligned runway is 40-
44 ATM. 

Airports Company South Africa assumes that growth in air traffic 
movements will follow similar trends as the existing demand profile. 
However this could change considering this is a 24 hour airport 
operation.  

G9.  Kindly note that, pending further discussions, SAA Flight Operations objects 
to the planned re-alignment in Cape Town. This is only to allow category F 
aircraft (A380) the ability to access the airfield and local carriers will bear the 
brunt of the inconvenience and cost. It is also important to note that SAA has 
invested a lot of money in RNP-AR1 approaches in Cape Town which are 
carbon friendly and will be available to the industry shortly. The envisaged re-
alignment will nullify these approaches. We would like to be an integral part 
of the planning before any further decisions are made. 

19 
December 
2013 

Sandy Bayne 
(SAA Flight 
Operations) 

Code F capability is one of many drivers for the re-alignment project 
along with runway capacity, airfield circulation, increased potential 
terminal and apron capacity. The re-alignment of the runway is the first 
step in line with the Airport Master Plan. Subsequent to this comment, 
Airports Company South Africa engaged with industry stakeholders 
which included SAA amongst others. At this engagement, stakeholders 
endorsed the proposed re-alignment of the runway and associated 
scope of works. The concern previously raised by SAA has been 
resolved.   

G10.  Given the huge investment that the construction of the re-aligned runway and 
associated works will entail, it is imperative that the Scoping Report and the 
EIA take account of extended operations at any time of the day or night into 
the future and that operations are not constrained, obviously subject to safety 
considerations. 

9 
December 
2013 

 

Chris 
Zweigenthal 
(AASA) 

 

This concern is noted. The airport is a 24 hour operation. It is the 
Airports Company South Africaôs intent to maintain this status; as 
supported and required by the airline fraternity. There are published 
flight schedules. The possibility of flights outside of these hours has 
been considered in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C of the EIA 
Report). G11.  The availability of slots for flights to international destinations are often 

constrained and hence it may occur in the future that a future flight may 
require a departure from or arrival to Cape Town at a time outside the current 
normal scheduled operating hours of the airport. I am aware that Cape Town 
is a 24 hour operation, however, schedules do not operate over the full 24 
hour period. It is important that the EIA makes provision for such extended 
operations, and that issues such as noise or environmental factors do not 
constrain the growth and development of the airport and its operations 
through restricted flight paths and time of day or night operations. It should 
be noted that the Department of Transport, South Africa, has supported the 
removal of noise curfews internationally. This point was made in a paper 
presented to the recent 38th ICAO Assembly in Montreal. 

9 
December 
2013 

 

Chris 
Zweigenthal 
(AASA) 

 

G12.  The proposed realignment would allow greater opportunities for expansion 
on the airside of the airport complex. 

1 August 
2014 

Martin Harris 
(Private) 

The re-alignment of the primary runway to enable future aircraft parking, 
terminal and cargo development is one of the main objectives of the 
project. 

G13.  I support the changes for the airport. The original layout was compromised 
by a railway line that ran down the eastern fence. The "hump" on the N2 is a 
bridge for this now defunct line. While you are busy, obtain enough land for 
future expansions. 

26 July 
2014 

Francois Malan 
(Private) 

Airports Company South Africa is in the process of purchasing land to 
support this development as per the Airport Master Plan. This land will 
be affected by bulk earthworks during the Construction Phase of the 
proposed development, and would make additional space available for 

                                                           
1
 óRequired Navigation Performance ï Authorisation Requiredô 
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the future expansion of the airport as anticipated in the Airport Master 
Plan (see Section 3.5.2 of the EIA Report). 

G14.  Although pilots and aviation personnel have rules and regulations in which 
they are supposed to operate, with the exception of an emergency situation, I 
am of the opinion that these operating procedures are not being followed. If 
an operator does not comply and causes unnecessary noise, it will cause an 
unacceptable noise level in Edgemead, which cannot be remedied after the 
fact. 

15 May 
2015 

Bonnie van der 
Spuy 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Should the runway re-alignment project be approved, flight procedures 
and flight paths will be developed with noise impacts in mind. Adherence 
to flight rules will be monitored by way of a noise monitoring and flight 
tracking system, with deviations being recorded and reported 
accordingly to the Authorities and a fully representative Noise Monitoring 
Committee. Although the importance of minimising noise Is 
acknowledged, provision is made to disregard flight rules intended to 
minimise noise, where safety is compromised. 

G15.  I live in Welgemoed and in the last 10 years the aircraft noise has increased 
a lot. SAA seems to be the main culprit, flying lower than the other airlines, 
directly over Tygerberg. It is so loud that my grandchild has woken up 
numerous times crying. Could somebody do something about it? 

14 May 
2015 

Gisela 
Wimberger 
(Welgemoed 
Resident) 

SAA is one of the largest carriers operating out of Cape Town 
International Airport, and will account for many/most flights flying 
adjacent to the Tygerberg Hills on approach. Unless for reasons of 
safety, it is rare that pilots will fly outside of permitted flight routings and 
procedures. With the runway re-alignment, flight procedures will be re-
designed, taking the impact of noise into account during the design 
process.  

G16.  The fact that Airports Company South Africa admitted last night that they 
canôt even regulate, control or punish offending pilots/airway companies not 
sticking to existing flight plans, is also a big concern, which will only be 
exacerbated with your proposed plans. The offending pilot last night flying 
right over the Edgmead Hall at 6.45 pm, is proof of my point, and this has 
been happening for years. Just because the ignorant public have not 
reported it, does not mean Airports Company South Africa canôt take action, 
as they admitted being aware of it but chooses to look the other way because 
no one reported it. How can we therefore trust your client in future, if they 
have already kicked off on a bad note? 

14 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

A review (by ACSA) of flights on the evening of the meeting showed that 
pilots were flying within the permitted routings, heights and procedures. 
Should runway re-alignment be approved, flight procedures will be re-
designed, taking the impact of noise into account during the design 
process. Adherence to flight rules will be monitored by way of a noise 
monitoring and flight tracking system, with deviations being recorded 
and reported accordingly to the Authorities and a fully representative 
Noise Monitoring Committee. 

 

   

G17.  I would like to report the following contraventions by pilots, flying over 
Edgemead daily, without permission. I will appreciate follow up and feedback 
on punitive action taken against these airlines with your new tracking system 
in place. 

On Wednesday evening, 13 May 2015, at 6.45pm, a flight came directly over 
the Edgemead Hall during the Public Open Day. Any news on the offending 
airline? Every day this continues to happen. Several flights came directly 
over Edgemead this morning, 15 May 2015, and at 1.55 pm and 2.43 pm. 
These are all flights taking off and one has to deduct a few minutes off the 
times I gave to assess exactly when it took off at Cape Town International 
Airport. This has been ongoing for more than a year now. 

Some urgent attention and action will be appreciated, running in tandem with 
the community concerns about what is currently been proposed here, totally 
unacceptable to the community as a whole.  

15 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The flights in question were investigated, and showed that pilots were 
operating within the permitted routings, heights and procedures. Should 
runway re-alignment be approved, flight procedures will be re-designed, 
taking the impact of noise into account during the design process. 
Adherence to flight rules will be monitored by way of a noise monitoring 
& flight tracking system, with deviations being recorded and reported 
accordingly to the Authorities and a fully representative Noise Monitoring 
Committee. 

G18.  On 13 May 2015, you indicated that the already ñillegalò heavy air traffic 
directly over Edgemead is due to transgressing pilots deviating from flight 
plans and that Airports Company South Africa now have the equipment 
available to monitor and rectify such transgressions. Please may I request an 
urgent meeting with Airports Company South Africa on site to come and 
inspect such equipment and also to learn first-hand what Airports Company 
South Africa is currently doing to avert such aviation transgressions, fines, 
etc., seen in a very serious light by our community, who have already started 
petitioning this past weekend. 

[Mr du Plessis provided times of aircraft flying directly over Edgemead ï refer 
to written comment.] 

As you will agree, without community involvement, permission and 
transparency, the above is totally unacceptable, so why tolerate another 40 
scheduled flights per day with the newly proposed runway, if alternatives 
have not been considered or tabled yet?  

The absolute lack of involvement by elected political representatives to take 
up community concerns is also a huge concern that needs to be addressed 
urgently. 

18 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Air traffic movements on the dates and times queried have been 
reviewed and found to be compliant with current procedures. Airports 
Company South Africa proposes to establish an Airport Noise Monitoring 
Committee. This committee will create a platform for interested and 
affected parties to obtain information and ask questions, review noise 
levels, provide input to flight procedures, and discuss matters pertaining 
to community aircraft noise. 

 

G19.  One would gather since reporting dozens of contraventions to you last week, 
including  weekend contraventions as well as  yesterday, 18 May 2015 [refer 
to written comment for times provided], that some immediate action would 
have been taken by now. This morning, 19 May 2015, it continued from early 
morning again, as it has happened daily for many months now. Something 
needs to be done urgently, involving the Department of Environment Affairs, 
CoCT officials and your senior aviation personnel? Either your equipment 
and managers managing this is working, or it is not. The community needs 
answers fast. 

19 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The concerns raised relate to existing operations. 

Should the runway re-alignment project be approved, flight procedures 
and flight paths will be developed with noise impacts in mind. Adherence 
to flight rules will be monitored by way of a noise monitoring and flight 
tracking system, with deviations being recorded and reported 
accordingly to the Authorities and a fully representative Noise Monitoring 
Committee. 

G20.  The daily breaking of flight plan routes by pilots as acknowledged by Airports 
Company South Africaôs Manager Mr Deon Cloete even though they have 
received equipment to monitor such breaches. In spite of talking to Mr Cloete 
on the phone and sending Airports Company South Africa and SRK, these 
transgressions continue unabatedly, daily, day and night with no regard or 
action to public concerns and complaints [refer to written comment for 
incidents reported]. How can Airports Company South Africa be trusted and 
there has been no reporting of this by SRK. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

We note your concerns, which are associated with current operations of 
the existing runway, and not the proposed re-alignment, which would 
result in a change in flight paths.  

Although there are designated instrument flight paths, when the weather 
is favourable, and the runway is clearly visible, pilots may receive 
clearance from ATNS for a visual approach, i.e. to approach the runway 
as they see fit whilst still adhering to strict flight procedures. Visual 
approaches are used approximately 70% of the time during summer and 
20% of the time during winter (as explained further in Section 3.2 of the 
EIA Report). 

Current Activities on Site (March 2013) 

H1.  The CoCT has received reports from two separate sources that certain 
earthworks and clearing, possibly associated with a new runway alignment, 
have taken place at Cape Town International Airport. Would you please 
comment on exactly what work is taking place on site currently? 

 

25 March 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

 

Between September 2012 and July 2013, Cape Town International 
Airport was in the process of rehabilitating the main runway. Works took 
place at night after the last flight (at about midnight) and the contractors 
worked until about 5:30am before the first flights of the morning. Cape 
Town International Airport previously undertook runway rehabilitation 
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works in 2007. Runway rehabilitation should be conducted every 5 ï 8 
years, depending on the life expectancy of the runway surface. This 
ensures that the runway meets the Civil Aviation Authorityôs (CAA) 
quality and safety standards and addresses wear and tear associated 
with normal runway usage. The graded strips on either side of the 
runway surface were levelled and strengthened to comply with strength 
and slope requirements. This is for drainage and, in the event of a 
runway excursion (aircraft veering off the runway), to ensure the surface 
can hold the weight of an aircraft. Some sections of these graded strips 
were exposed, but have subsequently been re-grassed. 

The completed rehabilitation works are not related to the re-alignment of 
the runway.   

Mineral Resources / Bulk Earthworks 

I1.  Building sand is an important resource for the City and if the project is 
authorised, and there are any such resources available, they should not be 
wasted. 

30 May 
2013 & 25 
June 2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

Noted. Airports Company South Africa intends using all material on-site. 

I2.  It is not clear where the material required to be brought onto site will be 
sourced from. Are SRK confident that earthworks is not a mining activity? 

25 
November 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

SRK has discussed the proposed earthworks with the Department of 
Mineral Resources and are confident that the activity does not trigger a 
mining application assuming no material is sold or disposed of off-site. 
Additional material required for fill will be obtained from commercial 
sources. 

I3.  The scale of earthworks required for the new runway is revealed for the first 
time in the draft Scoping Report. Approximately 1 700 000 cubic metres of 
the fill will be required from the area to the east of the runway. There is no 
indication as yet, as to how this will affect the site levels, or impacts on 
drainage, water table, storm water, groundwater quality, aquifer etc. The 
EAPs indicated at the scoping meeting that there were no specialist studies 
intended to address hydrological issues. This is questioned. The impacts of 
the bulk earthworks on this site (surface and subsurface, soil and water) and 
how it functions in relation to the region must be evaluated. Further 
information must also be given on the intended state and use of the site once 
all fill has been removed. In addition, concerns are expressed about the 
impact of obtaining an additional 700 000 cubic metres of fill from commercial 
sources. Where is this likely to come from and what are the impacts of 
getting it to site? There may be significant indirect impacts associated with 
this significant demand for fill. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The material from the land to the east of the airport will be used for cut 
and fill to reduce the amount of material brought to site from external 
sources. A vertical integration study was undertaken by the project 
engineers (RHDHV) to optimize the work platforms for future industrial 
developments and construction of the Runway 18-36 over the entire 
portion of the site between Symphony Way and Runway 01-19. The 
purpose of this study was to optimize the future design levels to 
accommodate mainly stormwater runoff and geometrical alignments for 
the runways and taxiways to meet international standards i.e. ICAO. 
This study informed the quantity of material available from the site and 
the volume to be imported. Due to the dense vegetation a survey with 
200 m intervals was used for the future design levels which may be 
refined once construction commences and bush clearing has been 
completed. 

A fixed vertical level for future construction has not yet been finalised, 
but will be determined by the water table (which is relatively shallow in 
some areas) as well as the cost of fill material.  

The commercial sources of fill material will be determined by the 
Contractor, however it is expected that these sources will have all 
necessary permits and licences to operate. Given the volumes required, 
it is likely that more than one commercial source will be used (see 
Section 3.6.11 of the EIA Report).  

Areas from which fill material will be removed will be hydroseeded (with 
grass species indigenous to the region and unpalatable to birds) and 
exposed areas during the construction phase will be straw stabilised to 
prevent wind-blown sand.  

It is estimated that fill material will be transported to the site over a 
period of approximately 18 months. Details of the number of trucks 
required to move this volume of material has been included in Section 
3.6.11 of the EIA Report. The impact of trucks transporting fill material to 
site have been addressed in the Transport Specialist Study (Appendix 
6I). 

Impacts of cut and fill operations on the groundwater system have been 
assessed in the Hydrogeology Specialist Study (Appendix 6E). The ToR 
for the groundwater study is included in Section 7.7.10 of the Scoping 
Report. Impacts on stormwater have been assessed in Section 6.5 and 
Section 6.6 of the EIA Report. 

I4.  Impacts associated with the significant amount of fill material required for 
construction must also be assessed. 

13 
December 
2013 

Loretta Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

I5.  As stated before, the impact of borrowing fill material from other areas on the 
airport site may have detrimental environmental impacts, perhaps more so 
than the actual activities for which authorisation is being sought. Sections 
3.6.11 and 7.7.10 of the Scoping Report do not adequately address this 
potential impact. The impact of excavation of soil on the airport site and 
rehabilitation of those areas should be noted as an impact and evaluated in 
the EIA. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Potential impacts associated with the bulk earthworks and cut and fill 
operations on the eastern portion of the site, include impacts associated 
with terrestrial ecology, freshwater ecology and hydrogeology. 

The extent of the earthworks is indicated in Figure 3-12 of the EIA 
Report. Following bulk earthworks, the disturbed area will be levelled for 
possible future development, and will be made to tie in with 
normal/existing surrounding ground levels as far as possible. The exact 
profile or final levels of the area affected by bulk earthworks cannot yet 
been finalised, but will be determined by the water table and the cost of 
fill material.   

The terrestrial and aquatic ecology specialists as well as the 
groundwater specialist have confirmed that the final levels will not 
significantly affect the outcomes of their assessments and, where 
required, they have considered a worst-case scenario.  

The stormwater infrastructure to be developed as part of this project is 
illustrated in Appendix 3B of the EIA Report. 

I6.  CapeNature referred to the earthworks and contouring which is proposed 
and must be assessed in the specialist studies in our previous comments. A 
more detailed proposal for the earthworks must be provided in the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report, including maps (preferably 
with contours) of the extent of earthworks and integration with the stormwater 
management system. 

6 August 
2014 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

I7.  It is further stated that although a large proportion of the bulk earthworks will 
be sourced from material on site, this will be required to be supplemented by 
commercial sources. CapeNature recommends that it should be attempted to 
source as much of the fill from the site as possible, as sand mining is 
currently one of the most significant sources of the loss of biodiversity within 
the greater Cape Flats region, much of which is occurring outside of the 
necessary permitting requirements.  

12 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

It is Airports Company South Africaôs intention to source as much of the 
required material from the site as possible (provided it is suitable for the 
construction requirements). Costs of obtaining material from a 
commercial source as well as transporting it to the site could be 
significant. 

I8.  In terms of the analysis of different alternatives, the bulk earthworks is likely 
to affect a similar area for any alternative that is likely to fulfil the project 
objectives (although the other alternatives were not considered feasible) and 
therefore are likely to have a similar impact on biodiversity. 

12 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Noted. 
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Construction Phase 

J1.  Can you elaborate on the following points: 

1. Project start date? 

 

26 
November 
2013 

Angelo 
Lamberts 
(Workforce 
Group 
Holdings) 

SRK proposes to complete the EIA process by September 2016, 
following which the EIA Report and associated documents will be 
submitted to the DEA for a decision. The decision making period is 
approximately 4.5 months long, followed by an appeal period (the 
duration of which is not specified).  Depending on the outcome of the 
EIA, construction of the re-aligned runway may start late 2018 and may 
be operational by early 2021. 

 2. How to become a service provider for the project?  

 

  Airports Company South Africa has not begun to consider staff 
requirements or service providers (for the construction phase) at this 
stage. Airports Company South Africa will follow the required 
procurement process prescribed for parastatals and, as such, will follow 
an open tender process. 

 3. Are all the service providers appointed, if yes, who are they?  

 

  The only service providers who have been appointed at this stage are 
the engineering, town planning and environmental consultants involved 
with the project design, EIA and other application processes.  

 4. Staff requirements for the project?   The exact staff requirements are unknown at this stage and will largely 
depend on the appointed contractor. Sections 3.6.16 and 3.7.2 of the 
EIA Report provide information on the required workforce during the 
construction and operations phases of the project respectively. 

J2.  Section 3.6.18 of the draft Scoping Report indicates that some navigational 
equipment work would affect normal operations of the airport and will be 
undertaken at night. The relevant authority must be informed in this regard 
and the construction hours must be clearly stated in the EMP. 

13 
December 
2013 

Loretta Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

The construction schedule can only be determined once the detailed 
designs have been finalised and a contractor has been appointed. 

Management measures for construction activities, including construction 
hours and mitigation associated with construction at night are included in 
the EMP. 

Based on previous runway rehabilitation contracts, Airports Company 
South Africa is likely to adopt a six night work week. Work will, however, 
be weather dependent. 

J3.  Section 3.6.18 states that construction during the night shall not exceed 4 
months. Would this be continuous (i.e. 7 days a week) and is this dependent 
on fair weather to proceed (in which case the duration could be much 
longer)? Appropriate management measures dealing with construction 
impacts at night must be addressed in the EIA Report and EMP. 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

J4.  Can you give me an indication on when the final decision will be made 
regarding the go ahead of this project, as I would like to know where to 
register my company to be Service Provider for this project when 
construction commences. 

11 July 
2014 

Angelo 
Lamberts 
(Workforce 
Group 
Holdings) 

A decision on the application for Environmental Authorisation is 
expected in the first quarter of 2017. 

J5.  What are the timeframes for the re-aligned runway? 16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie 
(Subcouncil 17) 

SRK proposes to complete the EIA process by September 2016, 
following which the EIA Report and associated documents will be 
submitted to the DEA for a decision. The decision making period is 
approximately 4.5 months long, followed by an appeal period (the 
duration of which is not specified).  Depending on the outcome of the 
EIA, construction of the re-aligned runway may start late 2018 and may 
be operational by early 2021. 

J6.  When would construction start? 20 May 
2015 

Blikkiesdorp 
Joint Committee 

Alternatives 

K1.  The CoCT will expect SRK to introduce and evaluate the re-alignment 
alternatives during the EIA process. The evaluation of alternatives is 
mandatory in the EIA process. Realistic alternatives that have the potential to 
address key issues, particularly regarding social, noise and land capacity 
issues must be included for evaluation in the EIA. All possible impacts of 
these alternative alignments must be addressed during scoping and 
evaluated and not only their operational efficiencies for the applicant. 

19 April 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

 

Section 31 (3) of the EIA Regulations, 2010, requires that all S&EIR 
processes must identify and describe alternatives to the proposed 
activity that are feasible and reasonable. SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. The alternatives for re-
alignment of the runway and the position of a future second runway 
were identified and evaluated during the airport master planning 
exercise. All alternatives identified and considered by Airports Company 
South Africa during this process, as well as the criteria against which 
alternatives were evaluated are presented in Section 3.5 of the EIA 
Report. SRK has comprehensively reviewed the process which 
culminated in the selection of the Independent Use 1 035 m runway 
configuration and has independently reached the conclusion that other 
configurations are not reasonable or feasible alternatives, and therefore 
do not qualify for further comparative assessment in the EIA process 
(see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). 

K2.  CoCT do not ñapproveò of the assessment of one (preferred) alternative in 
the EIA, since Airports Company South Africa have presented a strong 
motivation for the project indicating that the No-Go alternative may not be a 
real option. 

30 May 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative.   

K3.  The City does not think the óviable alternativeô and ñNo-Goò option meet the 
criteria outlined in the guidelines.  Other viable options must be included and 
the criteria used to evaluate all options must be clearly indicated. 

A selection of phrases from the Guideline on Consideration of Alternatives is 
copied below.   

Ultimately an EIA is a decision-making process with the specific aim of 
selecting the option that will provide the most benefit and cause the least 
damage in the short and long term. The quality of an EIA, as with all 
decisions, therefore ñdepends on the quality of alternatives from which to 
chooseò. 

The alternatives identified must serve to achieve the triple bottom-line of 
sustainability i.e. they must meet the social, economic and ecological needs 
of the public. The alternatives must also aim to address the key impacts of 
the proposed project by maximising benefits and avoiding or minimising the 
negative impacts. The primary objective must be to avoid all negative 
impacts, rather than to minimise them. 

Detailed information on the consideration of alternatives must, however, be 
provided in the relevant reports. In this regard (a) the methodology, (b) 

25 June 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

In principle SRK supports the notion of assessing reasonable and 
feasible alternatives. Section 3.5 of the EIA Report describes all 
alternatives identified to date, as well as the criteria used to evaluate 
alternatives and the outcomes of this evaluation, viz. one feasible 
alternative. This section complies with NEMA requirements with respect 
to alternatives, and with Section 31(3) of the EIA Regulations, 2010.  
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criteria used to identify, investigate and assess alternatives (these must be 
consistently applied to all alternatives), and (c) a reasoned explanation why 
an alternative was or was not found to be reasonable and feasible must be 
provided. While all identified alternatives must be comparatively considered, 
only those found to be ñfeasibleò and ñreasonableò must be comparatively 
assessed. Interested and affected parties must specifically be afforded an 
opportunity to provide inputs into the consideration of alternatives. 

Alternatives are defined in the NEMA EIA Regulations as ñdifferent means of 
meeting the general purpose and requirements of the activityò. The 
ñfeasibilityò and ñreasonabilityò of and the need for alternatives must be 
determined by considering, inter alia, (a) the general purpose and 
requirements of the activity, (b) need and desirability, (c) opportunity costs, 
(d) the need to avoid negative impacts altogether, (e) the need to minimise 
unavoidable negative impacts, (f) the need to maximise benefits, and (g) the 
need for equitable distributional consequences. 

K4.  This project will have major consequences for current and future generations 
of the CoCT (both positive and negative). It is thus particularly important that 
the EIA meets the requirements of NEMA and its Regulations.  We thus 
request that the consideration of alternatives be comprehensively addressed 
in accordance with the requirements of NEMA. 

25 June 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The EIA process has been undertaken to meet the requirements of 
NEMA and the EIA Regulations, 2010, and the Plan of Study in the 
Scoping Report is intended to guide the consideration and assessment 
of alternatives in the Impact Assessment Phase. The public participation 
process has also been extensive, exceeding the requirements outlined 
in NEMA and the EIA Regulations, 2010. 

K5.  All alternatives considered in the master planning process must be included 
in the Scoping Report and reasons for eliminating the alternatives must be 
provided. 

6 August 
2013 

Wayne Hector 
(DEA) 

Six (layout) alternatives were considered for the Airport Master Plan and 
the position of the re-aligned runway considered in this EIA was 
informed by the master planning process. The alternatives are discussed 
in Section 3.5 of the EIA Report and reasons for eliminating alternatives 
are provided. SRK has comprehensively reviewed the process which 
culminated in the selection of the Independent Use 1 035 m runway 
configuration and has independently reached the conclusion that other 
configurations are not reasonable or feasible alternatives, and therefore 
do not qualify for further comparative assessment in the EIA process 
(see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). 

K6.  It is noted with regards to the project that two other alternatives were 
considered.  The choice of the runway type was done by looking at the most 
feasible and reasonable alternative.  It is then also clear that, of the three 
alternatives, only one alternative is currently seen as a viable option.  In 
terms of Section 3.5.2.3 of the Scoping Report, ñthe evaluation of Master 
Plan layout alternatives and, associated with that, the evaluation of the 
preferred runway configuration was primarily based on technical and financial 
considerationsò.  It is noted that the noise impact studies for the scoping 
process were limited and that the possible lack of holistic studies of impacts 
on all three alternatives might have a broader far reaching effects in terms of 
social, economic and environmental.  The concern is that one option has 
been chosen on minimal data only regarding financial and engineering issues 
in detail.  A detailed holistic approach should be used on a project of this 
magnitude. 

18 
December 
2013 

Christian 
Gerhardt (NCC 
on behalf of 
HDA) 

In principle SRK supports the notion of assessing reasonable and 
feasible alternatives.  The Airport Master Plan identified an option that is 
reasonable, feasible and aligned with Airports Company South Africaôs 
mandate in terms of the Airports Company Act. Other unsuitable options 
considered during master planning cannot reasonably be assessed 
further in an EIA process as this would suggest these unsuitable options 
are viable alternatives.   

 

K7.  The Directorate notes that the alternatives for re-alignment of the runway and 
the position of the future second runway were identified and evaluated during 
the Cape Town International Airport master planning exercise. It is also noted 
that the criteria applied to evaluate alternatives during the review of the 
Master Plan were largely concerned with financial implications, land use and 
site optimisation. Based on this information, this Directorate recommends 
that the alternatives that were considered during the strategic Airport master 
planning exercise (including site alternatives) be included in the EIA Report. 
In this regard, it is further recommended that the need and desirability aspect 
of the EIA Report should also address the choice of alternatives based on, 
amongst others, the outcome and the strategic Airport Master Plan 
investigations. 

13 
December 
2013 

Loretta Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

K8.  Environmental, social and economic aspects must be included in the 
alternatives study. 

30 May 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The identification and consideration of alternatives was based on a 
number of criteria as described in Section 3.5 of the EIA Report. This 
included economic/financial concerns, safety requirements and various 
other requirements. The evaluation of alternatives included a high level 
consideration of noise impacts. Although the evaluation of alternatives at 
Master Plan level did not implicitly include a detailed comparative 
assessment of alternatives with respect to (off site) environmental, social 
and economic aspects, SRK has comprehensively reviewed the process 
which culminated in the selection of the Independent Use 1 035 m 
runway configuration and has independently reached the conclusion that 
other configurations are not reasonable or feasible alternatives, and 
therefore do not qualify for further comparative assessment in the EIA 
process (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). 

K9.  CoCT favour alternatives that do not transfer the impacts to new areas 
and/or communities. 

30 May 
2013 

Norah Walker 
(CoCT) 

Noted.  

K10.  Noise is probably the most significant concern with regard to the (re-
alignment) alternatives. 

30 May 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. An independent Noise Specialist Study was undertaken in the 
EIA process, and assessed the differences in noise impacts between the 
current runway alignment and the proposed re-aligned runway. Please 
refer to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. 

K11.  In response to Mr Georgeadesô letter of 19 April 2013, SRK indicates that 
Airports Company South Africa have óconsidered a large number of layout 
and alignment alternatives over the past few years and are in the process of 
documenting the procedures for evaluation and elimination of relevant 
alternativesô. The letter further indicates that only a single óviable alternativeô 
will be assessed in addition to the No-Go alternative, but that the possibility 
of further alternatives being identified during the Scoping Phase does exist.    

Concerns in this regard that were raised by the City during the course of the 
meeting were as follows: 

25 June 
2013 

 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

 

Six runway layout alternatives were initially identified by Airports 
Company South Africa, which were subsequently reduced to three 
layout alternatives which were further evaluated in the Master Plan 
review process. Details of these alternatives are provided in Section 
3.5.2 of the EIA Report.  The Master Plan did not commence with a 
predetermined (fixed) view of runway alignments, but responded to 
constraints and opportunities at Cape Town International Airport, notably 
pertaining to land use, capacity, finance and site optimisation.  

SRK has comprehensively reviewed the process which culminated in the 
selection of the Independent Use 1 035 m runway configuration and has 



SRK Consulting: 445354: Cape Town International Airport Runway Re-alignment Comments and Responses Table Page 19 

JONS/DALC 445354_C and R Table_for Final EIR_July 2016_v2.docx July 2016 

# Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder Response 

independently reached the conclusion that other configurations are not 
reasonable or feasible alternatives, and therefore do not qualify for 
further comparative assessment in the EIA process (see Section 3.5.2.2 
of the EIA Report). 

¶ It is not clear what criteria were used to evaluate the alternatives and in 
particular how comprehensively environmental (including socio-
economic) factors were considered in the assessment of the 
alternatives.    

The criteria used to evaluate alternatives during the review of the Master 
Plan and the evaluation of each of the three alternatives evaluated 
further against these criteria is presented in Section 3.5.2 of the EIA 
Report. These criteria were largely concerned with financial implications 
and land use within the boundaries of the airport, as well as a high level 
consideration of potential noise impacts. The technical feasibility of 
various alignments of a single runway were also evaluated and this 
process was comprehensively reviewed by SRK, who also concluded 
that only the counter-clockwise rotation of the primary runway would be 
considered a reasonable and feasible alternative alignment. 

¶ It is not clear what (if any) input was obtained from interested and 
affected parties in the evaluation of these alternatives. 

The review of the Master Plan, which included the evaluation of three 
layout alternatives, included consultation with key airport stakeholders 
as well as the CoCT and the provincial Government of the Western 
Cape with the aim of facilitating integrated city planning. The Master 
Plan review process (and associated evaluation of runway layout 
alternatives at a Master Plan level) is considered a technical exercise 
and therefore did not include public consultation, which occurs during 
environmental processes.   

¶ There is no means to determine if the best possible alternative has in 
fact been selected for evaluation together with the no ï go alternative 
(which from what was presented at the meeting, appears to be 
unrealistic).   The current ToR for the Environmental Assessment 
Practitioners and the scope of the EIA thus fall far short of the letter and 
spirit of the National Environmental Management Act and its associated 
Regulations. 

This comment was made prior to the Scoping Report being released for 
public comment. The evaluation of alternatives is presented in Section 
3.5 of the EIA Report, as required by NEMA. SRK has comprehensively 
reviewed the process which culminated in the selection of the 
Independent Use  
1 035 m runway configuration and has independently reached the 
conclusion that other configurations are not reasonable or feasible 
alternatives, and therefore do not qualify for further comparative  
assessment in the EIA process (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). 

K12.  Airports Company South Africa should compare the costs of relocating the 
airport with the remediation costs for the re-aligned runway and noise 
abatement measures before excluding an alternative location as a viable 
alternative. 

25 
November 
2013 

Unknown 
(Comment 
made at the 
Authorities 
Meeting) 

It is a complex exercise to assess the absolute cost of a greenfield 
airport project. By way of comparison, King Shaka International Airport, 
the most recent greenfield airport development in South Africa, was built 
at a cost of R7 billion completed in 2010 with a capacity of 7,5 million 
passengers per annum, excluding land acquisition, bulk infrastructure 
and relocation of associated industries (see Section 3.5.1 of the EIA 
Report for more detailed analysis of costs of a greenfield airport for 
Cape Town).  

At present, the costs of developing an alternative airport (site) are thus 
considered prohibitive. In addition to this, Airports Company South 
Africaôs mandate from the Department of Transport is to develop Cape 
Town International Airport to its optimal level in its current location, and 
not to investigate an alternative location. 

Airports Company South Africa acknowledges that another airport may 
be necessary in the (distant) future and if Airports Company South Africa 
and the CoCT donôt consider locations for a possible future site at this 
stage, it may be difficult to secure a site in future. The identification of a 
second suitable site is not within Airports Company South Africaôs 
mandate. The CoCT has considered alternative future airport sites for 
future planning purposes and has requested input from Airports 
Company South Africa in terms of technical feasibility only. 

K13.  The Western Cape Infrastructure Frameworkôs (WCIF) airport sector report 
identifies the need for collaboration on long term planning processes 
regarding the long term desirability, feasibility and possibility of a major 
second airport in the Atlantis vicinity.  

However, a secondary airport should be considered 20 years prior to the 
current airport reaching its capacity to allow for adequate airport planning 
and identification of appropriate land. It is important that a discussion should 
be initiated between the CoCT, the applicant and the Western Cape 
Government for long-term airport planning.  

The above statement does concede that preference must be given to the 
upgrading of existing airports over development of greenfield airports and 
that an additional airport in close or within the same area should only be 
considered under exceptional circumstance, as per the Draft National Airport 
Development Plan.  

13 
December 
2013 

Gamza Meyer 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

Based on current growth forecasts, the Airport Master Plan provides for 
capacity beyond 20 years.  

Cape Town International Airport participates actively in a number of 
forums with both the CoCT and the Provincial Government of the 
Western Cape for the purpose of ensuring integrated and aligned 
medium to long term planning. In addition to regular and focussed 
meetings with the CoCT Spatial and Transport divisions, Airports 
Company South Africa also has representation on the Integrated 
Transport Steering Group and the Economic & Infrastructure Steering 
Group.  Airports Company South Africa has recently been actively 
participating in working groups set up for the compilation of the 
Integrated Transport Plan, the Provincial Spatial Development 
Framework and others as and when they take place. 

K14.  The draft Scoping Report has documented the process and criteria that were 
followed to arrive at Airports Company South Africaôs preferred alternative. It 
is clear that the environmental criteria used in this process were limited (i.e. 
only noise and storm-water), and that technical, airport land use and cost 
factors were the dominant criteria leading to the choice of the alternative 
being assessed in the EIA. The process was not optimal in terms of balance 
between the technical and wider environmental and socio-economic criteria, 
however the importance of determining what is a feasible and optimal 
alternative for Airports Company South Africa is recognised. It is thus felt that 
the EIA process needs to run its course and determine the full implications of 
Airports Company South Africaôs preferred alternative. It is, however, 
expected that should other alternatives (or variations of the preferred 
alternative) arise during the course of the EIA, particularly ones that could 
reduce or prevent negative environmental and socio-economic impacts, that 
these be given full consideration.  

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

K15.  The report neither proposes, nor evaluates the most obvious and logical 
alternative, which is using the existing runway as a taxiway and building the 
new runway along the same parallel alignment of the existing runway (i.e. a 
new runway at headings 01-19). This would potentially introduce an 
alternative that achieves most objectives with minor effect on the existing 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

One of the reasons for the 11.5 degree re-alignment was the obstacle 
presented by Tygerberg Hills, which presents a safety limitation for 
aircraft movement north of the airport. Rotating the runway 11.5 degrees 
anti-clockwise allows this risk to be eliminated, with flight tracks passing 
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noise contours.  west of Tygerberg Hills (see Section 3.5.2 of the EIA Report). 

In addition, the re-alignment facilitates the development of much needed 
aircraft parking bays and ultimately the expansion of the terminal 
building, which would not be possible if the current alignment is 
maintained, limiting the overall capacity potential of the airport. 

K16.  Did Airports Company South Africa consider keeping the current alignment of 
the runway and just shifting the runway east? This may have a lower impact 
on noise. 

25 
November 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

K17.  The preferred option (page 33 to page 39 of the draft Scoping Report) is not 
the best in terms of environmental performance. Alternative No. 3 is a better 
alternative in this regard. The preferred option is better for: (i) future 
extensions (e.g. second terminal), (ii) doubling the capacity of the airport, (iii) 
to operate two independent systems perspective, (iv) maximum flexibility. 
This, per implication, signals Airports Company South Africaôs intension to 
ultimately capitalize on the economic investment of a double runway in 
addition to this process for a re-aligned runway. 

Therefore it would be prudent, with reference to the noise contours and 
impact, that the specialist study includes the noise contours of the double 
runway. This will be directional to the Cityôs negotiations on land acquisition 
in the vicinity of the airport. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Airports Company South Africa has developed noise contours for both 
runways as envisaged in the Master Plan. These contours have been 
shared with the City over the years, the last set of contours being issued 
to the Cityôs Spatial Planning Department in early 2013.  

The scope of the EIA is limited to the re-alignment of the existing 
runway.  The inclusion of noise contours for the second runway could 
obfuscate the application and cause delays and short to medium term 
capacity constraints.   

K18.  The Scoping Report states that no off-site alternatives have been considered 
since this either falls outside of the mandate of Airports Company South 
Africa or are not feasible.  Yet no proof of this assessment and or mandate 
has been made available for review.  This should form part of the formal 
study. 

13 
December 
2013 

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

Additional details of the location alternative and a motivation why an off-
site alternative is not currently being pursued are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

South Africaôs main airports were transferred from the State into a public 
company vehicle (Airports Company South Africa) through the 
promulgation of the Airports Company Act 44 of 1993. Through this Act, 
a regulating committee under the auspices of the Department of 
Transport safeguards the following: (1)(a) restraining the company from 
abusing its monopoly position, in such a manner as not to place undue 
restrictions on the companyôs commercial activities; (b) promote the 
reasonable interests and needs of users of company airports;  
(c) promote the safe, efficient, economical and profitable operation of 
company airports; (d) encourage timely improvement of facilities at 
company airports so as to satisfy anticipated demands by the users of 
the airports; and (e) ensure that the company, after taking into 
consideration any compensation paid or to be paid to the company by 
the State in terms of the provisions of this Act or any other law, is able to 
finance its obligations and has a reasonable prospect of earning a 
commercial return. 

The Department of Transportôs Draft National Airport Development Plan 
(February 2014) acknowledges the significant existing airport capacity at 
South African airports, and stresses that greenfield airports should only 
be considered in exceptional circumstances where capacity pressures 
are significant, opting rather for upgrading of existing airport space. 

K19.  The draft Scoping Report proposes to only further assess layout alternative 2 
(Alternatives 2a and 2b) due to the highest financial benefit. However, the 
Directorate is of the opinion that layout alternative 3 (close parallel 760m) will 
have a lower noise impact due to closer alignment of the 2 runways. Layout 
alternative 3 should therefore be assessed in the EIA Phase and cannot be 
eliminated purely because alternative 2 is more beneficial to the developer. 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP : 
Pollution 
Management) 

The scope of this EIA application is for the re-alignment of the existing 
runway. Options 2 (a and b) and 3 all have this re-alignment in common 
as a first step, consistent with both options. Assessing Option 2 (a and 
b) and 3 will yield the same result. 

K20.  The Scoping Report has sufficiently addressed alternative runway 
configurations beyond the ACSA Airport Master Plan priorities in Section 3.5. 
The inclusion of the approach-departures illustration (Figure 3-18 on page 
61) further motivates the rationale for realignment of the primary runway to 
avoid the Tygerberg Hills. The Scoping Report discussed the drivers for 
increased capacity extend beyond runway operations to terminal space, 
parking and other factors requiring that the runway be moved further east. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

K21.  The three double runway layout options presented in the FSR will impact on 
critical biodiversity areas on the south eastern corner of the airport site. This 
would have a high negative impact on an area of high conservation 
importance. The EIA should assess these impacts in relation to vegetation, 
wetlands and faunal habitat. 

The impact of the proposed development on all the vacant land to the 
east of the airport has been assessed in the Freshwater Ecology 
Specialist Study and Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study as this land will 
be affected by bulk earthworks. Please refer to Sections 6.6 and 6.7 of 
the EIA Report. 

K22.  I donôt see why a 300m extension of the runway to increase from 3,200 to 
3,500 cannot be accommodated on the existing alignment. At the north end 
there is 500 m to the boundary and at the south, 200m to the N2 road 
reserve. Could the runway not be extended by 100m at the south end and 
200m at the north end? 

If this south end extension brings the runway too close to the N2 bridge, 
which is redundant in any case, has consideration been given to lowering the 
N2 into a subway and building a bridge as an extension of the runway. 
Checking this out on Google Earth, I reckon that planes would not be landing 
on the bridge but would touch down roughly where the present service road 
passes south of the runway. This has been done at Schiphol in Amsterdam 
and other airports. Would the costs of the civil works be less than building a 
complete new runway and all the ancillary works associated with the new 
alignment? 

1 August 
2014 

Martin Harris 
(Private) 

The objective of the project is not only to lengthen the runway but to 
enable future aircraft parking, terminal and cargo development by 
shifting the runway to the east. By extending the runway in its current 
position, the development of Cape Town International Airport will 
continue to be limited by the other capacity constraints. Further reasons 
- capacity, safety, etc. ï are provided in Section 3 of the EIA Report.   

K23.  CapeNature recommends that more than one alternative layout is assessed 
in the EIA Phase, and that feasibility issues are clearly articulated. 

6 August 
2014 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

The Environmental Assessment Practitioners have comprehensively 
reviewed the process which culminated in the selection of the counter-
clockwise rotation runway configuration and have independently 
reached the conclusion that other configurations are not reasonable or 
feasible alternatives, and therefore do not qualify for further comparative 
assessment in the EIA process (Section 3.5.2.1 of the EIA Report). The 
EIA will also assess the potential impacts of the existing alignment in its 
capacity as the No Go alternative (see Section 3.5.3). 

K24.  According to the general objectives outlined in Section 23(2)(b) of NEMA: 
ñThe general objective of integrated environmental management is toð
identify, predict and evaluate the actual and potential impact on the 
environment, socio-economic conditions and cultural heritage, the risks and 

26 May 
2015 

Angela 
Andrews (DAG) 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
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consequences and alternatives and options for mitigation of activities, with a 
view to minimising negative impacts, maximising benefits, and promoting 
compliance with the principles of environmental management.ò Furthermore, 
according to provisions governing environmental authorisations outlined in 
Section 24(4)(b)(ii) of NEMA: ñProcedures for the investigation, assessment 
and communication of the potential consequences or impacts of activities on 
the environmentðmust include, with respect to every application for an 
environmental authorisation and where applicableðinvestigation of 
mitigation measures to keep adverse consequences or impacts to a 
minimum.ò 

With respect to potential alternatives, the draft EIA report maintains that the 
re-alignment of the existing runway through counter-clockwise rotations is the 
ñonly operationally feasible alternativeò to the existing runway alignment. The 
report further maintains that it is not considered ñfinancially feasibleò nor 
within the Airports Companyôs mandate to develop a new airport at an 
alternative site when the current site has not yet been optimised. It does not 
give adequate consideration and care to alternative options, critically 
analyzing with supporting facts and figures what limitations exist, if any, 
regarding the   feasibility of locating any other airport facility in the Cape 
Metropolitan area, even if merely to ease the burden on the current airport.  It 
may indeed be possible that a second airport site could be built for overflow, 
functioning similarly to the Gatwick and Stansted airports in London. The 
latter option would constitute an important mitigation measure. In the 
absence of such analysis it is disputed that there are no feasible alternatives.  
The report does not detail the costs of creating additional airport sites, 
evading the responsibility to consider alternatives outlined in NEMA 
(s23)(2)(b).  

the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

 

 

K25.  The Draft EIA Report Executive Summary states under alternatives: ñIt is not 
considered financially feasible nor within Airports Company South Africaôs 
mandate to develop a new airport at an alternative when the current site has 
not been optimisedò. Which essentially means itôs ñall about the moneyò as 
they would say. But why should just over 400 000 residents be 
inconvenienced because the alternative is not financially feasible for ACSA? 
We contend that it is not constitutionally feasible for residents to have to 
endure increased noise, sleep disturbance and a decrease in property 
values.  

No consideration appears to have been given to try and route planes over 
surrounding industrial or commercial areas, or even out over Ysterplaat 
airfield which appears to be relatively underused. We request that further 
consideration be given to diverting air traffic over non-residential areas. Itôs 
also worth noting that the proposed new flight path crosses directly over 
many more non-residential, noise-sensitive facilities than the existing path. 

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated by runway 
alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance.  The CAA 
is ultimately responsible for approving flight paths and flight paths 
presented in thE EIA Report (see Section 3.7.1.1) are imputed based on 
the proposed realignment and, to some extent (and further from the 
runway), by current flight paths.  It is anticipated that some fine tuning of 
flight paths may be possible once the realigned runway has been 
constructed, in order to minimise noise impact on the ground.  

 

K26.  It seems that the situation for most of the affected schools and my own home 
could be significantly improved by a 5 degree rotation of the proposed 
runway alignment. This rotation would also mean that the proposed flight 
paths (departures in particular) would coincide with the existing flight paths 
thereby minimising the additional impact of the runway re-alignment.  

I would therefore also like to question why no alternative runway options 
have been put forward (including moving to a new location) and why no 
alternative flight paths have been proposed which do their best to avoid 
passing over residential areas and in particular, over schools, hospitals and 
other noise sensitive facilities? I would also think that avoidance of facilities 
where there are high concentrations of people (i.e. schools, hospitals (N1 
City Hospital), shopping centres (N1 City Mall)) would be a priority in terms of 
minimising the risks associated with the flight paths. Surely every effort 
should be made to direct aircraft over industrial or commercial areas? 

25 May 
2015 

Colin 
Whittemore, 
Monte Vista 
Resident 

The existing runway will be relocated over 220 m to the east and rotated 
counter-clockwise by 11.5 degrees. From a technical perspective (see 
Section 3.5.2 of the EIA Report) NACO and RHDHV concluded that 11.5 
degrees would be the optimal realignment. In fact, initially a rotation of 
10 degrees was considered, but it was eliminated for technical and 
compliance reasons. Alternatives are discussed in more detail in Section 
3.5 of the EIA Report. 

For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated by runway 
alignment ï and therefore cannot be amended. Beyond this minimum 
distance, noise preferential routing and abatement measures will be 
employed to minimise the impact on noise sensitive areas on the 
ground. 

K27.  I would like to question why no alternative runway options have been put 
forward, indeed including moving the airport to a new location altogether, as 
it is totally unacceptable for any airport, never mind such a busy one, to be 
accommodated within residential areas of a city. 

22 May 
2015 

Peter Smulik 
(Rugby 
Resident) 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

K28.  Your report says that other alternatives aren't viable.  
I beg to differ. It seems these alternatives are only not being look at because 
of cost. Johannesburg created a separate, outlying airport to lead with their 
demand. Why are alternative locations up the West Coast not being 
investigated? 

25 May 
2015 

Jacqueline du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

K29.  Move the whole airport north-east of the city outside the suburbs. 14 May 
2015 

Di Hutton 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

K30.  Why is lengthening the current runway not a viable option? I would think it 
would be way cheaper to drop the N2 underground for a few 100 metres to 
extend the runway or simply buy some land on the other end of the runway to 
extend in the other direction. That way no-one will be disturbed that is not 
already being disturbed by noise. In essence the status quo will remain 
exactly as is and therefore no-one can complain.  

22 May 
2015 

Gary Fairman 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The lengthening of the runway is only one of Airports Company South 
Africaôs motivating factors for re-aligning the runway. Probably more 
significant than lengthening the runway is the ability to create space 
between the runway and the terminal buildings so that a taxiway system 
can be constructed (the airport currently does not have one). This will 
increase the capacity of the runway as the current runway is nearing 
maximum capacity. Re-aligning the runway will also create space to 
construct additional aircraft aprons and pier terminals. 

K31.  If only 300 m is required, why canôt land be expropriated and the existing 
runway simply lengthened? Air traffic is likely to increase so, as with many 
other large cities, a second airport would be a logical solution. There must 
surely be a practicable alternative, and I earnestly request that this be found. 

25 May 
2015 

Lee Engeler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

K32.  My family and I are greatly opposed to the proposed change by ACSA to the 
runway. I fervently believe that they are only looking at the best cost effective 
way for themselves to move forward. The other options that are available to 
them should rather be considered, irrespective of the cost. 

15 May 
2015 

Bonnie van der 
Spuy (resident) 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 

K33.  Move the whole airport north-east of the City outside the suburbs. 13 May 
2015 

PD Hutton 
(Edgemead 
resident) 
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September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfields airport option are provided in 
Section 3.5.1 of the EIA Report 

K34.  Whilst we acknowledge that, inter alia, development of the airport 
infrastructure, job creation, tourism  and the like will be beneficial to the 
economy and residents of Cape Town and the Western Cape, it would be 
appreciated if consideration could be given to the following proposals in 
regard to the proposed runway re-alignment, viz.: 

¶ Currently certain of the aircraft departing from or approaching Cape 
Town International Airport do fly over Edgemead and Bothasig, mainly 
the periphery of the suburbs. This does cause a certain degree of noise 
pollution. 

¶ We understand, however, that with the proposed re-alignment of the 
runway which will thereby increase the air traffic substantially, the 
approach to the airport will be directly over Edgemead and Bothasig, 
thereby creating far more noise pollution.  

¶ The industrial area of Montague Gardens is adjacent to Bothasig and 
Edgemead.  It is proposed that the current re-alignment of the runway 
be altered in order to allow for aircraft departing/approaching the airport 
to do so over the industrial area instead of over the residential suburbs 
of Bothasig and Edgemead, thereby reducing noise pollution over the 
residential area. 

24 May 
2015 

Lesley Niemand 
(Bothasig and 
Edgemead 
Stakeholderôs 
Forum) 

For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated by runway 
alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance.  ATNS is 
ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consultation with 
industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths presented in 
the EIA Report (see Section 3.7.1.1) are imputed based on the proposed 
realignment and, to some extent (and further from the runway), by 
current flight paths.  It is anticipated that some fine tuning of flight paths 
may be possible once the realigned runway has been constructed, in 
order to limit noise impact on the ground.  

K35.  What are the alternatives? Why canôt the existing runway be upgraded/ 
lengthened, with the aircraft maintaining their current path?   

As it stands, the no go alternative must be implemented.  This to protect the 
suburb, not only its residents, but also the ambiance, as well as the property 
values. 

15 May 
2015 

Jimmy Pantony 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

K36.  I acknowledge that the development of the airport will benefit job creation, 
tourism, the economy as well as residents of Cape Town, however, I would 
like to point out and propose the following with regard to the runway re-
alignment. My understanding is that the proposed re-alignment of the runway 
will increase the air traffic substantially thereby creating far more noise 
pollution in a 100% residential area. The increase in air traffic movement per 
hour would be a noticeable pollutant to the residents. The industrial area of 
Montague Gardens which is adjacent to Edgemead and Bothasig would be a 
more acceptable route for in-and-outgoing aircraft.  Noise pollution would 
then be greatly reduced in the residential areas of Edgemead and Bothasig. 

20 May 
2015 

Helen Carstens 
(Ward 
Councillor) 

For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated by runway 
alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance.  ATNS is 
ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consultation with 
industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths presented in 
the EIA Report (see Section 3.7.1.1) are imputed based on the proposed 
realignment and, to some extent (and further from the runway), by 
current flight paths.  It is anticipated that some fine tuning of flight paths 
may be possible once the realigned runway has been constructed, in 
order to limit noise impact on the ground. 

K37.  It is as clear as day light that the noise and traffic pollution is not going to end 
here and a serious relook at new premises for the airport is long overdue. An 
additional 40 flights an hour, noise levels from 55 (residential) to 70 decibels 
(industrial) in a residential area (the same noise as if a lawnmower went over 
your house every minute and a half as was explained to us) is absurd. 

Perhaps to kick off with an airport accommodating international flights only at 
Fisantekraal or surrounds for now, utilising the existing airport for domestic 
flights only, maintaining current air lanes is a workable solution. Why go and 
buy more ground next to the existing airport for another runway, mainly to 
accommodate the revamping of the terminal building and overlook the 
concerns of the surrounding communities, pollution, safety, property values, 
noise etc. Be bold, look ahead to the future and make a sustainable long 
term decision that will benefit all. A holistic approach is needed here, not a 
short sighted interim arrangement that will affect Cape Town communities for 
years to come and benefit Airports Company South Africa in the short term. 

Please be so kind to forward me all the relevant SRK Reports indicating 
when what and how you came to the conclusion that the existing proposal is 
the óbest way forwardô as we as Edgemead community members are not 
convinced at all. If the environmental specialists did their homework as 
competent specialists, it is clear that very important facts were overlooked 
and that they probably first looked at the Airports Company South 
Africaôs  needs, not the communities, else no competent environmental 
specialist would have come up with this scenario. 

The absence of an alternate route at last nightôs meeting, south of 
Edgemead, over Monatgu Gardens / Killarney Gardens, Vissershok dump 
site, all industrial areas down the south west of the N7 is a much better 
alternative route, yet it was not even on the cards, underscoring my concern 
above. 

Long term, none of your proposals seem viable, sustainable or popular and 
Airports Company South Africaôs needs will have to be compromised, 
balanced out and or sacrificed for the greater picture and community needs, 
be it economically or otherwise. 

14 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated by runway 
alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance.  ATNS is 
ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consultation with 
industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths presented in 
the EIA Report (see Section 3.7.1.1) are imputed based on the proposed 
realignment and, to some extent (and further from the runway), by 
current flight paths.  It is anticipated that some fine tuning of flight paths 
may be possible once the realigned runway has been constructed, in 
order to limit noise impact on the ground. 

K38.  The current suggestion where the runways will have air traffic crossing each 
otherôs path in mid-air is also of grave concern, a potential hazard for planes 
colliding and inevitably slowing aircraft down when one strip is in use and 
other aircraft have to wait to avoid a possible collision in mid-air. If the air 
tower is not 100% on top of their game, it is a potential hazard in the making, 
whereas running the two strips completely parallel to each other is a much 
safer bet. Even better, split it like Gatwick and Heathrow  in the UK as Cape 
Town is just going to get busier and busier polluting communities more and 
more with adverse health effects (benzene ï carsinogenic and interrupted 

14 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis, 
Edgemead 
Resident 

Noted: ACSAôs long term plans are for parallel runways. Also note that 
ATNS is ultimately responsible for designing flight paths together with 
industry, and submitting these for approval to the CAA to ensure, inter 
alia, that risks of incidents are abated. 
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sleep patterns. 

1)      Fisantekraal airport ï first choice 

2)      Parallel runway with existing going over Plattekloof mountain and wine        

             farms at the back 

3)      South-west over Epping industrial area west of the N7 over Wingfield, 
Montagu Gardens and Killarney Gardens industrial areas and Morningside 
small holdings where there are no schools or churches and it is not densely 
populated.  

These alternatives have not been considered or tabled yet. If we canôt trust 
Airports Company South Africa/SRK now, how can we believe any future 
proposals or stories? 

K39.  Why have no alternative runway options been put forward (including moving 
to a new location) and why have no alternative flight paths been proposed 
which do their best to avoid passing over residential areas? Surely every 
effort should be made to direct aircraft over industrial or commercial areas? 

Various Objection letter 
received from 
residents of 
Bothasig, Monte 
Vista, 
Edgemead, etc. 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated by runway 
alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance.  ATNS is 
ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consultation with 
industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths presented in 
the EIA Report (see Section 3.7.1.1) are imputed based on the proposed 
realignment and, to some extent (and further from the runway), by 
current flight paths.  It is anticipated that some fine tuning of flight paths 
may be possible once the realigned runway has been constructed, in 
order to limit noise impact on the ground. 

K40.  Apart from the cost factor, ñweò werenôt informed of the other options open to 
Airports Company South Africa in their quest to find an expansion solution. It 
seemed from the Airport Managerôs standpoint that this was the only ñviable 
oneò but to my ears, sounded like ñmilk the cow to the very last dropò, having 
no regard at all for the 400,000 ï 500,000 people who will now be negatively 
affected in the future, if these plans are implemented. 

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

K41.  Alternative runways are not on your recent on-line report to the public, from a 
study done in 2010. The public have a right to know what was or was not 
considered. All it mentions was that it was not feasible considering high costs 
to Airports Company South Africa. What about all future cost implications to 
the publicôs health and the pressure that will put on State health resources, 
let alone property devaluations, pollution and possible accidents? 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

K42.  It is clear to any novice that a new airport needs to be looked at, not just re-
aligning the current runway, because Airports Company South Africa wants 
to save a few rands. With the existing pollution spewed out by Chevron 
Refinery daily and the added pollution from the proposed re-aligned runway, 
Cape Town will become a toxic bowl with serious future health effects that 
the National Health Department cannot afford, let alone tourism and future 
economic growth, if we want to avoid a man-made disaster and a stigma that 
will drive tourists away. Do future economic óbenefitsô really outweigh the 
current economic situation or status quo? 

I therefore humbly request the DEA to turn down the Draft EIA Report and 
refer it back to SRK and their client, Airports Company South Africa, to 
consider an Alternative airport, (like OR Tambo and Lanseria, or Heathrow 
and Gatwick in the UK), not an alternative (penny wise, pound foolish) 
runway on the same property or adjacent property. This will also ensure 
traffic flow should an incident close down the one airport in case of a 
disaster. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Draft Scoping Report 

L1.  Please note the spelling error on page 65 of the draft Scoping Report 
(footnote 1 in Table 4-4 should read ñtonal characterò and not ñtotal 
characterô). 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

This error was corrected in the Final Scoping Report. 

L2.  The Department of Transport and Public Works is responsible for the PLTF 
which is informed by the CoCT Comprehensive Integrated Plan. The PLTF 
guides the development of transport in the Western Cape, as set out in 
Strategic Objective 3: Increasing Access to Safe and Efficient Transport. To 
this end, the Department of Transport and Public Works is one of the critical 
stakeholders in the EIA process and should be included as a key 
commenting authority. 

13 
December 
2013 

Gamza Meyer 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

In terms of the Provincial Land Transport Framework (PLTF), the 
Department of Transport and Public Works has been noted as a key 
commenting authority. 

L3.  This Directorate is satisfied that the comments provided on the draft Scoping 
Report have been adequately addressed. 

1 August 
2014 

Loretta Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

Draft EIA Report 

M1.  A laymanôs explanation of ñHowever, the No Go alternative is not 
synonymous with the baseline or status quo, since a number of 
developments are permitted and/or may occur whether the runway is re-
aligned or notò, is required.   

14 April 
2015 

Michael Dyssel The EIA Regulations require that impact assessments consider the 
proposed development, any reasonable or feasible alternatives as well 
as the ñNo-Goò alternative i.e. if the proposed development is not 
authorised to go ahead. 

In the case that the proposed re-alignment of the runway is not 
authorised, the airport is not limited to continue operating at the current 
frequency of flights (the status quo), but would be able to continue 
increasing the number and frequency of flights as the demand dictates 
until the existing runway reaches its maximum capacity.  In the EIA, the 
existing situation is presented as Scenario 1, while the existing runway 
operating at maximum capacity (i.e. the No Go alternative) is presented 
as Scenario 2. 

M2.  The EIA Report focuses on the construction phase of the runway. It does not 
speak to the impact it would have on communities when the runaway is at its 
maximum capacity and the terminal buildings, additional extensions and 
other infrastructure have been upgraded. This is a serious concern as we are 
in the dark on the actual impact of the entire project on the community. What 
would be the full impact on communities up until and beyond 2034? 

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

The EIA Report deals with impacts of both the construction as well as 
operational phases of the project i.e. the re-alignment of the runway, 
including the impacts of the runway operating at its maximum capacity 
of 44 ATM per hour. The EIA includes upgrades to associated 
infrastructure such as taxiways and aprons, to allow the runway to 
operate at this maximum capacity. Any future upgrades to runways or 
any other infrastructure would be subject to a separate EIA process.  

M3.  The EIA Report is very difficult for ordinary citizens to understand. The words 
are confusing and the maps are so small that it is not possible to see in detail 
what the impact is on our area. 

25 May 
2015 

Khumie Nqanto 
(Mandalay 
Resident) 

The EIA Report needs to contain technical information required by the 
authorities in order to take informed decisions. To assist members of the 
community in understanding the project and the findings of the EIA 
Report, a relatively non-technical executive summary of the report was 
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made available in English, Afrikaans and Xhosa. SRK also hosted 7 
Public Open Days in a number of potential affected communities around 
the airport, at which posters containing larger maps and simplified 
explanations of the key findings of the EIA Report were presented. 
Representatives of SRK and Airports Company South African were also 
available at these Open Days to discuss the project with stakeholders, 
individual or in small groups and provide simplified explanations to aid 
understanding. 

Given the large number of communities surrounding the airport that may 
potentially be affected it was not possible to specify the exact impact 
that would be experienced in each of the individual communities, 
although this could be interpreted from maps, which SRK and ACSA 
assisted many stakeholders with at the Open Days. 

M4.  Is the impact assessment done already? 14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

The specialist studies and the EIA Report were drafted and released to 
the public for their comments from March to May 2015. Based on the 
comments received, the EIA Report and (where required) specialist 
studies have been amended and the revised reports released to the 
public for a second comment period before being submitted to the 
authorities for a decision.  

M5.  o The draft EIA Report is not a basis for lawful decision making. If its 
recommendations are adopted without substantial revision, any 
environmental authorisation granted stands to be challenged as 
violating the rights of thousands of residents to access to housing, and 
to an environment which is not detrimental to their health and well-being 
(Constitution, sections 24 and 26).     

o The report places irrelevant considerations before the decision maker 
and fails to place relevant considerations before it, in conflict with the 
mandatory requirements for lawful administrative action set out in 
section 6 of the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act. 

o The airport runway re-alignment and resultant increased air traffic will 
have a substantial negative impact on the health and well-being of 
significant numbers of low income and unemployed residents and their 
access to housing. 

o The report fails to make cogent and consistent recommendations 
regarding health impacts of predicted noise levels, and places irrelevant 
and objectionable considerations before the decision maker, regarding 
the alleged adaptability of low income communities to noise impacts. 

o The draft EIA Report fails to adequately assess the impacts of likely 
increased noise and air pollution levels resulting from the proposed 
project, and also fails to recommend adequate and enforceable 
mitigation measures for such impacts, in violation of the requirements 
for environmental authorisations set out in sections 2, 23 and 24 of 
NEMA. 

o If not properly mitigated, the impacts of the proposed project will result 
in a violation of the rights of access to housing of hundreds of 
thousands of poor and vulnerable people. 

o The report fails to consider reasonable and feasible alternatives or to 
make out a case based on the basis of independent and credible data 
and information that no alternatives are feasible. 

o As such, if the recommendations of the report are implemented, the 
resulting decision will constitute a violation of the rights of hundreds of 
thousands of people to and environment that is not detrimental to their 
health and well-being. 

26 May 
2015 

Angela Andrews 
(DAG) 

These comments (which were presented in the executive summary of a 
more detailed set of comments included elsewhere in the comments 
table) are noted and have been responded to in more details elsewhere. 

The draft EIA Report has been revised in response to relevant 
comments made by stakeholders and authorities during the public 
comment period, and the Final EIA Report released for a second public 
comment period. This includes comments on potential health impacts on 
surrounding communities.  The comments received during the second 
comment period will be submitted to the DEA with the Final EIA Report 
to inform their decision on whether or not the project will be authorised. 
Please see specific responses to concerns regarding impacts on the 
health and well-being of communities around the airport in the relevant 
sections of this table dealing with health impacts and socio-economic 
impacts respectively. 

SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered by Airports 
Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in Section 3.5 
of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are or are not 
considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Section 31(3) of 
the EIA Regulations, 2010.  In principle SRK supports the notion of 
assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible alternatives 
are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report). The DEA 
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Report on 30 
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a single alternative 
in addition to the No-Go alternative. Additional information discussing 
indicative costs of a new greenfeld airport option are provided in Section 
3.5.1 of the EIA Report. 

It is unclear from the comment which considerations are irrelevant and 
which relevant considerations have been excluded from the report. 
Similarly, SRK is not aware of any recommendations intended to violate 
the rights of stakeholders. Allusions to the alleged adaptability of low 
income communities to noise impacts have been removed. The intention 
of the EIA Report is to present information to DEA to inform their 
decision, and the EIA report clearly highlights significant impacts and 
exceedances of (noise) guidelines.  As noted in the EIA Report, many of 
these impacts and exceedances apply to current airport operations 
experienced today, i.e. ATMs.     

M6.  This submission argues that the draft EIA Report for the runway re-alignment 
project fails to fully consider the gravity of the projectôs impact on the 
vulnerable and disadvantaged population in the vicinity of the project and on 
the South African housing crisis. If the runway re-alignment proceeds as 
planned, the resulting increased noise levels and decreased air quality will 
infringe upon citizensô right to adequate housing (Constitution, Chapter 2, 
S26(1)) and the right to live in an environment that is not harmful to their 
health or well-being (Constitution, Chapter 2, S24(a)). As the Airport is 
located amongst many poor communities, the rights of vulnerable and 
disadvantaged persons will be particularly affected.  

With regards to mitigating the effects of noise on these persons, the draft EIA 
Report does not put forth adequate alternatives or mitigation measures as 
required by sections 23 and 24 of NEMA. If the runway re-alignment 
proceeds as planned, increased noise levels will also render several areas 
unacceptable for housing, affecting plans for densification of existing zones 
and plans for new housing projects. While the draft EIA report acknowledges 
the projectôs effect on housing development, it does not articulate adequate 
alternatives or mitigation measures as required by section 23 and 24 of 
NEMA. 

26 May 
2015 

Angela Andrews 
(DAG) 

Modelled noise levels for the existing and realigned runway currently do 
and are projected to exceed guidelines and this may (in future) affect the 
provision of low cost housing, making some areas previously identified 
as potential sites for low cost house unsuitable for residential 
development. This is acknowledged and discussed in Section 6.8.3 of 
the EIA Report. Conversely, with the shifting of the noise contours, other 
portions of land which were previously subject to exceedances of noise 
guidelines may now not be subject to exceedances  e.g. to the south 
west of the airport. The predicted noise contours need to be used by the 
City of Cape Town to inform their future planning for development of the 
City, including the provision of low cost housing. Airports Company 
South Africa has been in discussions with the CoCT to facilitate this 
process.  

Following the release of the draft EIA Report for public comment, the 
noise specialist identified a number of noise mitigation measures to 
which Airports Company South Africa together with other airport industry 
stakeholders were able to commit, and the noise impacts were 
remodelled taking into these mitigation measures. This information is 
presented in Section 6.4.6 of the EIA Report. Nevertheless it is still the 
case that noise guidelines (are and) will be exceeded, although fewer 
people would be affected by noise above guideline levels for the re-
aligned runway with mitigation compared to the No-Go alternative.  

It should be noted that air emissions associated with aircraft will not 
exceed their respective guideline levels beyond the boundaries of the 
airport, and should thus not in any way affect planning for the provision 
of housing. 

M7.  The draft EIA Report for the runway re-alignment project does not adequately 
consider the gravity of the projectôs impact on the vulnerable and 
disadvantaged affected communities, and in the context of considering the 
South African housing crisis. The draft EIA Report does not address how 
increased noise levels and decreased air quality will infringe upon the rights 
of such persons in particular. If anything, the report uses the vulnerable state 

26 May 
2015 

Angela Andrews 
(DAG) 

The EIA report explicitly discusses the implications of the realignment on 
housing (plans). The draft EIA Report does not intend to use the 
communitiesô vulnerability to justify impacts.  To avoid any confusion 
and/or this interpretation, the Final EIA Report has been altered 
accordingly.  
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of these persons to justify not addressing the projectôs potential impacts. This 
is a grave error. The runway re-alignment project also fails to adequately 
account for and mitigate the effects of the project on the present housing 
crisis in Cape Town and South Africa at large. 

M8.  It is noted that the information requested by the Directorate: Land 
Management (in their comment on the Scoping Report) to be included in the 
EIA Report has been addressed. 

25 May 
2015 

Melanese 
Schippers 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

M9.  It is noted that Activity 9 of GN R544 of the NEM EIA Regulations, 2010, is 
being applied for. However, the description of the activity does not include 
any details of the infrastructure to be constructed. A detailed description of 
the activity in relation to the activities applied for must be provided. This must 
include a detailed description of the pipelines to be installed (i.e. approximate 
length, route, internal diameter and peak throughput) as well as information 
on the stormwater system. 

25 May 
2015 

 

Melanese 
Schippers 
(DEA&DP) 

 

Details of the proposed stormwater infrastructure to be installed as part 
of the current development are described in Section 3.6.9 of the EIA 
Report, with the positions of the stormwater infrastructure indicated on 
the Stormwater Infrastructure Plan included in Appendix 3B. 

This listed activity will be triggered both in terms of the length of the 
pipeline infrastructure as well as the potential peak throughput. 

M10.  The similarly listed activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, 
that will be triggered by the proposed development must be included in the 
EIA Report. Further, the impacts of the activities must be assessed and 
reported on. 

25 May 
2015 

Melanese 
Schippers 
(DEA&DP) 

All relevant listed activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations, 2014, 
are included in Section 2.1.7 of the EIA Report. 

The impacts of these activities have already been assessed in the draft 
EIA Report and no additional assessment is required. 

M11.  A map (at an appropriate scale) indicating the proposed development in 
relation to the wetlands located on the proposed site as well as a map 
indicating the proposed development in relation to the vegetation located on 
the proposed site must be included in the EIA Report. 

25 May 
2015 

Melanese 
Schippers 
(DEA&DP) 

Figures 4-22 and 4-23 of the EIA Report indicate the locations of 
wetland on the property. Although the positions of the new project 
infrastructure (e.g. the re-aligned runway) is not indicated on these 
figures, for the purposes of the EIA it is assumed that the entire area 
indicated on these figures as the project footprint will be disturbed. 

A figure indicating vegetation types has not been included as the entire 
site falls within the Cape Flats Dune Strandveld vegetation type. 
Transformed and disturbed remnant habitats are indicated on Figure 4-
30 of the EIA Report.  

M12.  The CoCT supports the implementation of this strategic project, but requests 
the Minister of Environmental Affairs to consider the CoCTôs comment that 
the options for mitigating of the recognised noise impacts and the costs 
there-of have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIA Report. As 
such the Draft EIA Report falls short of Section 24 (2A)(b) (ii) of NEMA 
requiring an upfront investigation of mitigation measures to keep adverse 
consequences and impacts to a minimum. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The EAPs have not determined the costs of mitigation in the EIA as the 
EAPs do not have the expertise to do so and it is not standard practice 
for costs of mitigation measures to be included in an EIA. 

M13.  The CoCT would like to ensure that the assessment of impacts is technically 
correct because of the large scale of the impacts on CoCT planning, land 
and infrastructure. A factually correct EIA document must go to the DEA for 
an informed decision. This document must be based on a proper assessment 
of the development impact, not to attempt to stop this project or burden the 
project proponent with unreasonable costs, but to balance the need for the 
project with responsible and accountable sustainability measures. A proper 
and robust impact assessment will stand up to public scrutiny, appeals and 
unforeseen costs later and move this project forward smoothly. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

M14.  Pg123 - Reference to population density and mapping could be completed 
for the 2011 census year. Outdated data was used.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted, the illustrative purpose for which the information (dated 2008) 
was used would not change.  Although the census data for 2011 was 
available at the time this figure (Figure 4-42) was included in the report, 
maps such as this one, compiled by the City of Cape Town had not yet 
been published based on the 2011 census data. 

M15.  Pg126 - The 2011 socio-economic index is available on the Cityôs website 
and would have been a more accurate representation. Outdated data was 
used.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted, the illustrative purpose for which the information was used would 
not change.  The impact assessment was based on data used for the 
Spatial Analysis Report. 

M16.  Pg186 - Table 6-18 comes from SANS 10103, however, important foot notes 
on insulation requirements for residential units located about the 55 dBA 
contour lines were omitted. The footnotes must be used if there is reference 
made to this Standard, because the standard assumes mitigation above 55 
dBA.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. This table is numbered Table 6-19 in the final EIA Report, and 
relevant footnotes have been included. 

M17.  Pg188 - The source of Figure 6-15 and method for calculation must be 
declared.  

 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The source of this figure, i.e. the Noise Specialist Study, has been 
included in the final EIA Report. The noise specialist has confirmed that 
this figure was developed based on information on population density 
obtained from CoCT.  

M18.  Pg193 - On the composition of the Noise Monitoring Committee, ACSA 
should consider the inclusion of certain independent members of the public 
or politicians.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Community representatives will be invited to sit on the committee via 
Rate Payerôs Associations and the ward Sub-Council Managers (see 
Section 6.4.4.2). 

M19.  Pg193 - On the content of the Statement of Intent, it is not clear whether 
Phase 1 will only be for a period of 5 years from the environmental 
authorisation date. If so, it seems inadequate.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Tracking and monitoring of actual operations will not be capped at 5 
years; rather, this will continue indefinitely. 

M20.  There is concern about how the operationalisation of the Statement of Intent 
will work. The EIA should address this, because it was introduced in the EIA 
report as mitigation for noise impact without being explained. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

All of the commitments in the Joint Statement of Intent are captured in 
the EIA as mitigation measures in both the noise and socio-economic 
study, which will be incorporated in the EIR and operationalized in the 
same way as all mitigation measures. 

M21.  The CoCT would suggest an Airport Consultative Committee that can have 
different focus or working groups, inter alia: 1) Noise tracking, monitoring and 
response (dealing with matters such as the noise monitoring committee, its 
operations and the technical matters related to measurement, public 
reporting and comparisons between actual noise increments vs 
hypothetically forecasted noise contours for various scenarios); 2) A forward 
planning working group (dealing with the institutionalisation of the findings 
from group 1 into the Cityôs policies and operational procedures as well as 
managing the human settlements planning direction; 3) other committees 
required e.g. Symphony Way Development, biodiversity offset negotiation 
work group etc.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. Airports Company South Africa will be happy to discuss the remit 
of the committee(s).  

M22.  Pg193 - Last paragraph above heading 6.4.5. This point is disputed and is 
referenced elsewhere. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 

The noise mitigation measures factored into the assessment of impacts 
(see Sections 6.4.5, 6.4.6 and 6.4.7) with mitigation and listed in Section 
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(CoCT) 6.4.8 are limited to those to which Airports Company South Africa is able 
to commit (mitigation measures) or which they consider feasible for 
further investigation (recommendations). Noise contours assuming the 
implementation of these noise mitigation measures have now been 
modelled and relevant noise contours included in the EIA Report. 

M23.  Pg200 - Table 6-25. This table does not align with the Spatial Analysis 
Specialist study, although the estimated 400 560 people affected by noise 
higher than the 55dBA contour in Scenario 4 roughly aligns with the 
specialist report. However, the specialist report is not giving explicit answers 
wrt total population to be impacted upon in the future (say 2032) when the 
calculation has to include. It is not clear what component of the population is 
the 2011 census information, how many of those are located in the informal 
settlements, which growth rate has been applied to formal and informal 
households, and how the land use model information from the CoCT, has 
been incorporated.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Affected population numbers and community facilities were calculated in 
both the Noise Assessment and Spatial Analysis, with slight differences 
in the approach and software used by the two specialists. The 
inconsistencies in outcome were acknowledged in the assumptions of 
the Socio-Economic Assessment, which indicates that ñThe SIA has 
drawn heavily on the data and assessments presented in the Spatial 
Analysis (SRK, 2016) and the Noise Impact Assessment (DDA, 
2016).  There were minor differences in the approaches taken in the 
Spatial Analysis and Noise Study (i.e. exact areas considered (all areas 
versus only those indicated as inhabited in Census 2011), and different 
software).  As such, the number of affected people for the different 
scenarios, obtained in these studies differ slightly.  However, they show 
identical trends and are of essentially similar magnitude thus adding 
credibility to the results.ò This assumption has been added in the Final 
EIA Report for clarity. 

M24.  Pg206 - The information in Figure 6-23 does not exactly correspond to the 
information on p 107 and specifically not with the information in the Specialist 
Report on Spatial Analysis.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

It is unclear what information on page 107 is being referred to (this page 
contain information on mammals and reptiles). With respect to the 
information on noise sensitive receptors affected by high noise levels 
not corresponding with the information contained in the spatial analysis, 
please see response to comment above. Please note that these 
discrepancies (which have been acknowledged by the specialist and 
SRK in the draft EIA Report) do not affect either the rating of impacts or 
the identification of mitigation measures, and are not considered 
material differences in this context. 

M25.  Pg202 - Information of Table 6-26 can be explained in the text as an increase 
of say e.g. óbetween 22:00 and 06:00 the noisy event/incidents is estimated 
to increase from 1 event every 12 minutes to 1 very noise flight every 8 
minutesô. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

This information has been included in Section 3.7 and Section 6.4.6 of 
the EIA report.  

M26.  Pg201 - The 6% increase in the number of affected population is questioned. 
It is not clear why the only difference between the Scenario 2 and Scenario 4 
is the population taken. The actual impact is the difference between the 
current utilisation Scenario 1 and Scenario 4.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

As explained in Section 6.1.5 of the EIA Report, Scenario 2: Operations 
on Runway 01-19 at maximum capacity, i.e. 30 ATM per hour, is the No 
Go Alternative. The assessment of all impacts thus considered the 
difference between Scenario 2 and Scenario 4. 

M27.  Pg 210 - The reference to 19 000 people (mid page), is not clear and not 
connected to Table 6-27. This table also hugely differs from the Specialist 
Report on Spatial Analysis (see Table 9).  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

There was an error in the labelling for Table 6-27 in the draft EIA Report, 
which referred to ñpeopleò rather than households ï leadings to some of 
the discrepancies in numbers. This has been corrected in the final EIA 
Report. The 19 000 people referred to was thus not linked to Table 6-27. 

See response to comment M23 and M24 above regarding the 
differences in population numbers presented in the Noise Specialist 
Study and the Spatial Analysis. 

M28.  Pg 210 - There is a discrepancy between the number of schools listed as 
being affected above the 55 and the 65 dBA contour lines and this 
information contradicts page 206 and some other places in the document.  

 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

SRK was unable to identify the discrepancies referred to. Note however 
that these numbers do not affect either the impact assessment rating or 
the mitigation measures identified, and the noise impacts are still 
considered to be high (with mitigation). 

M29.  Pg 214 - Refer to suggestion made above for pg193. Maybe the presentation 
of mitigation solutions could be grouped under the different international 
approaches/headings associated with the types of mitigation mechanisms of 
the óbalanced approachô.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

This suggestion has not been implemented, as SRK does not believe it 
would add value or change the findings of the EIA. The sections of the 
report dealing with noise mitigation measures have however been 
amended in response to Airports Company South Africa identifying 
specific mitigation measures to which they are able to commit, and for 
which the modelling of noise levels with mitigation could be undertaken. 

M30.  Pg 215 - Bullet 12 regarding schools and health. These are not local 
authority functions and engagements need to happen between ACSA and 
the Provincial Governmentôs relevant departments. Bullet 13 regarding the 
ófacilitation of development of the relevant noise policiesô. The question arises 
as to the role and responsibility of the Civil Aviation Authority. It also should 
be stipulated that ACSA should be involved unless it is assumed that óthe 
industryô includes ACSA. There is a lack of specification of ACSAôs 
responsibility towards the expropriation of residential properties located 
above the 65 or 70 dBA contour of Scenario 4, as well as listing the potential 
that night time flying could be curtailed or capped at a certain number of 
aircraft movements.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The relevant bullet point has been amended to reflect the need to 
discuss these matters with the relevant departments of Provincial 
Government as well. 

All mitigation measures stated in the report are the responsibility of 
Airports Company South Africa, some of which they will need to 
implement in consultation with relevant airport industry stakeholders, 
including the Civil Aviation Authority. 

The mitigation measures to which Airports Company South Africa and 
the industry stakeholders are able to commit at this stage are detailed in 
the EIA Report (Section 6.4.8), which exclude expropriation of 
residential properties located within the 65 or 70 dBA contour, and the 
capping of  night time aircraft movements. 

M31.  Pg216 - 3rd bullet under Operation phase. The Quarterly reporting of the 
noise monitoring findings has been taken away in the EMP and is suggested 
to be retained throughout the document (as it aligns with other international 
patterns of similar noisy airports).  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The mitigation measures included in the EMP are the same as those 
included in the EIA Report, including quarterly monitoring requirements 
ï see Section 5 of the EMP. 

M32.  Pg216 - Critical abatement procedures have (like bullet 4 & 5) been lost 
between this section and the EMP actions.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The mitigation measures in the EIA report have been amended, and the 
changes are all reflected (and all mitigation measures) included in the 
EMP 

Note that in the EMP, mitigation measures have been spilt into different 
sections relating to impact management and impact monitoring. 

M33.  Pg 244 - Table 6-52 mitigation measures. The reference to the annual 
reporting to the stakeholders should be changed to quarterly.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The frequency of communication with stakeholders regarding the 
grievance mechanism during the construction phase has been changed 
from annually to quarterly. 

M34.  Pg254 - Contains the analysis of the impact of the project on the formal 
housing projects of the municipality for the next 5 years, but it remains vague 
on the impact of informal settlement upgrades (para 2.5 from the Spatial 
Analysis in the Socio-Economic study). There is a known scarcity of land for 
human settlements, and the absolute demand of residents in informal 
settlement surrounding the airport to be occupied in government subsidised 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The EIA evaluates noise impacts, and noise contours clearly show 
areas, including informal settlements, where exceedances are predicted. 
Contours take account of mitigation measures which Airports Company 
South Africa can commit to, but this does not include e.g.  insulation of 
dwellings,  because it is prohibitively expensive and impractical.  Noise 
impacts are rated as High. Calculating costs to upgrade informal 
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housing solutions in the same locations. These factors are to be explicitly 
listed and quantified as an impact as it implies huge costs to the CoCTôs 
Human Settlements if the runway goes ahead and residents demand both to 
stay in their location and be protected from noise created by a new 
development by a party other than the CoCT.  

settlements is beyond the scope of the EIA. Airports Company South 
Africa and CoCT may elect to consider such a study if both parties deem 
it necessary. 

M35.  Pg247 - First para under 6.8.3.1. for ease of understanding the impact, the 
30-44ATM change should be explained as ówill increase from 1 flight every 2 
minutes to 1 flight arriving or departing every (?) seconds or minutesô  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

This information has been included in Section 3.7 and Section 6.4.6 of 
the EIA report. 

M36.  Pg248 - Tables 6-56 and 6-57 lacks a perspective of whether informal 
settlement residents were included or not and which growth rate was used 
between 2013 and at the peak of Scenario 4. This represents a lack of clarity 
in the original specialist study and should be resolved. The sentence 
between the tables refers to the population growth being considered but the 
details are not explained or included.  

 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The population figures presented were based on Census data for 2011 
as well as projected growth rates as provided by the City of Cape Town. 
This is indicated in Section 3.1.1 of the Spatial Analysis Report. In 
undertaking the Spatial Analysis exercise, it was assumed by the 
specialist that the census data used included residents in informal 
settlements as this was not indicated as a specific exclusion. 

M37.  Pg251 - Table 6-59 and Figure 6-23 does not align in its findings.  

 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Table 6-59 was obtained from the Socio-Economic Assessment (and 
Spatial Analysis), while Figure 6-23 was sourced from the Noise 
Assessment. See response to comment M23 and M24 above regarding 
the differences in population numbers presented in the Noise Specialist 
Study and the Spatial Analysis. 

M38.  Pg252 - This para from the top. This statement is disputed and should be 
expanded with illustrations or examples if it is to be retained, and it should be 
clear as when these exceedances have occurred as Scenario 2 is not 
considered the óformal current approvalô by the City.  

Second bullet under mitigation measures: It should be specified that ACSA 
will remain responsible for the financial cost of the appointment of the 
specialist. The fourth bullet is quite important but did not make it through into 
the EMP. Maybe this is a collective responsibility of the Committee 
suggested in the comments on p 193 above.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

It is unclear which paragraph or which statement is being disputed. 

It will be Airports Company South Africaôs responsibility to ensure that all 
mitigation measured identified in the EIA including the appointment (and 
thus payment) of a noise specialist to remodel noise contours every 5 
years. 

SRK has confirmed that all mitigation measures included in the final EIA 
Report are also included in the final EMP. 

 

M39.  Pg257 - Table 6-62 Second bullet. The latter part of the sentence refers to 
the submission of the updated model (assumed contours) to the CoCT to 
ensure that planning is undertaken. This is a good point but maybe an 
explanation could be included that the purpose would be to make 
comparisons between the actual noise impact/ contours at different stages of 
ATMS or mppa in time, compared to the noise contours in the different 
hypothetical scenarios. It is important to note that forward planning can use 
various lines, but land use control will have to be implemented based on a 
fixed (to be determined) pre-agreed line with associated development 
limitations & mitigation obligations of ACSA in association with the City and 
other land owners.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The explanation of the purpose of remodelling has been included in the 
EIA Report as suggested. 

The comments about forward planning is noted and will require ongoing 
discussions between the City of Cape Town and Airports Company 
South Africa, the need for which is included as a mitigation measure in 
Section 6.4.6 of the EIA Report. 

M40.  Pg264 - The proposal under bullet 5 regarding ACSAôs responsibility to 
undertake regular studies on international trends and best practices, did not 
make it into the EMP and would be quite an appropriate and important 
mitigation mechanism.  

On bullet 7 re the Grievance Procedure, it is advocated that web based 
publicity be specified as a requirement. The communication obligation on 
ACSA on the Grievance Procedure to stakeholders, did not make it into the 
EMP and is a useful and essential component which should be tracked in the 
EMP.  

Re last bullet before para 6.9 on the óinsulation of community facilities such 
as schoolsô, did not make it into the EMP (reasons were explained 
elsewhere), but this obligation of ACSA is disputed (refer to comment 
elsewhere in this submission).  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The mitigations measures which were previously erroneously omitted 
from the EMP have now been included. 

M41.  Core components of the noise impact should be condensed and the impact 
numbers should be pulled through into the executive summary of the EIA 
Report and/ or the EMP. Condensed and confirmed information is required 
as departure points if the Statement of Intent is to be actively taken forward 
into action plans for policy and implementation plan processes. The 
condensed information required should include:   

¶ Estimated numbers of direct and indirect jobs generated.  

¶ Estimated economic impact in rand value terms.  

¶ State, Western Cape and City revenue benefits including tax.  

¶ Number of households affected above 55dBA and above 65dBA with a 
clear differentiation to the number of informal vs formal settlements. 
This should be for 2013 base/ Scenario 1, Scenario 2 and Scenario 4.  

¶ Number of schools and health institutions above the 55dBA and 65 dBA 
contour lines at present (Scenario 1) and in future (Scenario 4).  

¶ Number of City and Provincial housing projects, as well as the total 
estimated number of housing opportunities affected by the project with 
differentiation between long term planned, in planning process and 
under construction. This should be for all housing projects located 
above the 55dBA and the 65dBA contour lines of Scenario 1, Scenario 
2 and Scenario 4.  

¶ Simple explanation of the difference between existing and expected 
frequency of flights both for day time and night time.  

¶ A simple explanation of the difference between existing and expected 
loud events per night (a noisy flight going over my house every ... 
minutes change to é minutes).  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

SRK has amended the Executive Summary to make it a bit more ñuser 
friendlyò, but the issues are unavoidably complex and stakeholders are 
encouraged to look at relevant sections of the EIA Report if more detail 
is required. 

M42.  After reviewing the Draft EIA Report, Future Cape Town supports the 
contents of the Report, and the ACSA Runway Re-alignment project for 
Cape Town International Airport. 

28 April 
2015 

Future Cape 
Town 

Noted. 

M43.  1) Of great concern is the possible alleged conflict between SRK and 
Airports Company South Africa, not seriously taking public concerns into 
account, because if you did and had an independent EIA Report 
presented, it would have shown out numerous health and property 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 

SRK has coordinated a transparent EIA process and documents have 
been frequently disclosed to stakeholders. Impacts are assessed and 
impacts with high significance ratings (e.g. noise) are clearly identified, 
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devaluation defects. 
2) As a community we reserve the right to take legal action against SRK 

should we be able to prove that the EIA Report to Airports Company 
South Africa was substandard, unprofessional and a possible alleged 
conflict of interest exists, not properly applying your minds, knowledge 
and expertise that is expected from an organization like SRK ï see 
international legal cases and rethink what you are doing if you are not in 
conflict already [extract provided in written comment]. 

3) Our Constitutional rights are nowhere to be seen in the Draft EIA 
Report, as a preserved right of all citizens regarding Constitutional 
guarantees, Chapter Two, section 23 (Environment), section 27 (Health) 
and section 33 (ensuring just administrative action). 

4) The Draft EIA Report concludes that the development of this proposed 
project is ñgenerally acceptableò with no proof given whilst the 
community contends that the Draft EIA Report is completely flawed, one 
sided,  and incomplete with health and other issues clearly absent, 
enhancing the suspicion of a serious alleged conflict of interest visible 
between Airports Company South Africa and SRK. 

5) It is also clear from the Draft EIA Report that there is insufficient 
information displayed for the DEA to make an informed decision. We as 
the public demand that this project not be authorised and sent back to 
the drawing board, as incomplete and unprofessional in its current state 
with a strong possibility of a conflict of interest. Also that an urgent 
meeting is called for between the affected communities and the DEA, 
for SRK to come and explain these omissions and lack of scientific 
studies and what exactly were Airports Company South Africaôs 
instructions to SRK, when assigning them. 

Resident) so that DEA can take an informed decision. 

M44.  Objecting to health and noise issues, the following also seems to have 
conveniently escaped your ñqualifiedò SRK staff. How does it Constitutionally 
blend with our public and civic rights? This impacts Edgemead and Bothasig 
and all surrounding suburbs: 

¶ Dramatic increase in noise directly above you; 

¶ Passenger flights from 05:45 to 00:15; 

¶ Cargo flights at 02:00, 03:15 and 04:00; 

¶ Increase from 25 to 44 flights per hour; 

¶ Larger aircraft; 

¶ Potential negative effect on health and property value; 

¶ Increased atmospheric emissions; 

¶ Increased noise exposure can affect your sleep patterns and 
overall wellbeing; and 

¶ Increasing residential noise levels from 55 db to 70 db, the noise of 
a lawn mower going over your house every minute and a half. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIA Report, Airports 
Company South Africa and SRK Consulting decided that additional 
specialist input would be required to address some of the key concerns 
raised by stakeholders. This included an assessment of health impacts 
(see Appendix 6K), a Property Valuation Study (see Appendix 6J) as 
well as the modelling of noise contours with the implementation of noise 
mitigation measures to which Airports Company South Africa and the 
airport industry stakeholders are able to commit. 

This additional information has been captured in responses to 
comments by stakeholders in other parts of the Comments and 
Responses Table, and has led to a number of amendments to the EIA 
Report. 

M45.  Your report regards the following as óvery lowô or óinsignificantô impacts with 
no references given or reputable studies to compare it with, when you refer 
to: impact on ground water, construction, heritage destruction, loss of 
ecosystem, hydrological function of sediment balance, impact on fresh water, 
loss of fauna diversity, impact change of  flight paths on avifauna paths. Risk 
of health effects from the air is low with no studies to substantiate this claim. 
The effects on all our schools and educators, churches etc. is not even 
brought up in this flawed report.  

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

As indicated in Section 6.1.2 of the EIA Report, a number of specialist 
studies were undertaken to inform the assessment of impacts 
associated with the project. The only impacts which were assessed by 
SRK include Heritage Impacts (following the submission of an 
Application to Heritage Western Cape in response to which they 
indicated that there was no reason for further assessment of heritage 
impacts) and visual impacts ï which Mr. Scott Masson, a core team 
member is qualified to assess. 

The risk of health effects were included in the health assessment 
(Appendix 6L) and the effects of noise on sensitive receptors (including 
schools) is discussed in the EIA Report. The effects of air quality on 
schools etc. was not specifically assessed, since the air emissions from 
the airport operations will not exceed the relevant guideline levels, and 
schools would thus not be affected. 

M46.  We wish to highlight the rights afforded to us as residents of Cape Town and 
as citizens of South Africa; rights upon which we feel this proposed project 
unfairly infringes.  

The City of Cape Townôs Ombudsman states that the Council and all other 
government bodies have to treat people fairly when they make administrative 
decisions and that, in all dealings with the government, people have the right:  

¶ to be told what decision is being planned before it is taken;  

¶ to be allowed to tell your side of the story before a decision is made;  

¶ to be told what the decision is and also that you have the right to appeal 
against that decision;  

¶ to be told that you can request written reasons as to why a specific 
decision was taken; and 

¶ to be told that you can challenge the decision in court.  

The constitution states under ñJust administrative actionò:  

1) Everyone has the right to administrative action that is lawful, reasonable 
and procedurally fair.  

2) Everyone whose rights have been adversely affected by administrative 
action has the right to be given written reasons.  

3) National legislation must be enacted to give effect to these rights, and 
must:  
a) provide for the review of administrative action by a court or, where 

appropriate, an independent and impartial tribunal;  
b) impose a duty on the state to give effect to the rights in subsections 

(1) and (2); and 
c) promote an efficient administration.  

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

The EIA process was undertaken in accordance with the requirements 
of the NEMA and associated EIA Regulations, 2010. The EIA process 
follows these principles and in fact was born out of the rights in our 
Constitution. 

Stakeholder Engagement 

N1.  The CoCT advises SRK to solicit the participation of the communities and 
sub-councils directly affected by the noise contours of the various re-
alignment alternatives. A list of sub-councils and their respective managers 

19 April 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The managers of the sub-councils listed by CoCT, as well as additional 
sub-councils surrounding the airport were all registered as stakeholders 
and were invited to a Focus Group Meeting held by SRK on 11 June 
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and chairpersons whom can provide contact information for community 
organisations and representatives in these areas is provided. 

 2013. Minutes of this meeting were attached in Appendix 5H of the Final 
Scoping Report. A map indicating the sub-councils that are being 
consulted directly as part of this EIA process is included in Figure 5.1 of 
the EIA Report. 

N2.  SRK needs to be aware of the fact that previous undertakings have been 
made by Airports Company South Africa (e.g. Cape Town International 
Airport not operating on Sunday mornings) and previous stakeholder 
engagements have been undertaken, including the Master Plan (where 
stakeholders were not happy with the second runway in particular) and other 
alternatives (e.g. new airport at Fisantekraal). Most stakeholders understand 
that growth and development of Cape Town International Airport is inevitable, 
however, other alternatives have previously been presented and SRK and 
Airports Company South Africa need to indicate to stakeholders very clearly 
what is proposed and why alternatives are not being considered.    

11 June 
2013 

Jan Brand 
(Sub-council 3) 

The context of this comment is unclear. It is, however, not in Airports 
Company South Africaôs interests, nor the interests of the regional 
economy, to stop operations on Sunday mornings. Cape Town 
International Airport is currently and will remain a 24 hour operation.  

The alternatives considered by Airports Company South Africa during 
the development of the Airport Master Plan, as well as reasons why 
certain alternatives are not considered feasible,  are presented in 
Section 3.5 of the EIA Report.   

N3.  SRK must work closely with the provincial authorities and the local CoCT 
authorities (Tygerberg and Parow districts) and must engage with the 
Department of Water Affairs early in the process. 

6 August 
2013 

Wayne Hector 
and Toinette 
van der Merwe 
(DEA) 

Noted. All local and provincial authorities were notified of the availability 
of the Scoping Report for public and authority comment and have been 
registered as stakeholders on the project database. SRK will continue to 
follow the communication channels as agreed with CoCT but will also 
ensure that all contacts as identified by DEA will be provided the 
opportunity to provide comment. 

N4.  Who are the affected landowners? 6 August 
2013 

Toinette van der 
Merwe (DEA) 

Affected landowners have and will continue to be identified during the 
EIA process. Airports Company South Africa has engaged with the 
landowners where land acquisitions are required as per the development 
footprint.  SRK has notified the landowners as required by the EIA 
Regulations.  

N5.  All affected communities must be identified and included in the EIA process. 6 August 
2013 

Wayne Hector 
(DEA) 

Affected parties have been identified during the EIA process. In terms of 
NEMA, interested parties are required to register in order to be included 
on the stakeholder database for the project. The database of all 
stakeholders that registered throughout the EIA process is included as 
Appendix 5B to the EIA Report. SRK has engaged with the councillors of 
a fairly large area around the airport which could potentially be affected. 
Advertisements in local and regional newspapers and radio notices have 
aimed to ensure that stakeholders in the wider area are kept informed. 

The stakeholder engagement process has and will continue to exceed 
the requirements for stakeholder engagement in the EIA Regulations. 
SRK has let the process guide stakeholder engagement e.g. additional 
meetings have been held where there been requests for these. 

Furthermore, Airports Company South Africa communicates directly with 
its industry stakeholders.  

N6.  How will SRK manage requests for extensions to comment periods or 
comments received after the deadlines? 

6 August 
2013 

Wayne Hector 
(DEA) 

Although a date will be provided at the end of each comment period, 
SRK will address any comments that can be accommodated before 
finalising the relevant report. If comments are received after the EIA 
Report has been finalised, these comments will be submitted directly to 
DEA. 

N7.  SRK need to consider the day of the week and times of the Public Open 
Days. 

26 
November 
2013 

 Johnson Fetu  
(Sub-council 9) 

SRK consulted sub-council managers regarding the stakeholder 
engagement process, including proposed venues for Public Open Days. 
The approach during the Scoping Phase was to hold the Public Open 
Days in different areas on different days of the week. The Public Open 
Days also extended from 15h00 to 19h00 to accommodate those 
working in each area as well as those living in the area but working 
elsewhere. During the Scoping Phase, SRK invited specific suggestions 
of more suitable days and times (or consultation methods) for 
subsequent rounds of public, however no specific suggestions were 
provided. Public Open Days during the EIA Phase were held on similar 
days and at similar times to those during the Scoping Phase, and were 
well attended. 

N8.  The locations of the Public Open Days do not meet the needs of the 
surrounding communities. 

26 
November 
2013 

Unknown 

(Comment 
made at the 
Councillors 
Meeting) 

SRK presented the proposed locations of four Public Open Days during 
the Scoping Phase to the sub-council managers at the Focus Group 
Meeting held in June 2013.  

During the Scoping Phase, locations were selected to allow for a Public 
Open Day in communities north of the airport (Parow), south of the 
airport (Khayelitsha), at the airport, and one to serve the greater Cape 
Town community (Pinelands). An additional Public Open Day was held 
in Delft as recommended by the councillors.  

SRK invited specific suggestions of more suitable days, times and 
venues (or consultation methods) for subsequent rounds of public, 
however no specific suggestions were provided. 

During the Impact Assessment Phase, the locations of Public Open 
Days were in communities most likely to be affected by the project 
(especially those in high noise areas) i.e. Edgemead, Delft, Khayelitsha 
and Bishop Lavis. Additional Open days were held in Goodwood and 
Nyanga at the request of the relevant ward councillors/sub-council 
managers. 

N9.  Which newspapers was the project advertised in? 26 
November 
2013 

Unknown 

(Comment 
made at the 
Councillors 
Meeting) 

The release of the Scoping Report for public comment and details of the 
Public Open Days were advertised in the following newspapers in 
English, Afrikaans and/or isiXhosa: Cape Times; Die Burger; 
Tygerburger Ravensmead; Tygerburger Eersterivier; City Vision; 
Peoples Post Mitchells Plain; Tygerburger Parow; and Tygerburger 
Bellville. These newspapers were selected on the advice of sub-council 
managers attending the initial meeting held in June 2013. 

The release of the draft EIA Report for public comment and details of the 
Public Open Days held during the comment period on the draft EIA 
Report were advertised in the same newspapers, as well as in Die Son 
and TableTalk. 
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N10.  Make sure advertisements are not placed in the classified sections of the 
newspapers. 

26 
November 
2013 

Brendan van 
Der Merwe 
(Sub-council 3) 

All advertisements were placed in the main body of the relevant 
newspapers. 

N11.  The first point of contact to inform the public is through the sub-council 
managers ï the agents for public consultation. The sub-council managers 
have stakeholder databases for public consultation. 

26 
November 
2013 

Okkie Manuels 
(Sub-council 
18) 

Information regarding the release of the Scoping Report for public 
comment and the Public Open Days was sent to 16 sub-council 
managers2 on  
31 October 2013, requesting distribution of the information to the civil 
organisations and ward councillors on their databases. 

Communication was resent to sub-council managers for them to 
distribute to stakeholders through their databases on 27 November 
2013. Figure 5.1 in the EIA Report indicates the sub-councils for which 
sub-council managers and councillors have been informed of the project 
and requested to disseminate information to their constituents.  

Sub-council managers3 were also requested to disseminate information 
to their constituents regarding the release of the Draft EIA Report and 
Public Open Days on 27 March 2015.  

N12.  Please indicate whether all the ward councillors in the ñpotentially directly 
affected areasò indicated in Section 4.2.2 were notified. Please ensure that 
all ward councillors are included in the public participation process going 
forward so that their constituents are informed of the proposed development. 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

N13.  Media (printed and electronic) is acceptable for public consultation but there 
are vast areas surrounding the airport where this will not work. SRK needs to 
investigate different methods. 

26 
November 
2013 

Okkie Manuels 
(Sub-council 
18) 

The EAP has gone above and beyond the minimum requirements for 
stakeholder engagement, and remains open to suggestions for 
improvement.  

Airports Company South Africa has placed radio announcements on 
major radio stations broadcasting the project and the potential change in 
flight paths. 

During the EIA Phase, Airports Company South Africa ran two radio 
campaigns on local radio stations4 to raise public awareness about the 
EIA process (between 8-13 April 2015 and 1-6 May 2015) and 
community notices were placed at over 40 locations (public venues) in 
communities surrounding the airport to increase awareness. 

N14.  SRK should relook at venues for placing reports for public review. Local 
libraries may not be suitable. 

26 
November 
2013 

Okkie Manuels 
(Sub-council 
18) 

N15.  In terms of the Focus Group Meetings and Public Open Days (Section 5.2.4), 
the HDA as an organ of state was not involved in the Focus Group Meetings. 
This is a concern due to the planned housing developments with regards to 
low cost housing on HDA owned properties south of the planned runway.  In 
terms of the sustainable development principals, social impacts should also 
be considered and therefore any effect on housing development with regards 
to low cost housing projects should have been addressed in a more direct 
fashion with all social development parties prior to the Public Open Days. 

18 
December 
2013 

Christian 
Gerhardt (NCC 
on behalf of 
HDA) 

The HDA Board is appointed by the Minister of Human Settlements. 
Representatives from the Department of Human Settlements attended 
the Focus Group Meeting held on 25 November 2013 during the 
Scoping Phase. 

Objectives of the Scoping Phase include the identification of 
stakeholders to provide them with the opportunity to participate 
effectively in the process and identify any issues and concerns 
associated with the proposed activity. Through this process, the HDA 
has been registered on the project database and as such has been 
notified directly of all future opportunities to participate in the EIA 
process. 

Additional Focus Group Meetings and Public Open Days were held 
during the Impact Assessment Phase of which stakeholders were 
notified. 

The Socio-economic Specialist Study (Appendix 6H) has assessed the 
potential impact on land use and related social issues. 

N16.  The applicant must conduct a preliminary assessment of perceptions of the 
communities within the vicinity of the airport. This approach has globally 
proven to be more accurate in terms of the same type of project. 

13 
December 
2013 

Mario Brown 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

The stakeholder engagement process conducted as part of the EIA 
allows for communities in the vicinity of the airport, and the public in 
general, to raise any concerns they may have regarding the proposed 
development and provide comment on the draft reports. This preliminary 
assessment of perceptions of the proposed development takes place in 
the Scoping Phase (i.e. the first phase) of the EIA process.  

N17.  I feel that you people have been very sneaky in the way this whole scoping 
process has been handled as if it was not for the Tygertalk dated Wednesday 
30 July 2014 I would not have known about the process. 

31 July 
2014 

Deborah 
Maggot 
(Private) 

Other than the media release by Airports Company South Africa  - which 
was specifically aimed at raising public awareness about the project 
during the Scoping Phase ï leading to the article in  the Tabletalk (30 
July 2014), SRK has undertaken a comprehensive stakeholder 
engagement process for the EIA (exceeding the legal requirements) 
including the following: 

¶ Newspaper advertisements announcing the commencement of the 
EIA process and inviting stakeholders to register on the project 
database were placed in a number of national, regional and local 
newspapers in English, Afrikaans and/or isiXhosa in February 
2013.  

¶ The release of the draft Scoping Report for public review was 
advertised in a number of regional and local newspapers in 
October/November 2013, including in three additional local 
newspapers to ensure coverage of all potentially directly affected 
areas, on advice by the local councillors. 

¶ Five Public Open Days (Site C, Delft, etc.) were held during the 
comment period to provide stakeholders with the opportunity to 
discuss concerns related to the proposed project. 

¶ Information regarding the release of the draft Scoping Report for 
public comment and the Public Open Days was sent to the 
managers of 16 sub-councils requesting distribution of the 
information to their constituents (civil organisations and ward 
councillors on their databases).  

¶ Radio announcements on local radio stations, site notices and the 
City of Cape Townôs Smartcape website were used to notify the 
public of the project and the availability of the Scoping Report for 
comment.  

¶ Hardcopies of the draft and Final Scoping Reports were made 
available for review in 15 libraries around the airport.  

Following the comment period on the draft Scoping Report, the Scoping 
Report was updated taking stakeholder input into account and a Final 

                                                           
2
 Sub-council Managers of sub-councils 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23 and 24. 

3
 See footnote above. 

4 Cape Talk Radio, Radio Zibonele, Voice of the Cape, Tygerberg FM, Radio Helderberg, Bush Radio and Fine Music Radio. 
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Scoping Report released for a further public review period (July/August 
2014) allowing stakeholders to review the changes to the document and 
the responses to their comments.  

Another round of stakeholder engagement (newspaper advertisements, 
Public Open days etc) was undertaken regarding the release of the EIA 
Report (March to May 2015). 

Please refer to Section 5 of the EIA Report for further details on the 
stakeholder engagement process. 

N18.  We act and write on behalf of the greater Belhar Community regarding this 
issue. It has come to us as a complete shock and surprise to have learnt 
through the media (Cape Times) of the scoping report and the EIA which was 
released earlier. We registered ourselves as an interested party and 
stakeholder during the initial public invitation process on radio last year. 

Neither ourselves as a Community Health Forum or any of the other 4 Health 
Committee's within the immediate vicinity of the Airport have been consulted 
on the process. We, as well as the other four structures are properly 
constituted and recognized by the City of Cape Town. Western Cape 
Government and National Government departments. 

We are therefore surprised at the low participation rate in comments received 
from public. We request that we meet as soon as possible and to extend the 
deadline for further public comment. 

Failure would result in us approaching the relevant institutions and processes 
to ensure the fairness of consultation process. We reserve all our rights in 
this regard. However we are willing to work with yourselves and participate in 
this process to ensure that our communities adjacent to the Airport are 
properly represented in this issues that may affect their health and 
environmental concerns. 

31 July 
2014 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Tygerberg 
Sub-District 
Health Forum) 

The following people were registered  on the project database on 29 
November 2013 (with e-mail addresses for future communication): 

¶ Gafieldien Benjamin; and  

¶ Sheynain Benjamin.  

An email was sent to the addresses of these stakeholders (along with all 
other stakeholders who had registered on the project database) on 11 
July 2014 (and delivery receipt received) notifying IAPs of the availability 
of the Final Scoping Report for public review and comment.  

As indicated in the response above, there has already been extensive 
stakeholder engagement on this project and SRK and Airports Company 
South Africa continue to go beyond the legal requirements for 
stakeholder engagement to increase the awareness of the general Cape 
Town community about the project and encourage participation in this 
process (e.g. through media releases). 

The Impact Assessment Phase makes allowance for two further 
opportunities for IAPs to comment on the process ï following release of 
the draft and final EIA Reports respectively. 

In response to this comment, SRK requested that contact details of any 
other IAPs to be kept informed of the process be provided, so that they 
can be included on the project database (e.g. the other Health 
Committees). They would have been notified directly about the 
opportunities to comment on the draft EIA report. 

N19.  Do the residents around the airport know about this? Most of them are 
informal settlement and considering that I don't see phone lines or any 
wireless equipment, I would assume they don't have internet access. Also 
they are not exactly the demographic that I would expect to frequent the 
government gazette or even this forum. I don't think you have given them 
enough time to respond because I don't think they even know about it and 
probably won't until construction happens. 

I urge you make an effort if you haven't already and please let these people 
know either with a post drop to each house or in their local papers for at least 
a month. 

24 July 
2014 

Cindy Wright 
(Private) 

Newspaper advertisements announcing the commencement of the EIA 
process and inviting IAPs to register on the project database were 
placed in a number of national, regional and local newspapers in 
English, Afrikaans and/or isiXhosa. 

The release of the draft Scoping Report for public review was advertised 
in a number of regional and local newspapers, including in three 
additional local newspapers to ensure coverage of all potentially directly 
affected areas, on advice by the local councillors. During the Scoping 
Phase of the project, Focus Group Meetings were held with key IAPs 
(including councillors) prior to and after the release of the draft Scoping 
Report. A number of Public Open Days (Site C, Delft, etc.) were held 
during the comment period to provide IAPs with the opportunity to 
discuss concerns related to the proposed project. Information regarding 
the release of the draft Scoping Report for public comment and the 
Public Open Days was sent to the managers of 16 sub-councils 
requesting distribution of the information to their constituents (civil 
organisations and ward councillors on their databases). In addition, radio 
announcements on local radio stations, site and community notices were 
used to notify the public of the project and the availability of the Scoping 
Report for comment. Hardcopies of the Scoping Report were made 
available for review in 15 libraries around the airport. 

Another round of stakeholder engagement (newspaper advertisements, 
Public Open days etc.) was undertaken regarding the release of the EIA 
Report (March to May 2015). 

Please see Section 5 of the EIA Report for further information on the 
stakeholder engagement process. 

N20.  On Monday, 25 May, SRK closes submissions in the EIA for the Airport 
Expansion project. The community of Blikkiesdorp will be making a 
submission to the consultants in protest of the absence of engagement with 
the Blikkiesdorp community. 

After continued pressure over the past two weeks, Airports Company South 
Africa has released the Memorandum of Agreement between them and the 
CoCT to the community of Blikkiesdorp. It is clear that we will not be moved 
soon, and yet it is clear that we are also not being considered in the plan for 
the expansion of the airport. 

The Blikkiesdorp Joint Committee will be handing over their submission on 
the EIA to SRK at their offices in Rondebosch at 11am on Monday. 

The submission states: óWe the community of Blikkiesdorp, hereby attest that 
we have never been consulted by the Consultants, SRK Consulting, in the 
compiling of the EIA. We oppose this draft as the final submission of the EIA 
as we have been exclude form this processò. 

25 May 
2015 

Blikkiesdorp 
Joint Committee 

The EIA process provided numerous opportunities for participation by all 
communities, including Blikkiesdorp.  In common with many 
communities near the airport, Blikkiesdorp is likely to be affected by 
noise.   

 

 

N21.  The SACAA requests confirmation that the presentation at the open days will 
present the planned runway alignment in the proposed 360Ј/180° 
configuration as per discussions with relevant parties and previously 
presented plans. 

30 April 
2015 

Harry Roberts 
(SA CAA) 

There were no formal presentations at the Public Open Days. 
Stakeholders were invited to attend the Open Days during any time 
during the advertised times to view posters describing the proposed 
project and the EIA process. Project team members were available to 
answer any question stakeholders may have regarding the project or the 
EIA.  

SRK are not aware of what was presented to CAA previously but all 
information regarding the project was made available in the Draft EIA 
Report. 

N22.  I attended the SRK/Airports Company South Africa presentation in 
Edgemead on 13 May and was extremely disappointed with the format it 
took. However, I appreciate that although you were trying to accommodate 
the ñworking populationò by extending the forum until 7PM, the whole affair 
was totally disjointed and didnôt permit a fair exchange of views, as those 

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted. A Public Open Day is a recognised and commonly used method 
of stakeholder engagement and is different in format from a public 
meeting.    
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present  approached an individual from either SRK or Airports Company 
South Africa but the information given only reached a small number of ears ï 
or was this the intention perchance? 

N23.  I acknowledge the scope and content of the presentation that was made at 
the Edgemead Public Open Day. I thought that you were able to deal with 
what I am sure is a highly technical and complex subject in a very digestible 
and honest fashion that the likes of myself was able to comprehend.  I 
appreciated your efforts. 

15 May 
2015 

David 
Williamson 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted. 

N24.  Given that the venue was changed at the last minute from Bothasig to 
Edgemead due to some miscommunication of the Bothasig hall being 
unavailable, combined with loadshedding from 6:15pm, I am concerned that 
Edgemead, Monte Vista and Bothasig residents have not had ample 
opportunity provided to comment properly or hear more on the topic ï which 
could affect the fairness of this public comment phase. 

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted.  Unfortunately the venue had to be changed due to 
circumstances beyond SRKôs control, though every effort was made to 
advise stakeholders and the meeting was well attended.  In addition the 
stakeholder engagement process makes provision for other forms of 
participation. For those with internet access, EIA documents are also 
available on SRKôs website:  

http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-
alignment-eia 

N25.  I do not believe sufficient time has been allowed for adequate public 
participation. The eleventh hour venue change was a serious drawback and, 
if you have time and inclination, I would be grateful to hear from you the 
name of the municipal employee who was responsible for the botched 
booking of the Bothasig Hall.  

The shortage of English information leaflets within half an hour of the start of 
the Public Open Day was a serious error. Your company must have held 
many public meetings and it was naïve to expect members of the public to 
advise that they would be attending. I personally would also have liked the 
consultants to be more easily recognisable ï perhaps with shoulder sashes 
or considerably larger identity badges that they were wearing ï as it was 
difficult to identify who to speak to. 

25 May 
2015 

Lee Engeler, 
Edgemead 
Resident 

N26.  We were not made aware of the EIA and have had to make this comment at 
short notice after the reports in the newspaper around Blikkiesdorp. 

25 May 
2015 

Khumie Nqanto 
(Mandalay 
Resident) 

Noted. The stakeholder engagement process has and will continue to 
exceed the requirements for stakeholder engagement in the EIA 
Regulations. 

N27.  The metholodgy of the format of the meeting I believe, was skewered. This 
should have been a formal meeting  with a proper agenda. This could have 
been done with 2 sessions at 2 hour intervals. This would then allow all 
ratepayers who attended to hear all the pros and cons. As a  resident, I feel 
that this would give us all a better insight into other concerns of other 
residents in our area. 

15 May 
2015 

JP Lawson 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Your comments on the format in which the open days were run have 
been noted. 

N28.  I attended the recent road show of the ACSA new runway proposal held at 
Edgemead Community Hall and in which your company was involved. Whilst 
you probably discharged your responsibility to engage the public in your 
conclusions regarding the above projects feasibility, the manner in which you 
displayed the information was poor. The charts and displays particularly 
those of prime interest regarding noise levels for the Edgemead/Bothasig 
areas in which the vast majority of people were interested were confusing, 
grossly undersized (noise footprints especially) and did nothing to answer the 
question most people wanted to have answered which was ñhow will I be 
affected?ò Surely it is not beyond the capability of a professional organisation 
such as yours to simplify the scientific stuff such that the man or woman in 
the street can understand what is going on?  

Still , you can rest contented ïpresumably- in that you have done what was 
asked of you and for which you can quite rightly generate an invoice even 
if  those who may have to live with the consequences of your conclusions are 
very unhappy with them and the manner in which they were presented. Why 
werenôt ATNS present? 

19 May 
2015 

Ian Rayner 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted. In addition, the stakeholder engagement process makes 
provision for other forms of participation. For those with internet access, 
EIA documents are also available on SRKôs website:  

http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-
alignment-eia 

N29.  I am a concerned resident from Goodwood and would like to provide input to 
the EIA during the public participation process. I am mainly concerned about 
the increase in noise pollution which will arise when the new runway is in 
operation. It was my intention to attend this eveningôs public meeting in 
Bothasig (changed to Edgemead) but due to circumstances I could not make 
it there before 6pm to discuss noise levels with the specialist. The times of 
the public meetings are generally too early considering that most people are 
available only after 6/7pm during the week and the specialist is only available 
till 6pm. I have no intention of attending the meeting in Delft tomorrow 
evening, which is unfortunately the last. I strongly feel that there should be a 
second public comment period.  

I would like to raise the concern of noise pollution in my community and 
would like to know what is the most suitable means of communicating with 
SRK. From your website, it appears to be either telephone, fax or email. It 
would be much easier if you had a SMS line where people could send their 
concerns to.  

13 May 
2015 

Haydn Boyes 
(Goodwood 
Resident) 

The Draft EIA Report was released at the end of March 2015 for an 8-
week comment period ending on 25 May 2015. During this comment 
period, 7 Public Open Days were held in the most affected communities 
including an additional one in Goodwood at the request of a councillor.  

The Public Open Day in Edgemead was well attended and the last 
attendees (including the noise specialist) left at 7.30pm.  

Please note that the Noise Specialist Study and the full (draft) EIA 
Report are available on the SRK website:  

http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-
alignment-eia.  

Hardcopies of the EIA Report are available at 16 public libraries 
including Edgemead and Valhalla. We encourage you to review the EIA 
Report and Noise Specialist Study and submit written comments to us. 
All written comments received will be taken into consideration and 
included in the Final EIA Report submitted to the Department of 
Environmental Affairs, based on which they will take a decision. It is 
therefore important that comments are submitted to us in writing 
(email/fax/post) as the original comments are included in the submission 
package to the Department. 

N30.  I have been informed you will be present at the meeting on Wednesday at 
Bothasig. I live in Edgemead and as far as I am concerned any more flights 
above my house is going to result in me moering someone - plain and 
simple.  

11 May 
2015 

Grant Korkie, 
Edgemead 
Resident 

Noted. 

N31.  The residents of Blikkiesdorp were not properly informed about the meeting. 
Airports Company South Africa needs to go to the communities mostly 
affected and explain what they are doing and how it will affect the people. 

14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

The EIA process provided numerous opportunities for participation by all 
communities, including Blikkiesdorp.  In common with many 
communities near the airport, Blikkiesdorp is likely to be affected by 
noise. The Open Democracy Advice Centre as well as Mr Willie Heyn 
(both representing the Blikkiesdorp Community was registered as an 
I&AP (in June 2014) and receives notifications and information regarding 
the EIA accordingly.  

All public Open Days are communicated to all registered I&APs, along 
with newspaper advertisements, and through Ward Councillors, to raise 

http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
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awareness in good time. (See Comment N38 below) 

 

N32.  As May 13 approached, the date for the public open day, it was clear that 
there were still many residents who were not aware of the proposed changes 
nor of the huge impact this proposed change would have on them. Even after 
the public open day we still encountered many people who were unaware of 
this change. This leads us to believe that the public participation process 
could have been more effectively advertised. 

We noticed a number of irregularities at the open day. While we understand 
the points below in their current form are subjective, they do paint a certain 
picture as to how the open day was presented to the public.  

¶ There was a dire shortage of information packs in English. We have 
many senior citizens who do not have access to Internet or email, but 
who had to leave empty handed.  

¶ Upon arrival one of our committee members asked what the process 
was and was told to sign the attendance register and take an 
information pack, but was not informed that there was a comment form 
on which they could raise objections in writing at the venue. Some 
attendees were informed of this while others were not, and we question 
the inconsistency.  

¶ One of the SRK employees expressly stated that they were operating in 
an independent capacity and had no vested interest in the success or 
failure of the EIA. This then begs the question as to why Airports 
Company South Africa was in attendance at the meeting. No 
presentation can be impartial if the entity with a vested interest in a 
specific outcome is present.  

¶ There were still a number of residents present even after 7PM when the 
open day was scheduled to end, but there were no more attendance 
registers and no comment forms.  

¶ While SRK employees claimed to be independent, they spent a lot of 
time dismissing concerns which residents and committee members 
raised about noise and air pollution. When specific details were 
questioned, the replies were often vague, or the questions were referred 
to other employees.  

¶ We asked on more than one occasion, of various SRK employees, to 
quantify the noise level of the maximum projected 44 ATM per hour, but 
they were unable to explain to people what exactly they would 
experience. How then must the average resident make an informed 
decision on how this change will impact on them?  

¶ When asked what the alternatives were, they were told there were 
none. What was presented was what suited Airports Company South 
Africa financially and practically. This was not a public participation day - 
it was a public information day where all that needed to be done was to 
tell residents what to expect. Again this calls into question the 
independence of the process with Airports Company South Africa 
employees present at the open day.  

¶ Highlighted information was ócherry pickedô from the various reports to 
paint a certain picture. A prime example was the noise map which, after 
asking for more detail, was revealed to be an average over 24hrs. 
Realistically what most people would want to see would be the noise 
map during the peak early morning hours and noise after 22:00. People 
asking for this information were referred to the report which was 
available online.  

The overall impression that we were left with, as a committee, was that the 
public open day was more about telling us why the runway realignment was 
good for Airports Company South Africa, rather than how it would impact on 
residents.  

We are grateful that SRK made arrangements to cope with the scheduled 
load shedding and that the session continued after the power was cut. 

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

Noted. Unfortunately the venue had to be changed due to circumstances 
beyond SRKôs control, though every effort was made to advise 
stakeholders and the meeting was well attended.  In addition the 
stakeholder engagement process makes provision for other forms of 
participation. For those with internet access, EIA documents are also 
available on SRKôs website:  

http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-
alignment-eia 

SRK is independent and has no vested interest in the outcome of the 
EIA.  It is standard practice for applicants to attend Public Open Days, to 
answer any technical or commercial questions about their project. Note 
that Airports Company South Africa employees do/did not claim to be 
independent.  

N33.  Will people be informed when the project is approved and the start date? 20 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Nyanga Public 
Open Day 

As required by law, all stakeholders will be advised of DEAôs decision to 
authorise or reject the application. ACSA will be responsible for 
announcing the construction commencement date.  

N34.  Why was Bothasig identified as a Public Open Day venue when planes are 
generally high over this area? The Goodwood area is more important. 

16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus, 
Subcouncil 4 

Venue selection for Public Open Days is difficult. SRK targeted areas 
that will be affected by re-aligned flight paths, but the availability of 
suitable venues within the public comment period was also a factor. 

Subsequent to the Focus Group Meeting with the sub-council managers, 
public open days were held at Goodwood and Nyanga in addition to 
those held at Bishop Lavis, Delft, Edgemead and Site C. It was agreed 
with the relevant sub-council manager that, as the Belhar community 
would be less affected because of the re-alignment of the runway and 
the proximity of the Bishop Lavis Public Open Day, an additional Open 
Day in Belhar was not required. 

N35.  Why was Belhar not identified as a Public Open Day venue?  Pat Jansen, 
Subcouncil 6 

N36.  There should be a Public Open Day in Crossroads/Nyanga as Khayelitsha is 
too far from the Site C venue.  

 N.C. Nyakatya, 
Subcouncil 14 

N37.  The Sub-council activity days may be a good opportunity to present the EIA 
to the councillors. 

16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie, 
Subcouncil 17 

Additional Public Open Days were held in addition to those presented to 
the sub-council managers at the Focus Group Meeting. It should be 
noted that sub-council managers and councillors from all affected areas 
were invited to the Focus Group Meeting. 

N38.  Sub-council managers and councillors can assist in distributing information 
as they have a mandate for public participation. 

16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie, 
Subcouncil 17 

Noted. SRK requested the assistance of sub-council managers and 
councillors in notifying communities of all Public Open Days including 
any additional that were not planned, but requested at the last minute by 
other communities. Pamphlets advertising all the Public Open Days 
were sent to the relevant sub-council managers for distribution within 
their communities.  

N39.  How will SRK notify the residents of Bishop Lavis of the Public Open Day? 
Will pamphlets be distributed? 

16 April 
2015 

Asa Abrahams, 
Subcouncil 5 

Community notices were placed in public places (e.g. shops, churches, 
schools, etc.) in various communities surrounding the airport. 
Newspaper advertisements were placed in three regional and eight local 

http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
http://www.srk.co.za/en/za-cape-town-international-airport-runway-re-alignment-eia
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newspapers distributed in the affected communities and radio 
advertisements have been broadcast on local radio stations preceding 
the Open Days.  SRK requested the assistance of sub-council managers 
and councillors in notifying communities of the additional Public Open 
Days, over and above planned Open Days, that were requested at the 
last minute by other communities since there was not sufficient time to 
place additional newspaper advertisements. Pamphlets advertising all 
the Public Open Days were sent to the relevant sub-council managers 
for distribution within their communities. 

N40.  The Tygerburgerôs distribution in Delft is poor. Executive summaries can be 
distributed via the sub-council committees and other members who can 
distribute to the sectors. 

16 April 
2015 

Rose Rau, 
Subcouncil 5 

Pamphlets advertising all the Public Open Days were sent to the 
relevant sub-council managers for distribution within their communities. 

N41.  A simple pamphlet advertising the Public Open Days can be provided to the 
sub-council managers for distribution, especially in the Delft area. English 
and isiXhosa are the preferred languages in Delft. 

16 April 
2015 

Martin Julie, 
Subcouncil 5 

N42.  Notices can be displayed at the sub-council meetings. 16 April 
2015 

Alesia Bosman, 
Subcouncil 12 

Community Notices were made available for sub-council 
managers/councillors to take with them after the meeting. 

N43.  Additional Public Open Days need not be as lengthy. 16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus, 
Subcouncil 4 

Noted.  

N44.  I expect that, even though our community is very upset and annoyed and will 
participate in this ñPublicò opportunity to voice our say, I think it will still fall on 
deaf ears and this proposed ACSA change will go ahead anyway. I thank you 
for your time, however, I really feel that my time and the communitiesô time 
will be proved to be a waste. 

15 May 
2015 

Bonnie van der 
Spuy (resident) 

Noted. DEA will consider stakeholdersô issues and concerns prior to 
taking a decision.  

N45.  Three months is a very short period for many to sift through the oceans of 
paper and form their opinions of their proposed fate.  

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The stakeholder engagement process has and will continue to exceed 
the requirements for stakeholder engagement in the EIA Regulations, 
and there have been multiple opportunities for participation. 

N46.  My guess, back to the drawing board with much more public participation 
involvement, not last minute public meetings because there is an end of the 
month deadline. 

I welcome your engagement and we will lobby for immediate political and 
ministerial involvement as itôs clear SRK and Airports Company South Africa 
have made up their minds and you are going through with a predetermined 
formality here, (seeing Airports Company South Africa pays your bills, clearly 
a potential conflict of interest) and to the detriment of the greater community 
at large. 

14 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted. All public Open Days are communicated to all registered I&APs, 
along with newspaper advertisements, and through Ward Councillors, to 
raise awareness in good time.  

N47.  I believe a number of people turned around at the locked Bothasig hall, not 
knowing where to go, going back home. 

The Eskom Load shedding last night mid this info session did not help much 
either. 

The public open day posters must be user friendly that the novice can 
understand. Your posters were far too technical, sucking information and 
explanations out of SRK and Airports Company South Africa last night was 
like pulling hens teeth, bringing the legality of this into serious question. Many 
communities are unsophisticated and your presentation is just not on ï keep 
it simple for all to grasp ï in that manner you failed dismally and will be 
challenged. 

14 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted.  Unfortunately the venue had to be changed due to 
circumstances beyond SRKôs control, though every effort was made to 
advise stakeholders and the meeting was well attended. 

N48.  What insight will we have into what concerns and objections are actually 
passed on to the DEA by yourselves, without being possibly óscrubbedô, as 
you can understand the public is highly suspicious of the process as it is?  

26 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

All written comments received are responded to in a Comments and 
Responses Table which is appended to the Final EIA Report. The Final 
EIA Report is available for a second comment period so that 
stakeholders can view the responses provided and any amendments 
made in the EIA Report (all changes are italicized and underlined). The 
Final EIA Report, including the Comments and Responses Report and 
all written comments (as received) on the Draft and Final EIA Report will 
be submitted to the DEA for their consideration. 

N49.  How long has the plan to build the runway been on the cards? We are 
concerned that the Project has been running for a long time without people 
being informed. 

14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

The EIA commenced in 2012 but has been protracted to gather 
additional information to inform the EIA.  The stakeholder engagement 
process has and will continue to exceed the requirements for 
stakeholder engagement in the EIA Regulations, and there have been 
multiple opportunities for participation. 

N50.  What would ñtip the scalesò for the project to be a ñNo Goò? Is it the quantity 
of complaints or will it require ordinary individuals to provide scientifically 
eloquent reports on why the project should not go ahead. Because if it is the 
latter, then the public do not stand a chance in stopping this project.  

13 May 
2015 

Haydn Boyes 
(Goodwood 
Resident) 

All written comments received will be taken into consideration and 
included in the Final EIA Report submitted to the Department of 
Environmental Affairs, based on which they will take a decision. 

N51.  Nowhere in your actions reports do we read or see proper Public 
Participation, well in advance to beat the deadline of 25 May 2015, a clear 
indication that this needs to be ósteam rolledô through as soon as possible, as 
the meeting with the Edgemead public was only held on 13 May 2015, giving 
the general public very little time to give proper input. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Refer to Section 5 of the EIA Report for all stakeholder engagement 
activities undertaken during the EIA process. 

N52.  Relating to political prejudice, influence and premature óinterferenceô, itôs 
clear that our elected Councillor, Helen Carstens, is not taking the 
communityôs concerns to heart and that the concerns and objections of the 
community are not taken seriously in a Constitutional Democracy, something 
our community wonôt tolerate, in spite of several emails to her to stand up for 
our rights as our elected official. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted. 

N53.  I understand the need and requirements for Airports Company South Africa 
to expand the airport in the various proposed ways, however, I am concerned 
that the reports provided thus far downplay the impact on my community and 
surrounds. I believe they have not been presented in an open manner 
whereby the layman does not understand the actual impact the changes will 
bring to them and the impression left is that public comment is simply to run 
due course as opposed to actually helping the community understand the 
impact properly and taking into account the comments of the public. 

15 May 
2015 

Dean Marsh 
(Edgemead 
resident) 

The EIA Report aims to summarise the available information from the 
proponent and the specialists to inform all stakeholders of the proposed 
project and the results of the impact assessment.  

The findings of the study are further summarised in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (Section 8.1) including a summary table of the 
potential impacts of the project (before and after mitigation) and the key 
mitigation/optimisation measures.  

In addition, the executive summary of the EIA Report as well as the 
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posters presented at Public Open Days aim to present the key findings 
of the EIR Report to stakeholders in a simplified manner. 
Representatives of Airports Company South Africa, SRK as well as the 
noise specialist were available to at five Public Open days held in 
potentially affected communities to discuss the project, the findings of 
various report and explain anything that was not clearly understood by 
stakeholders. 

The impacts on surrounding communities are not downplayed. In fact, 
the EIA Report identified some impacts of high significance. For 
example, the noise impact of the re-aligned runway during operations is 
identified to be of very high significance and with the implementation of 
mitigation, is reduced to high. The impact on quality of life in areas with 
increased noise levels is identified to be of very high significance and 
with the implementation of mitigation, is reduced to medium.  

Specialist Studies: General 

O1.  The CoCT takes note of the proposed specialist studies anticipated after the 
issues emerge from the scoping of impacts. The City requests that the 
detailed ToR for these studies (especially noise, socio-economic and traffic 
impact assessments) be made available as soon as possible. A 
comprehensive list of issues and questions to be addressed in these studies 
must be clearly set out in the ToR. The methodology of these studies and 
their respective scope is important to ensure a balanced and proper scoping 
and evaluation of impacts. 

19 April 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

 

The detailed ToR for each of the specialist studies have been defined at 
the end of the Scoping Phase, as included in Section 7.7 of the Scoping 
Report. In response to the initial request from CoCT, preliminary ToR for 
all proposed specialist studies were provided to CoCT, noting that these 
would be amended/finalised in response to issues raised in the scoping 
process. 

All specialists have been referred to in this Comments and Responses 
Table (see general ToR for all specialists in Section 7.7.1.3 of the 
Scoping Report) which provides a comprehensive list of issues and 
questions to be addressed in each study, in addition to any potential 
impacts identified by the relevant specialists or in the Scoping Report. 

O2.  CoCT highlighted the need for specialist studies to be relevant to the project 
and the area. 

30 May 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

Noted.  

O3.  The ToR requests the specialists to óprovide recommendations on 
management and mitigation measures with regards to construction and 
operation of the proposed developmentô.   There is no mention of the 
requirement to identify means to avoid the impact altogether.  This is 
contrary to the EIA Regulations. 

30 May 
2013; 25 
June 2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

This comment was based on preliminary ToR for specialist studies 
submitted to CoCT at their request. Section 7.7.1 of the Scoping Report 
provides general ToR applicable to all specialist studies, and specifies 
that: ñSpecialists must recommend practicable mitigation measures or 
management actions that effectively minimise or avoid negative impacts, 
enhance beneficial impacts, and assist project designò. 

O4.  The ToR focus on the impact of the project on the environment.   The 
environment may also, however, have some impact on the project:  e.g. 
impact of birds and/or bats on flight paths, impact of moles on infrastructure, 
impact of geotechnical and hydrological conditions on surface stability etc.   
These should also be considered. 

25 June 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The EIA Report includes a section (Section 3.8) dealing with 
environmental factors affecting the design of the proposed project which 
will also be informed by specialist studies. Regular interaction between 
Airports Company South Africa, SRK and the specialist team allows for 
any constraints/sensitivities presented by the environment to inform 
changes to conceptual designs.  

O5.  The various ToR currently leave a fair amount of discretion for the specialist 
to determine what should be assessed in the EIA. It is recommended that the 
ToR be finalised as soon as the specialists are confident enough of the 
requirements as indicated by the outcomes of the scoping process and initial 
site work and data gathering.  

It is requested that the final ToR ï as agreed by all parties, be communicated 
to the CoCT timeously (i.e. well before the specialists complete their work).  

It is not clear as to what level of integrative work will be done between the 
specialists and EAP: i.e. whether integrative workshops will be held. It is not 
clear if the EAP will undertake a comprehensive analysis of the overall 
efficiency, equity and sustainability of the project. It must be ensured that all 
specialists clearly identify affected parties and environments in their 
assessments. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The specialistôs ToR were finalised based on comments received 
(including the CoCTôs comments) on the draft Scoping Report and 
included in the Final Scoping Report, which was made available for a 
further comment period. 

The independent EAPs have the necessary qualifications and 
experience to consider the information provided by all specialists and 
provide a comprehensive analysis of the overall efficiency, equity and 
sustainability of the project.  

Specialists assessed the potential impacts using SRKôs impact 
assessment methodology based on the impact assessment guidelines 
issued by DEA&DP. This facilitates integration of specialist assessments 
by the EAP. 

Specialists were also encouraged and expected to liaise with one 
another where appropriate. SRK facilitated meetings/teleconferences 
between specialists should common issues arise or where one specialist 
study needs to inform another (e.g. noise assessment informs socio-
economic assessment). 

O6.  The Directorate agrees with the specialist studies identified in the Plan of 
Study that will be undertaken during the EIA Phase. However, it is noted that 
certain specialist studies will be undertaken by the appointed EAP. The 
Directorate is of the opinion that an external independent review may be 
required to confirm findings of those specialist studies. 

13 
December 
2013 

Lorette Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

SRK is of the opinion that ñin-houseò specialists of the independent 
environmental consultants (EAP) should be considered equally 
independent of the applicant.  However, given this input, all specialist 
studies were undertaken by specialists independent of Airports 
Company South Africa and SRK.  

O7.  The requested amendments to the terms of reference for some of the 
specialist studies were included in the final Scoping Report. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimtri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

O8.  It is evident that CapeNatureôs comments on the Draft Scoping Report have 
been taken into account and incorporated into the Plan of Study for EIA, in 
particular our comments regarding the terms of reference for the specialist 
studies. 

6 August 
2014 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Noted. 

O9.  CoCT previously submitted a comment about the independence of 
specialists. Can you indicate what was done in response to this? 

12 May 
2015 

Andre 
Oosthuizen 
(DEA&DP) 

Initially, SRK specialists were appointed to undertake certain specialist 
studies. In response to the comments raised by authorities, all specialist 
studies were undertaken by specialists independent of Airports 
Company South Africa and SRK. 

Heritage Impacts 

P1.  Since there is no reason to believe that the proposed development will 
impact on heritage resources, further processes under Section 38 of the 
National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999 do not apply.  

24 April 
2013 

AB Hall (HWC) Noted. 

P2.  Should any evidence of human burials be discovered during the execution of 
the activities, all work must be stopped immediately and Heritage Western 
Cape (HWC) notified without delay. 

24 April 
2013 

AB Hall (HWC) This requirement has been included in the EMP to be submitted to DEA 
along with the EIA Report. 

P3.  Under Section 4.3.1.2 (Potential Heritage Resources within the Site) the 12 Dimitri The heritage baseline was based on a desktop review of available 
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following is stated:  

ñThe historical structures relating to the earliest farming of the area existed 
on the site in 2001, but even then were in poor state of repair and are 
unlikely to still exist.ò  

This potential impact should be established and evaluated properly when the 
heritage study is done and not just assumed and dismissed at this early 
stage in the scoping of impact. 

December 
2013 

Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

literature by heritage specialists, ACO Associates. 

Since there is no reason to believe that the proposed development will 
impact on heritage resources, HWC do not require any further processes 
under Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 1999. A 
separate Heritage Specialist Study will thus not be undertaken. The 
EAPs have included an evaluation of the potential impact on heritage 
resources in the EIA Report based on the information currently available 
(Section 6.2.1). 

P4.  The purpose of the Scoping Report is to finalise the identification of impacts 
to allow for proper evaluation thereof. Although the City agrees that no 
obvious heritage resources have been identified, the EIA process must allow 
for unforeseen events or discovery and as such, a heritage resources 
management plan should be included to address heritage impacts that may 
arise. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Potential impacts on heritage resources have been assessed. Please 
refer to Section 6.2.1 of the EIA Report. Management measures for 
heritage resources (including chance finds of archaeological or other 
material of heritage value) have been included in the EMP. 

Air Quality Impacts and Specialist Study 

Q1.  Please clarify the extent of the investigations of pollution from the runway 
modifications and associated increased traffic (land and air) on human 
health.  Will this study be done by a health impact specialist or the air quality 
specialist?     

25 June 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The Air Quality Specialist Study includes a screening health impact 
assessment i.e. a comparison of air quality against relevant guidelines 
and comment on the health effects. Based on existing information, the 
professional judgement and experience of the air quality specialist, and 
the results of the Air Quality Specialist Study in which it is shown that 
emission levels do not exceed guideline levels at which health impacts 
would be expected and concludes that, given the low health risks 
associated with air emissions, a detailed human health assessment is 
not warranted. 

Following the release of the draft EIA Report to the public for comment, 
this information was supplemented by a qualitative assessment 
undertaken by a health specialist. The health specialist study is attached 
as Appendix 6L to the EIA Report.  

Q2.  Proposed amendments to the ToR for the Air Quality Study: 

¶ Determine the air pollution contribution due to the future operations and 
the new alignment. The Emissions and Dispersion Modelling System 
(EDMS) will be utilised for the determination of the hourly, daily and 
annual maximum PM2.5, PM10, SO2, NO, NO2, CO, CO2 and total VOC 
concentrations in the airport and surrounding areas and compare to all 
the time averages e.g. annual, 24 hour, 8 hour (O3 and CO), 10 min 
(SO2) as stipulated in the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
these pollutants. The ground support equipment and vehicular 
emissions will also be included in the emissions inventory and utilised in 
the dispersion modelling. 

25 June 
2013  

Ian Gildenhuys 
(CoCT) 

The proposed changes to the preliminary ToR for the Air Quality 
Specialist Study were included in the ToR for this study (see Section 
7.7.2 of the Scoping Report). Note that CO2 was not specifically 
modelled but was included in the emissions inventory. 

Following the release of the draft EIA Report to the public for comment, 
the Air Quality Specialist Study was amended to include a discussion on 
greenhouse gas emissions ï notable CO2 emissions. 

Q3.  The below mentioned guidelines for air dispersion modelling specialist 
studies as adopted by the Provincial Government of the Western Cape need 
to be followed. 

It is imperative that the atmospheric dispersion modelling that is undertaken 
conforms to the following requirements: 

¶ Sufficient information must be provided to the authorities to allow for a 
full understanding of the results and how they were derived. Thus: 

o A description of the input data, including source of data, validity of 
data and any assumptions must be provided. 

o An electronic copy of all input files required to run the model must 
be provided together with a hard or electronic copy of the output 
text file.  

o Various scenarios must be modelled i.e. background existing 
conditions, normal and abnormal operating conditions as well as 
high or low production scenarios where applicable.  

o All plotted contours must be overlaid onto a current aerial 
photograph or topographic map or a street map.  

o Time series plots must also be provided to further support how the 
conclusions of compliance have been reached. 

o The source site and closest sensitive receptors must be 
highlighted.  

o The scale selected should show all relevant ground level impacts. 
It must be shown as part of the output, either as labelled axes or as 
a separate scale bar.  

o A discussion on the accuracy of the results and comparison with 
appropriate standards must be provided according to the various 
averaging periods that are applicable.  

¶ Details of the ambient background levels of pollutants that were used 
and their source must be provided. 

¶ The impact of the proposed operations on the ambient air quality must 
be demonstrated under normal and abnormal conditions. 

25 June,12 
December 
& 13 
December 
2013  

Ian Gildenhuys 
(CoCT), Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) & Peter 
Harmse 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Agreed, these were taken into consideration by the specialist although 
some requirements listed are not considered relevant by the specialist. 
These include: 

¶ Abnormal operating conditions (which would not occur other than 
during emergency situations); and 

¶ High or low production scenarios, since there is no production 
involved. A ñworst caseò or maximum capacity scenario was 
assessed for air emissions. 

Q4.  DEA&DP identified the atmospheric dispersion model AERMOD/CALPUFF 
to be used to model the impact of the proposed development on ambient air 
quality. This dispersion model is also recommended by DEA. It is further 
recommended that model ready data sets for AERMOD/CALPUFF be used 
for the dispersion modelling concerned. Please contact Mr Bhawoodien 
Parker on (021) 483 8368 or e-mail 
Bhawoodien.Parker@westerncape.gov.za, should you wish to obtain the 
afore-mentioned model ready datasets. 

25 June,12 
December 
& 13 
December 
2013  

Ian Gildenhuys 
(CoCT), Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) & Peter 
Harmse 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Meteorological data from these data sets was obtained from DEA&DP 
and was used to inform the Air Quality Specialist Study. Three years of 
data (2008-2010) was utilised in the AERMOD model for the 
assessment of air quality impacts.  
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Q5.  The runway construction activities and sand excavation activities must be 
managed in accordance with the National Dust Control Regulations and the 
CoCT Air Quality Management Bylaw. In this regard a comprehensive Dust 
Management Plan must be developed for approval of the Cityôs Air Quality 
Management Unit. An ECO must be appointed to oversee the project.  

Fence line dust fall monitoring must be conducted during the construction 
phase of the runway re-alignment in accordance with the methods as spelt 
out in the National Dust Control Regulations. Continuous air quality 
monitoring for these air pollutant emissions is to be conducted for the Criteria 
Air Pollutants and reported on a quarterly basis to the CoCT Air Quality 
Management Unit. We further recommend that the data be reported to the 
South African Air Quality Information System at www.saaqis.org.za as 
operated by SAWS, on an ongoing basis.  

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The relevant regulations and bylaws were referred to by the 
specialist in assessing the impacts on air quality (during both the 
construction and operations phases of the project) and informed the 
required mitigation and monitoring of emissions. Mitigation and 
monitoring measures were incorporated into an EMP which was made 
available for public comment and will be submitted to DEA for approval 
along with the EIA Report. The EMP includes requirements for dust 
mitigation and monitoring which will be included in Airports Company 
South Africaôs operational procedures.  

In addition to air pollution, and the potential nuisance impacts on 
surrounding property owners, dust would affect pilotsô visibility, thus 
posing a potential safety risk. It is thus in Airports Company South 
Africaôs best interests to ensure that dust is adequately managed during 
the construction phase. An ECO will be appointed to oversee 
construction activities; following which Airports Company South Africa 
staff will oversee the Operations Phase. 

Q6.  Air Quality Monitoring: 

¶ Fence line (for fugitive emissions) or point source air quality monitoring 
for monitoring of PM10, NO2, SO2, VOCs and CH4 emissions is 
recommended.  

¶ Continuous/periodic air quality monitoring for these air pollutant 
emissions is to be conducted on a quarterly basis and monthly reports 
are to be compiled incorporating the monitoring data. The frequency of 
monitoring and updating of monitoring results must be addressed in the 
Operational Environmental Management Programme (OEMP). 

¶ The location of all the monitoring equipment must be determined/agreed 
to in conjunction with the relevant authorities and the air quality 
specialist and included in the OEMP.  

¶ Currently an air quality monitoring station is located north north-east of 
the freight terminal, approximately 950m north north-west of Runway 
01-19, to monitor ambient air quality at the airport. Will the location of 
the monitoring station be affected by the proposed development? 

¶ Monitoring stations must be operated in an accredited manner adhering 
to recognized quality assurance methods and run by a competent entity. 

13 
December 
2013 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Noted.  A suitable air quality monitoring programme has been included 
in the Air Quality Specialist Study.  The design of the monitoring system 
was based on the modelling results and Air Quality Specialist Study, and 
will take into consideration these comments and recommendations. 

Q7.  Currently an air quality monitoring station is located north north-east of the 
freight terminal, approximately 950 m north north-west of Runway 01-19, to 
monitor ambient air quality at the Airport. With the runway re-alignment, the 
location of the existing ambient air quality monitoring equipment must be re-
evaluated and agreed to in conjunction with the relevant authorities and 
based on the recommendation of the specialist air quality report. The 
monitoring station must be operated in an accredited manner adhering to 
recognized quality assurance methods and run by a competent entity. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The Air Quality Specialist Study has made recommendations 
regarding the required air quality monitoring system, including the 
position of air quality monitoring equipment associated with the re-
aligned runway.  

Q8.  The EMP must indicate the implementation of dust reduction measures 
during the construction and operational phases of the development.  

13 
December 
2013 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Noted. The EMP has dealt with both phases of the development. 

Q9.  The PLTF states that the Province will promote efficient use of energy 
resources and limit adverse environmental impacts. The Air Quality 
Specialist Study must indicate how the proposed development will enhance 
resource efficiency whilst limiting negative environmental impacts. 

13 
December 
2013 

Mario Brown 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

Considering the efficient use of energy resources is not included in the 
scope of the Air Quality Specialist Study. Airports Company South 
Africa, however, has confirmed that energy efficiency is a key 
consideration in all new projects, and will be included in the specification 
for the re-aligned runway project. 

Q10.  The District Plan speaks to the monitoring and managing of air quality which 
is considered very relevant in this regard, as an increase in engine emissions 
by aircraft as well as emissions from additional road traffic are expected. The 
increase in emissions could have a negative impact on surrounding 
communities and the applicant will have to indicate how this will be 
addressed and provide suitable mitigation measures. 

13 
December 
2013 

Alexia Julius 
(DEA&DP: 
Environmental 
and Spatial 
Planning) 

The Air Quality Specialist Study has considered both the increase in 
emissions from aircraft as well as the increase in road traffic over time. 
This study has also identified mitigation measures where relevant. 

Q11.  I donôt believe the question of dust is any more severe than building a new 
highway or residential development. Should not be an issue. 

1 August 
2014 

Martin Harris 
(Private) 

Although not considered to be a significant issue during the Construction 
Phase, mitigation measures to avoid and/or mitigate dust generation 
have been provided in the EMP. Relatively large scale earthworks will 
take place on the eastern portion of the site, and dust may affect 
visibility for aircraft. It is thus in the best interests of all parties for dust 
generation to be strictly managed on site. 

Q12.  The Air Dispersion Modelling utilised in the specialist study must comply with 
the recently promulgated Department of Environmental Affairs: Regulation 
regarding Air Dispersion Modelling (regulation 533 of 11 July 2014). Please 
amend the Terms of Reference to this effect. It is further recommended that 
the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning model 
ready data set for AEMOD/CALPUFF be used for the dispersion modelling 
concerned. Kindly contact Mr. Bhawoodien Parker on 021 483 8368 or email 
bhawoodien.parker@westerncape.gov.za to obtain this data set. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Dispersion of air pollutants was simulated using the DEA and United 
States Environmental Protection Agency approved AERMOD model, 
which is included in the Emissions and Dispersion Modelling System. 
This modelling system complies with the relevant regulations. For the 
characterisation of the areaôs meteorology and the meteorological input 
into AERMOD, model-ready data for three years (2008-2010) was 
obtained from the DEADP, as suggested.  

Q13.  This draft EIA report is a rare example of the disclosure of serious adverse 
air quality impacts that would remain even after mitigation.  See Table 6-13 
of the draft EIA report on page 174.  

The information presented in the report poses the question for decision-
makers: can approval for a project be granted when the impact of the project 
on communities even with mitigation is expected to be HIGH?  If approval is 
granted based on the recommendations of the current draft EIA report, the 
resulting authorization will be non-compliant with basic requirements set out 
in NEMA for such approvals, and stands to be set aside on review.  

26 May 
2015 

Angela 
Andrews (DAG) 

As indicated in Table 6-13 of the draft EIA Report, the significance of air 
quality impacts is rated as being of Medium significance with mitigation 
and not High significance as stated in the comment.  

None of the air pollutants are expected to exceed their respective 
guideline levels beyond the airport boundary. 

Q14.  The project is projected to severely impact air quality. Based on the 
measurements referred to in the body of the EIA and from Appendix 6B (Air 
Quality Impact Assessment), it is unclear whether the modelled pollutant 
levels (presented in Table 6-12 and Figures 6-4 through 6-9) represent 
pollutant levels that would result from airport emissions alone or a 

26 May 
2015 

Angela 
Andrews (DAG) 

The EIA does not find that the project will severely impact air quality. 

Currently, there are only a limited number of medium to small point 
source combustion installations near the CT airport, which, together with 
the aircraft emissions, may contribute to cumulative ground-level 
concentrations.  Air quality impacts around these industrial sources are 
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combination of airport emissions and baseline pollutant levels from other 
sources. If these modelled pollutant levels only represent levels from airport 
emissions alone, then the overall impact of the CTIA expansion project has 
been underestimated in a manner that is contrary to best practice, such as 
the Draft Guideline to Air Dispersion Modelling for Air Quality Management in 
South Africa (2012). 

expected be mostly confined to the immediate vicinity of the sources. 

The main contributors to air pollution concentrations near the airport are 
aircraft operations and vehicular traffic.  Most of the vehicular traffic on 
the main arterial roads around the airport is not airport-related.  
However, in order to assess the potential cumulative impacts from the 
two most significant sources, the general (non-airport-related) traffic 
around the airport was included and modelled.  As such, the main 
contributors to air pollution around the airport were taken into account in 
this study. 

In addition, the existing monitoring station measures air quality from all 
other sources in the area, including industrial sources and vehicular 
traffic on secondary roads.   

Comparison of dispersion modelling simulations against monitored 
measurements confirms that modelling did not under-predict air pollution 
levels.  Under-prediction would indicate that there may be other sources 
in the area that contribute significantly to measured levels.  As such, 
calibration of modelling confirms that the anticipated main sources in the 
area are the aircraft movements and vehicular traffic on the main arterial 
road, which was included in the dispersion modelling. 

Q15.  The air quality specialist study assessed the modelled concentrations against 
the South African National Ambient Air Quality Standards as well as their 
impact on air quality. 

This assessment identified a potential increase in atmospheric emissions 
from increased aircraft numbers/ground support equipment, increased 
vehicular movement and dust generated by bulk earthworks. 

The assessment projected that the extent of dust emissions would vary 
substantially, depending on the level of activity, the specific operations, and 
the prevailing meteorological conditions. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

Q16.  Recommendations stemming from the air quality assessment includes the 
introduction of measures and policies to reduce high levels of car 
dependency as well as to encourage public transport to and from the airport. 
In addition, incentives may be put forward for reducing the use of private 
cars. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

Q17.  The specialist report indicated that during the construction phase, screening 
and firing (heating/burning) of the topsoil on site may be carried out, in order 
to reduce the alien vegetation seed content. 

Any person, who intends to carry out open burning of any material on any 
land or premises, must apply for prior written authorisation of such open 
burning to the CoCT. 

Open burning activities results in black smoke that can cause flight hazards 
to air craft pilots, and therefore, it is recommended that no open burning 
permit be issued to the applicant. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. The need for written permission from the CoCT prior to open 
burning has been included in Table 3-2 of the EMP.  The requirement 
has also been added for permission to be obtained from Airports 
Company South Africa prior to any such burning so that the potential 
flight hazards can be adequately managed. 

Q18.  Unmitigated dust generation during construction may cause nuisance for the 
communities adjacent to the airport and the airport employees, as well as 
cause safety concerns for the aircraft operations. The contractors must 
implement dust reduction measures as indicated in the EMP during the 
construction and operational phases of the development. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted, the potential nuisance effects of dust during construction are 
acknowledged and assessed in Section 6.3.4 of the EIA Report and dust 
mitigation measures included in Section 3.3 of the EMP. 

Q19.  The DEA has released the National Dust Control Regulations which came 
into effect on 1 November 2013. It is supported that that the facility institute a 
dust fall monitoring and ambient dust monitoring programme to monitor 
compliance to the legal limits as recommended in the specialist report. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

Q20.  Fence line (for fugitive emissions) or point source air quality monitoring for 
monitoring PM10, N02,S02 VOC's and CH4 emissions, is recommended. 

25 May 
2015 

 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

 

The air quality monitoring requirements during the Construction and 
Operations Phases are included in Section 5 of the EMP. 

Q21.  Continuous/periodic air quality monitoring for these air pollutant emissions is 
to be conducted and monitoring data be reported on a quarterly basis to the 
CoCT Air Quality Management Unit and the South African Air Quality 
Information System, as operated by SAWS, on an ongoing basis. The data 
must be made available in the event of public complaints or made available 
to the Department on request. 

These requirements have been added to Section 6.3.9 of the EIA and 
Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality monitoring. 

Q22.  The location of monitoring equipment must be determined/agreed to in 
conjunction with the relevant authorities and the recommendation of the 
specialist air quality report. Currently an air quality monitoring station is 
located north north-east of the freight terminal, approximately 950 m north 
north-west of Runway 01-19, to monitor ambient air quality at the airport. 

A clause noting that the location of monitoring equipment must to be 
agreed with the relevant authorities has been included in Section 6.3.9 
of the EIA and Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality 
monitoring. 

Q23.  The monitoring stations must be operated in an accredited manner adhering 
to recognized quality assurance methods and run by a competent entity. 

This requirement has been included in Section 6.3.9 of the EIA and 
Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality monitoring. 

Q24.  The Airports Company South Africa has committed to investigate and 
implement recommendations highlighted in the air quality specialist 
assessment report by the independent air quality specialist (DDA 
Environmental Engineers). 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted 

Q25.  I am concerned about air pollution. 7 May 
2015 

Mike 
Hoffmeester 
(Ward 24)  

Your concern is noted. The air quality specialist study indicated that all 
levels of key pollutants associated with aircraft emissions will be within 
the acceptable guideline levels beyond the airport boundaries (see 
Section 6.3.5 of the EIA Report and Appendix 6C). 

Q26.  I am concerned about dust when construction starts. 7 May 
2015 

Mike 
Hoffmeester 
(Ward 24)  

Your concern is noted. Section 3.3 of the EMP specifies dust mitigation 
measures that must be implemented during the construction phase to 
prevent dust being a nuisance to surrounding communities or posing a 
safety (visibility) risk to aircraft. Section 5 of the EMP specifies dust 
monitoring requirements during the construction phase. 

Q27.  The levels of air pollution from aircraft will increase the air pollution in our 
area to levels that will cause discomfort to my and others health. The air 
pollution levels will no doubt be more as new and pollution conservative 
aircraft will not be using the airport. This is not acceptable. 

15 May 
2015 

Bonnie van der 
Spuy (Resident) 

As indicated in the Air Quality Specialist Report and Section 6.3.5 of the 
EIA, the levels of key pollutants associated with aircraft emissions are 
not expected to exceed guidelines levels outside of the airport 
boundaries. It is unclear what the statement regarding new and 
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ñpollution conservativeò aircraft not using the airport is based on as there 
is no restriction on new, efficient aircraft making use of the airport. As 
fleets are replaced, there is a natural tendency to move towards new, 
more fuel efficient technology and over time it is expected that aircraft 
fleets will become more efficient, and emit less pollution. 

Q28.  Increased emissions as a result of the new flight paths and the frequency of 
flights will have a negative impact on the quality of our air and on my health. 

21 May 
2015 

Michael 
Abrahamse 
(Edgemead 
resident) 

Edgemead is situated more than 9.5 km away from the runway 
threshold. 

Uitsig and Bishop Lavis, which are much closer, i.e. approximately 2 km 
from the airport, are expected to experience concentration levels within 
the guidelines for all scenarios examined.   

The air pollution levels due to the airport activities in an area such as 
Edgemead, are expected to be less than one third of the levels at the 
above-mentioned areas and well below the South African guidelines.   

Q29.  I am concerned about air quality from plane emissions. 24 May 
2015 

Catherine Alger 
(Edgemead 
resident) 

Q30.  Increased emissions as a result of the new flight path, as well as frequency 
of flights, will have a further negative impact on the quality of our air and on 
my health. 

19 May 
2015 

Ian Cormack 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Q31.  Currently the air quality is averaged out over the period of one year and we 
believe that this is not a true reflection of when air quality is at its worst. We 
need a breakdown of the air quality during specific weather seasons as we 
believe the air quality is worse during summer months.   

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

The dispersion modelling study generated the air pollution 
concentrations for those averaging periods where air quality guidelines 
exist.  These South African guidelines follow international best practice.   

It should be noted that there are no monthly or quarterly guidelines for 
air pollutants.   

Q32.  Point 76 of the EMP refers to: ñDuring dry and windy conditions, apply water 
frequently depending on the atmospheric conditions or as soon as a dust 
plume is visible. Alternatively, implement other suppression methods e.g. 
straw stabilisation / use of chemical stabilisers for dust suppressionò.  

From experience in the Western Cape during the dry/windy season, if only 
water is used for dust suppression, the water evaporates within 15 minutes 
and is thus very in-effective and unnecessarily expensive. 

The only time contractors use straw stabilisation/environmentally safe 
chemicals for dust suppression is when there are complaints from the 
general public.  

The City of Cape Town is forever reminding the public to use water sparingly 
but here we are requesting that water be applied more frequently? Should we 
not be more specific and pro-active at the outset of the contract and before 
tender stage so as to avoid ñdust plumesò or have to wait for ñcomplaints 
from the publicò or monthly dust test results and only then 
prescribe/approve/procure a more permanent dust suppression method for 
haul roads and open areas.  

The airport and surrounds are very sensitive areas as far as dust control 
goes and it is my humble opinion that method statements for dust 
suppression should be mandated up front.  

I personally donôt understand why we cannot build a first-world airport 
extension with first-world EMP standards. Why wait for dust plumes or 
complaints or dust test results forcing us to become reactive? 

19 May 
2015 

Mike 
Tyszowiecki 
(Patch Industrial 
Supplies and 
Consulting Pty 
Ltd, supplier of 
DUSTEX) 

The intention of the proposed dust management measures will be to 
take into consideration the potential availability of water, the 
repositioning of internal access roads, as well as the potential 
application of chemical dust suppressants, particularly close to existing 
communities. See Table 3-2 of the EMP. 

Q33.  The Draft Air Quality Specialist Study concentrated only on the airport and 
immediate surrounding areas. The biggest concern highlighted was the NO2  
1-hr maximum concentrations in Scenario 4, which far exceed the guidelines. 
In Scenario 4, the emission quantities for all air pollutants are expected to be 
between 56% and 145% higher than those of Scenario 2. While this mostly 
falls within the stipulated guidelines, guidelines are often revised as research 
makes new discoveries.  

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

The comment is correct regarding the revision of guidelines from time to 
time based on new or more detailed studies. 

The South African guidelines follow international trends and have 
adopted lower threshold values for several air pollutants as of the 1st of 
January 2015.  No dramatic guideline changes are considered likely in 
the near to medium future. 

Q34.  We would like to highlight the recent global trend which is for companies to 
reduce their impact on the environment. The CoCT has for a while been 
driving its image as a ñgreenò city. It would seem incongruous to allow the 
very gateway, which tourists would be using to enter our country, to increase 
its negative impact on the quality of air and the health of residents in the 
immediate vicinity.  

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

Noted. Ambient concentrations of pollutants associated with the aircraft 
once the realigned runway operates at maximum capacity are expected 
to be within the relevant guidelines levels beyond the airport boundaries.  

Q35.  The Draft Air Quality Specialist Study states the following: ñIt is 
recommended that the current continuous air quality monitoring should be 
continued. It is further recommended that the monitoring data be reported on 
a quarterly basis to the City of Cape Town Air Quality Management Unit and 
the South African Air Quality Information System (SAAQIS), as operated by 
SAWS, on an ongoing basisò. We would like to request that this information 
be made publicly accessible and that printed copies be distributed to 
residents in areas which are exposed to emissions that exceed the 
guidelines. 

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

Information will be shared with the SAAQIS portal and as such will be 
available to the public. Information will be made available by Airports 
Company South Africa on demand if/when there are public complaints. It 
is not practical to distribute hard copies to all surrounding communities.
  

Q36.  Will there be air quality monitoring on site? 16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie 
(Subcouncil 17) 

An air quality monitoring station, located approximately 950 m north of 
the primary runway, monitors ambient air quality at the airport. The 
station is equipped to measure ambient concentrations of SO2, NO2, O3, 
CO and PM10. 

The air quality monitoring and management system will be updated 
following completion of the EIA. See Section 6.3.9 of the EIA and 
Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality monitoring. 

Q37.  Is it an issue that there are exceedances of guidelines at the boarding gates? 16 April 
2015 

Rose Rau 
(Subcouncil 5) 

Employee exposure is an occupational, health and safety issue and is 
excluded from the scope of the EIA. Airports Company South Africa will 
manage their workforce and passengers to take this into consideration.  

Unlike communities, passengers will probably be exposed infrequently 
and this is therefore not considered a significant impact.  

Q38.  Walk-on ramps may improve air quality. 16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie 
(Subcouncil 17) 

Airports Company South Africa acknowledges that buses on the airside 
are a problem which is strong motivation for introducing more walk-on 
ramps. 

Q39.  What are industries doing to reduce NOx and SOx emissions? 16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus 
(Subcouncil 4) 

There is a natural trend both internationally and domestically for airlines 
to replace their fleets with more efficient technology, thereby reducing 
emissions of both NOx and SOx.  
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Q40.  Where is fuel dumped in emergency situations? 16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus 
(Subcouncil 4) 

Pilots release fuel at a minimum altitude so that fuel evaporates before 
reaching the ground. False Bay is a designated area and pilots will 
always avoid built-up areas.  

Q41.  The Cape Town Metropolitan Municipality is the licensing authority for 
existing Atmospheric Emissions Licence listed activities at Cape Town 
International Airport. The proposed project does not trigger new activities 
listed in terms of NEM: AQA. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

Q42.  The Blikkiesdorp Joint Committee had the following questions/concerns 
about air quality: 

¶ We are concerned about the health of the residents of Blikkiesdorp 
because of gas emissions from the aeroplanes. 

¶ The CoCT is responsible for putting us in an area with high pollution 
levels. 

20 May 
2015 

Blikkiesdorp 
Joint Committee 

As indicated in the Air Quality Specialist Study and Section 6.3 of the 
EIA, pollution levels beyond the airport boundaries will be below the 
relevant guideline levels.  

Q43.  The CoCT notes that the air dispersion modelling predicted an increase in 
the ground level concentration of Sulphur Dioxide and Nitrogen Dioxide 
pollutants within the fence line of the airport. The CoCT further notes that 
offsite exceedance in the immediate area surrounding the airport, of the 1hr 
Nitrogen Dioxide ambient air quality standards has been predicted. These 
exceedances are however within the permissible amount of exceedances in 
a year i.e less than 88 exceedances in terms of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

Q44.  The CoCT supports the adoption of the recommendations as proposed by 
the air quality specialist on pages 42-43 of Air Quality Specialist Study. 
These recommendations are to be built into the EMP for the project.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. These recommendations have been included in the EMP. 

Q45.  All air quality monitoring results must be reported to the Air Quality Officer of 
the CoCT on a quarterly basis. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted, this is covered in Section 6.3.9 of the EIA Report dealing with Air 
Quality Monitoring. 

Q46.  We support the recommendation that the air quality monitoring results 
obtained from the onsite ambient air quality monitoring station, be reported to 
the South African Weather Services, Air Quality Information System 
(SAAQIS).  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. This requirement has been included in Section 6.3.9 of the EIA 
Report and Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with Air Quality 
Monitoring. 

Q47.  Along with the increased noise levels, comes the heightened levels of 
pollution from kerosene emissions. As if we havenôt enough sulphur smells 
from Caltex Refinery a few km away, Airports Company South Africa now 
wishes to burden ñour collective health hazardò with its plans. I should also 
mention that Eskomôs small power station next to Goodwood Prison currently 
burns vast amounts of diesel to curb not only the rush hour but the daylight 
demands too.   

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

As indicated in the Air Quality Specialist Study and Section 6.3 of the 
EIA, pollution levels beyond the airport boundaries will be below the 
relevant guideline levels. 

Q48.  My concerns, like most of the others I heard when I attended, are as follows: 

Air pollution impact (we already have a stinky refinery stuffing up our air on a 
nightly basis ï last night being a prime example of the heavy stench of 
sulphur in the air. I was on a neighbourhood watch patrol during the very 
early hours of this morning and found it difficult to drive with my window open 
due to the foul refinery stench last night ï like a sulphur/garbage smell. 

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Q49.  We object on the grounds that increased emissions overhead will negatively 
affect the health of the learners. 

20 May 
2015 

R Lawrence, 
Principal of 
Edgemead High 
School (and 
staff, teachers 
and governing 
body of 
Edgemead High 
School) ï 
submitted by 
Peter Bates 

Q50.  Your report mentions that pollutants will lead to cleaner fuel options, not 
referring to any Government or private sector commitments or studies done. 
This seems very hollow and opportunistic. Who will pay for that? 

 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Since the reference is not clear, it is assumed that you are referring the 
following mitigation measures presented in the draft EIA Report: 
ñEncourage a program for the active conversion of vehicle fleets and 
other aircraft-serving equipment to newer ñcleanerò technology, as well 
as utilisation of alternative, less polluting fuels with emission reduction 
targetsò. Note that in the final EIA Report this is considered a 
recommendation rather than a mitigation measure. It is the Airports 
Company South Africaôs responsibility to implement all mitigation 
measures and consider all recommendations of the EIA Report.  

Noise Impacts and Specialist Study 

Methodology/modelling 

R1.  The noise study should not just take into account SANS codes, but must 
also be compliant with the provincial noise control regulations and new 
legislation linking the regulations to the SANS codes. CoCT scrutinise the 
EIA according to these regulations. ñType 2ò equipment will not be accepted. 

30 May 
2013 

Shannon Maree 
(CoCT) 

The Noise Specialist Study complies with the provincial noise control 
regulations and new legislation linking the regulations to the SANS 
codes. 

R2.  In which study (noise or socio-economic) will the impacts of noise on human 
health and wellbeing be addressed? Will vibration also be addressed?  

 

25 June 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The Noise Specialist Study includes the evaluation of predicted noise 
levels against the guideline levels specified in the relevant SANS codes 
and noise control regulations. These guidelines take into consideration 
human health and comfort levels. This impact is assessed in the Noise 
Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). Where relevant this has also been 
commented on in the Socio-economic Specialist Study (Appendix 6H), 
especially in relation to wellbeing. 

Following the release of the draft EIA Report for public comment in 
April/May 2015, EOH was appointed to assess the health impacts 
associated with both noise and air emissions on surrounding residents. 

The findings of this study are presented in Section 6.9 of the final EIA 
Report. 
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Vibration impacts during the Construction Phase of the project are 
expected to be insignificant given the industrial setting and distance to 
the closest receptors 1km away and have thus not been assessed in 
detail by the specialist. 

R3.  It is our submission that there are a number of detail studies that will have to 
be undertaken so as to assess the full impact of the proposed activities.  
This needs to be contextualised within the full Airport Master Plan, including 
the ultimate noise contours which this Master Plan may cause.  The impact 
must be assessed and contextualised within relevant legislations that may 
require noise mitigation measures to be implemented in envisaged housing 
development on the site. 

A detail noise study should be undertaken so as to ascertain the existing 
noise conditions, the noise conditions permitted under current approvals, the 
noise conditions that will prevail once the proposed activities are undertaken, 
as well as the ultimate noise conditions that will prevail once the Airport 
Master Plan, including two runways, is implemented. 

13 
December 
2013 

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

The Noise Specialist Study assesses four operational scenarios: 

¶ Scenario 1: Existing operations on Runway 01-19 for 2013. This will 
represent the existing noise associated with current airport 
operations; 

¶ Scenario 2: Operations on Runway 01-19 at maximum capacity (this 
would represent the No Go Alternative); 

¶ Scenario 3: Operations on Runway 18-36 assuming the same ATM 
as for Scenario 2; and  

¶ Scenario 4: Operations on Runway 18-36 at maximum capacity. 

The noise contours for each of the scenarios are modelled and 
compared to highlight differences between noise associated with the 
current and re-aligned runway and identify areas expected to 
experience the highest noise levels. 

The scope of this application is only for the re-aligned runway which is 
the subject of the current EIA and not both runways. The CoCT, 
however, has been engaged over an extensive period of time with 
reference to the Master Plan detailing existence and orientation of both 
runways and the potential noise associated with both runways.  

The Noise Specialist Study cannot include the ultimate development 
scenario (i.e. two runways) as accurate flight paths cannot yet be 
determined for the second runway in addition to which the second 
runway may only be implemented in the very long-term and technology 
and the receiving environment may have changed. Modelling of the 
noise associated with both runways at this stage is likely to be 
inaccurate and would be of limited value. 

R4.  Detailed explanation should be given for the choice of the acoustic modelling 
technique utilised in this study and clarity should be given as to the choice of 
modelling technique vs. other international acceptable study methods. 

13 
December 
2013 

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

The independent noise specialist has used the internationally 
recognised Integrated Noise Model (INM), which is a computer model 
that evaluates aircraft noise impacts in the vicinity of airports, in order to 
determine and map the future noise contours associated with the 
proposed runway. Information of the modelling technique and 
methodology for assessing noise impacts is subject to review by a 
second independent noise reviewer and is detailed in the Noise 
Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). 

R5.  Will the International Noise Model be used in the Specialist Study?  13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

R6.  The direct impact of the various noise scenarios should be modelled and 
information should be given on various tiers of land sterilisation that may be 
caused by the proposed activities.  The impact of each scenario should be 
assessed in terms of mitigation measures that will have to be implemented 
per various possible land uses, i.e. residential development, commercial 
development, retail development, community facilities and industrial 
development so as to comply with the Noise Regulations.  It is advisable that 
such cost models should be undertaken by a registered Quantity Surveyor 
and that all calculations and assumptions be subjected to peer review. 

13 
December 
2013 

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

An analysis of current and ñacceptableò land use in areas experiencing 
various levels of noise during each of the relevant scenarios listed above 
was undertaken to inform the assessment of socio-economic impacts. 
Refer to Section 7.7.8 of the Scoping Report for the ToR. 

This study identified land uses considered suitable in each of the 
relevant zones. The Noise Specialist Study identified potential mitigation 
measures to reduce noise levels, however, neither the scope of the 
Noise Specialist Study or Socio-economic Specialist Study includes the 
quantification and costing of the implementation of mitigation measures 
which would allow for various land uses in each noise zone. This is 
outside the scope of the EIA process. 

R7.  One of the key criteria regarding alternative evaluation was the noise 
analysis using American Federal Aviation Authorityôs Integrated Noise Model 
and SABS noise standards.  What type of monitoring and modelling systems 
will be used during the EIA and are these data capturing and modelling 
systems the most effective?   Will the chosen modelling systems address the 
potential impacts of an international airport in an urban environment 
effectively? 

18 
December 
2013 

Christian 
Gerhardt (NCC 
on behalf of 
HDA) 

The Integrated Noise Model, in accordance with the latest SANS codes, 
was used for the determination of the noise levels for the various 
alternatives and the evaluation of the noise impacts on the areas around 
the airport. The modelling system is in line with the latest international 
trends for the evaluation of the noise impacts in urban environments. 

R8.  The directorate recommended that the Noise and Vibration Specialist Study 
should not only consider the SANS codes, but also be compliant with/take 
into consideration the adopted Environmental Management Framework 
(EMF) for the CoCT, that forms part of the CoCTôs Khayelitsha, Mitchellôs 
Plain, Greater Blue Downs District Plan, 2013, and the Tygerberg District 
Plan: Spatial Development Plan and Environmental Management 
Frameworks, 2012. According to the adopted EMF (Chapter 5 of the CoCTôs 
District Plan), noise is a key issues to be considered relating to 
environmental management priorities when addressing socio-economic and 
infrastructural needs. Section 5.6 of the EMF specifically addresses the 
Urban Uses and Utilities Zone, which indicates the kinds of developments, 
land uses and activities that would be undesirable in areas within the 65dB 
noise contours include residential developments, hospitals or clinics and 
schools. Industrial and commercial activities can be considered. 

13 
December 
2013 

Loretta Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

Section 4.1.5 of the EIA Report indicates the recommended typical 
rating noise levels for various land uses, in terms of the relevant SANS 
codes. The types of developments, land uses and activities considered 
undesirable in areas within the 65dB noise contours in the EMF are in 
alignment with those considered undesirable in terms of SANS codes.  

The extent to which the proposed project compiles with various national, 
provincial and local plans and policies (including the Tygerberg District 
Plan: SDP and EMF) is discussed in Section 2.2 of the EIA Report.  

  

R9.  Whilst the prediction of community response in SANS 10103:2008 is 
provided, it should be noted that aircraft noise is not constant and therefore 
averaging is slightly misleading. Peak noise levels from a short duration of 
an aircraft flying overhead can be extremely disturbing, especially at night 
(sleep disturbance) and for sensitive activities (schools and hospitals where 
quite is required for learning and recuperation). It is therefore imperative that 
prediction of community response to increases in ambient noise levels not 
be used as the only assessment criteria. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The Integrated Noise Model, in accordance with the latest SANS codes, 
was used to assess noise. Sleep disturbance was taken into 
consideration in the Noise Specialist Study in accordance with the latest 
WHO recommendations and the appropriate noise contours indicating 
the number of aircraft occurrences which cause noise levels above 
certain levels specifically intended to address sleep disturbance impacts. 
The Noise Specialist Study presents the maximum noise levels as well 
as average noise levels. 

R10.  The ToR for the Noise and Vibration Specialist Study must also include the 
following: 

¶ Estimate the number of households exposed to noise above the 55, 60 
and 65dBA contour; and 

Assess the adverse effects of exposure to aircraft noise in this area where 
respondents are asked to comment on the level of noise and their reaction. 
The purpose of the assessment is to derive a dose response relationship. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

Estimating the number of households exposed to each of these noise 
levels forms part of the land use analysis undertaken to inform the 
Socio-economic Specialist Study. This assessment does not include a 
detailed survey in which respondents are asked to comment on their 
reaction to various noise levels. I&APs have an opportunity to comment 
on the impacts of the proposed development during the stakeholder 
engagement process. 

The significance of noise impacts and associated socio-economic 
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impacts (both positive and negative) were measured against the 
relevant national (SANS) and WHO guidelines set for this purpose. 

R11.  Please clarify what is meant by ñbaseline noise conditionsò? (Section 7.7.3) 13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The affected environment or baseline conditions described in each of 
the specialist studies are defined further in Section 7.7.1.2 of the 
Scoping Report.  

Since the existing runway is not operating at maximum capacity, the 
baseline noise conditions against which the impacts of the re-alignment 
will be assessed are represented by modelling Scenario 2 (see above) 
i.e. the current runway operating at maximum capacity. 

Assessing changes in noise levels from the current situation is, 
however, likely to be of more interest to the surrounding communities, 
and is presented in the Noise Specialist Study (Scenario 1). 

R12.  Please be advised that noise receptors should include residential homes. 13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The Noise Specialist Study includes residential homes as residential 
areas, in accordance with the SANS 10103 procedures.  

R13.  The Noise and Vibration Specialist Study will assess the impacts of noise on 
surrounding communities and the environment using the prescribed impact 
assessment methodology. Please be advised that the noise assessment 
must follow the SANS 10117, 10103 and 10328 procedures. Please indicate 
if it is possible to assess for day time and night time noise (i.e. not day/night 
only) so that night time impacts can be determined. Please note: night time 
is determined from 22h00 to 06h00 as per SANS 10103. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The noise assessment is in accordance with the latest SANS codes, i.e. 
SANS 10117, 10103 and 10328. In addition to maps showing average 
noise, maps indicating the daytime and night-time noise contours have 
also been provided.   

R14.  There must be a clear overlay of existing noise contours with: 

¶ Future predicted noise contours at full capacity; 

¶ Future predicted noise contours at the expected capacity (which must 
be specified) as well as the timeframe at which it is anticipated to be 
achieved; and 

The specialist is requested to comment on the significance of the difference 
in noise impacts between summer and winter due to the differing weather 
conditions. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The Noise Specialist Study assesses four operational scenarios as 
outlined above and in Section 6.1.5 of the EIA Report.  

The Noise Specialist Study includes comments regarding the weather 
and how the meteorological conditions affect the noise propagation in 
general and specifically with respect to aircraft operations. 

 

R15.  The Noise and Vibration Study will ñassess the effectiveness of proposed 
mitigation measures using the prescribed impact assessment methodologyò. 
Please be advised that the ToR must indicate noise contours for both ñno 
mitigationò and ñmitigationò scenarios should be generated. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

The Noise Specialist has updated his study to include the impacts of 
noise for both ñno mitigationò and ñwith mitigationò scenarios. Refer to 
Appendix 6C). 

R16.  The Noise and Vibration Specialist Study must provide an overview of the 
policies in different countries (USA, Europe, Australia and South America) 
regarding noise contours around airports with respect to: 

¶ Whether there are limitations on residential development within certain 
contours in different countries? 

¶ What compensation is given within set contours and the funding 
mechanism? 

¶ How penalties are applied for non-compliance to flight paths and noise 
limits? 

Mechanisms for compensation i.e. the nature of compensation, criteria for 
qualification, e.g. the UK policy uses LAeq = 57 dBA contour as an indicator 
of when people tend to become significantly annoyed by aircraft noise. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The Noise Specialist Study provides an overview of the policies in 
various countries and regions regarding noise contours around airports, 
limitations of land utilisation, penalties of non-compliance and 
compensations. International standards and policies have been 
discussed in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). 

R17.  The international review should also summarise the impacts on quality of 
life, including health impacts of aircraft noise, according to international 
reviews. Based on the former, the Noise and Vibration Specialist Study must 
indicate a proposed buffer zone in which no residential development around 
the Cape Town airport facility should take place. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The Noise Specialist Study includes recommendations regarding the 
areas suitable for residential developments under existing and future 
noise conditions, based on relevant noise regulations and guidelines. 
This has been further interpreted and assessed by the socio-economic 
specialist. 

R18.  What are the exact timeframes and weather conditions during 
measurement at each of the six points for the ambient noise level (Section 
4.1.5.2)? Please note that these factors influence the ambient sound levels 
(and is in line with the procedures in SANS 10103 of 5.1.3.3 and 5.1.4). This 
information must be included in the final Scoping Report or draft EIA Report. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

The hourly weather data during the measurements of ambient noise 
have been included in the Noise Specialist Study. 

R19.  Section 2.1.7 refers to the old Noise Control Regulations. This must refer to 
the new Western Cape Noise Control Regulations, P.N. 200/2013, published 
20 June 2013 (Prov. Gazette Extraordinary 7141).Note, specifically:  

Section 2:  

ñA person may notð  

(a) cause a disturbing noise; or  

(b) allow a disturbing noise to be caused by any person, animal, machine, 
device, apparatus, vehicle, vessel or model aircraft, or any combination 
thereof. ñ  

Definitions: óódisturbing noiseôô means a noise, excluding the unamplified 
human voice, whichð  

(a) exceeds the rating level by 7 dBA;  

(b) exceeds the residual noise level where the residual noise level is higher 
than the rating level;  

(c) exceeds the residual noise level by 3 dBA where the residual noise level 
is lower than the rating level; or  

(d) in the case of a low-frequency noise, exceeds the level specified in 
Annex B of SANS 10103;ò  

Section 3  

ñ In so far as it causes or is likely to cause a noise nuisance, a person may 
notð  

ñ(e) build, make, construct, repair, rebuild, modify, operate or test a vehicle, 
vessel, aircraft, model aircraft or any other object, or allow it to be built, 
made, constructed, repaired, rebuilt, modified, operated or tested, in or near 

13 
December 
2013 & 12 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) & 
Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The relevant sections of the new Noise Regulations have been 
included in the EIA Report (Chapter 2), and have also been referred to 
in the Noise Specialist Study. 
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a residential area;ò  

Section 4 (3)(a) ñ the applicant must provide a noise management plan, 
clearly specifying appropriate mitigation measures to the satisfaction of the 
local authority, before the application is decidedò.  

R20.  Table 2 from SANS 10103 should be included, especially Note 3 that says 
that residential buildings (dormitories, hotel accommodation and residences) 
in zones above 55dBA can be treated acoustically to obtain required 
average indoor noise levels. It would be useful if the specialist consultant 
can provide evidence annexed to his report on appropriate mechanisms to 
achieve the mitigation/reduction of impact on low cost housing relevant to 
the South African context.  

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The EIA Report includes this table. General mitigation measures 
regarding land use have been recommended in the EIA and associated 
specialist studies. 

Measures to insulate houses from noise penetration are generally used 
to reduce the impact of noise.  However, there are practical and cost 
limitations, especially for dwellings in the South African context which 
may require the installation of forced ventilation systems if the various 
windows, doors, etc. are treated or retrofitted for noise mitigation.  In 
addition, based on the present construction methods for low cost 
houses in South Africa, it is very difficult to insulate effectively against 
aircraft noise.  The most effective methods to reduce noise impact for 
these types of dwellings would be reducing the noise at the source and 
with careful flight path planning. 

R21.  New aircraft technology may mean aircraft will be less noisy in future. How 
was the noise study undertaken and was the new technology taken into 
account? Noise complaints are the main issue that Sub-council Managers 
have to deal with from the surrounding communities. 

11 June 
2013 

Martin Julie 
(Sub-council 5) 

The Noise Specialist Study commissioned by SRK as part of the EIA 
process has taken the new technology into account and assesses how 
the changes in flight paths and the increased number of flights may 
affect noise levels around the airport.   

R22.  Please note that this comment is made in terms of the current noise control 
regulations which are being amended at present. This comment is thus likely 
to change in the near future. 

Proposed new Airport runway: In terms of the Noise Control Regulations, 
commercial aircraft noise is exempted from enforcement by the Local 
Authority. This Department cannot thus oppose the application to build a 
new runway for the use of aircraft. 

However, any associated ground activities would still be subject to the 
enforcement of the noise control regulations, and thus any such activities 
must not be the cause of a noise disturbance, measured from any point 
beyond the property boundary. 

25 June 
2013 

Shannon Maree 
(CoCT) 

Noted. Ground operations and equipment has been included in the 
Noise Specialist Study. 

R23.  Please note that this comment is made in terms of the current noise control 
regulations which are being amended at present. This comment is thus likely 
to change in the near future. 

Proposed development of land In the vicinity of the airport: Despite the 
aforesaid, SANS 10103 provides clear guidelines for anticipated noise levels 
for residential buildings. These tables are however not linked to the NCR's. 

The Noise Control Regulations allow for the designation of 'controlled zones' 
which would impose noise abatement measures on any development within 
this noise zone. This specific part of the regulations is optional and this 
Department has opted not to enforce these for various reasons, ruling out 
the declaration of a controlled zone. 

Thus, this Department is not in a position to oppose development but would 
rather state that the erection of housing development is not advisable where 
such housing would be exposed to noise impact of a manner that will cause 
a disturbance. Although commercial aircraft is exempt, it still advisable to 
confirm, via a noise impact assessment, that there will not be excessive 
noise impact from any source on any new development. This noise impact 
assessment (for development other than that of a runway) will be based on 
criteria that will differ from that required for noise contours for the expansion 
of airport runways and will be based rather on actual noise levels and 
ambient noise levels. 

25 June 
2013 

Shannon Maree 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The anticipated noise levels associated with the proposed re-
alignment of the primary runway have been determined by the noise 
specialist, based on which it is possible to determine which areas would 
be considered suitable for residential development. 

R24.  Current vs new noise contours must be evaluated to determine the newly 
affected areas. Cumulative impacts must be considered including the cost of 
implementing mitigation measures. 

6 August 
2013 

Toinette van der 
Merwe (DEA) 

The Noise Specialist Study includes the modelling and comparison of 
current and anticipated new noise contours. All specialist studies include 
a qualitative assessment of cumulative impacts. The costs of 
implementing mitigation measures have not been assessed in the Noise 
Specialist Study, as neither the specialist nor the EAP has the expertise 
to do so.   

In a subsequent telephone discussion with Toinette van der Merwe, it 
was confirmed that DEA would not expect that detailed costing of 
mitigation measures be provided in the EIA, but rather that the cost of 
implementing mitigation measures be considered in determining whether 
mitigation measures identified are feasible and practicable. 

R25.  We have lived in Eversdal since 1979, and have noticed how noisy it has 
become. We realise that this has to do with increased air travel (which we 
welcome), but may also be caused by planes flying in lower. 

With a longer runway (after re-alignment) will the planes be coming in even 
lower? 

29 
November 
2013 

Danielle and 
Peter Aspinall 
(Private) 

The height at which planes approach the airport is not expected to 
change due to the increased length of the runway. 

 

R26.  Shouldnôt there be some height restriction over residential areas (as there is 
overseas)? 

29 
November 
2013 

Danielle and 
Peter Aspinall 
(Private) 

There is a height restriction of 1000 ft implemented over residential 
areas, except where residential areas occur in the direct flight path on 
approach or take-off. 

R27.  Another aspect to consider re the noise level is whether the older jet planes 
which are very noisy should be banned like they are in America and many 
European airports. 

29 
November 
2013 

Danielle and 
Peter Aspinall 
(Private) 

Chapter 2 Aircraft, which are relatively noisy, are due to be phased out 
in South Africa by January 2015 according to a media statement 
released by the Department of Transport. 

R28.  Page 58: ñPlanning documents take cognisance of the strict regulations with 
regards to noise, identifying noise levels to which different types of 
developments may be exposed. For example, provincial, district and local 
municipality level planning documents stipulate the need to restrict new 
residential uses within to below the 65dBA noise contour zones.ò 

Source evidence here would be essential. Please ensure that the 
independent specialist noise impact report provides clear guidelines to 
Airports Company South Africa and the City on the most appropriate noise 
contour to be used under which no residential development should be 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

SRK notes that the permitting of development of residential units up to 
the 65dBA noise contour was agreed to (in writing) by the Premier, the 
Mayor and Heads of Provincial and City Departments (DEADP and 
Human Settlements). 

As part of the analysis of the impact of noise on land use surrounding 
the airport, SRK liaised with the CoCT Planning Department regarding 
noise contour zones considered acceptable for various land uses. 
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allowed. And that the same clarity should be given for community facilities, 
because the above statement is not directly aligned with the narrow legalistic 
interpretation and application of SANS 10103. In this regard, it is important 
that the 65dBa noise contour rather than the 55dBa contour be used as a fix 
for location of residential development on the eastern side of the airport 
where the relocation of the informal settlements is to take place. Utilising 
anything less than the 65dBa contour would render the relocation project 
unfeasible. This should be reflected quite strongly in the alternatives 
explored. It could be noted that the permitting of development of residential 
units up to the 65dBA noise contour was agreed to (in writing) by the 
Premier, the Mayor and Heads of Provincial and City Departments (DEADP 
& Human Settlements). 

R29.  WHO notes that a health risk is only expected in zones higher than 65dBA. 
See below an extract from the WHO:  

¶ At 55-60 dBA noise creates annoyance;  

¶ At 60-65 dBA annoyance increases considerably; and  

¶ Above 65dBA constrained behaviour patterns, symptomatic of 
serious damage caused by noise, arise.  

 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. This information has been included in Section 4.1.5 of the EIA 
Report, and has been taken into consideration in assessing the noise 
impacts of the project. 

R30.  The existing Report only shows the past and current noise contours, i.e. 
2000 and 2011 (pg69 and pg70). It does not show the final / ultimate 
contours that are expected to prevail given re-aligned and second runway. 
This is vitally important to understand the impact of (i) the re-aligned runway 
and (ii) the cumulative impact of the re-aligned and the second runway and it 
is expected that the specialist noise consultantôs report will provide this.  

 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The Scoping Report presented two sets of noise contours based on 
2000 and 2011 operations, as contextual information. The noise 
contours associated with the proposed re-alignment of the runway have 
been presented in Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. 

The combined noise contours associated with the re-aligned runway and 
the potential future second runway will not be modelled at this stage. 
This information would be of limited value given that the flight paths for 
the second runway are unknown, and technology is likely to change 
prior to construction of the second runway ï which is not planned in the 
near future. 

The construction of a second runway in the future would be subject to a 
separate EIA process, at which stage the noise associated with both 
runways, based on current information at the time, will need to be 
modelled. 

For land-use planning purposes, Airports Company South Africa 
provides the CoCT with updated noise contours for the ultimate 
development, with the last set distributed in early 2013.   

R31.  It is suggested that once the noise contours are produced in the specialist 
report, a direct clarification be added as to the assumptions made to set up 
the noise contours, which will inform roleplayers on the assumed operating 
hours of the airport used in the noise contour forecast and how that 
compares with the actual operating hours listed here as actual for 2013.  

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The assumptions on which the modelling of noise contours was based 
have been clearly indicated in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). 

R32.  Page 14 of the Scoping Report refers to noise contours quoted in the 
Tygerberg District Plan. It is said that the noise contours were for ultimate 
scenario as estimated to be reached in 2025. Maybe a note should be added 
that the City used the best information available as received from Airports 
Company South Africa at the time and this information preceded the 
availability of information from the Goldshagg report, June 2012, (hence 
reflecting yet another set of óultimateô / double runway contours in 2012 
forecasted to be achieved in 2040 only?).  

 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The EIA Report states that ñthe Tygerberg District Plan acknowledges 
the re-aligned and second runway proposed in the Cape Town 
International Airport Master Plan (2007) (ñthe Airport Master Planò) 
although it only indicates the existing runway and noise contours (2000) 
in the Spatial Development Plan (see Figure 2.2). However, the 
Tygerberg District Plan uses the 2025 ultimate scenario noise contours 
(generated for the new re-aligned and second parallel runway 
alignments) to inform land use and specifically residential development 
in respect of the 65dBA noise contourò.  

Noise contours are updated periodically to consider changes to airport 
operations and aircraft technology amongst other factors. The growth 
outlook will determine when capacity will be reached and may also 
change over time.  

The EIA Report does not make reference to the ultimate development 
(two runways) contours presented in Goldshagg 2012, but only 
presented the contours associated with the existing runway from this 
study in Figure 4-10. It is assumed that the SDF and EMF make 
reference to the source documents and are suitably dated, and this 
clarification would thus be out of place in the EIA Report.  

R33.  Land use planning plays a vital role in terms of noise. The relevant planning 
legislation must therefore be considered to address aspects related to land 
use zoning close to the airport. Actions in the South African National Policy 
of Aircraft Noise Emission should also be considered.  

13 
December 
2013 

Mario Brown 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

The potential implication of increases (or changes) in noise levels on 
land use around the airport has been addressed in the Noise Specialist 
Study (Appendix 6C) and the Socio-economic Specialist Study 
(Appendix 6H).  

R34.  The Noise and Vibration Specialist Study needs to evaluate both the current 
operation and future expansion as part of the EIA process. 

13 
December 
2013 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

The Noise Specialist Study considers various operational scenarios as 
indicated in Section 6.1.3 of the EIA Report. 

R35.  There is a difference in the noise contours shown in Figure 4-7 and Figure 4-
8 (studies done by ACSA in 2000 and Goldschagg in 2012 respectively). 
Please indicate whether the latter, which has a longer extent to the South 
and is based on actual movements, is more accurate.  

1 August 
2014 

Joy Leaner 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

The noise contours shown in Figure 4-9 are based on 2000 operations 
at Cape Town International Airport. The noise contours shown in Figure 
4-10 are based on 2011 operations. 

Noise contours associated with the current and re-aligned runway have 
been determined as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. 
Please refer to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

R36.  Point 7.7.4 states that an independent review of the specialist noise study 
will be conducted in order to ensure the noise study complies with national 
legislation and international best practice.  

1 August 
2014 

Joy Leaner 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Paul Goldshagg, an independent noise specialist with experience in 
airport related noise assessments, has reviewed the Noise Specialist 
Study. His report is included as Appendix 6D.  

R37.  Please provide an indication with regard to what the exact time frames and 
weather conditions were during the measurements at each of the six points 
for the ambient noise level (Section 4.1.5.2)? Please note that these factors 
influence the ambient sound levels (and is in line with procedures in SANS 
10103 of 5.1.3.3 and 5.1.4). This information must be included in the final 
report.  

1 August 
2014 

Joy Leaner 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

The details of the ambient noise measurements (including hourly 
weather data) have been provided in the Noise Specialist Study 
(Appendix 6C). 
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R38.  The Noise Specialist Study which concluded that the highest level would be 
55 Decibels cannot be reliable, or any of the other figures come to that, 
based on the noise specialistôs statement that the tests were purely 
computer generated. How then can you present such figures at an Info 
Forum when so many factors such as individual aircraft engines, cloud level, 
etc. would strongly influence those results and thereby ñglossing overò the 
real impact?  

Control checks on levels of vibration were also not conducted apparently, 
which would impact on quality TV reception vastly, amongst others. 

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The noise modelling followed international best practice methodology for 
determining the noise levels around airports.  This methodology is also 
adopted by the SANS 10117 Code of Practice for the calculation and 
prediction of aircraft noise around airports for land use purposes and the 
draft National Policy on Airport Noise and Emissions published in March 
2012. 

The potential vibration associated with overpassing aircraft over an area 
such as Edgemead, which is situated 9 km from the airport is created by 
low-frequency noise energy generated during these operations and is 
not ground-borne.  As such, it is not anticipated that there will be any 
notable vibration impacts on sensitive receptors in the Edgemead area. 

R39.  As noted in the report, it is international practice to express aircraft noise in 
time of an energy-average noise level over a 24 hour period for land use 
planning purposes. Nevertheless, the majority of people accept a higher 
level of noise during the day and are more likely to be disturbed by louder 
noise during the night. This is noted in the report under 2.2. "In general, 
people are disturbed by the number of aircraft noise events, and their sense 
of annoyance increases with the number of events, especially when those 
occur late at night." (SANS defines day and night as 16 hour and 8 hour 
periods from 06h00-22h00 and 22h0-06h00, respectively). The night time 
movements (22h00-06h00) are 31 and 61 for Scenario 3 and 4, respectively. 
These increases in aircraft movements can be expected to generate 
complaints. 

25 May 
2015 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

R40.  It is recommended that the proposed development must provide for a buffer 
zone in which no residential development (formal/informal), is allowed. The 
noise as result of operations at the Cape Town International Airport must not 
exceed the outdoor equivalent continuous day/night rating level (LReq.dn), 
the outdoor equivalent continuous day-time rating level (LReq.d) and/or the 
outdoor equivalent continuous night-time rating level (LReq.n) specified for 
each district. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Airports Company South Africa would not have the jurisdiction to provide 
for a buffer zone around the airport. The provision of a buffer zone would 
be the responsibility of the CoCT. 

Figure 6-19 of the EIA Report shows the Day-Night noise rating level 
above relevant (land use) district guidelines for Scenario 2 and Scenario 
4. 

  

R41.  It is envisaged that noise impacts from the airport will be enforced through 
the Noise Regulations and applicable By-Laws, in this case, the CoCT. It is 
noted that the airport are exempted from complying with certain noise control 
regulations in agreed noise controlled areas, with the controlled area 
endorsed by CoCT. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. 

R42.  We are concerned about the noise levels at both the 4 month construction 
stage as well as the period when the new runway would be in use for air 
traffic and increased flights capacity. Our particular focus is on the 
construction phase and the phase of the commissioning of the new runway. 

The airportôs noise study was done between 24 December 2011 and  
1 January 2012. This was between Christmas and New Yearôs Day holiday 
period. As you would be aware, most businesses are closed for that period 
and communities are on holiday as well. Our schools were also closed 
during that period and we regard the study not as being conclusive as the 
impact on communities and our schools were not investigated and 
highlighted. 

Noise levels were, at the time, already noted to be at or higher than what is 
recommended. Currently there is already limited capacity in our communities 
to accommodate any increase in noise levels. 

The latest airplane logs taken indicate that the busiest day for the airport was 
on 27 June 2013. What is missing in accompanying that study information is 
the noise levels during that period and what impact it had on surrounding 
communities. We need information on what the noise levels are during 
normal, very busy and quiet periods in the airportôs calendar. 

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

The fact that the noise monitors were placed at schools during the 
holiday period depicts the worst-case scenario, in terms of the localised 
noise levels being lower than when the local schools and businesses are 
open (and these are generally busier periods for air traffic). In particular, 
when the noise monitors are in close proximity to or within school 
grounds, the measured noise levels usually indicate that the community 
noise is higher than the actual ambient noise levels in that area.  As 
such, the period of the monitoring and the locations of the monitoring 
points are considered adequate for the characterisation of the noise 
environment in these areas. 

It is not clear which airplane logs the stakeholder is referring to. A typical 
busy day from the 2012 operational data was used for noise modelling 
by the noise specialist. 

 

R43.  It is unclear and ambiguously stated in the report as to when ñnight workò 
would commence and stop. Would it be from 18h00 to 06h00 as per labour 
regulations or from 00h00 to 06h00? We are concerned about potential 
noise disturbances during the whole 24 hour period of the day but more so 
during the quiet period of night time. It could potentially disturb peopleôs 
sleep patterns. The earthwork machinery and construction sites are usually 
very noisy and we seek answers on how this would be mitigated. 

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

The construction hours are provided in Section 3.6.19 of the EIA Report. 
The duration of night work should not exceed 4 months in total. During 
this time working shifts will start at 00h00 and finish before the first 
scheduled flights of the day, at 05h45. 

Measures have been provided in the EMP to reduce the impact of noise 
on adjacent residential communities at night. 

R44.  I would like a more detailed version of how the noise parameters were 
calculated. I believe that the information supplied to the public is theoretical 
calculations for both the existing runway and proposed runway.  

15 May 
2015 

JP Lawson 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

A detailed methodology explaining how the noise contours were 
modelled is provided in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C to the 
EIA Report). 

At the Public Open Day, the noise contours indicating in which areas the 
expected average noise levels would be 55 dBA for both the existing 
and the proposed re-aligned runway were presented.  

R45.  Previously, the guideline for residential areas was 65 dB. Why has there 
been a change to 55 dB and how will this affect the surrounding land uses? 

12 May 
2015 

Gert Kruger, 
CoCT 

In the previous noise regulations, the 65 dB level was considered a 
ñcontrolled zoneò. Districts and relevant guideline levels for the Districts 
have been identified in the new noise regulations. The 55 dB level is an 
internationally accepted guideline level for residential areas. 

The Western Cape Province and CoCT have indicated that they will 
consider residential developments in the 65 dB zone. 

R46.  Is Scenario 1 noise modelled or measured? 12 May 
2015 

Peter 
Silbernagl, DHS 

Scenario 1 noise levels have been modelled, but the results were 
compared to actual monitoring data from 2012 operations which show a 
good correlation. 

R47.  Has only the airport noise been modelled or have cumulative noise levels 
been taken into account e.g. traffic noise along the N2. 

12 May 
2015 

Gert Kruger, 
CoCT 

Modelling cumulative noise levels is almost impossible to do because 
there are too many noise sources to consider. Cumulative noise levels 
are implicitly considered in the district guideline noise levels. 

R48.  Have daytime and night-time noise levels been determined? 12 May 
2015 

Russell Mehl, 
DEA&DP 

The airport works on a slot allocation system. The noise modelling takes 
into consideration the frequency of slots (1 slot = 1 aircraft movement) 
projected for future operations i.e. the anticipated number of day time 
and night time flights. 

There are guidelines for modelling noise impacts during the day, at night 
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and for day-night levels (the average noise exposure over a 24-hour 
period). The day-night approach includes a 10 dB penalty. The penalty 
was used to determine day-night noise levels which is an accepted 
method for assessing noise impacts at night. This method was 
presented in the EIA Report and Noise Specialist Study.  

The figures are available for night-time levels if DEA&DP requires these. 

R49.  The guideline level at night (22:00-06:00) is 45 dB which is important for 
determining compliance. 

12 May 
2015 

Shannon 
Maree, CoCT 

Noted. 

R50.  Are communities already experiencing maximum capacity noise levels? Can 
you clarify the Scenarios?  

12 May 
2015 

Marco Geretto, 
CoCT 

Four operational scenarios were considered:  

¶ Scenario 1: Existing operations for 2013 (~ 25 Air Traffic 
Movements (ATM)); 

¶ Scenario 2: Existing runway at maximum capacity (30 ATM); 

¶ Scenario 3: New re-aligned runway at 30 ATM (for comparison with 
Scenario 2); and  

¶ Scenario 4: New runway at maximum capacity (44 ATM). 

Maximum capacity is currently reached during the peak operating times 
at the airport i.e. morning and afternoon. 

Communities would thus (currently) experience maximum noise levels at 
peak times; however, the maximum noise levels are not experienced 24 
hours per day. 

R51.  Does the modelling include the A380? 12 May 
2015 

Crispin Barrett, 
CoCT 

The A380 is considered in the noise modelling for future projections 
(Scenarios 3 and 4). 

Larger planes donôt necessarily mean more noise, due to technological 
improvements. The A380 is in fact one of the quieter large planes. 

R52.  Has the phasing out of older aircraft been considered? 12 May 
2015 

Gert Kruger, 
CoCT 

There is a process to phase out noisier older planes (according to 
Regulations), but Airports Company South Africa cannot enforce this; it 
is up to the Civil Aviation Authority. Generally aircraft are phased out for 
practical reasons when they are no longer considered economically 
feasible in terms of fuel efficiency. These aircraft are replaced with 
newer aircraft, which will be quieter. 

R53.  Does the shrinking in the size of the noise cone from Scenario 2 to Scenario 
3 occur before or after mitigation? 

12 May 
2015 

Shannon 
Maree, CoCT 

 

The noise cone shrinks in size if you compare Scenario 2 and Scenario 
3 because of the new flight paths and the projected fleet mix, including 
the anticipated use of larger aircraft (e.g. A380) which are quieter. The 
A380 can only land at Cape Town international Airport once the runway 
is re-aligned. 

Mitigation was not modelled for Scenario 2 and 3. 

Re-aligning the runway initially results in a decrease in the number of 
people affected by noise above guidelines levels, with the noise cone 
and number of people impacted increasing as the airport experiences 
growth.    

R54.  Is population growth taken into consideration in the noise modelling? 12 May 
2015 

Ian Gildenhuys, 
CoCT 

 

The Noise Specialist Study and Land Use Study (appended to the 
Socio-economic Specialist Study) were undertaken in parallel using 
different assessment methods.  

The Noise Specialist Study did not take population growth into account 
as this would have presented a skewed picture when comparing the 
scenarios.  

The Land Use Study did consider population growth although it was a 
complex exercise. Population growth is not taken into account when 
considering the total number of people affected by each scenario, which 
is based on constant 2011 population figures, to allow for a better 
comparison between the scenarios. 

R55.  Are the flight paths for the re-aligned runway as shown in the EIA Report 
instrumental approaches?  

16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie, 
Subcouncil 17 

All flight paths proposed (and used in the noise model) for the re-aligned 
runway are designated instrument flight paths designed by Air Traffic 
and Navigational Services (ATNS) and authorised by the South African 
Civil Aviation Authority.  

When the weather is favourable and the runway is clearly visible, pilots 
may receive clearance from ATNS for a visual approach, i.e. to 
approach the runway as they see fit whilst still adhering to strict flight 
procedures. 

R56.  Has the impact of ñhand-break turnsò in the proposed flight paths been taken 
into consideration and are they necessary? 

16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus, 
Subcouncil 4 

The noise modelling has taken all proposed flight paths into 
consideration. Planes can make these ñhand-break turnsò because they 
are undertaken at high altitudes (~4500 ft) and will not have a significant 
impact on noise. The ñconeò of noise impacts above 55dBA is of concern 
and not the flight paths per se. 

R57.  Have different weather conditions been taken into account when determining 
noise impacts? 

16 April 
2015 

Okkie Manuels, 
Subcouncil 18 

Noise modelling has taken weather conditions into consideration. 

R58.  Are there time limits for operations?  16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus, 
Subcouncil 4 

Cape Town International Airport is currently a 24 hour airport and will 
remain as such. Flight times are dictated by demand and Airports 
Company South Africa will respond accordingly. There is limited demand 
for late night slots. 

R59.  It is important to show communities that this is the worst case scenario and 
could potentially be better than what is shown. 

16 April 
2015 

Clive Justus, 
Subcouncil 4 

The worst case is presented in the noise modelling which is generally 
accepted best practice. 

The mitigation measures donôt take all technological advancements into 
account. Over the last 30 years, aircraft have generally become less 
noisy. There is also a process of phasing out noisier older planes. 

R60.  There is no proof, including noise, that the EAPôs and EIA Report 
demonstrates that will be compliant with guidelines. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

SRK has undertaken the S&EIR process in terms of the National 
Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998, as amended (NEMA) and 
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations, 2010 
(promulgated in terms of NEMA). The process is also guided by relevant 
guidelines published by DEA&DP and DEA. 

The independent noise specialist has used the internationally 
recognised INM, which is a computer model that evaluates aircraft noise 
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impacts in the vicinity of airports, in order to determine and map the 
future noise contours associated with the proposed runway. Information 
of the modelling technique and methodology for assessing noise 
impacts was reviewed by a second independent noise reviewer and is 
detailed in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). 

The noise impact assessment also took into account SANS codes 
relating to noise. Refer to the specialistôs ToR in Section 6.4.1 of the EIA 
Report. 

R61.  The Draft EIA Report determined that noise is a significant impact of the 
development proposal. This evaluation was based on independent studies, 
models and investigations that include an ongoing noise monitoring 
programme. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

R62.  The Western Cape Provincial Noise Control Regulations PN200/2013 refers 
to SANS 10117 for the óCalculation and prediction of aircraft noise around 
airports for land use purposes.ô This standard is intended to be used in 
conjunction with the Integrated Noise Model (INM), developed and published 
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Reference is also made to 
SANS 10328 for óMethods for environmental noise impacts assessmentsô.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

R63.  The detailed noise impact study has been undertaken in a thorough manner 
and is in line with international best practice.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

R64.  The inclusion of criteria that deal with individual noise events within the EIA 
is welcomed as this provides a more direct measure of the local impact on 
communities. Although there is some discussion on this matter on p202 in 
relation to average noise levels, the high number of occurrences of events 
above 70db is a particular concern given the types of structures located 
within the affected areas and the high number of sensitive noise receptors 
(like schools) where intermittent disruptions can compromise the quality of 
the activities that take place in these buildings (learning). Consistency in 
referencing is required for community facilities >55 and >65dBA per type. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Figure 6-22 and Figure 6-23 in the EIA Report depict non-residential, 
noise-sensitive receptors within zones experiencing average noise 
levels exceeding 55 dB(A). These receptors include schools, health care 
facilities, old age homes, places of worship and libraries. Figure 6-24 of 
the EIA Report depicts sensitive receptors exposed to individual noise 
events exceeding 70 dB(A).  

R65.  In various places reference is made to Scenario 1 or 2 being the current 
base and its optimal impact, which in principle is correct. With reference to 
the Cityôs policy documents, none of these noise contours were available 
before 2013 when they were informally provided to SPUD and formally to the 
City in May 2015 as part of the Draft EIA Report.  

¶ The Report correctly indicates that year 2000 contour lines are the only 
official contour lines absorbed into the statutory forward planning policy 
documents of the City being the SDF approved by Council in 2012.  

¶ There is acknowledgement that the year 2011 operational levelôs 
contour lines were part of the discussions on the MOU/ MOA for the 
Symphony Way Development.  

¶ Airports Company South Africa suggests in the Draft EIA Report that 
Scenario 2 is the current approval, but from a land use management 
perspective it is unclear how the approval was obtained and under what 
authority. We request that this matter be explicitly explained, as the 
impression is created that the CoCT approved development infringing 
on the ócurrent approval / Scenario 2ô which may not be accurate within 
the context of the Zoning Scheme (2012) in which no reference is made 
to any noise overlay zone. On detail investigation, it appears that the 
year-2000 contour set was absorbed into the SDF and the District 
Plans, and that it roughly corresponds with Scenario 2. The question 
remains as to why this impact assessment is mostly referring to the 
difference between Scenario 2 and Scenario 4 and not Scenario 1 and 
Scenario 4. As Scenario 2, although corresponding with SDF year-
2000, does not mean that approval exists for that.  

¶ In all other land use context cases, the SDF/ District Plans do not confer 
rights or take them away, but is an indication of the 20 year vision of the 
City. Applicants apply from their current base to that what is in the 
policy documents (or for an amendment of it). Therefore in this case, 
Airports Company South Africa will have to use the current base 
position (2013) and apply in relation to the current policy limit (Scenario 
2), but also ask for amendment to current policy base (Scenario 2) the 
level of Scenario 4 (thus from Scenario 1 or 2013-base to Scenario 4 
and not from Scenario 2 to Scenario 4).  

¶ In the official future land use planning policy documents of the CoCT 
(SDF, and Tygerberg and MSE District Plans), the year-2000 noise 
contour lines are reflected. The statement referring to the District Plan 
representing the Ultimate Scenario contour set on p22 appeared to be 
incorrect.  

¶ There is an acknowledgement of communication by Airports Company 
South Africa since the approval of the SDF/ District Plan policy 
documents and the CoCT was alerted to incorporate the implications of 
this EIA into the policy reviews of the SDF/ District Plan reviews, 
inclusive of additional suggested changes by the CoCT (as referred to 
below).  

¶ To conclude: it is questioned whether the measurement of the real 
impact shouldnôt actually be measured from the base level outlined on 
p83 and 200 vs the potential impact as set out in Scenario 4.  

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Airports Company South Africa recognises the importance of integrated 
planning at a municipal level and as such frequently engages the City of 
Cape Townôs Planning Department to share and exchange information, 
and specifically noise contours for projected operations. Contours are 
updated by Airports Company South Africa at least every 5 years for this 
purpose. It is unfortunate that the latest projected noise contours were 
not incorporated into the most recent SDF.  

As a national concern, Cape Town International Airport is mandated by 
National Government to grow the capacity of the airport to the maximum 
and in line with demand. To that end, it is Airports Company South 
Africaôs responsibility to ensure it can meet growing demand with 
infrastructure.  The current infrastructure of the airport is well 
documented and accepted within the spatial environments of the City of 
Cape Town.  It is therefore a foregone conclusion that the current 
infrastructure can be utilised to its full capacity and therefore it is prudent 
to demonstrate and use that maximum as the baseline, i.e. Scenario 2.  

In addition, the baseline capacity of the airport is determined to be the 
point at which the airport can grow no further without increasing 
infrastructure capacity. Increasing airport infrastructure capacity triggers 
a listed activity under NEMA, and as such requires authorisation from 
the authorities. Scenario 2 is the maximum capacity to which the airport 
can grow without requiring authorisation, and for this reason is the 
baseline from which to compare the impact of the proposed re-aligned 
runway.  

  

Flight paths 

R66.  Can you please advise if the new re-aligned runway 18_36 flight path will 
affect the residents of Edgemead? If so, can we expect more than the usual 
noise and pollution? 

30 July 
2014 

Geoff Fuller 
(Private) 

Associated with the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a 
change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport 
(see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours 
associated with the re-aligned runway have been modelled by the 
specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  
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Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Edgemead area 
would experience a higher number of flights overhead and associated 
with this an increase in the noise levels currently experienced. 
Conversely, some areas will experience less noise, such as Philippi 
East, Woodlands, Mitchellôs Plain and Tafelsig.  

R67.  We believe that the new flight paths will substantially increase the already 
high noise impact from aircraft over the suburb of Edgemead and have a 
negative impact on the value of all properties in our suburb. For this reason 
we, the Edgemead Residents Association on behalf of all residents residing 
within our suburb, formally object to this new runway proposal. 

31 July 
2014 

Emile Coetzee 
(Private) 

Associated with the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a 
change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport 
(see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours 
associated with the re-aligned runway have been modelled by the 
specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Edgemead area 
would experience a higher number of flights overhead and associated 
with this an increase in the noise levels currently experienced. 
Conversely, some areas will experience less noise, such as Philippi 
East, Woodlands, Mitchellôs Plain and Tafelsig.  

R68.  I feel the air traffic at present is a terrible nuisance which will only become 
worse with increased air traffic. 

31 July 
2014 

Jacqui 
McCarthy 
(Parrow North 
resident) 

With the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a change in flight 
paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport (see Section 3.7 
of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours associated with the re-
aligned runway have been modelled by the specialist as part of the 
Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer to Appendix 6C and 
Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

R69.  Will the re-alignment have much impact on Edgemead? We normally have 
outbound aircraft going over our house when the wind is blowing from the 
north-west. 

Do you have a schematic of the new approach and departure routes during 
the various prevailing winds and the suburbs which will be affected? 

26 
November 
2013 

Stephen 
Sumner 
(Private) 

Please refer to the Project Description section in the EIA Report 
(Chapter 3) and particularly Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-20 which show the 
current and proposed flight paths for aircraft departing from and arriving 
at Cape Town International Airport (pink = arrivals and orange = 
departures). The flight paths are designed by ATNS and authorised by 
the South African Civil Aviation Authority, and take into consideration 
topography, dominant wind directions, safety requirements, minimum 
safety distances and obstacle limitations. Aircraft approach and 
departure heights vary according to aircraft type, aircraft weight and 
navigational capabilities. There is a height restriction of 1 000 ft 
implemented over residential areas, except where residential areas 
occur in the direct flight path on approach or take-off. Barring a safety 
anomaly, aircraft will always operate within permitted minimum heights.  

Noise contours associated with the re-aligned runway have been 
determined as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please 
refer to Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. 

R70.  The proposed new flight path will lie closer to the University of the Western 
Cape (UWC) than does the present one. The present flight path crosses 
Robert Sobukwe at approximately the intersection with Stellenbosch Arterial. 
Where will the proposed new flight path will cross Robert Sobukwe? 

30 
November 
2013 

David Pugh 
(Private) 

R71.  I would like some clarification as to which direction the runways are going to 
be. I live in Claremont - will the changing of the runways and change in flight 
paths affect me in anyway. 

14 July 
2014 

Gail Aronson 
(Private) 

R72.  I wish to register my concern regarding the proposed new runway 
realignment which I feel will have a greater impact on me considering that I 
will be more directly on the inbound and or outbound flight paths. Please 
advise me specifically (by means of a detail map) as to the actual 
approaching / departing flight paths for the new runway (take off and landing) 
verses those of the existing runway with particular reference to the Parow 
North area. 

31 July 
2014 

Deborah 
Maggot 
(Private) 

R73.  I notice that you are saying that certain areas will be affected by the 
proposed changes. Can you please let me know how this will affect the 
direction the plane approaches i.e. over which areas will the planes go up 
and which way down? I noticed over the last couple of years that the planes 
changed approach from Parow to more Bellville side. This is very annoying 
as the approach is already low when they reach Bellville. From what I 
understand is that the pink lines indicates the flight plan on the way in. Do 
you know how high the plane is when they reach Bellville? I also do not 
understand this. Are they flying in, turns right, fly straight and make a u turn 
to align themselves with the run way? Would it not make more sense to just 
make a turn over Bluewater Bay to align itself with the run way? 

1 August 
2014 

Emmanuel 
(Private) 

R74.  Please refer to the documentation in regard to possible overflight of new 
aircraft over Milnerton urban areas, possible noise and height restrictions. 
We have not been affected to date but require clarification on this issue 
affecting thousands of residents. 

24 April 
2015 

Stanley Bolnik 

R75.  Ons is nie seker waar die hoof vlugroete oor Goodwood sal wees nie [We 
are not sure where the main flight paths will be over Goodwood]. 

20 May 
2015 

A Potgieter 
(Goodwood 
Resident) 

R76.  My home in Monte Vista, which I purchased 12 years ago, is unaffected by 
current flight paths which are approximately 1,6 km east and 1 km west of 
my home for arriving and departing flights respectively. The proposed flight 
paths (both arriving and departing) are within 200 m of my home (i.e. virtually 
overflying my home). This will significantly increase the aircraft noise levels 
in my home. The fact that arriving and departing flight paths now coincide 
over my home means that there will also be a large number of aircraft 
related disturbances which Iôll have to contend with. 

25 May 
2015 

Colin 
Whittemore 
(Monte Vista 
Resident) 

Associated with the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a 
change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport 
(see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours 
associated with the re-aligned runway have been modelled by the 
specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. 

R77.  My question is why not change the direction of the runway and place it 
further away from the airport building moving away from the mountain, as 
there are clear open spaces in that direction? Running from Airport approach 
towards Buttskop, Hindle etc. instead of the current layout running between 
Nyanga and Uitsig/Belhar. Or better still way not run the runway from Philippi 
to Belhar/Delfté..there are far more industrial areas like Blackheath which 
can take a higher noise level than a residential area. 

I also wish to register myself as opposed to this project unless an alternative 
way is found which will take the direct path away from Edgemead. 

24 April 
2015 

Pierre Fabé 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Potential runway alignments (and airport configurations) at Cape Town 
International Airport take account of the Airport Master Plan and are 
constrained by: 

¶ The elliptical shape of the property which limits re-alignment 
options to ~20 degrees ï clockwise or counter-clockwise ï of the 
current runway alignment. Rotating alignments through, e.g. 40 - 90 
degrees is not possible; 

¶ Prevailing winds, which are generally from the south-east in 
summer and from the north-west in winter. Runway alignments 
roughly aligned with prevailing winds are required to meet safety 
and usability requirements; and 

¶ Surrounding terrain to the north (notably the Tygerberg Hills) which 
constrains flight paths and approaches. 

Refer to Section 3.5.2 of the EIA Report which discusses the runway re-
alignment alternatives considered by Airports Company South Africa. 

R78.  Accepting that change is necessary, would it not be possible to swing the 
new proposed runway the other way instead. In other words instead of the 
northern end of the new runway (Runway 18-36) being positioned 220m to 
the East of the current Runway 01-19, position this runway 220m to the West 
of runway 01-19. 

This will automatically divert the main fight path over the Industrial Area at 
Montague Gardens ï away from residential areas. 

21 May 
2015 

Clive Shea 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 
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R79.  I strongly oppose the proposed runway realignment which will cause major 
air traffic over Edgemead and surrounds. Why not route traffic over industrial 
areas where no residents sleep and find peace in their homes. 

Please reconsider this ridiculous proposal of routing traffic over the old and 
tranquil suburb of Edgemead! 

22 May 
2015 

Raffael 
Rueckert 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R80.  There are farms and industrial areas in the immediate vicinity ï I donôt see 
why the runway canôt be planned to take advantage of these non-residential 
zones. 

25 May 
2015 

Nicola King 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R81.  Already during the winter months aircrafts are flying extremely low so much 
so that windows rattle. With the increase in air traffic and the type of aircrafts 
the runway will be able to cater for, i.e. larger aircrafts, I can only imagine 
that the distance to get to a descent height will decrease based on the 
trajectory of these larger aircrafts. This will result in greater noise pollution 
(from the report you are going to be exceeding the minimum allowable noise 
factor for residential areas for day and night), air pollution (Cape Town 
generally fails the minimum air pollution standards during the winter months) 
and a general nuisance factor. 

 

24 April 
2015 

Pierre Fabé 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The newer aircraft, even though larger with a higher passenger capacity, 
have lower noise level emissions than the older generation aircraft.  In 
addition, in accordance with ICAOôs óBalanced Approachô to aircraft 
noise management, noise reduction at the source is one of the primary 
noise mitigation measures promoted. As such, the noise levels from 
future aircraft are expected to continue to decrease over time. 

The trajectory is not expected to decrease due to the larger aircraft.  In 
fact, due to the new performance-based navigation systems of the 
newer and future aircraft, these flight paths will be designed in order to 
minimise the noise impact in the areas underneath. 

R82.  There are a significant number of additional schools that will be impacted by 
the proposed flight paths. A cursory viewing of the proposed flight paths 
north of the airport on Google Earth indicates that at least 16 schools 
currently unaffected or slightly affected by arriving flights will be directly 
under the proposed flight paths and therefore significantly affected in future. 
A similar situation arises with flights departing towards the north. Looking at 
the proposed flight paths and the number of schools impacted, it seems that 
those responsible for deciding on the alignment of the new runway could not 
have chosen an alignment that impacts more schools even if they tried.  

25 May 
2015 

Colin 
Whittemore 
(Monte Vista 
Resident) 

Figure 6-23 and Figure 6-24 in the EIA Report depict non-residential,  
noise-sensitive receptors within zones experiencing average noise 
levels exceeding 55 dB(A). These receptors include schools, health care 
facilities, old age homes, places of worship and libraries. Figure 6-25 of 
the EIA Report depicts sensitive receptors exposed to individual noise 
events exceeding 70 dB(A). 

Flight path design will include noise abatement to limit noise nuisance to 
sensitive receptors such as schools.  

Noise impacts 

R83.  There is currently too much noise pollution which will affect children and the 
community needs to be considered to avoid a deaf society. 

2 July 2013 Mcebisi 
Johnson Fetu 
(Sub-council 9) 

The EIA process includes a Noise Specialist Study which considers the 
impacts of noise on the surrounding communities. Noise impacts have 
been assessed against SANS guidelines, as well as WHO guidelines. 
These guidelines were established taking into consideration potential 
health impacts of noise. 

R84.  Does Airports Company South Africa have to comply with international 
standards for noise? 

26 
November 
2013 

Glen Adriaanse 
(KILA) 

Airports Company South Africa needs to comply with the South African 
Noise Control Regulations and requirements stipulated by the local 
authorities, which may adopt or refer to international standards or 
guidelines. 

R85.  Aeroplanes coming in to land at Cape Town International Airport fly directly 
over the Boston neighbourhood and they make so much noise that sitting in 
my lounge I cannot even hear the television let alone try to converse with my 
family! 

More importantly the noise triggers all the dogs to bark in the neighbourhood 
and this wakes up our soon to be 12-month-old daughter. 

This is and has been affecting our quality of life. Some days it seems the 
planes are flying so low that one can feel the vibrations and I would not be a 
bit surprised if the surface cracks on my house walls are being caused by the 
aeroplanes. Its unbearable !!! 

Have you heard of the Doppler effect? We experience it daily/nightly and in 
various extremes. I am not the only disgruntled ratepayer being 
inconvenienced and emotionally battered! 

Did you know that high noise levels can contribute to cardiovascular effects 
in humans, a rise in blood pressure, and an increase in stress and 
vasoconstriction, and an increased incidence of coronary artery disease. In 
animals, noise can increase the risk of death, interfere with reproduction 
and contribute to permanent hearing loss. 

Noise pollution affects both health and behaviour. Unwanted sound (noise) 
can damage psychological health. Noise pollution can cause trouble, 
hypertension, high stress levels, tinnitus, hearing loss, sleep disturbances, 
and other harmful effects. Furthermore, stress and hypertension are the 
leading causes to health problems. 

Sound becomes unwanted when it either interferes with normal activities 
such as sleeping, conversation, or disrupts or diminishes oneôs quality of life. 

Chronic exposure to noise may cause noise-induced hearing loss. Older 
males exposed to significant occupational noise demonstrate more 
significantly reduced hearing sensitivity than their non-exposed peers, though 
differences in hearing sensitivity decrease with time and the two groups are 
indistinguishable by age 79. Chronic exposure to moderately high levels of 
environmental noise contributes to hearing loss. 

High noise levels can contribute to cardiovascular effects and exposure to 
moderately high levels during a single eight-hour period causes a statistical 
rise in blood pressure of five to ten points and an increase in stress, and 
vasoconstriction leading to the increased blood pressure noted above, as 
well as to increased incidence of coronary artery disease. 

Noise pollution also is a cause of annoyance.  

I am on chronic medication for my raised blood pressure and the question I'm 
asking myself is what is this doing to my current health condition and who is 
going to take responsibility? I have heard of instances where peopleôs homes 
have had to be sound proofed by the governing body of an airport to aid the 
victims of the planes noise pollution so that they can lead normal lives! 

Is this the route I will need to take? Even worse, will I have to sell my place 
and move? 

18 
December 
2013 

Sean Coburn We note your concerns, which are associated with the current 
operations of the runway, and not the proposed re-alignment, which 
would result in a change in flight paths. The existing and new instrument 
flight paths are presented in the EIA Report; however it should be noted 
that visual approaches, which may deviate from these flight paths are 
used approximately 70% of the time during summer and 20% of the time 
during winter (as explained further in  Section 3.2 of the EIA Report). 

Note that sources of vibration and thus vibration impacts are considered 
by the specialist to be minimal (see Section 6.4 of the EIA Report). 

 

R86.  I would please like to know which formal process I will be expected to follow 
to have someone look into this and to deliver a detailed report to me as to 

18 
December 

Sean Coburn ATNS together with the CAA will sign off on new / amended flight paths. 
Complaints can be directed to the City of Cape Town: Environmental 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hypertension
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tinnitus
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noise-induced_hearing_loss
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Industrial_noise
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistical_significance
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cardiovascular
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blood_pressure
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why the CAA would sign off on a flight plan over a longstanding, quiet and 
rate paying suburb. 

2013 Health Department. 

R87.  There is a difference in noise contours shown in Figure 4-7 and Figure 4-8 
(of the Scoping Report) (studies done by Airports Company South Africa in 
2000 and Goldschagg in 2012, respectively). Can it be assumed that the 
latter, which is longer in extent to the south is based on actual movements, is 
more accurate? 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

Noise contours are updated periodically to consider changes to airport 
operations and aircraft technology amongst others. The noise contours 
reflect two different operational scenarios based on annual movements 
in 2000 and in 2012 and can, therefore, not be compared. The 2012 
contours would have been based on more recent information. These 
contours have only been provided for context. The noise contours 
associated with current operations (2013) have been modelled and 
presented in the EIA Report (Section 4.1.5) and in the Noise Specialist 
Study (Appendix 6C). 

R88.  As indicated in the draft Scoping Report, the re-alignment of the primary 
runway as well as the planned secondary runway will result in a shift of the 
noise contours and changes in noise levels associated mainly with new flight 
paths; affecting both existing residential areas as well as potential future 
provision of housing close to the airport.  A change in noise levels might also 
be experienced by an increase in road traffic generation.  In terms of the 
Tygerberg District Plan: Spatial Development Plan and Environmental 
Management Framework, 2012: 

¶ ñResidential uses are not recommended within the 65 dBA noise 
contour zone of the CTIA planned primary runway to be re-aligned as 
well as the planned secondary runway. Although, the noise contours for 
the 2025 CTIA ultimate development scenario are still to be finalised 
through the EIA process for the planned second runway, any potential 
new developments should be cautious of this informant. To this end, no 
new residential developments should be encouraged within the affected 
areas without noise mitigation measures in place. Noise zones indicated 
are not fixed and are subject to future refinement. 

¶ Non-residential uses may be accommodated up to the 70dBA noise 
contour, provided that certain mitigating measures against the noise 
pollution are put in place. 

¶ A portion of the airport east site was investigated and found suitable for 
use as a cemetery.ò 

The above-mentioned is a possible indication of non-alignment of the 
proposal with the Tygerberg District Plan and the Khayelitsha, Mitchellôs 
Plain, Greater Blue Downs District Plan and the applicant will have to 
indicate how this will be addressed and provide suitable mitigation measures 
(i.e. soundproofing, etc.) if required.  

13 
December 
2013 

Alexia Julius 
(DEA&DP: 
Environmental 
and Spatial 
Planning) 

Airports Company South Africa supports the recommendation that 
potential new developments should take cognisance of future airport 
plans including the second runway. 

 

 

  

R89.  The draft Scoping Report states that the noise level during construction at 
night will have to managed and will be órelatively limitedô. Consideration must 
be given to affected communities during night time construction and the EIA 
Report/EMP must include appropriate mitigation measures to ensure that 
quality of sleep is not impacted upon. 

13 
December 
2013 

Gamza Meyer 
(Department of 
Transport and 
Public Works) 

The Noise Specialist Study and EIA Report include an assessment of 
noise impacts during the construction and operations phases of the 
development and recommend appropriate mitigation measures. 

R90.  Can you briefly advise as to where I might expect an increase in the noise 
levels of departing or arrival aircraft as a result of the changes to the runway 
layout at Cape Town International Airport?  

Can you let me know what the impact of the proposed new runway at Cape 
Town Airport will have on the noise levels for aircraft approaching will be? I 
live in the Northern Suburbs of Cape Town. 

27/28 
November 
2013 

Jeremy 
Flowerday and 
Dirk Smit 
(Private) 

This information is presented in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 
6C) and the EIA Report (Section 6.4), which have been made available 
for public comment. 

R91.  We live just below the Panorama Mediclinic. As it is, we experience heavy air 
traffic over our home, often in the early hours of the morning (4am) and late 
at night 12pm. We are often woken by the sound, as it is extremely loud and 
sounds as though the plane is about to land in our living room. We would 
strongly oppose the possibility of more air traffic over our home. 

1 August 
2014 

Michelle 
Berowsky 
(Private) 

Associated with the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a 
change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport 
(see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours 
associated with the re-aligned runway have been modelled by the 
specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Edgemead area 
would experience a higher number of flights overhead and associated 
with this an increase in the noise levels currently experienced. 
Conversely, some areas will experience less noise, such as Philippi 
East, Woodlands, Mitchellôs Plain and Tafelsig.  

R92.  The City notes that the noise contours after completion of the proposed 
project will be available in the Environmental Impact Report when the 
specialist noise studies are completed. The need for these projected noise 
contours is essential in the evaluation of future noise impact and 
management. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

R93.  I would like to know what the projected noise factor would be over the 
Panorama area, and over the Northern Suburbs as a whole, especially 
Monte Vista, Edgemead, & Bothasig. We are already subjected to increased 
noise from the planes coming over during the last number of years. 

31 July 
2014 

Rose Marie 
Coetzee 
(Private) 

R94.  The noise of jet aircraft on final approach is such that for many hundreds of 
meters on either side it is loud enough to be disturbing. I am working at 
present on a project just south of the R300 directly below the 10 flight path, 
and for about 5 to 7 seconds all conversation is drowned out when a plane is 
overhead and then it is hardly audible. All over the world people live with 
planes landing and taking off immediately above them and they get used to 
it. I have just returned from a trip up the Thames in England and every 30 
seconds, all day, jets pass over Windsor Castle and the surrounding towns 
and villages on finals for Heathrow. 

1 August 
2014 

Martin Harris 
(Private) 

R95.  The EIR under section 4.1.5 pg 75 provides specialist input with regards to 
noise levels. This input however does not inform the decisions the HDA must 
make with regards to urban development of low cost housing due to: 

a. The EIR only provides guidelines on noise and development; and  
b. Past noise contour models and data for the Cape Town International 

Airport, the most recent data provided for the year 2011. 

1 August 
2014 

Thiathu 
Manenzhe 
(HDA) 

R96.  The EIR states under section 4.1.5 pg 78 ñThe South African Draft Policy 
White Paper on National Civil Aviation (National Department of Transport ï 
October 2013) requires the airport operator to determine noise contours for 
an existing airport at least every 5 years, and when there are significant 
changes to operations. Noise contours around Cape Town international 
Airport are modeled on average every 5 years to reflect current noise levels 

1 August 
2014 

Thiathu 
Manenzhe 
(HDA) 
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and better predict future noise levels associated with e.g. increases in air 
trafficò. Predicted noise contouring models in the EIR was not observed. This 
is needed in order to make informed governmental decisions with regards to 
low cost housing developments. 

R97.  No noise contour models for the actual runway realignment for the most 
preferred option, Option 2 where the runway shifts anti-clockwise by 11.5 
degrees as per the EIR, page 43, section 3.4.2 master plan options, was 
provided. This does not inform any of the possible property development and 
investment options in the case of possible influences to ambient noise in the 
Khayelitsha District. 

1 August 
2014 

Thiathu 
Manenzhe 
(HDA) 

R98.  1. Ek woon in Parow Wes. Ons word alreeds geteister deur lug geraas en 
lugbesoedeling. 

2. Vliegtuie wat opstyg maak gesprekke met mekaar en op die telefoon 
onmoontlik. 

3. Vliegtuie wat kom land en lugremme gebruik is 'n nagmerrie veral as mens 
nog slaap. 

4. Hierdie praktyk no 2 en no 3 laat ook alles in ons huis bewe en stuur 
trillings deur jou kop. 

5. Ek het alreeds gehoorprobleme en dit gaan nog verder vererger. 

6. Dit is niks lekker om gaste te ontvang of te onthaal met die ewige geraas 
van vliegtuie wat opstyg of land nie. 

7. Eiendomme verkoop moeilik agv die vliegtuig geraas en pryse moet 
drasties verlaag word om die eiendom verkoop te kry. 

8. Met al die geraas, lugbesoedeling, ongerief en eiendoms 
waardevermindering gaan ons belastings net op en op. 

En nou wil julle ons nog meer straf. Hier kom nou juis weer 'n grooooot 
geraaaas oor. 

Ek sê NEE! 

1. I live in Parow Wes. We are already harassed by aircraft noise and air 
pollution. 

2. Aircraft landing makes conversations with each other and on the telephone 
impossible. 

3. Aircraft landing and use air breaks is a nightmare especially when you are 
asleep.  

4. The practices in Point 2 and 3 above makes everything in your house 
shake and sends tremors through your head. 

5. I already having hearing problems and this will further aggravate it.  

6. It is not very nice to have guests with the eternal roar of aircraft. 

7. Property sales are difficult because of aircraft noise and prices must be 
drastically reduced to sell. 

8. With all the noise, air pollution, inconvenience, and depreciation of 
property values, our taxes just keep going up and up. 

And now you want to punish us even more. Here comes a big noise again. I 
say no! 

30 July 
2014 

Johan Swart 
(Private) 

Die geraas kontoere wat met die herbelyning van die aanloopbaan 
geassosieer word was as deel van die Omgewingsimpakbepaling (OIB) 
deur die Geraas en Vibrasie Spesialis bepaal. U word na afdeling 6.4 
van die OIB verslag verwys. 

Noise contours associated with the re-aligned runway have been 
modelled by the specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this 
EIA. Please refer to Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

 

R99.  I wish to tender my objection to the proposed runway as outlined in your 
letter. 

Transport aircraft are supposed to use the approach over Tygerberg Hills but 
rarely do so, my sleep pattern is consistently disturbed by planes flying 
directly overhead. 

Noise pollution is human produced sound that can damage eco systems and 
quality of life. We contribute to noise pollution by driving cars, playing loud 
music and flying aircraft. Studies have shown that noise pollution is directly 
linked to reduced sleep time in humans and other animals, which increases 
stress, promotes disease and increases the occurrence of mental illness. 

29 July 
2014 

John Weaving 
(Private) 

Please refer to the Project Description section in the EIA Report 
(Chapter 3) and particularly Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-20 which show the 
current and proposed flight paths of the aircraft landing and departing at 
Cape Town International Airport. As noted in Section 3.2 of the EIA 
Report, the designated flight paths are not the only routes aircraft will 
follow. When visibility allows, aircraft may be landed visually rather than 
making use of instrument landings, in which case there may be 
deviations from the designated flight paths. 

Noise contours associated with the re-aligned runway have been 
determined as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

R100.  It is not clear how the noise and flight paths will increase or decrease over 
our area with the realignment of the runways. It would be nice if a graphic 
with estimated sound contours were produced showing the before and after 
effects of the realignment.    

13 April 
2015 

Chris Roed The flight paths for the existing runway alignment are presented in 
Figure 3.3 of the EIA Report and the flight paths for the re-aligned 
runway in Figure 3.20.  

The report also contains various figures indicating noise contours for 
various operational scenarios: 

¶ Figure 4.10 indicates noise contours associated with current flights 
making use of the existing runway; 

¶ Figure 6.14 indicates predicted noise contours for the existing 
runway operating at a maximum capacity of 30 Air Traffic 
Movements (ATM) i.e. take off or landings per hour; as well as the 
predicted noise contours for the re-aligned runway operating at 30 
ATM per hour; and 

¶ Figure 6.15 indicates (on the right) the predicted noise contours for 
the re-aligned runway operating at maximum capacity.  

Noise contours on these figures are only indicated for the 55dB(A) 
contour and above, since the guideline noise level for residential areas 
is 55dB(A). Any areas falling outside the indicated contours would 
experience noise levels below 55 db(A). 

Please also refer to Section 6.4 of the EIA Report which discusses the 
noise impacts of the project as well as the Noise Specialist Study in 
Appendix 6C. 

 

R101.  From an aviation, air traffic movement capacity, and technical point of view 
an 11.50 counter-clockwise re-alignment angle for the main runway makes 
sense and the mitigation measures appreciated. How significant would it be 
for people in Delft (South) and the other (already) noise-affected 
communities as it would bring the runway more in line with the directional 
orientation of the secondary runway 16-34?  Are indirect and cumulative 

14 April 
2014 

Michael Dyssel Following re-alignment of the runway, certain communities surrounding 
the airport will experience higher noise levels, and others will experience 
lower noise levels.  Details of the impacts of noise on surrounding 
communities are discussed in Section 6.4.6 and Section 6.8.3 of the EIA 
Report.  

The scope of the EIA includes the construction of associated airport 
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impacts of planned taxiways and other related infrastructure clarified? infrastructure such as taxiways, which would have been taken into 
account in the assessment of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. 

R102.  The report refers to studies which show that there was a statistically 
significant linear trend of increasing risk of hospital admissions for and risk of 
mortality from stroke, coronary heart disease and cardio vascular disease 
due to higher levels of daytime and night time aircraft noise. Hypertension is 
the most biologically plausible effect of noise exposure.  Noise can cause a 
number of biochemical and physical reactions, including temporary elevation 
of blood pressure which can also be associated with other environmental 
stresses. 

Notwithstanding these studies the draft EIA Report attempts to downplay the 
likely impacts of increased noise levels on communities affected by the 
proposed project. It makes observations which are in conflict with the degree 
of impact identified by noise in the report. The approach is also in conflict 
with the precautionary principle which governs the assessment of impacts 
under NEMA. In the absence of scientific certainty a precautionary approach 
should be adopted.   

The draft EIA Report states that while it is difficult to quantify the length to 
health concerns, increased noise levels could lead to an increased incidence 
of health concerns in a ñsmall percentage of people in the surrounding 
areasò. The report states ñmost people are unlikely to experience extreme 
health related symptoms exclusively resulting from the proposed project.  
The report then makes the following statement which our client submits is 
deeply concerning:  ñPeople living in closest proximity to the airport are 
impoverished and lack adequate housing (many informal settlements) and 
basic services.  As a result of the extreme need people have adapted to the 
already degraded quality of life out of necessity.  While this is not ideal, it is 
the current reality.ò 

The report states that noise impacts are generally experienced more 
negatively at night than during the day and that aircraft noise is significantly 
more disruptive at night.  The airports current operating hours are 05h45 to 
23h30.  This allows a mere 6 hours and 15 minutes of silence in a 24 hour 
period.  The report describes the airport as a 24 hour operational airport with 
no limitation on the hours during which they may operate.  It also states that 
over time the frequency of flights will increase and there may be more 
demand for night time arrivals and departures. From this statement it can be 
concluded that the applicant intends to utilize the full 24 hours for operations 
should it deem necessary. 

Table 6.57 shows that for Scenario 4, 24% of the population i.e. almost 
100 000 persons will experience 5 ï 10dB(A) above the guideline level and 
5% i.e. 21 000 will experience noise levels of 10dB(A) above the guideline.  It 
is stated that specific noise impacts link to a sense of place and health 
cannot be quantified.  However, once runway 18 ï 36 reaches maximum 
capacity, an estimated 387 535 will be affected by airport related noise 
exceeding guideline levels for residential areas.   

The report states that the inhabitants of informal dwellings are likely to be 
more vulnerable than people living in formal houses.  Inter alia informal 
housing structures do not offer any form of noise dampening and are 
therefore less likely to be able to adapt to the negative impacts linked to 
increased noise levels. 

The report states that the noise impact is considered to be of high intensity 
due to the large number of sensitive receptors e.g. informal dwellers, 
generally impoverished communities and community facilities. They do not 
have the means to alter their circumstances in order to improve their quality 
of life. This impact will persist for the long term (life of the operation). 

Despite this statement there is no suggestion in the report that the hours of 
using the airport should be in any way reduced to allow residents living 
adjacent to it to a sufficient number of evening hours to undertake domestic 
activities including to sleep in silence.   

26 May 
2015 

Angela Andrews 
(DAG) 

The type of dwellings in the informal settlements around the airport offer 
very limited sound insulation from the generated ambient noise of 
various sources, which includes aircraft as well as vehicular traffic.  For 
this reason, when such dwellings are located very close to busy roads 
(i.e. 100 m) or to airport runways (i.e. 800m) the noise impacts on the 
people living in these dwellings are expected to be very high.   

It is assumed that growth in ATMs will follow a similar trend as the 
existing demand profile, i.e. two daily peaks, in the morning and 
afternoon, with lower demand for flights outside of these peak times. 
However, this could change considering Cape Town International Airport 
is a 24 hour operation. The number of flights per hour varies throughout 
the day and changes regularly based on seasonal schedule changes 
and daily peaks. The estimated hourly operations for the existing and re-
aligned runway as well as an illustrative estimate of the frequency of 
flights (presented as the number of minutes between flights) to 
demonstrate the potential hourly variations are presented in Table 3-8.  

Given the high number of people affected by an increase in noise levels 
under Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa investigated two 
mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at decreasing 
the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding the airport 
(see Section 6.4.6.1).  

Mitigation Scenario B reduces the overall number of people affected by 
noise exceeding guideline levels by 4% compared to Scenario 2 and by 
17% compared to Scenario 4 (without mitigation). Relative to Scenario 
2, this decrease is associated mainly with a 23% reduction in the 
number of people affected by an exceedance of 5-10 dBA. Relative to 
Scenario 4 (without mitigation), this decrease is associated with a 
reduction of 39% in the number of people in the highest noise 
exceedance areas and a 25% reduction in people in the 5-10 dBA 
exceedance area. Mitigation Scenario B is thus the preferred mitigation 
scenario. 

Comparing the impact zones of Runway 01-19 operating at maximum 
capacity (Scenario 2) and Runway 18-36 operating at maximum 
capacity, with the implementation of mitigation measures (Mitigation 
Scenario B), the number of households exposed to lower noise levels for 
Scenario 4 with mitigation is estimated to be just over 66 000 of which 
approximately 56 500 will no longer be affected by noise above 55 
dB(A). Approximately 72 000 households will experience higher noise 
levels than under Scenario 2, of which just over 61 000 will fall within the 
55 dB(A) noise contour for the first time. Approximately 14 000 
households will experience similar noise levels. 

South Africa has a very high prevalence of hypertension, estimated by 
the World Health Organisation to be around 42%, although in the 
Western Cape it appears to be around 25-30%. The Health Study (see 
Section 6.9 of the final EIA Report) concludes that it seems unlikely that 
a change in noise exposure related to airport operations will lead to a 
dramatic change in hypertension prevalence in the surrounding 
communities. The additional burden of disease in Cape Town from 
Scenario 4 compared to Scenario 2 will likely be extremely small 
because the additional numbers of people exposed to noise pollution are 
low.  

 

R103.  It is noted that the noise levels in certain areas will exceed the noise 
threshold set in terms of the Noise Guidelines. Further, significant noise 
impacts are associated with land use planning and the provision of affordable 
housing adjacent to the airport and the proposed development will generate 
additional noise in existing and/or planned residential areas. As such, this 
Directorate supports the recommendations as included in the Noise Impact 
Assessment Report. However, with regard to the Environmental Assessment 
Practitioner's recommendations (aimed at external parties to engage with the 
applicant) to address anticipated noise concerns, it must be noted that the 
onus remains with the applicant to engage with the relevant stakeholders to 
address anticipated noise concerns. 

25 May 
2015 

Melanese 
Schippers 
(DEA&DP) 

 

Mitigation measures included in the Noise Specialist Study and the EIA 
Report include the following measures to ensure that Airports Company 
South Africa engages with affected stakeholders: 

¶ Establish and maintain effective communication channels with the 
affected public; 

¶ Establish a noise monitoring committee; and 

¶ Submit quarterly noise monitoring reports to relevant authorities. 

R104.  As noted in the report, for scenario 4 (maximum capacity of the new runway), 
the number of people that will experience more than 50 noise events greater 
than 70 dB(A) LAmax over a day-night period, will reach 222 850, where  
78 782 of these people will experience more than 200 such events during a 
day-night period. 

25 May 
2015 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

The lower noise levels of newer aircraft types were taken into 
consideration in the noise modelling of the future scenarios. It is also 
expected that future aircraft will have even lower noise emission levels, 
and as such this assessment represents a worst-case scenario. 

Given the high number of people affected by an increase in noise levels 
under Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa investigated two 
mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at decreasing 
the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding the airport 
(see Section 6.4.6.1). Regarding ICAOôs Balanced Approach, see 
Section 6.4.4.1 of the EIA Report.  

R105.  It is clear from the specialist noise study and review that the impact will be 
significant and that the mitigation measures cannot be expected to reduce 
this significantly. The National Department of Transport's White Paper on 
National Civil Aviation Policy (2014) supports International Civil Aviation 
Organisation's (ICAO) balanced approach which includes reduction of noise 
at source (quieter aircraft). However, this is not mentioned in these mitigation 
measures. 

25 May 
2015 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

 

R106.  Note that under 2.4.3, the Draft EIA Report states that the responsibility for 
the administration of the Noise Control Regulations is at the provincial level. 
However, this is incorrect. Noise pollution is a local government matter in 
terms of Schedule 5, Part B, over which province has exclusive legislative 

25 May 
2015 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

 

Noted. This has been amended in the EIA Report. 
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competence. This means that provinces may legislate on noise control 
matters but municipalities still have administrative responsibility and may still 
enact their own bylaws on noise pollution. 

R107.  Increased noise from vehicles, aircraft numbers and operational equipment 
including electricity generators (as result of load shedding activities). 

Vibration damping and/or clamping systems can reduce noise levels. In 
terms of noise management, the facility must comply with the Western Cape 
Noise Control Regulations P.N. 200/2013. 

25 May 
2015 

Peter Harmse 
(DEA&DP) 

Noted. Ground operations and equipment has been included in the 
Noise Specialist Study.  

A detailed methodology of how the noise contours were modelled is 
provided in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C to the EIA 
Report).Noise mitigation measures are included in Section 6.4.8 of the 
EIA Report. 

R108.  I am concerned about the noise affecting community of Bishop Lavis. 7 May 
2015 

Mike 
Hoffmeester, 
(Ward 24)  

Under the current operations (Scenario 1) the eastern side of Bishop 
Lavis falls inside the 55 dB(A) day-night noise contour and a smaller 
section within the 60 dB(A). 

With the current runway under maximum operations (Scenario 2), the 
area under the 55 dB(A) and 60 dB(A) will increase and extend 
marginally to the west.   

With the re-alignment of the runway, the affected areas within Bishop 
Lavis will shift marginally towards the east and turn counter-clockwise.  
In the Bishop Lavis area, this change will result in a marginal reduction 
of the noise levels, as depicted by the purple, light blue and yellow 
zones in Figure 6-3 of the noise specialist report. 

R109.  Currently some Belhar residents are reporting that they are experiencing 
vibrations in their homes when airplanes ascend and descend to and from 
the airport. 

We have no information if any vibration study has actually been done at the 
airport. We are of the opinion that the impact of the vibrations may become 
more frequent and worse as bigger aircraft would be landing and be 
departing from Cape Town International Airport. We request information on 
this and if not available then we require that such a complete and 
comprehensive study be done to ascertain the direct and indirect impact any 
vibration may have on structures around the airport. 

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

Even though aircraft sound levels can be of sufficient intensity to cause 
audible and visible evidence of vibration of loose elements in buildings, 
notably windows, the vibration is of insufficient magnitude to approach 
building damage risk criteria. 

Noise induced vibration may begin to occur where the maximum 
external noise level reaches approximately 85 dB(A), with the effect 
being more common for take-offs than for landings.  Residential 
structures should not be allowed in such a high noise level zone, of 
which there are none as the existing and predicted future noise zone 
exceeding 80db(A) is limited to inside the airport boundaries. 

R110.  Thank you for the informative open day at Edgemead. It has helped a lot in 
my understanding of the project.  

While overall day/night noise events between scenario 2 and 4 appears to be 
predicted to be similar for the area of De Tijger (if not even slightly less than 
before - fig 6-20), there is a marked increase in night time noise events at 
Scenario 4 (fig 6-21). 

Does this indicate a shift to more night time flights, or what would be the 
cause of this difference?  

21 May 
2015 

Stéan Snyman 
(De Tijger 
resident) 

There will be more flights (landing and departing) at Cape Town 
International Airport overall for Scenario 4, but the peak operating times 
(morning and afternoon) are likely to remain the same. 

Please refer to the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). Table 4-6 
(Scenario 2) and Table 4-8 (Scenario 4) of this Report provide the 
number of operations (Air Traffic Movements) per hour. If you consider 
the number of flights at night (22:00 ï 06:00 as per the noise guidelines), 
49 flights will be landing/departing during these hours for Scenario 2. 
This represents 12.07% of the total number of flights (406) for Scenario 
2. In comparison, 62 flights will occur (landing/departing) during these 
hours for Scenario 4. This represents 9.16% of the total number of 
flights for Scenario 4 (677). Note that this number is likely to be half over 
a given suburb, given the figures reflect both arrivals and departures. 
The percentage of flights at night actually decreases from Scenario 2 to 
Scenario 4. 

The increase in night time noise events is therefore a factor of the 
overall increase in the number of flights at Cape Town International 
Airport. 

R111.  We hereby object to the proposed new flight paths. The increased noise and 
frequency of noise will negatively impact us. Our primary concern as 
educators is that the use of this flight path will create a noise disturbance that 
will negatively affect the education of Edgemead High School learners. 
Outside of the classroom, the increase in noise will affect our learners in 
terms of interrupted sleep which will have a negative impact on mental 
wellbeing, and will interrupt concentration during homework time.  

20 May 
2015 

R Lawrence, 
Principal of 
Edgemead High 
School (and 
staff, teachers 
and governing 
body of 
Edgemead High 
School) ï 
submitted by 
Peter Bates 

The recommended limit for outdoor noise at schools according to the 
WHO is 55 dB(A). The estimated daytime noise level at the Edgemead 
High School due to the airport operations (without mitigation) will be: 

¶ Scenario 2: 48.3 dB(A); 

¶ Scenario 3: 54 dB(A); 

¶ Scenario 4: (without mitigation -  56.2 dB(A); 

¶ Scenario 4: (with mitigation ï 56.0 dB(A). 

This noise level increase is considered moderate. 

The number of the daytime events for which the maximum value 
exceeds 70 dB(A) and is associated with potential classroom disruption, 
is estimated at 4 for Scenario 2 (existing runway at capacity), 25 for 
Scenario 3 and 50 for Scenario 4 under worst case scenario conditions 
once the runway reaches maximum capacity, without any noise 
preferential routing and mitigation.. This increase is considered 
moderate to significant. Noise mitigation is not expected to reduce the 
number of noise events 

R112.  As a school in a community that, according to the Draft EIA Report, is said to 
have increased disruption as a result of the runway re-alignment project, we 
hereby formally object to the proposal as detailed within the report. Our 
primary concern as educators is that, due to the increased volume of aircraft 
the airport will be able to accommodate, there will be an increased disruption 
to the education of learners. 

We are already affected by the current noise levels as a result of existing 
flight paths over Edgemead, to the extent whereby we struggle to 
communicate with learners at the time of aircraft flying overhead. Should the 
frequency of aircraft increase, we believe that there will be a negative impact 
on the education of learners due to the increase in this disruption both in the 
classroom and at home within the community. For many learners, a 
disruption of this nature can prevent them from absorbing the topic being 
taught in the classroom or that of which is being studied while at home. 

19 May 
2015 

F van Vuuren, 
Principal of 
Edgemead 
Primary School 
(and staff, 
teachers and 
governing body 
of Edgemead 
Primary School) 

R113.  Moontlike ekstra geraas van vlugte oor Goodwood [Possible extra noise from 
flights over Goodwood]. 

20 May 
2015 

A Potgieter 
(Goodwood 
Resident) 

Associated with the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a 
change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport 
(see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours 
associated with the re-aligned runway have been modelled by the 
specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.  

Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Goodwood area 
would experience a higher number of flights overhead and associated 
with this an increase in the noise levels currently experienced, however 
this change would occur incrementally over a period of time. Conversely, 
some areas will experience less noise, such as Philippi East, 
Woodlands, Mitchellôs Plain and Tafelsig. 
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R114.  Will the flights cause more vibrations especially in areas close to the airport? 14 May 
2015 

Farrol Heuvel 
(Delft Resident) 

The aircraft sound levels, even those very near an airport are of 
insufficient magnitude to approach damage risk criteria for buildings and 
structures. R115.  Cracks are forming in houses caused by vibrations from large planes. 14 May 

2015 
Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

R116.  Has ACSA received noise complaints? 12 May 
2015 

Laurine Platzky, 
Department of 
the Premier 

 

Airports Company South Africa has received five noise complaints over 
the past three years). 

Airports Company South Africa has also installed new technology which 
allows them to identify which aircraft was responsible for a particular 
noise event and can therefore be investigated further.  

The development of a formal grievance mechanism has been 
recommended as a mitigation measure in the EIA, which is relatively 
easy to implement. 

The sense that SRK has obtained from public meetings is that the public 
may ñacceptò daytime noise and the problem is noise at night. The 
grievance mechanism will not reduce noise levels but may reduce 
perceived noise levels and will assist Airports Company South Africa in 
identifying particularly disturbing events. 

R117.  Community members donôt necessarily complain about noise to Airports 
Company South Africa. Authorities are blamed for situating residential 
developments in bad areas. 

12 May 
2015 

Gert Kruger, 
CoCT 

R118.  What was SRKôs recommendation to the CoCT about noise pollution? 20 May 
2015 

Blikkiesdorp 
Joint Committee 

The noise specialistôs findings are provided in Section 6.4 of the EIA 
Report and Appendix 6C. 

The predicted noise impact at maximum capacity (Scenario 4) is rated 
as high, due to the extent of the area and communities exposed to 
exceedances of ambient noise guideline levels. (Note that although 
there will also be a reduction in noise in certain areas/communities ï a 
benefit ï the net negative impact remains rated as high.) This is 
assuming that Airports Company South Africa implements all mitigation 
measures as provided in Section 6.4.8 of the EIA Report. 

Note that the decision-making authority for Environmental Authorisation 
is the National Department of Environmental Affairs. 

R119.  I know you have pointed out that this proposed change is to take place with 
building commencing in 2019 and will take two years to complete and by then 
the aircraft being flown will be newer and less noisy, I beg to differ on this as 
we live in wonderful South Africa, and you cannot guarantee that only the 
most newest and silent of aircraft will be using this facility, so therefore these 
noise levels will no doubt be louder and obviously more frequent, which is not 
acceptable. 

15 May 
2015 

Bonnie van der 
Spuy (Resident) 

The White Paper on National Civil Aviation Policy (2014) of the National 
Department of Transport, which is in line with the International Civil 
Aviation Organisation's (ICAO) óBalanced Approachô to aircraft noise 
management, among other noise mitigation measures promotes noise 
reduction at the source. 

Based on that principle, there are tentative plans to restrict the 
operations of older technology and noisier aircraft within South Africa.  
This type of restriction, in cooperation with the National Department of 
Transport, will form part of the noise mitigation measures to be 
investigated for implementation at Cape Town International Airport. 

R120.  The CoCT agrees with the finding of the impact assessment that the impact 
of noise is Very High when unmitigated and High when mitigated as 
proposed by the project proponent. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

R121.  The Draft EIA Report basically concludes that noise impact is a significant 
impact that will need to be condoned, because it cannot be mitigated 
effectively, efficiently or economically by the project proponent. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Given the high number of people affected by an increase in noise levels 
under Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa investigated two 
mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at decreasing 
the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding the airport 
(see Section 6.4.6.1).  

Mitigation Scenario B reduces the overall number of people affected by 
noise exceeding guideline levels by 4% compared to Scenario 2 and by 
17% compared to Scenario 4 (without mitigation). Relative to Scenario 
2, this decrease is associated mainly with a 23% reduction in the 
number of people affected by an exceedance of 5-10 dBA. Relative to 
Scenario 4 (without mitigation), this decrease is associated with a 
reduction of 39% in the number of people in the highest noise 
exceedance areas and a 25% reduction in people in the 5-10 dBA 
exceedance area. Mitigation Scenario B is thus the preferred mitigation 
scenario. 

R122.  I am a resident of Edgemead, which is not far from the Cape Town 
International Airport and the reason for this e-mail is an article that came to 
my attention in a local newspaper regarding the potential increase in noise 
levels in Edgemead resulting from changed flight paths upon completion of 
the proposed re-alignment. 

The above article suggests, inter alia, that the following may result from the 
runway re-alignment: 

¶ Increased noise exposure that could affect sleep patterns 

¶ Dramatic increase in noise over Edgemead  

¶ Passenger flights from 05:45 to 12:15a.m. 

¶ Increase in flights from 25 to 44 per hour 

¶ Potential negative effect on property value 

In an effort to determine the veracity or otherwise of the above claims as per 
the aforementioned article, I referred to the Noise Specialist Study; however 
it is (understandably) very detailed and technical in nature and does not 
provide an easily comprehensible view of the likely noise impact on a suburb 
such as Edgemead. 

Would you be able to advise me as to the most likely noise impact on 
Edgemead if the proposed project does go ahead or refer me to the correct 
person or resource to whom/which I may direct my enquiry? For me it is 
important to have this information as soon as possible as I may need to 
consider disposing of my property and relocating elsewhere, should that be 
necessary as a result of future increased noise levels. 

14 May 
2015 

Karl Little 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

With respect to understanding the potential noise impacts of the project, 
it is the case that the Noise Specialist Study is extremely technical. But, 
refer to Section 6.4 of the Draft EIA Report which deals with noise 
impacts in a more simplified manner. If there are specific questions 
please direct them to SRK. 

Very briefly: the noise assessment finds that, following the re-alignment 
of the runway, there would initially be a decrease in the footprint of the 
area, and number of people affected by noise above the guideline levels 
of 55 dBA (average over 24 hours) when compared to the existing 
runway operating at its maximum authorised capacity of 30 flights per 
hour. Over time, as the demand for flights and thus the number of flights 
increases, the size of the area affected by these noise levels and the 
number of people could increase. Portions of Edgemead, Bothasig, etc. 
fall into the area predicted to experience noise levels between 55 and 60 
dBA once the re-aligned runway is operating at maximum capacity (or 
as it is approaching maximum capacity). 

With respect to the newspaper article, the majority of the bullet points 
are correct but may be misconstrued and taken out of context without 
reading the detailed reports; however, note that the bullet points 
referring to the time of passenger and cargo flights will not result from 
re-alignment of the runway as (cargo) flights currently occur at these 
times. 

R123.  Increased noise and frequency of noise generated by aircraft will negatively 
impact on me and my family, especially at night. Uninterrupted sleep is 
known to be a prerequisite for good physiological and mental functioning in 
healthy individuals. Continuous noise in excess of 30dB disturbs sleep. With 

Various Objection letter 
received from 
residents of 
Bothasig, Monte 

Associated with the re-alignment of the runway, there would be a 
change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching the airport 
(see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Figure 3-20). Noise contours 
associated with the re-aligned runway have been modelled by the 
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intermittent noise, the probability of being awakened increases with the 
number of noise óeventsô per night. 

Vista, 
Edgemead, etc. 

specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer 
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. Note that noise 
contours reflecting the noise impact after mitigation have now also been 
included in this section of the EIA Report.  

Based on the outcomes of this study, portions of Edgemead, Bothasig, 
etc. fall into the area predicted to experience noise levels between 55 
and 60 dBA once the re-aligned runway is operating at maximum 
capacity (or as it is approaching maximum capacity). Conversely, some 
areas will experience less noise, such as Philippi East, Woodlands, 
Mitchellôs Plain and Tafelsig.. 

The predicted noise impact at maximum capacity (Scenario 4) is rated 
as high, due to the extent of the area and communities exposed to 
exceedances of ambient noise guideline levels. (Note that although 
there will also be a reduction in noise in certain areas/communities ï a 
benefit ï the net negative impact remains rated as high.) This is 
assuming that Airports Company South Africa implements all mitigation 
measures as provided in Section 6.4.8 of the EIA Report. 

 

R124.  Can the noise model tell us the actual noise levels in Edgemead under each 
Scenario? 

13 May 
2015 

Richard 
Thomass 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R125.  My concern is mainly the noise of the air traffic. It is already disturbing and 
low. 

13 May 
2015 

Hazel Lombard 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R126.  There is too much noise continuously all hours of day and night. I do not 
want the flight path to be over Edgemead. 

13 May 
2015 

Janine van 
Niekerk 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R127.  I am concerned about the increase in noise levels and the increase in traffic 
in the airspace over Edgemead. 

13 May 
2015 

Marius Reitz 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R128.  Noise from air traffic is already too loud and disturbing, especially when the 
wind blows in a westerly or north-westerly direction. 

13 May 
2015 

TP Lombard 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R129.  I am a resident of Edgemead and have been for the last 30 years and 
strongly object to the flight path changing to fly over our area.  This will 
greatly impact our quality of life. The noise is going to be unbearable as well 
as the emissions from the planes which will be detrimental to our 
health.  This area has a lot of young families with children and this will bring 
down the quality of the life as well as the decrease in value of our 
properties. This is a very popular suburb and we have lived here for some 
years and at our time of life do not wish to move.  I was hoping to live out my 
retirement in this area in peace and quiet.  We occasionally get planes going 
overhead, and when this occurs the noise is really loud that we cannot even 
hear the television. I can't imagine living here and listening to that all day and 
night.  

 

13 May 
2015 

Valerie Homer 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R130.  My concerns are: 

¶ The noise levels we are experiencing in Edgemead already are high 
and not acceptable. We have to regularly stop speaking to one another 
as our voices are drowned out by the aircraft passing over or if you are 
watching TV, miss the dialogue as it is drowned out. When I say 
regularly, it means daily. 

¶ It may sound silly to you, but our sleeping patterns will be negatively 
affected. I for one cannot operate and be a productive member of 
society if I have interrupted sleep. This will not be acceptable. 

¶ My familyôs lifestyle will definitely be negatively impacted. 

15 May 
2015 

Bonnie van der 
Spuy (Resident) 

R131.  My concerns relate to the increase in the noise levels that your report makes 
mention of if the runway re-alignment goes ahead. This will adversely affect 
the wellbeing and comfort of my wife and myself. We live in Edgemead. 

 

15 May 
2015 

David 
Williamson 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R132.  I hereby object to the proposed runway realignment project and the proposed 
new flight paths. 

Increased noise and frequency of noise generated by aircraft will negatively 
impact on me, especially at night. Uninterrupted sleep is known to be a 
prerequisite for good physiological and mental functioning in healthy 
individuals. Continuous noise in excess of 30dB disturbs sleep. With 
intermittent noise, the probability of being awakened increases with the 
number of noise óeventsô per night. 

21 May 
2015 

Michael 
Abrahamse 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R133.  We stay in Edgemead and already we are conscious of aeroplanes flying 
overhead. In some cases the noise becomes excessive, due to the low 
altitude of certain flights. 

Under full operational conditions of the new runway, based purely on the 
number of flights, (30 as opposed to 25), I would expect an increase in noise 
of 20%. 

With larger aircraft I would expect this increase in noise to be even higher 
and I'm not convinced that all the international aircraft could be forced into 
using less thrust and steeper take-off angles to lessen the noise. 

21 May 
2015 

Clive Shea 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R134.  My concerns are: 

¶ Increase in noise level due to proposed new flight paths which will be 
directly over Edgemead; 

¶ the added noise level due to the increase in flights; 

¶  the negative impact on the residential life due to the noise. 

24 May 
2015 

Catherine Alger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R135.  Increased noise levels of both incoming and departing planes for virtually 24 
hrs/day/365, including the 3 cargo flights planned throughout the night  and 
thereby severely disturbing their sleep, as well as their waking hours. 

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R136.  With the re-alignment of the runway, the noise level will have an adverse 
effect on the welfare of me and my family.  I donôt not believe the measures 
they are promising to alleviate this problem would succeed. I am totally 
opposed to this proposed realignment. 

24 May 
2015 

Sybil Williamson 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R137.  Far too much noise with: 

o increase air traffic; 
o with the realigned runway there will be more arrivals and departure over 

the suburb [Monte Vista] (in a south easterly and north westerly 
direction); 

o Due to the noise increase and proposed flight plan the property values 
in the area will decrease; and 

25 May 
2015 

Arlene Newman 
(Monte Vista 
resident) 
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o there are already some very loud planes flying overhead disturbing 
peopleôs sleep ï late at night and early morning and they are flying far 
too low. 

R138.  I am concerned about noise impacts and de-valuation of property. 25 May 
2015 

Alwyn Bester 
(Edgemead 
resident) 

R139.  I read with interest the following letter on your website comments section 
[referring to comment from Michelle Berowsky, 1 August 2014]. I donôt want 
this to be my family in a few yearsô time. 

According to the noise impact study, my home falls within the area ñnewly 
affectedò by the new noise contours. 

Your posters indicate the adverse noise impact cannot be reduced to levels 
compliant with guidelines. 

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R140.  According to the conclusions of the noise study, there is a significant impact 
at night in terms of sleep disturbance for scenario 2, let alone a much worse 
impact for scenario 4, ñwhich is considered significant in terms of sleep 
disturbanceò.  

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R141.  ñWith predicted exceedances of noise level guidelines in residential areas up 
to 15 km from the airport, a significant number of people may experience 
impacts on their quality of life.ò 

I found the following interesting, which implies that our area will thus 
experience a reduction in Quality of life. 

ñImpact of improved quality of life of High significance in areas experiencing 
reduced noise levels.ò 

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R142.  My concerns, like most of the others I heard when I attended, are as follows: 

¶ Noise impact of the new flight path above my home. 

¶ More frequent aircraft numbers over our home. 

¶ Reduction in quality of life after the runway is operational and 
associated devaluation of my property as a result of above. Will we be 
compensated for this? (Perhaps our suburb needs to rally a class action 
suit against Airports Company South Africa in this respect).  

¶ Air traffic frequency after 8pm. I have young children and two more on 
the way. The thought of post-midnight cargo planes waking up my kids 
all night and interrupting their sleep does not appeal to me, as they 
need to be fresh for school (plus we all need our sleep). 

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R143.  I am concerned that the study clearly shows that the areas mentioned within 
the study will be negativity affected through the additional air traffic (worst 
case scenario 4 is an increase of 253%), type of aircrafts should the runway 
project go ahead. Although I am in favour of economic development, that 
cannot happen by negatively impacting the citizens of the city affected. 

24 April 
2015 

Pierre Fabé 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R144.  A massive increase in the sound levels that the residents of Edgemead will 
face.  This despite the assurances that "modern planes are quieter" and that 
the "take-off line will be steeper and therefore effect Edgemead less".  That is 
all just placatory bulldust and you know it. 
I appreciate as the Consultants you have precious little influence with 
the operations of Cape Town International Airport at the end of the day once 
all is said and done.  I would however ask that you do use whatever influence 
that you might have to ensure that the best possible end result regarding 
noise abatement is achieved by way of operating procedures at the new 
Airport. 
The arrogance involved is already seen with the increased overhead flights 
over Edgemead to 'confuse the arguments offered'. 

23 May 
2015 

Peter Loveland 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R145.  The re-aligning of the airport runway will significantly increase noise pollution 
in the area and will greatly de-value our property.  As it is currently, the few 
re-routed aeroplanes that fly over the area are a terrible disturbance and 
often reduce our quality of sleep.  Should the routes permanently fly 
overhead due to the re-alignment of the runway, the noise will be intolerable. 

25 May 
2015 

Nicola King 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R146.  I have listed the following reasons for my objection due to increased noise 
levels: 

¶ ATMs have the potential to increase from 25 to 44, which is close to 
double the amount of current ATMs. This will result in a significant 
increase in noise. 

¶ Inbound ATMs will fly directly over my house, which is currently not the 
case, resulting in a significant increase in noise. 

¶ The Draft Noise Impact Assessment, section 3.2, states that the noise 
impact, with mitigation, is ñHighò. 

¶ The suggestion of establishing a noise working group to monitor the 
effect of mitigating measures will not reduce noise due to the fact that 
the noise levels will have already increased. 

19 May 
2015 

Ian Cormack 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R147.  Please regard this as my formal objection to the ACSA Runway re-alignment. 
Based on the information sent and the already loud noise from flights going 
over the suburb when it is overcast, I do not agree that this plan should be 
put in place. 

19 May 
2015 

Chantel Kruger 

R148.  Please note that I and my household are completely against the flight pattern 
proposed over the Edgemead area. 

14 May 
2015 

Claudette 
Woudberg 
(Edgemead 
resident) 

R149.  I am against the re-alignment of the runway at Cape Town International 
Airport as I feel that there will be far more noise pollution over the Edgemead 
area and this will definitely de-value our property.  The aeroplanes that 
currently fly over have increased exponentially over the past few years and I 
honestly canôt imagine the inconvenience of having them overhead 24 hours 

25 May 
2015 

Colleen Bester 
(Edgemead 
Resid  
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a day. 

R150.  I object to the proposed plans because of the increase in the volume of air 
traffic. The increase in the frequency of aircraft over the community has a 
direct and real impact. For a person working out of the community this is not 
a real issue, but will be a direct impact on my children who attend school 
within the community. Should the frequency of aircraft be increased, I believe 
learning will become more and more disruptive and therefore not as effective. 
Teachers will have to stop teaching while a plane flies overhead and the 
noise will be distracting to learners when in thought and studying. 

15 May 
2015 

Dean Marsh 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R151.  I strongly object to the change in flight paths. I enjoy the peace and quiet of 
my own home. I choose to stay home and enjoy my own garden. Now I must 
put up with the planes flying over our house. This is just unacceptable. 
Thanks for the opportunity to be able to say no to the change in flight paths. 

14 May 
2015 

Patricia Woods 
(Bothasig 
Resident) 

R152.  I am concerned about the following:  

¶ Increased noise above Edgemead all day and passed midnight.  

¶ Many more flights after the re-alignment of the runway. 

¶ The air quality will deteriorate.  

¶ The noise of larger aircraft going over Edgemead is going to negatively 
affect the property in Edgemead. 

¶ Nobody is going to want to buy property in Edgemead when there is 
between 25 and 44 airplanes going over every single hour. Surely there 
is an alternative? How about going over industrial areas instead of 
residential areas? 

19 May 
2015 

Natalie Huff 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R153.  I strongly object to the runway re-alignment for the following reasons: 

¶ An increase in air traffic (up to 40 ATM) will result in more noise, more 
often. 

¶ Currently we experience the most noise when the north-westerly blows 
(departures) but will also experience arrivals in future, when the south-
easterly wind blows. 

¶ The silencers on some planes are insufficient and some pilots do not 
óclimbô quickly enough. 

¶ The proposed flight paths have a huge impact on new suburbs to the 
north of airport ï why not to the south over Paarden Eiland/Epping 
Industrial areas? 

¶ Currently planes overhead late at night and early morning means I have 
to wear earplugs when sleeping, due to the frequent and loud thruster 
noise every 5 minutes. 

¶ Property prices in our suburb will undoubtedly drop too. 

25 May 
2015 

Kevin Newman 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R154.  I find it very disturbing to hear that it has been decided that our suburb 
(Bothasig) will be directly in line with the new flight path. When we purchased 
our property for our retirement we took into account the hospitals and quiet 
peaceful surroundings. We put all our funds into this property. We have built 
up our gardens and built bird aviaries and we have attracted the most 
beautiful birds to our garden. Whatôs more is that we spend all our time at 
home. This will destroy all that we have worked for. To sell now to get away 
from the noise would mean that we will have to take a massive loss. Can the 
flight path not be reconsidered as I feel I am not the only person that has 
chosen this area to retire. 

15 May 
2015 

John Woods 
(Bothasig 
Resident) 

R155.  As residents of Edgemead, we will be directly affected by the noise levels 
and the air quality as a result of the aircraft taking off directly over our 
suburb. As it currently stands, the noise when the wind is blowing from the 
north-west (predominant winter season wind) is unbearable. We are unable 
to hear ourselves for the period the aircraft is taking off. It is worse when 
there is cloud cover, with the sound reverberating around the suburb, and our 
residence. 

Please note that I will not support the planned alignment in any way, and the 
residents in general feel the same way. 

I sincerely hope that this objection is taken seriously, and that this is not just 
a PR exercise to appease the locals. 

15 May 
2015 

Jimmy Pantony 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R156.  Thanks for the update and well-presented EIA. 

We are very concerned regarding the noise pollution expected to fall within 
our area after the re-alignment of flight paths at Cape Town International 
Airport. 

The current flight path can be heard loud and clearly every evening and 
morning and, once it is re-aligned closer to our area, we will  defiantly feel a 
greater impact which will lower our living and health standards as the air 
pollution will follow the noise pollutionôs upward trend after this alignment. 

For this very reason, we would like to decline any plans of re-alignment, 
which would have a greater impact than what is experienced with the current 
flight path. 

15 May 
2015 

Jason Meyer 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R157.  I hereby wish to submit my deepest concerns as a property owner in 
Edgemead that, should this go ahead as proposed, it will negatively affect 
our lives and our property values in a huge way.  The quality of our lives and 
well-being will be grossly and negatively impacted upon - lack of sleep 
caused by cargo flights, the mass increase in flights per hour over our 
suburbs, the increase in air emissions and the dramatic increase in noise 
exposure directly over us (which is already considerable as it is). How on 
earth can this not be detrimental to our well-being, lives and property values? 

I propose that it be kept to existing flight paths or a far better alternative route 
would be further south-west over the industrial areas of Montague Gardens 
or Killarney Gardens. Why on earth canôt the existing paths be maintained 
instead of impacting on our lives and properties in such a negative way? 

In Edgemead, we are already badly and negatively impacted on by Eskomôs 
Acacia power station assailed by emissions and noise during the early hours 

15 May 
2015 

Jacqui West 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 
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of the morning and impacting on our health and sleep patterns, and now 
this!  I submit my objections in the strongest form and propose an alternative 
path that does not affect so many lives? 

R158.  I have little faith that the mitigation measures will adequately address my 
concerns. I am totally opposed to the proposed realignment. 

15 May 
2015 

David 
Williamson 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R159.  I am 83 and object with the utmost vigour to the proposed flight paths. There 
seem to be many old people living in Bothasig/Edgemead. A good many 
would be in bad health and pain which interferes with their sleep, not to 
mention frequent visits to have a wee. Research has shown that noise is bad 
for the health. We old people need our sleep and we don't need our property 
to be devalued. 

17 May 
2015 

Edward 
Tennant 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R160.  ¶ Fall out (more flights and larger planes). 

¶ Noise levels. 

¶ My home is my only possession of value. When the values of our 
properties are reduced where does that leave me? 

¶ The beautiful country feel of our suburb will be destroyed. Our birds will 
disappear. Does anyone even care? 

22 May 
2015 

Edna Maria 
Howell 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R161.  As Edgemead residents, we are extremely concerned about the runway re-
alignment and new flight paths proposed for Cape Town International Airport. 
I believe this will significantly impact the suburb in terms of: 

¶ Air Pollution; 

¶ Noise Pollution; and 

¶ Decreasing property value. 

27 May 
2015 

Martin 
Kellerman 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R162.  Edgemead is a ñGarden Cityò suburb. A nice quiet residential suburb. Forty 
planes an hour flying over us will cause intolerable noise. This is against our 
human rights. No one wants to live under these conditions. The property in 
Edgemead will devalue and our homes are our investment. 

27 May 
2015 

Lydia Austin 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R163.  ¶ Noise 

¶ Property Values 

¶ Pollution 

13 May 
2015 

Audrey Visser 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

R164.  The Draft Noise Specialist Study also states that, when moving from scenario 
2 to scenario 4, the amount of affected non-residential, noise-sensitive 
facilities experiencing a day-night rating level greater than 55 dB will nearly 
double from 188 to 360. Edgemead is home to 2 schools, 6 churches, a 
retirement estate, a Library and a large number of pre-school facilities. Many 
of these fall within the day-night N70 contours for scenario 4 ranging from 10, 
20 or even 50 events. Our school principals are concerned about the impact 
this will have on teachersô ability to conduct classes and maintain the 
concentration of learners [comments from the Primary and High School have 
been provided separately in the Comments and Responses Table]. 

Edgemead is also home to a large number of senior citizens, the 2011 
census having found residents over 65 years to be 12.2% of our population, 
and we believe it is important to have consideration and compassion for 
these elderly residents.  

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

R165.  The night N60 contours for scenario 4 affect a significant portion of 
Edgemead. The WHO guideline for ambient sound referenced in the Draft 
Noise Specialist Study suggests that the night time level for a bedroom is 
30dB indoors and 45dB outdoors. The report states ñDuring the night a 
population of 246,500 will be within the 20 N60LAmax contour, (i.e. will 
experience more than 20 noise events greater than 60 dB(A) LAmax), which 
is considered significant in terms of sleep disturbanceò. Again we feel the 
need to question how this can possibly be considered acceptable.  

24 May 
2015 

Emile Coetzee 
(Edgemead 
Residents 
Association) 

Please note that the WHO levels refer to the continuous indoor and 
outdoor noise levels recommended for bedrooms.  The N60LAmax refers 
to the maximum level and should not be compared to the WHO 
guideline levels. 

R166.  The noise monitoring initiative is noble, but after the fact.  You are welcome 
to monitor the noise in our area (near the Edgemead Civic Centre) during the 
cloudy days to experience the noise factor now. You will be shocked. 

15 May 
2015 

Jimmy Pantony 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Noted.   

Noise monitoring has been in operation for the past 2 years (since 2014) 
at the Edgemead Primary School and the Parow-North Primary School. 

Noise mitigation 

R167.  Since noise mitigation is related to the type of aircraft, the specialist study 
must indicate the current policy with regards to phasing out older chapter 
aircraft in South Africa and the existing situation. 

13 
December 
2013 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

Chapter 2 Aircraft, which are relatively noisy, are due to be phased out 
in South Africa by January 2015 according to a media statement 
released by the Department of Transport. 

R168.  There is no way that say, a primary school in Delft, can teach children with a 
peak of 40 ATM per/hour overhead. Serious mitigation measures must be 
proposed and costed as part of the EIA, if environmental authorisation is to 
be given. 

25 
November 
2013 

Jens Kuhn 
(Department of 
Human 
Settlements) 

The key impact on surrounding communities will be a change in noise 
levels experienced. In some areas noise levels will be higher than 
currently experienced, while in other areas noise levels will be lower, 
due to the changes in flight paths associated with the runway re-
alignment. The Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C) presents the new 
noise contours for the re-aligned runway.  These noise contours 
informed an assessment of impacts on land use, taking into 
consideration relevant noise regulations and guidelines, and identified 
potential noise mitigation measures. The costs of noise mitigation will 
not be determined through the EIA process as neither the specialist nor 
the EAP has the expertise to do so.  

R169.  Is Airports Company South Africa going to cover the cost for noise 
abatement measures for individual dwellings, especially for properties with 
un-exercised residential development rights e.g. Swartklip? 

25 
November 
2013 

Marek Kedzieja 
(DEA&DP) 

As a responsible developer, Airports Company South Africa will consider 
reasonable noise mitigation measures within the context of the projectôs 
viability.  

The impacts of changes in noise contours on land use have been 
assessed in detail in the EIA. 

R170.  Noise has constraints on development. The N2 Gateway housing 
development was built according to the noise contours and the runway re-
alignment will affect these residents. There are major challenges for housing 
in the area. 

26 
November 
2013 

Unknown 

(Comment 
made at the 
Councillors 

The impact of noise on existing residential areas around the Airport, 
including the N2 Gateway housing development has been assessed in 
the EIA. 
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Meeting) 

R171.  The noise management strategy proposed at this very early stage in the draft 
Scoping Report seems aimed at monitoring and localised responsive 
measures.  

The CoCT would like to see more pro-active measures where new 
communities are affected. This should revolve around two strategies:  

a) A measurable and reduced noise impact as a result of this project; and  

b) Assistance programme where unavoidable new noise impact happens at 
community facilities and homes (schools, residences, churches) whereby 
Airports Company South Africa sponsors soundproofing by means of a 
subsidy.  

It is important to set these goals and targets early in the EIA process. The 
goal should be to improve the environment and living conditions around the 
airport as an off-set for the intensified use opportunities and subsequent 
economic benefit at the airport.  

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Due to the re-alignment there will be new areas affected by aircraft 
noise; conversely there will be areas that benefit from reduced noise. 
The EIA seeks to identify practicable measures to mitigate those newly 
affected areas. 

R172.  The obligation lies on the applicant, being Airports Company South Africa, to 
implement and fund all noise mitigation measures, including sound insolation 
that may be required as a result of the proposed activities as well as future 
activities implemented by Airports Company South Africa. 

13 
December 
2013 

Rentia 
Geldenhuys 
(Denel) 

The EIA process will determine if potential impacts are significant and if 
mitigation is required. Mitigation proposed by specialists needs to be 
practical, feasible and achievable. Should it not be possible for Airports 
Company South Africa to implement certain mitigation measures, this is 
clearly indicated in the relevant reports. 

R173.  The Directorate is supportive that the specialist should recommend and draft 
a monitoring plan. The effectiveness of the existing monitoring plan must 
however be assessed and the specialist should clearly indicate what needs 
to be updated. The monitoring plan must provide information on existing 
noise complaints i.e. an analysis of the number, type, location, time and 
nature of complaints. In future, the monitoring plan must correlate complaints 
to the flight paths (recorded by the live recorder). 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

Noted. The Noise Specialist Study includes recommendations regarding 
the amendment of the current monitoring plan. 

The noise monitoring plan will not only take the recommendations from 
the specialist into account, but will, where reasonable and practicable, 
also consider those of the noise complaints and sensitive noise 
receptors when determining the positioning of noise monitoring 
terminals.  

R174.  With respect to noise management, when will the eight monitoring terminals 
begin functioning? Are there to be fixed points for the purpose of long term 
monitoring? When will the live radar feed from air traffic control be 
implemented? The noise monitoring system (Section 3.7.9) must not be 
updated following the completion of the EIA, but must form part of the EIA in 
order to inform decision making on noise management. 

13 
December 
2013 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

 

Eight noise monitoring stations (terminals) have been commissioned by 
Airports Company South Africa since January 2014. These are based at 
fixed points for the purpose of long term monitoring and informing noise 
management policy. The live radar feed from air traffic is operational. 
The EIA noise specialist had access to any available data from the noise 
monitoring and flight tracking system to inform his Noise Specialist 
Study.   R175.  As stated in our previous comments dated 13 December 2013, please 

provide a date as to when the eight monitoring terminals will be functional in 
order to gather baseline noise information? Please indicate whether these 
will be fixed points for the purpose of long term monitoring? When will the live 
radar feed from air traffic control be implemented? The noise monitoring 
system (Section 3.7.8) must not be updated following the completion of the 
EIA, but must form part of the EIA in order to inform decision making on 
noise management. 

1 August 
2014 

Joy Leaner 
(DEA&DP: 
Pollution 
Management) 

R176.  Have the departure/arrival procedures mentioned as mitigation measures not 
already been implemented at the airport? 

12 May 
2015 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

No. There will be an opportunity with the re-alignment to improve flight 
path design. There are additional procedures that can be implemented 
to reduce noise e.g. flying at higher altitudes, reduced engine thrust, or 
flying over less sensitive receptors. 

Airports Company South Africa acknowledges that currently, there is 
room for improvement and to improve the awareness of the airlines and 
pilots. However the new re-aligned runway presents additional 
opportunities which currently cannot be implemented.  

R177.  Can ACSA provide more information on the Joint Statement of Intent e.g. is 
there co-responsibility for financials and what will be the impacts on housing? 

12 May 
2015 

Annelise de 
Bruin, CoCT 

The Joint Statement of Intent was adopted by Airports Company South 
Africa, industry stakeholders and the CoCT and seeks to acknowledge 
and commit to a process of addressing noise in the short, medium and 
long term. It is too early to commit to some of the noise mitigation 
measures and difficult to do without the model for airports and national 
policy on noise mitigation. 

 

R178.  To cut to the chase I have one question: are you planning to have my house 
insulated from the noise pollution your client plans to increase exponentially 
(with no mitigation), taking into account all the other exploding  noise impacts 
to which we are already exposed in Table View (but which appear to have 
been utterly ignored in your documents)? Noise is no longer considered to be 
a mere "nuisance": it has very serious adverse effects on health and well-
being, but I'm sure you are familiar with all the literature in this regard. 

22 July 
2015 

Adv L Walters Table View is not impacted by noise above guideline levels due to 
airport operations.  

 

 

 

 

R179.  As far as I know, no commitment is made to insulate our homes from the 
noise.  We cannot afford to do so ourselves. 

25 May 
2015 

Khumie Nqanto 
(Mandalay 
Resident) 

Measures to insulate structures from noise penetration are sometimes 
used to reduce the impact of noise.  However, there are practical and 
cost limitations, especially for structures in the South African context 
which may require the installation of forced ventilation systems if the 
various windows, doors, etc. are treated or retrofitted for noise 
mitigation.  In addition, it is very difficult to insulate effectively against 
aircraft noise.  The most effective methods to reduce noise impact for 
these types of dwellings would be reducing the noise at the source and 
with careful flight path planning. 

The Noise Specialist has provided key mitigation measures and 
recommended mitigation measures to reduce the impact of noise during 
operations. One of the recommended mitigation measures is the design 
and adoption of noise-minimising flight paths to avoid noise-sensitive 
areas on take-off and approach. Noise sensitive areas will be identified 
based on the number of noise-sensitive receptors in the area including 
schools and health care facilities and where possible will be avoided. 

R180.  The WCED note with concern that, 177 schools will be directly affected by 
the proposal to re-align the runway. Further to this, 7 of these schools in Delft 
South will be affected to the point where the learning environment will be 
severely compromised. As far as the Directorate Infrastructure Planning and 
Management at the WCED is concerned, there has been no engagement 

26 May 
2015 

Gerrit Coetzee 
(WCED) 

 Airports Company South Africa, together with the City of Cape Town 
and industry players have committed to working together on finding 
appropriate solutions for sensitive noise receptors such as schools and 
hospitals. Due process will ensure all relevant stakeholders are engaged 
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with this department during the EIA process and that no mitigation measures 
are proposed within the EIA and EMP to insulate schools against the adverse 
noise impact.  

The WCED request that, as part of any approvals given to the applicant, 
conditions be put in place for the applicant to institute appropriate mitigation 
measures for schools affected and invite Airports Company South Africa to 
engage with the WCED to discuss cost implications and apportionment 
going forward.  

accordingly.  

 

R181.  While the re-alignment of the runway has reduced noise impact on a number 
of our existing facilities we note with concern that some existing health 
facilities will become newly affected by the re-aligned runway. 

We are further concerned that no mitigation measures are proposed within 
the EIA and EMP to insulate health facilities to bring internal average noise 
levels within legally required levels. 

We kindly request that the applicant consider appropriate mitigation 
measures for health facilities and invite Airports Company South Africa to 
engage with this department to discuss cost implications going forward. 

25 May 
2015 

Milne van 
Leeuwen 
(Western Cape 
Department of 
Health) 

R182.  The mechanism for a compensation scheme should be developed through 
the monitoring of aircraft movements after certain hours should complaints 
escalate. Such a mechanism should allow for the fining of airlines for 
exceeding noise thresholds. The fines should be dedicated solely for 
insulation of sensitive receptor buildings, specifically hospitals, residential 
homes and schools within a defined noise contour. These thresholds and 
noise contours must be determined in consultation with the forum and fines 
should be imposed when public pressure from those affected by the noise is 
sufficient to warrant it. The CoCT should have authority to call for the 
establishment of the compensation fund, due to its mandate for noise control 
and role in handling complaints at the local municipality level. However, the 
fund should not be set up or managed by the City but by Airports Company 
South Africa. The financial burden for this fund should come solely from the 
polluters (in line with the polluter pays principle), as represented by Airports 
Company South Africa. 

25 May 
2015 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

 

The existing noise complaints registry will be linked to the noise 
monitoring system to correlate complaints with the actual measured 
levels and aircraft-related operational data.  The complaints (and 
responses) will be incorporated in the quarterly report to the authorities. 

The investigation into a compensation scheme will be included in Phase 
2 of the Joint Statement of Intent. Airports Company South Africa will 
seek guidance from the Department of Transport to facilitate an enabling 
policy to impose penalties on airlines. 

R183.  What compensatory steps are in place or proposed for communities or 
individuals negatively affected by these noise levels? Did you consider 
monetary and other types of compensation? Who would be responsible for 
this? We propose some kind of ring-fencing of additional revenue to assist 
noise affected communities (schools, health facilities, vulnerable groupings 
and individuals, etc.). 

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

R184.  Most of the noise mitigation measures outlined in the draft EIA Report refer 
to using the latest noise reducing technology. Others call for the development 
and implementation of a grievance mechanism to monitor and address 
citizensô concerns, and a noise monitoring committee to monitor the effects of 
noise mitigation. These are very important governance measures, yet they 
primarily deal with addressing and monitoring concerns post project. They do 
not address design issues of the project at the front end, failing to seek to 
mitigate the effects of the project from the outset before it is implemented.  

The mitigation measures then call for implementation of less noisy routes 
and take-off, departure, and approach procedures. The report also advises to 
restrict the use of reverse thrust, intersection take-offs, and engine ground 
run-ups between 22h00 and 6h00. These mitigation measures are merely a 
step in the right direction. Cape Town could send overflow airway traffic to 
other airport locations and could more severely limit the functions of the 
Cape Town Airport between 22h00 and 6h00. Heathrow International Airport 
in London, England, for example, limits its nighttime airway traffic based on 
the number of movements and a quota count system, where a movement is 
either a take off or landing, and the quota system works based on allocation 
of points according to the noise produced by each aircraft. Because of this 
system imposed at Heathrow, no more than 18 takeoff and landings occur 
during nighttime during the summer, and no more than 14 takeoff and 
landings occur during nighttime during the winter. Charles de Gaulle Airport 
in Paris, France also has strict nighttime flight restrictions. The Airport 
prohibits all aircraft take-off between 00h00 and 04h59 if a departure time 
slot within this time segment has not been issued; and noisy aircrafts with a 
cumulative margin between 5 and 8 EPNdB or a certified noise level 
exceeding value of 99 EPNdB are prohibited to land and take-off between 
23h30 and 06h15. The Frankfurt Airport in Germany has adopted the most 
comprehensive nighttime practices, banning all flights from 23h00 to 5h00; 
moreover, the number of flights between 22h00 and 23h00 and 5h00 and 
6h00 are severely restricted. The Cape Town Airport can and should adopt a 
system more similar to these European cities to ensure that nighttime noise 
is substantially limited as air traffic volumes increase. 

Ultimately, the report admits that all the proposed mitigation measures will 
not significantly reduce the projectôs impact: ñAlthough the mitigation 
measures to which Airports Company South Africa are able to commit are 
expected to reduce the footprint of the noise impact zones and reduce the 
number of people affected in each zone, the overall number of people 
affected is expected to remain large.ò 

It is important to note that none of these noise mitigation measures address 
disadvantaged and vulnerable persons. There is no mention of how 
mitigation measures will specifically be catered towards these persons. The 
draft EIA Report is also a rare example of the disclosure of serious adverse 
noise impacts that would remain even after mitigation. These serious impacts 
are disclosed in detail in Section 6.4.6.. The information presented in Section 
6.4.6.1 poses a stark question for decision-makers: can approval for a project 
be granted when the impact of the project on communities even with 
mitigation is expected to be HIGH?  We submit that if approval is granted 
based on the recommendations of the current draft EIA Report, the resulting 

26 May 
2015 

Angela Andrews 
(DAG) 

Please refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report which identifies those 
(noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and those to be 
investigated by Airports Company South Africa, including preferential 
runway utilisation and night-time flight curfews. 

The quota system would be more applicable to an airport with a dual 
runway formation. The applicability to the Cape Town airport is therefore 
limited.  However, a Cape Town airport-specific quota system will be 
investigated as an option for implementation, although note that the 
Heathrow example cited may not apply to Cape Town which does not 
have a number of alternative airports (which would be a pre-condition for 
a quota allocation). 

Given the high number of people affected by an increase in noise levels 
under Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa investigated two 
mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at decreasing 
the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding the airport 
(see Section 6.4.6.1): 

¶ Mitigation Scenario A - implementation of Noise Abatement 
Procedure (standard operating procedures developed by the ICAO 
for the take-off climb) 1, a 3.2 degree descent profile during landing 
and limited use of reverse thrust; and 

¶ Mitigation Scenario B - implementation of Noise Abatement 
Procedure 2, a 3.2 degree descent profile during landing and 
limited use of reverse thrust. 

Mitigation Scenario B reduces the overall number of people affected by 
noise exceeding guideline levels by 4% compared to Scenario 2 (the 
No-Go Alternative) and by 17% compared to Scenario 4 (without 
mitigation). Relative to Scenario 2, this decrease is associated mainly 
with a 23% reduction in the number of people affected by an 
exceedance of 5-10 dBA. Relative to Scenario 4 (without mitigation), this 
decrease is associated with a reduction of 39% in the number of people 
in the highest noise exceedance areas and a 25% reduction in people in 
the 5-10 dBA exceedance area. Mitigation Scenario B is thus the 
preferred mitigation scenario. 

Comparing the impact zones of Runway 01-19 operating at maximum 
capacity (Scenario 2) and Runway 18-36 operating at maximum 
capacity, with the implementation of mitigation measures (Mitigation 
Scenario B), the number of households exposed to lower noise levels for 
Scenario 4 with mitigation is estimated to be just over 66 000 of which 
approximately 56 500 will no longer be affected by noise above 55 
dB(A). Approximately 72 000 households will experience higher noise 
levels than under Scenario 2, of which just over 61 000 will fall within the 
55 dB(A) noise contour for the first time. Approximately 14 000 
households will experience similar noise levels. 

The Spatial Analysis (included as Appendix A of the Socio-economic 
Specialist Study, Appendix 6H) assesses the impact of the project on 
proposed near-term and long-term housing projects as identified by the 
CoCT. The re-alignment of the runway would reduce the estimated 
number of dwelling units in housing developments proposed or planned 
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authorization will be non-compliant with basic requirements set out in the 
NEMA for such approvals, and stands to be set aside on review. 

With regards to housing matters, the mitigation measures outlined do not 
decrease the impact of the runway re-alignment project. The first measure 
the EIA proposes is to re-model the noise contours every five years to 
account for changes in noise due to new policies, improved technologies, 
altered flight paths and schedules etc. The second mitigation measure the 
draft EIA Report offers, once noise contours have been revised, is to 
ñencourageò the CoCT to consider the predicted noise in future land use 
planning. Simply remodeling the noise contours and the areas rendered 
inadequate for housing by these contours is not a mitigating measure. The 
report does not consider the possibility of offering alternative areas for 
housing, nor does it consider shifting plans to decrease the size of the areas 
that will be rendered inadequate for housing. It is submitted that the applicant 
has a duty to mitigate the impacts of the project on access to housing and 
this necessarily involves making available additional appropriate land to 
persons whose access to housing will be detrimentally affected by the 
project.   

by the CoCT in the near-term that are affected by noise exceedances 
from 4 573 in Scenario 2 to 1 642 in Scenario 4, without considering the 
implementation of noise mitigation measures. The re-alignment of the 
runway may potentially increase the estimated number of dwelling units 
in longer-term proposed housing developments that are affected by 
noise exceedances, however there is greater uncertainty around the 
realisation of these projects given the lead times.  

 

R185.  Should the decision be made to approve the application, then the following 
mitigation measures should be imposed, namely: 

¶ Implement noise - preferential routes to avoid noise-sensitive areas on 
departure and arrival. 

¶ Use specific take-off or approach procedures (including Continuous 
Descent Operations, or steeper landing trajectories) to minimise and 
optimise the distribution of noise on the ground. 

¶ Implement noise abatement departure procedures which specify how 
aircraft must perform in terms of power/thrust, speed and climb. 

¶ Implement steeper descent profiles, allowing aircraft to fly at higher 
altitudes for longer before descent to land. 

¶ Implement reduced engine power and reduced drag techniques. 

¶ Restrict the use of reverse thrust for landing between 22h00 and 06h00 
unless required for safety reasons. 

¶ Restrict the use of engine ground run-ups between 22h00 and 06h00 
unless required for safety reasons. 

¶ Provide power to aircraft remotely at all new contact stands, eliminating 
the need for aircraft at these stands to generate their own power. 

¶ Restrict take-offs from the runway intersection between 22h00 and 
06h00.forcing aircraft to make use of the entire runway, enabling them 
to reach higher altitudes more quickly. 

¶ Restrict aircraft movements over certain time periods, especially during 
the night. 

¶ Establish a noise working group/forum to monitor the effect of mitigation 
measures. This noise working group/forum should include 
representatives from the public, all three spheres of government and 
Airports Company of South Africa. The forum should meet regularly (at 
least quarterly) to discuss complaints and monitor management 
responses thereto. 

¶ Continue noise monitoring on an on-going basis in order to correlate 
complaints to actual aircraft movements and measured levels. The 
specialist noted that the 8 monitoring locations are sufficient but that 
some may need to be moved when the new runway comes into 
operation, so as to cover the newly affected areas. This must be done in 
agreement with the forum mentioned above, and with specialist advice if 
necessary. 

¶ Submit quarterly reports to the noise working group/forum.  These 
should include the noise monitoring parameters under 2.2.4.14, the 
noise complaints registry and the information under point 2.2.4.15. 

25 May 
2015 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

 

Please refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report which identifies those 
(noise) mitigation measures to be implemented (those included in the 
noise mitigation modelling are highlighted) and those to be investigated 
by Airports Company South Africa. 

R186.  The noise monitoring parameters should include all those mentioned under 
6.3.2. namely: 

¶ 24 hour equivalent continuous A-weighted sound pressure level, LAeq.  

¶ equivalent continuous day-night rating level, LRdn 

¶ equivalent continuous day and night rating levels, LRd and LRn. 

¶ maximum A-weighted level, LAmax. 

¶ percentile levels, Ln. 

¶ number of events above 80 dB(A), 70 dB(A) and 60 dB(A) of the LAmax  
and SEL. 

¶ Quarterly numbers should also be included in the quarterly reports for: 
o Aircraft movements 
o Aircraft types 
o Cargo movements  
o New routes scheduled 
o Runway split of aircraft movement  
o Day/night ratio of movements  
o Average hourly movements 

25 May 
2015 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

 

The noise monitoring requirements are included as Section 6.4.9 of the 
EIA Report and in the EMP. 

R187.  In addition to the above conditions, the noise specialist indicated that further 
measures may be considered in future. The following should be included: 

¶ Use of runway 18 as a preferential runway due to the flight path passing 
over largely uninhabited areas. 

¶ Implement a displaced threshold i.e. moving the point at which aircraft 
land on the runway further along the runway length, allowing aircraft to 
approach at a higher altitude. 

¶ Establish a noise compliance framework for the Cape Town 
International Airport. This should include a time based commitment to 
reduce noise at source through improvements in aircraft technology 
itself. 

25 May 
2015 

 

Catherine Bill 
(DEA&DP) 

 

These mitigation measures will be investigated by Airports Company 
South Africa. Please refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report for the 
rationale behind each of these mitigation measures. 
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R188.  No mention of any form of compensation for increased noise 
levels/devaluation in property prices, should these plans be adopted 
(which  were only proposed recently at Airports Company South Africaôs 
behest); or even an offer to double-glaze the affected homes; 

 

24 May 
2015 

CI Boulanger 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

These specific mitigation measures have been included as measures to 
be investigated by Airports Company South Africa. Please refer to Table 
6-20 of the EIA Report for the rationale behind each of these mitigation 
measures. 

R189.  We further seek clarity if there would be a responsible institution or persons 
appointed to monitor the rise in noise levels during construction. Has such 
institution or persons been identified already? If so, who are they?  

In the event where the desired noise levels have been breached and we 
experience an increase in noise levels during this period, how would this be 
decreased, and then maintained and mitigated? 

26 May 
2015 

Sheynain 
Benjamin 
(Belhar 
Community 
Health Forum) 

Ambient noise monitoring during construction is part of the 
recommendations of the noise impact study.  The appropriate person(s) 
is usually appointed once Environmental Authorisation is issued, which 
will also stipulate the frequency, parameters and locations to be 
monitored.   

Please refer to Section 6.4.9 of the EIA Report for the noise monitoring 
requirements. 

R190.  At the public meeting, your staff informed us that Airports Company South 
Africa will try to mitigate noise by certain measures being introduced. 
However, on your poster the opposite is stated (ñMitigation measure not 
considered technically feasible or which cannot be enforced by ACSAò).  

15 May 
2015 

Robert Bresler 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

Please refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report which identifies those 
(noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and those to be 
investigated by Airports Company South Africa. 

R191.  What mitigation measures will be put in place to reduce the noise impact on 
surrounding communities? 

14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

R192.  I appreciate all the work that SRK and Airports Company South Africa has 
put in to allow the public to participate in the EIA process. Thus far, the 
majority of my concerns have been addressed during the public open days. It 
is evident that the main concerns raised by the public are related to noise. 
Many schools are currently affected by the noise level and with the proposed 
re-alignment of the runway, more schools will be affected. As a student, I 
know how difficult it is to concentrate and how easy it is to get distracted. It is 
clear that the noise (e.g. the vibrating sound of rattling windows) will be and 
is a major distraction during school hours, thus inhibiting the studentsô ability 
to concentrate and arguably to excel in school. Are there any noise mitigation 
measures in places specifically targeted at the schools affected by the noise? 
If yes, what are the mitigation measures and how effective are they?  

26 May 
2015 

Faeeza Fortune 
(UWC Student) 

The Noise Specialist has provided key mitigation measures and 
recommended mitigation measures to reduce the impact of noise during 
operations (refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report). One of the 
recommended mitigation measures is the design and adoption of noise-
minimising flight paths to avoid noise-sensitive areas on take-off and 
approach. Noise sensitive areas will be identified based on the number 
of noise-sensitive receptors in the area including schools. 

Noise insulation on existing residential dwellings and/or noise-sensitive 
buildings (e.g. schools) has been included as a mitigation measure to be 
investigated further by Airports Company South Africa. However, there 
are practical and cost limitations, especially for structures in the South 
African context which may require the installation of forced ventilation 
systems if the various windows, doors, etc. are treated or retrofitted for 
noise mitigation.  In addition, it is very difficult to insulate effectively 
against aircraft noise. The most effective methods to reduce noise 
impact for these types of dwellings would be reducing the noise at the 
source and with careful flight path planning. 

R193.  There is a significant amount of literature available on the impacts of aircraft 
noise on schools (a few of these are listed below together with an extract in 
which the impacts on learning are highlighted [refer to written comment]). I 
would like to know if this has been taken into account in the planning process 
and what measures will be introduced to minimise this impact (e.g. sound 
proofing of schools as has been done in other countries)? 

25 May 
2015 

Colin 
Whittemore 
(Monte Vista 
Resident) 

R194.  As the independent consultants, SRK should identify all mitigation measures 
to reduce the impacts to acceptable levels. For example, was soundproofing 
of structures considered as a mitigation measure?  

12 May 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades / 
Nigel Titus, 
CoCT 

A range of noise mitigation measures were considered by Airports 
Company South Africa. The noise mitigation measures considered by 
Airports Company South Africa and an indication of whether or not 
Airports Company South Africa considered them technically and/or 
financially feasible or not, or whether they will be investigated further are 
included as Table 6-20 of the EIA Report.  

SRK cannot recommend mitigation measures in the EIA which Airports 
Company South Africa cannot reasonably implement. Authorisations 
from the Department of Environmental Affairs have previously stated 
that all mitigation measures identified in the EIA must be implemented. 
SRK therefore needs to ensure that only practical mitigation measures 
that can actually be implemented by Airports Company South Africa are 
included in the assessment of impacts, otherwise the ñwith mitigationò 
impact ratings would be irrelevant and inaccurate. 

R195.  The poorest communities will be affected and these communities cannot 
afford to install sound-proofing. What has been considered for these 
communities e.g. berms? 

12 May 
2015 

Gert Kruger, 
CoCT 

Berms would not provide any mitigation from noise from aircraft. The 
berms could reduce road noise thereby reducing the cumulative noise 
level but this depends on the exceedance above guideline levels caused 
by the re-aligned runway. 

The Joint Statement of Intent between Airports Company South Africa, 
Industry Stakeholders and the CoCT seeks to acknowledge and commit 
as partners to a process of addressing noise in the short, medium and 
long term. It is premature to commit to noise mitigation measures (such 
as noise barriers / insulation), without a National Policy, local 
government and industry consensus on noise mitigation. 

R196.  Will there be any noise barriers put in place? 20 May 
2015 

Blikkiesdorp 
Joint Committee 

R197.  A phased approach to implementing noise mitigation measures is a good 
flexible approach but a framework (who, what, when) needs to be developed 
to ensure mitigation measures are implemented otherwise the Joint 
Statement of Intent [between ACSA, CoCT and industry stakeholders] has no 
formal standing.  

12 May 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades, 
CoCT 

The Joint Statement of Intent with industry stakeholders and CoCT 
seeks to address noise in the short, medium and long term. During 
Phase 1 (5 years), Airports Company South Africa will track and monitor 
actual operations to confirm noise impacts and the success of mitigation 
measures. A long term Noise Mitigation Plan will be implemented in 
Phase 2. 

The Joint Statement of Intent is happening in parallel but outside the EIA 
process.  

The National Department of Transport will be engaged to develop a 
model for South African airports to identify procedures and policy that 
can be implemented to reduce noise levels to the lowest possible levels 
in the long term. 

R198.  Noise exceedances are currently experienced in areas beneath the flight 
paths. What mitigation measures are proposed to reduce noise especially as 
there will be increased Air Traffic Movements and larger planes (e.g. A380)?  

16 April 
2015 

Okkie Manuels, 
Subcouncil 18 

The Noise Specialist has recommended mitigation measures to reduce 
the impact significance which are included in the EIA Report (Section 
6.4.8).   

Airports Company South Africa and industry stakeholders have reached 
an agreement on which mitigation measures they can commit to 
implementing and which would require further investigation (refer to 
Table 6-20 of the EIA Report). 

Larger planes donôt necessarily mean more noise, due to technological 
improvements. The A380 is in fact one of the quieter large planes. 

Airports Company South Africa has entered into a Joint Statement of 
Intent with industry stakeholders and CoCT which seeks to address 
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noise in the short, medium and long term. During Phase 1 (5 years), 
Airports Company South Africa will track and monitor actual operations 
to confirm noise impacts and the success of mitigation measures. A long 
term Noise Mitigation Plan will be implemented in Phase 2. 

R199.  How long will the Noise Monitoring Committee be in operation for? It is 
recommended that a request is sent to the Health Portfolio so that someone 
from this Portfolio can sit on this committee.  

16 April 
2015 

Gerhard Fourie, 
Subcouncil 17 

The Noise Monitoring Committee will be in operation indefinitely. The 
committee will be fully inclusive and so an invite will be sent to the 
Health Portfolio.  

R200.  The noise impact is most significant where it affects housing and community 
facilities in poor communities. According to the Draft EIA Report and 
specialist studies, approximately 31 570 people will be affected by the 65 dB 
noise contour when Scenario 4 applies. The study confirms that the re-
aligned runway will impact on 107 sensitive receptors (schools, clinics, 
libraries, etc). It stands to reason that poor communities may have more 
pressing socio-economic or physical concerns than noise, but there is a limit 
beyond which contingent liability may be incurred by the agency delivering 
housing and community services in these areas. According to the Western 
Cape Minister of Environmental Affairs, this limit could be accepted as 65 dB, 
if combined with mitigation measures. The Western Cape Noise Regulations 
(PN200/2013) and the SANS10117 standard recommend a guideline limit of 
55 dB for residences, schools and other sensitive receptors. By implication, 
the CoCT, developers and the owners of property will need to mitigate noise 
impact between 55 and 65 dB at a cost. Beyond 65 dB the CoCT and private 
sector developers are unlikely to obtain positive Records of Decisions for 
new residential developments and related land uses such as schools. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. Further modelling has been conducted incorporating with 
mitigation. This is provided in Section 6.4.6.1 of the EIA Report.  

  

R201.  The Draft EIA Report aims to put the position forward that noise mitigation be 
dealt with in terms of an agreement (the Statement of Intent) entered into 
between the Airports Company of South Africa, CoCT and the airline industry 
to develop and implement a set of policies and procedure for self-regulation. 

 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Please refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report which identifies those 
(noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and those to be 
investigated by Airports Company South Africa. 

Airports Company South Africa has entered into a Joint Statement of 
Intent with industry stakeholders and CoCT which seeks to address 
noise in the short, medium and long term. During Phase 1 (5 years), 
Airports Company South Africa will track and monitor actual operations 
to confirm noise impacts and the success of mitigation measures. A long 
term Noise Mitigation Plan will be implemented in Phase 2. 

R202.  The DEA is the ultimate decision maker and will weigh up the benefits and 
the disadvantages of this re-aligned runway. This should be based on a 
comprehensive assessment of impacts that must also include possibilities for 
mitigation, even if deemed unfeasible by the project proponent. This 
balancing and decision-making role cannot be adopted by the environmental 
practitioner or project proponent during the EIA stage insofar as integration is 
concerned. All mitigation options must be explored and costed, whether for 
Airports Company South Africaôs or the CoCTôs account, and put to the 
decision-maker for its consideration.  Airports Company South Africa 
acknowledged at the inter-governmental meeting on 12 May 2015 that the 
financial implication is the dominant reason why the Draft EIA Report and the 
EMP does not address Airports Company South Africaôs responsibility to 
mitigate noise impact. The EIA does, however, not indicate the calculation of 
mitigation cost or the methodology for calculation that led the project 
proponent to this conclusion. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Where mitigation measures are readily identifiable and responsibility for 
implementation is clear, costs can be calculated to determine the 
feasibility of each mitigation measure. However, for complex projects 
(such as this) where commitment and responsibility to implementing 
(certain) mitigation measures is unclear, the methods to do so and 
where responsibility for implementation is the subject of further 
discussion, providing costs is not possible at this stage and is excluded 
from the Scope of Work of the EIA.  Having said this, the Joint 
Statement of Intent between Airports Company South Africa, Industry 
Stakeholders and the CoCT seeks to acknowledge and commit as 
partners to a process of addressing noise in the short, medium and long 
term. It is premature to commit to some of the noise mitigation measures 
(which have potentially significant cost implications), and difficult to do 
without a National Policy on noise mitigation, which has national 
implications.  

Table 6-20 of the EIA Report identifies the noise mitigation measures to 
be implemented and those to be investigated by Airports Company 
South Africa. Reasons - other than financial - why certain mitigation 
measures will not or cannot be implemented have also been provided. 

R203.  The proposed mitigation measures stated under Section 4 of the Noise 
Specialist Study, as well as the additional measures in this comment, are 
recommended as conditional to the final approval of the EIA application. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

R204.  The CoCT requests that Airports Company South Africa includes the Long 
Term Noise Monitoring Plan specified in the Statement of Intent in the EMP. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

A Joint Statement of Intent, agreed between Airports Company South 
Africa, the Aviation Industry, and the CoCT has been adopted, which 
proposes amongst other things the development of a Long term Noise 
Mitigation Plan. This requires that the National Department of Transport, 
as the competent authority, facilitates the development of relevant 
policies in consultation with Airports Company South Africa, Industry and 
the CoCT.  

The need for Airports Company South Africa to encourage / facilitate the 
realisation of the Joint Statement of Intent has been included in the 
EMP. 

R205.  The Noise Specialist has used the INM for evaluating aircraft noise impact. 
The Noise Specialist Study states that ñthe overall impact rating (Scenario 4) 
was found to be of óhigh significanceô without mitigationò. During a recent 
discussion with the Noise Specialist, it was stated that if the full capacity 
usage of the present runway is compared to the full capacity usage of the 
proposed new re-alignment, with the stated mitigation, an improvement in the 
noise impact should result. This is, however, difficult to prove at this stage. 
Thus, effective mitigation will be essential in limiting noise impact. Every 
option for effective mitigation must be explored, implemented, monitored and 
managed. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Please refer to Table 6-20 of the EIA Report which identifies those 
(noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and those to be 
investigated by Airports Company South Africa. Those mitigation 
measures included in the noise modelling have been highlighted. The 
implementation of Mitigation Scenario B as discussed above shows an 
improvement in the noise impact. This is also assessed in the Spatial 
Analysis Study (Appendix A of the Socio-economic Specialist Study). 

R206.  We object that no mention is made in your online documentation about the 
contents of a Memorandum of Understanding between the CoCT and 
Airports Company South Africa that will ultimately have a detrimental effect 
on larger society affecting thousands upon thousands of Cape Town 
residents nor the contents or discussion with the public about the Joint 
Statement of Intent regulating mitigation of noise impact (short to long term) 
that will be very high as per your online report, as already reached between 
Airports Company of South Africa and the CoCT. This remains a big concern 
and the DEA to take note of that. 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 

The Memorandum of Agreement between Airports Company South 
Africa and CoCT is unrelated to this project, and applies to the 
development of the land to the west of Symphony Way, defined as the 
Symphony Way Development Corridor, which is beneficial to the 
communities of Freedom Farm, Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp.  

The Joint Statement of Intent between Airports Company South Africa, 
Industry Stakeholders and the CoCT seeks to acknowledge and commit 
as partners to a process of addressing noise in the short, medium and 
long term. It is premature to commit to some of the noise mitigation 
measures (which have potentially significant cost implications), and 
difficult to do without a National Policy on noise mitigation, which has 
national implications. 

During Phase 1 (5 years), Airports Company South Africa will track and 
monitor actual operations to confirm noise impacts and the success of 

R207.  I object that I do not read anywhere in the Draft EIA Report, where you 
as  Environmental Specialists, have requested and included the 
Memorandum of Understanding and Joint Statement of Intent between CoCT 
and Airports Company South Africa for scrutiny and comment or to make 
public in your public meetings in May 2015. This is another red flag to be 

25 May 
2015 

Andre du 
Plessis 
(Edgemead 
Resident) 
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brought to the attention of the DEA. mitigation measures. A long term Noise Mitigation Plan will be 
implemented in Phase 2.  

The noise mitigation measures to be implemented by Airports Company 
South Africa should Environmental Authorisation be received and those 
to be investigated further are provided in Table 6-20 of the EIA Report. 

Groundwater and Surface Water (Stormwater) Impacts 

S1.  Has stormwater and stormwater attenuation on site been considered? 25 
November 
2013 

Unknown 
(Comment 
made at the 
Authorities 
Meeting ) 

Airports Company South Africa have appointed RHDHV to design a 
stormwater management system for the airport, taking into consideration 
the long term development proposal as anticipated in the Airport Master 
Plan. Key concerns associated with stormwater run-off and attenuation 
include that limited ponding will be allowed on site (since standing water 
attracts birds, which in turn poses a safety risk to aircraft) and there are 
restrictions regarding discharge of stormwater into the Cityôs stormwater 
system.  

Stormwater infrastructure and discharge requirements (including 
managing water quality) will be considered by the project engineers and 
have been described in more detail in the EIA Report. 

S2.  It is important to consider the quality of stormwater flowing off the site and 
the engineers should come up with creative ideas to manage stormwater. 

25 
November 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

S3.  Is the project team aware of a study undertaken by VelaVKE for possible 
attenuation dams along Symphony Way? 

25 
November 
2013 

John Martheze 
(CoCT) 

RHDHV, the Project Engineers, will contact VelaVKE (now trading as 
SMEC) to obtain a copy of this report. This will be taken into account in 
the detailed design of the stormwater system for the current phase of the 
project.  

S4.  The impact on the vacant land to the east of the airport must be fully 
understood including the impact of bulk earthworks on the aquifer and 
groundwater. 

25 
November 
2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The specialist studies consider the impacts of the entire project footprint 
including the area to the east. The potential impacts on the aquifer and 
groundwater are noted and have been assessed in the Hydrogeology 
Specialist Study (Appendix 6E). The ToR for input on groundwater 
impacts was included in Section 7.7.10 of the Scoping Report.   

S5.  From comments made by the engineer at the scoping meeting, it appears 
that significant work has already been done to address storm-water issues. 
From what can be determined from the draft Scoping Report, only quantity 
issues have been addressed (i.e. means to drain water from the site as fast 
as possible in order to discourage birds). There is no indication that water 
quality will be addressed in any way. As the storm-water drains into the cityôs 
rivers and vleis, every effort must be made to ensure that pollutant levels do 
not become worse as a result of this project, and that any opportunity to 
improve water quality is explored and implemented. Downstream impacts 
must be addressed. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Stormwater monitoring to address water quality has been provided for in 
the EMP. 

S6.  It is noted that a Water Use Licence Authorisation (WULA) in terms of the 
National Water Act No. 36 of 1998 may be required for the proposed 
development. The draft Scoping Report states that a WULA will be submitted 
to the Department of Water Affairs at a later stage. The Department 
recommends that the WULA application process runs concurrently with the 
EIA application to avoid unnecessary time delays. 

12/13 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT)and  
Lorette 
Osbourne 
(DEA&DP) 

The DWS has been registered as an IAP and a key commenting 
authority. A meeting was held with DWS in January 2014 to discuss the 
Water Use Authorisation process. DWS indicated that application forms 
should only be submitted once all information is available. The 
necessary information was only available on completion of relevant 
specialist studies. The Water Use Authorisation application forms have 
been submitted to DWS with the release of the EIA Report for public 
review. 

S7.  Section 3.6.9 of the draft Scoping Report states that the storm water 
management system for the airport takes into consideration storm water 
management requirements for the ultimate development of the property 
presented in the Cape Town International Airport master planning exercise. 
Please ensure that the Storm Water Management Plan be included in the 
EIA Report. 

13 
December 
2013 

Loretta Osborne 
(DEA&DP) 

The preliminary Drainage Design Report is included as Appendix 3B of 
the EIA Report. Stormwater monitoring to address management of both 
the quantity and quality of run-off from the site has been incorporated 
into the EMP. 

S8.  The Aquatic Ecology Specialist Study must assess the groundwater impacts 
on the affected communities as the water table tends to be more elevated in 
winter. 

13 
December 
2013 

Raynita 
Robertson 
(Department of 
Human 
Settlements) 

The groundwater impacts will not be assessed in the Freshwater 
Ecology Specialist Study but rather in the Hydrogeology Specialist Study 
(Appendix 6E). Stormwater infrastructure and seasonal discharge 
requirements will be carefully considered in the engineering designs to 
ensure that no surrounding communities are affected by raised water 
levels. The system includes retention ponds for the short term storage of 
water during peak flow periods.  

S9.  DWA [now DWS] does not object to the proposed activity from going ahead 
subject to the following conditions: 

¶ No pollution of surface water or ground water resources may occur 
due to the proposed development. 

¶ No abstraction of surface water or ground water may take place 
without prior authorisation from this Department, unless it is a 
Schedule 1 use or an Existing Lawful Use. 

¶ Any development within 500m from the boundary of any wetland 
requires authorisation, according to this Departmentôs regulations, 
before the proposed activity may commence. 

¶ A storm water management plan must be in place. 

¶ All relevant sections and regulations of the National Water Act 36 
of 1998 regarding water use must be adhered to. 

17 January 
2014 

Bukelwa 
Mtandana 
(Department of 
Water and 
Sanitation) 

The requirements of DWS are noted. A Water Use Authorisation 
application has been submitted to DWS for activities requiring 
authorisation associated with the loss of wetlands due to bulk 
earthworks in the area to the east of the existing airport boundaries. All 
necessary information has been submitted to DWS in this application, for 
their consideration. Stormwater management measures have been 
incorporated into the EMP. 

S10.  DWA [now DWS] requires: 

1. A WULA in terms of Section 21 (c) and (i) for the infilling of the 
wetlands on the property. 

2. Mitigation offsets for the loss of the wetlands on the property as a 
result of the proposed development. 

3. An update of property ownership. 
4. The following WULA forms must be completed and forwarded to 

the Department as part of the application: 

¶ DW758 or DW756; 

¶ DW901; 

¶ DW902; 

¶ DW763; 

¶ DW768; and 

¶ DW781. 

10 March 
2014 

Bukelwa 
Mtandana 
(Department of 
Water and 
Sanitation) 

Noted. The Water Use Authorisation application has been submitted to 
DWS with the release of the EIA Report for public review. This 
application included a draft wetland offset study, proposing various 
offset options. Based on subsequent discussions with DWS, the wetland 
offset report has been revised and the final wetland offset report (March 
2016) has been submitted to DWS.   
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S11.  It is noted that storm water quality management will be addressed as an 
impact, due to the increase in run-off from the airport site and large scale of 
proposed earthworks east of the airport runway to provide for fill material. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The impact of the development on stormwater has been assessed 
based on the input provided by the freshwater ecology specialist and 
groundwater specialist. Please refer to Section 6.5 and Section 6.6 of 
the EIA Report.  

S12.  The Draft EIA Report has shown that the impact on CoCT bulk engineering 
services is mostly concentrated on roads and storm water. The impact of 
storm water should be managed on site as far as possible, and integrated 
with an approach to rehabilitate wetlands and biodiversity that remain after 
the development project. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

It is Airports Company South Africaôs intention to limit presence (and 
thus the rehabilitation) of wetlands on site as far as possible as wetland 
attract birds, posing a safety risk to aircraft.  

Aquatic Ecology Impacts and Specialist Study 

T1.  The ToR for aquatic ecology are comprehensive.  Reference must also, 
however, be made to the CoCTôs Biodiversity Network information as it 
includes information on wetlands.   There is, however, no mention in the ToR 
of any kind of hydrological/stormwater/drainage study or any consideration of 
the impacts on the underlying aquifer/groundwater.   This omission must be 
addressed. Reference may be made to the CoCT SDP for the district 
(Baseline and Technical Reports). The link to the Technical Report for the 
Tygerberg District is 
http://www.capetown.gov.za/en/sdf/Pages/LatestNews.aspx.  The Baseline 
report will have to be obtained directly from the CoCT. 

30 May 
2013; 25 
June 2013 

Janet 
Bodenstein 
(CoCT) 

The specialist has been informed of this information which was 
considered in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6F). 
The scope of the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study does not include 
hydrological / stormwater/ drainage or groundwater issues. These have 
been taken into consideration by Project Engineers RHDHV (previously 
SSI) in the Preliminary Drainage Design Report and will be presented 
separately in the EIA Report. 

Potential impacts on groundwater have been assessed in a 
Hydrogeology Specialist Study (Appendix 6E). The ToR for input by the 
groundwater specialist is included in Section 7.7.10 of the Scoping 
Report.  

T2.  The ToR for the aquatic specialist study are supported. Additional ToR 
should include: 

¶ The stormwater management plan should inform the aquatic specialist 
study (and the initial stormwater management plan should also be 
informed by the findings of the aquatic specialist study). 

17 
December 
2013 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

A stormwater management plan has not yet been drafted; however, the 
Preliminary Drainage Design Report which has informed the initial 
design of the stormwater drainage system for the airport was made 
available to the aquatic specialist to determine whether this has any 
implications for the assessment of impacts on aquatic ecology. 

Recommendations of the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study will 
inform the design of the final stormwater management system for the 
airport. 

 ¶ The bulk earthworks on site are likely to affect the drainage patterns on 
site significantly and this should be assessed in the aquatic specialist 
study. 

  The effects of bulk earthwork on drainage patterns as well as 
groundwater quality and levels have been assessed in the EIA Report 
(see Sections 6.5 and 6.6)  

 ¶ The potential impacts (water quality and quantity) on the various 
catchments into which stormwater drains needs to be assessed. 
Although the natural drainage systems have been highly altered, there 
are important wetlands linked to the catchments e.g. Kuils River 
floodplain, Zeekoevlei. 

  The potential impact on the various catchments into which stormwater 
drains was considered in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study 
(Appendix 6F). 

T3.  Section 6.2 (page 114) of the draft Scoping Report under the heading 
Aquatic Ecology, arrives at an unqualified and premature judgement 
statement that the wetland on the airport site is degraded beyond any 
conservation value. This statement should not be made so categorically 
before it can be arrived at through a specialist research study.  

Numerous Dune Strandveld natural and semi-natural wetlands occur 
throughout the site. The wetlands occurring adjacent to the existing airport 
infrastructure are indicated as Critical Ecological Support Area and Other 
Ecological Support Area wetlands and are described as heavily transformed 
due to infilling, storm water discharge, alien infestation and fragmentation 
through road construction. Wetlands occurring within the eastern and 
northern portions of the site are less transformed and are classified as 
Category 2 Critical Biodiversity Area wetlands but are threatened by invasive 
alien vegetation. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

As indicated in Section 4.1.8 of the EIA Report, the freshwater ecology 
baseline was based on information provided by the specialist. This 
information was supplemented by information gathered during a field 
assessment undertaken in winter. 

The aquatic ecology specialists (SAS) have confirmed that the majority 
of the wetland features within the study area are in a significantly 
degraded condition and the Present Ecological State and Ecological 
Importance and Sensitivity of the features is considered low. However, 
two wetland features, one occurring within the south eastern corner of 
the site and one located within the centre of the site, are considered to 
be in an improved Present Ecological State and are considered to be of 
an increased Ecological Importance and Sensitivity. The rehabilitation of 
these features may result in the re-establishment of indigenous floral 
species and it is therefore deemed likely that the future state of the 
features can be further improved. These features are discussed in 
further detail in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6F).  

 The study area within which the proposed runway and associated 
infrastructure are situated does contain areas classified as Critical 
Biodiversity Area 2 (Restorable Irreplaceable Sites) and Other Natural 
Vegetation. This is stated in the Scoping Report.  

The Scoping Report does however incorrectly state that the Kuils River is not 
a National Freshwater Priority Area (NFEPA). Several sections of the Kuils 
River floodplain are classified as an NFEPA. There are also several wetlands 
identified on site, as listed in the Scoping Report. 

It is evident that the project proposal will include a significant amount of 
earthworks, which will increase the disturbance footprint significantly. This 
needs to be adequately assessed in the specialist studies. 

17 
December 
2013 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

This error (Kuils River as an NFEPA) was corrected in the Final Scoping 
Report. 

The scope of the EIA includes bulk earthworks and specialists have 
assessed potential impacts in their fields of study related to earthworks 
activities on the land to the east of the airport. 

T4.  Aquatic Ecology Impacts: Loss of CBA Category 2 wetlands. 1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The freshwater ecology specialist identified and characterised wetland 
features that may be affected by the proposed project. The specialist 
also determined wetland function, PES, EIS and Recommended 
Ecological Category of the identified features. The potential impacts of 
the development on the affected wetland features were assessed by the 
specialist. See the Freshwater Specialist Study as Appendix 6F of the 
EIA Report. 

T5.  A study for the proposed ACSA Precinct 3 development concluded that the 
wetlands on site are found to be:  

ñédune slack wetlands characterised as having a high conservation 
importance, because, although fairly limited in extent, it is in a relatively 
natural state and may support a range of threatened fauna, from frogs to 
zooplankton communities endemic to the Cape Flats. It is also linked to a 
broader area of high botanical importance, and thus forms an integral 
component of the natural landscape. As such it may support a range of 
animals that use wetlands transiently or for specific life stages or functions 
(e.g. insect breeding).ò  

This conclusion corroborates the Biodiversity Network and its categorising of 
wetlands in the south eastern corner as CBA category 2. 

T6.  Maximise the use of natural vegetation in dealing with the excess water and 
wetlands should be nurtured wherever possible, particularly in land 
unsuitable for human habitation. 

15 July 
2014 

Laurine Platzky 
(Department of 
the Premier) 

The ecology specialist recommended that water bodies that are likely to 
attract avifaunal species to the site should be removed to avoid bird 
mortalities (and due to the safety risk that birds pose to aircraft). The 
specialist has further recommended the use of indigenous vegetation 
wherever possible, but that habitat creation for faunal species should be 
avoided to mitigate the loss of faunal species from collisions with 

http://www.capetown.gov.za/en/sdf/Pages/LatestNews.aspx
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construction and operational vehicles and aircraft.   

T7.  There have been suggestions of an offset for the wetlands on site. Should 
this be considered, it must be clearly demonstrated that the mitigation 
hierarchy has been followed before the offset was considered (i.e. avoid, 
minimise, mitigate and only then offset the residual impact), and the relevant 
provincial and national offset guidelines must be used. 

6 August 
2014 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

The loss of wetlands is unavoidable given that they are located directly 
in line with the runway, creating an unacceptable bird strike risk and 
therefore will be directly affected.  

Various mitigation measures that could eliminate the need for a wetland 
offset were identified by the specialists, including the rehabilitation and 
recreation of wetlands on site with the mitigation hierarchy being 
followed in the identification of mitigation solutions. These mitigation 
measures were considered by Airports Company South Africa, however 
due to safety concerns associated with the potential for wetlands to 
attract birds to the area (increasing the risk of bird strikes) as well as 
concerns raised by the Airportôs Fire and Rescue department in terms of 
accessibility to the airfield, Airports Company South Africa have 
confirmed that they are not able to implement these mitigation measures 
and an offsite wetland offset would thus be required. 

DWA recommended that Airports Company South Africa enter into an 
appropriate wetland offset or stewardship program in order to mitigate 
the impact and loss of wetland resources, since other mitigation 
mechanisms higher up in the mitigation hierarchy are unlikely to be 
viable (i.e. with the bulk earthworks and future development of the 
eastern portion of the site, the loss of these wetlands is unavoidable). 
The process of identifying suitable wetland offsets was undertaken by 
the freshwater ecology specialists (SAS) in consultation with the City of 
Cape Town, CapeNature and DWS and various offset options were 
presented to DWS for consideration. Following feedback from DWS a 
final wetland offset report (dated March 2016) was submitted to DWS in 
April 2016.  

T8.  An additional specialist study has been included in the Plan of Study for EIA, 
namely a hydrogeological specialist study. While not in itself directly a 
biodiversity-related issue, the geohydrology impacts on surface water 
hydrology, which in turn impacts on freshwater ecology. The additional study 
is therefore welcomed and the outcomes must be used to inform the 
freshwater ecological study. 

6 August 
2014 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Please refer to Appendix 6E and Section 6.5 of the EIA Report dealing 
with groundwater impacts. The freshwater ecologists have confirmed 
that the findings of this study have informed the freshwater ecology 
assessment (the groundwater assessment findings informed the wetland 
assessments as well as the conclusions drawn. In addition the 
groundwater assessment informed the impact assessment as well as the 
recommended mitigation measures finally developed.  

T9.  It is noted that all wetland features to the east of the existing runway within 
the site will be lost through bulk earthworks and construction related 
activities. Two wetlands (south eastern and central wetlands) are considered 
to be of ecological significance. The recommendations as contained in the 
Freshwater Ecological Assessment Report (dated March 2015 and compiled 
by Scientific Aquatic Services) to compensate for the unavoidable loss of the 
wetland habitat and to prevent erosion and sedimentation of the wetlands 
located to the west of the existing runway must be implemented and included 
in the EMP. 

25 May 
2015 

Melanese 
Schippers 
(DEA&DP) 

 

Noted, the mitigation measures identified in the Freshwater Ecological 
Assessment Report are included in Table 2-1, Table 3-2 and Table 4-1 
of the EMP. 

T10.  I am concerned about the wetlands. 7 May 
2015 

Mike 
Hoffmeester, 
(Ward 24)  

The EIA Report acknowledges the loss of wetlands and assesses this 
impact. This is however unavoidable and various options for a wetland 
offset have been identified in consultation with the DWS and 
CapeNature. These were presented to DWS for consideration. Following 
feedback from DWS a final wetland offset report (dated March 2016) 
was submitted to DWS in April 2016, who will take a decision on the 
most suitable offset option when taking a decision on the application for 
the Water Use Licence (required due to the loss of wetlands). 

T11.  The freshwater ecological assessment and a terrestrial ecological 
assessment have provided a sufficient inventory, description and background 
information of the wetlands and biota occurring on the site, however, the 
studies have not adequately considered and assessed all of the associated 
impacts of all the aspects of the proposed development, particularly in terms 
of the larger study area. 

It is stated that the fixed vertical level profile for the earthworks has not yet 
been determined, however, this will impact on the future surface and sub-
surface hydrology and therefore also potentially on the biodiversity. The large 
area which is proposed for sourcing of fill material will be reduced in 
elevation, which is likely to result in the exposure of a high number of 
wetlands, due to the relatively high groundwater table. It is stated that this will 
be catered for within the stormwater management system at the airport, 
which will consist of channels, pipes and culverts, detention ponds and 
subsurface drains. It is stated that the detention ponds will be drained 
through the subsurface drains, in some cases using pumps, in order to limit 
the amount of standing water which would create suitable habitat for wetland 
fauna and flora, in particular birds which would then result in a hazard to the 
operations of the airport. The result of these interventions will be a 
significantly increased level of stormwater run-off from the property of the 
airport. 

26 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

The area is characterised by a high groundwater table with specific 
presence determined by the position of calcrete lenses in the geological 
landscape. Should the elevation of the area be decreased due to 
earthworks, additional standing water may occur in locations where the 
ground level is lowered below the current groundwater table. Standing 
water will be catered for in the stormwater management system. This will 
result in an increase in stormwater leaving the project footprint and may 
have an impact on downstream features. The impact of increased 
stormwater runoff from the airport was included in the freshwater 
assessment report ï Impact 4: Impacts on freshwater features located 
outside of the project footprint. The impact assessment is considered by 
the freshwater ecologists to be an accurate assessment of the 
downstream affects given the consideration of the cross cutting 
information from the hydrogeologists, ecologists and the proposed 
development plans 

T12.  A geohydrological specialist study has also been undertaken. CapeNature 
recommended that this should be used to inform the freshwater specialist 
study, however this has not occurred. The geohydrological specialist study 
has assessed the potential impacts as a result of the proposed project, 
however, the focus is on water usage, not ecological impact (which should 
have been included in the freshwater ecological assessment).  

CapeNatureôs freshwater ecologist has indicated the likelihood of sub-surface 
connection of the wetlands on site, and therefore the hydrological 
functionality may have been underestimated. An additional impact that has 
been identified is the elevation of the groundwater level from the removal of 
the dense alien invasive plant infestation. The geohydrological specialist 
study has concluded that the project engineer must consult with a 
geohydrologist regarding the proposed elevations. This should be included 
within the EIA Phase of this project. 

The groundwater assessment focussed on groundwater characterisation 
within the context of the proposed project as well as the impacts of the 
project on groundwater levels and groundwater quality ï it did not focus 
on water usage as stated in the comment. 

The specialist has confirmed that to estimate the groundwater level rise 
due to alien vegetation clearing a numerical model will need to be 
established with relatively accurate inputs and various scenarios 
modelled.  The scope of this study did not require that a numerical 
model be established.  The qualitative assessment by the groundwater 
specialist was that the elevation of the new runway would ensure runway 
flooding does not occur due to high winter groundwater levels. 

The project engineers have confirmed that it is not possible to determine 
the final ground levels after cut and fill operations at this stage, since the 
exact volumes of suitable material available in the area east of the 
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existing airport boundaries is unknown. The volumes of cut and fill can 
thus not yet be accurately determined.  

Both the groundwater specialists as well as the freshwater ecologist 
have confirmed that the findings of their specialist assessments would 
not be affected by the final ground levels and that this information is not 
considered essential. The freshwater ecologist has further confirmed 
that the findings of the groundwater study have been taken into 
consideration in assessing the impacts on freshwater ecology.  

T13.  A key mitigation that has been listed is the implementation of a wetland offset 
to compensate for all of the wetlands which will be lost. It is apparent that the 
wetland offset will be dealt with through the water use license application 
process as authorised by DWS. Wetlands are important both in terms of their 
function of providing ecosystem services as well as their ecological 
importance and therefore should also be considered in terms of 
environmental processes.  

CapeNature has been engaged by DWS regarding the wetland offset 
process, and have requested to continue being a key stakeholder in this 
process. It should also be noted that the areas which contained terrestrial 
biodiversity were directly adjacent to the two least degraded wetlands and 
therefore this should be factored in to the offset calculation.  

26 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Various mitigation measures that could eliminate the need for a wetland 
offset were identified by the specialists in line with the mitigation 
hierarchy, including the rehabilitation and recreation of wetlands on site, 
as well as the revegetation of disturbed areas with Cape Flats Dune 
Strandveld, rather than grass species. These mitigation measures were 
considered by ACSA, however due to safety concerns associated with 
the potential for wetlands to attract birds to the area (increasing the risk 
of bird strikes) as well as concerns raised by the Airportôs Fire and 
Rescue department in terms of accessibility to the airfield, Airports 
Company South Africa have confirmed that they are not able to 
implement these mitigation measures and a wetland habitat 
conservation offset would thus be required while no wetland functionality 
offset is deemed necessary.  

Impacts on terrestrial biodiversity have further been addressed in the 
terrestrial ecological assessment report, in which the specialist has 
confirmed that an offset is not required for terrestrial biodiversity.  

T14.  Another important factor to consider in terms of the offset is the considerable 
increase in run-off from the property and the impact that this will have on the 
hydrology of the greater Cape Flats ï the end points of the stormwater will be 
Zeekoevlei and the Kuils River, both of ecological importance. While it is 
agreed that the stormwater catchments are already highly impacted (water 
quality, hydrology and ecology) this should not be worsened and attempts 
should be made to improve the current situation. While details are provided 
of the stormwater management system to Zeekoevlei via the Lotus River 
canal, there is no detail provided of the stormwater management system to 
the east that ends up in the Kuils River. The significant increase in the run-off 
from the site should form an additional and separate component of the offset 
study.  

 

26 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Stormwater will decant to the west of the airport into existing stormwater 
attenuation ponds, and then ultimately into the Lotus River canal; no 
stormwater will discharge to the Kuils River as a result of this project.   

T15.  Is the DWS the competent authority for the wetland offset?  12 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

The wetland offset study was called for by DWS in terms of the Water 
Use Licence Authorisation process. Initial discussions have been held 
with DWS, CoCT and CapeNature to identify potentially suitable offset 
options (including offset sites and offset ñmodelsò). CapeNature will 
continue to be involved as a commenting authority. 

T16.  The methodology used in the fresh water ecological specialist study for 
assessing the Strandveld seasonal dune slack wetlands on site is 
inappropriate. More information in respect of the biodiversity impact is 
contained in the attached technical review of the EIR and specialist reports. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Freshwater ecology specialists, SAS confirmed that they ensured that 
the methods used are the most recent /up to date/ industry accepted 
methods. Consideration was also afforded to difficult sites and óspecial 
caseô wetlands as defined by Job (2009) in Application of the 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry wetland delineation method to 
soils of the Western Cape. The commenting authority did not provide an 
indication of the reasons why the methods used by the specialist are 
considered inappropriate or what they would deem more appropriate 
methods.  

T17.  The site supports Strandveld seasonal dune slack wetlands, which have 
been impacted by alien acacia invasion. The wetlands in the development 
footprint area are depicted on the Biodiversity Network as CBA2 wetlands, or 
in more disturbed areas of the current airport as Critical Ecological Support 
Area or Other Ecological Support Area wetlands.  

All wetland features located east of the existing runway in the project 
footprint will be infilled and lost as a result of the proposed development and 
will require a Water Use Licence in terms of the National Water Act (No. 36 
of 1998). 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. This information is included in Section 4.1.8 of the EIA Report. 
The Water Use Licence Application has been submitted to the DWS as 
required by the National Water Act. 

T18.  An accurate delineation of the wetlands was not possible owing to the 
invaded state of the site. The consultant based the assessment on the 
Prioritization of City Wetlands Map (2009) which is continuously updated and 
incorporated into the Biodiversity Network. The wetlands were assessed to 
be Western Strandveld Depressional Wetlands, considered Endangered.  

No evidence of connected surface flow was encountered. However, potential 
for sub-surface flow and connectivity among wetlands was noted above an 
impermeable rock feature located 50cm below the soil surface. 

The consultants considered the wetlands to be in a significantly transformed 
Present Ecological State. Only the south eastern and central wetlands were 
calculated to have an Ecological Importance and Sensitivity score of 
ñmoderate sensitivityò, all others were calculated as ñlow sensitivityò. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. This information is included in Section 4.1.8 of the EIA Report. 

T19.  The wetlands were assessed for wetland function, but there is no mention in 
the methodology as to how the scores were calculated for each service.  

 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The methodology used for assessment of wetland function is presented 
in Appendix 6F (Freshwater Ecology Assessment). The assessment of 
the ecosystem services supplied by the identified wetlands was 
conducted according to the guidelines as described by Kotze et al 
(2008). 

T20.  The rehabilitation of transformed, brush cut and mowed depressional 
wetlands from their current state was not deemed feasible by the 
consultants. This is disputed, as these wetland communities, which form part 
of the overall Strandveld vegetation type, are highly resilient, as they have 
adapted over millennia to sand and dune movements. These disturbance 
dynamics reconfigure the dune slack areas, and species respond fairly 
quickly to the changes in hydrological drivers and recolonize those areas 
presenting wetland conditions. In the study site area, removal of the high 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The specialist assessment has been amended in response to 
this comment (see Section 6.6). However, it is noted that re-instatement 
of the wetland PES is not compatible with the proposed land use and 
therefore it was recommended that Airports Company South Africa enter 
into an appropriate wetland offset or stewardship program in order to 
mitigate the impact and loss of wetland resources that will take place 
since other mitigation mechanisms higher up in the mitigation hierarchy 
are unlikely able to be pursued if the project proceeds.  
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water-using alien acacias would elevate the water table and allow more 
sunlight to reach the ground. These conditions would stimulate recovery of 
wetland plant species from soil seed banks and dispersal and establishment 
of smaller-seeded species into the area. Similarly, halting of mowing 
combined with alien control would allow recovery of the wetland plant 
communities, provided the hydrological conditions can support wetland 
vegetation. 

 

T21.  The impact rating methodology provided by SRK resulted in a High negative 
significance rating for the loss of wetland habitat and ecological structure; 
however the specialist argues that this should be decreased to Medium 
negative significance due to the current level of transformation of the wetland 
habitat. All other ratings were between Insignificant or Low negative, except 
for impacts on freshwater features located outside of the project footprint 
area, considered Medium negative or Low negative with mitigation. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. 

T22.  Only the two wetland features are considered worthy of mitigation: the south-
eastern and central wetlands. Because in situ restoration is not possible 
within the proposed development, which will destroy all wetland features, it is 
proposed that Airports Company South Africa enter into an appropriate 
wetland offset or stewardship programme in order to mitigate the impact and 
loss of wetland resources. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. Airports Company South Africa has already started the 
investigation for a suitable offset, by doing so they are attempting to 
implement best practice options in line with the mitigation hierarchy and 
act as responsibly as possible within the available framework. A final 
wetland offset report (dated March 2016) was submitted to DWS in April 
2016. 

Terrestrial Ecology Impacts and Specialist Study 

U1.  CapeNature supports the three biodiversity specialist studies proposed for 
the EIA process.  

9 April 
2013 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Noted. Please note that the outcomes of the avifauna study have not 
been reported on in a separate report, but rather incorporated into the 
Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6G). 

U2.  CapeNature takes note of the proposed specialist studies to be undertaken 
as listed in the Plan of Study for EIA, of which the proposed Terrestrial 
Ecology Specialist Study and Aquatic Ecology Specialist Study are of 
relevance to potential impacts on biodiversity. It is also noted that an 
additional study was listed in the Authority Focus Group Meeting 
presentation, namely an Avifauna Specialist Study. This must be clarified or 
whether this will be couched within the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study. 

17 
December 
2013 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

Potential impacts on avifauna were included in an integrated Terrestrial 
Ecology Specialist Report (Appendix 6G). 

U3.  The ToR for the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study are supported, including 
focussing on the larger region and not only the study site. However, 
additional ToR must  include: 

17 
December 
2013 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

The ToR for the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study were amended to 
reflect the suggested additional ToR. 

 ¶ The vegetation component of the study must include a detailed field visit 
to be undertaken in spring to identify potential threatened plant species. 

  A detailed field assessment was undertaken in spring (August 2013). 

 

 ¶ The conservation value of the site must be evaluated in terms of its 
conservation value relative to the surrounding natural areas and current 
and potential conservation areas and conservation targets for the 
vegetation type occurring on site. 

  The conservation value of the site relative to surrounding natural areas 
and current potential conservation areas and conservation target for the 
vegetation type occurring on site were considered in the baseline 
assessment.  This has been undertaken by the specialist and informed 
the drafting of the Scoping Report. This information is also presented in 
and informed the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6G). 

 ¶ The avifauna component of the study must assess the impact of the 
collision risk for birds. Important bird flight paths need to be determined 
and also how these intersect with the proposed aeroplane flight paths. 
The study must assess both the danger that birds pose to operations on 
the site and the impact on bird populations on a regional level. This 
would also link to the Aquatic Ecology Specialist Study in terms of 
wetland habitat. 

  The impact of the collision risk on birds has been assessed in the 
Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study. However, the danger that birds 
pose to operations on the site was not included in the scope of the 
Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study, but Airports Company South Africa 
is aware of this issue (at all of their airports). Airports Company South 
Africa has a comprehensive Bird & Wildlife Management Plan at all of its 
airports, which is regularly revised and updated in  response to wildlife 
hazards and their associated risks to airport operations.  

 The EIA Report includes a section (Section 3.8) dealing with 
environmental factors affecting the design of the proposed project which 
includes the danger birds pose to aircraft. 

 ¶ The Wildlife Management Plan currently in place must be reviewed and 
the potential changes that may occur need to be assessed. 

  The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan is updated regularly: any changes 
in risk will be assessed by Airports Company South Africa and mitigation 
incorporated in the updated Bird & Wildlife Management Plan.  

U4.  The Avifauna Specialist Study must consider the risk posed by avifauna to 
operations, but also the impact of deterrent measures to avert the risk on the 
regional avifaunal populations. 

9 April 
2013 

 

Rhett Smart 

(CapeNature) 

 

The risk posed by avifauna to operations does not form a part of the 
scope of the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (including faunal 
assessment), however this assessment investigated the impact on 
avifauna flight paths. The risks which avifauna pose to operation of the 
airport are discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIA Report (Environmental 
Factors Influencing Project Design).   

Airports Company South Africa has developed and implemented a WMP 
at the airport. The WMP identifies wildlife hazards and their associated 
risks to airport operations and outlines steps for monitoring, 
documenting, and reporting potential wildlife hazards and wildlife strikes 
at the airport. 

U5.  The proposed project will be mainly located in natural vegetation that is 
highly degraded. According to the Biodiversity Network for the CoCT, a large 
proportion of this vegetation is classified as ñOther Natural Vegetationò. 
However, the south eastern section consists of a Critical Biodiversity Area 
(CBA). Although the vegetation on site is degraded, due to the exceptionally 
high levels of threat on the False Bay sub-type of Endangered Cape Flats 
Dune Strandveld occurring on site, even the degraded areas are of 
conservation importance. The botanical specialist must therefore consider 
the regional context of the site in terms of conservation, and reference 
should be made to strategic conservation planning for the Metro South East 
area. The alignment of the runway must take into consideration the CBAs 
and recommendations of the specialists.  

Noted, this was taken into consideration in the Terrestrial Ecology 
Specialist Study (Appendix 6G). 

U6.  The site falls within the Cape Flats Dune Strandveld vegetation type. This 
vegetation type is listed in the National List of Threatened Terrestrial 
Ecosystems as Endangered, and is endemic to Cape Town, meaning that 
national conservation targets must be met within City boundaries. The 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The terrestrial ecology specialists undertook a field assessment 
of the entire area to be affected by construction activities as well as the 
surrounding zone of influence in spring (August 2013) to identify habitat 
types, conservation importance and ecological state.  
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proposed development footprint is described as highly disturbed and 
degraded due to sand excavation, frequent fires, construction, and invasive 
alien plant infestation, livestock grazing and other anthropogenic activities. 
Despite these impacts, vegetation remnants of botanical significance may 
still occur and strandveld is relatively resilient and can self-repair once the 
degrading influences are halted. The Biodiversity Network (BioNet) indicates 
the site containing areas classified as CBA2. Although these sites are 
considered degraded primarily due to invasive alien plant infestation, it is 
habitat that is required towards minimum national conservation targets and is 
restorable.  

The development footprint falls within CBAs (wetlands and terrestrial 
vegetation). The implications of the loss of these areas are likely to be 
significant and this needs to be assessed and mitigated. It is recommended 
that a winter or spring botanical assessment be conducted so as to 
accurately reflect the botanical significance of the site. Similarly, the CBA 
wetlands need to be assessed by a suitably qualified fresh water ecologist.  

  The specialist determined the ecological importance and sensitivity of 
the project area and recommended practicable mitigation measures to 
avoid and/or minimise/reduce impacts and enhance benefits.  

The occurrence of degraded remnants as well as CBAs within the site 
were considered as part of the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study. 
(Appendix 6G). 

U7.  Under Terrestrial Vegetation (in the draft Scoping Report) it is stated:  

ñthese areas are severely degraded which has contributed greatly to the 
siteôs rapid infestation by alien invasive plant species (GIBB, 2001). Very little 
of the indigenous vegetation is likely to remain.ò  

If this is properly confirmed from a specialist study, it would be good to know 
if there are any bulbs or species that could be rescued and replanted in a 
suitable area. 

The rescue and relocation of bulb species as well as indigenous species 
occurring within the subject property is a recommendation of the 
Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6G).   

U8.  It is evident that a relatively small proportion of the study area will be 
required for the runway, however, the management of the remainder of the 
site must also be considered in terms of the impact on biodiversity. 

9 April 
2013 

Rhett Smart 

(CapeNature) 

Noted, this was taken into consideration in various specialist studies 
concerned with impacts on biodiversity. For the purposes of the Impact 
Assessment it was assumed that the entire site will be disturbed. 

U9.  How are moles currently managed and how will they be managed in the 
proposed project area? 

6 August 
2013 

Toinette van der 
Merwe (DEA) 

A mole barrier has been installed around the perimeter of Cape Town 
International Airport which has reduced mole activity in the vicinity of the 
runways and taxiways. It is likely that a similar mole barrier will be 
installed around the new Airport perimeter. The impact of the project on 
fauna (including moles) was assessed in the EIA by the specialist (see 
Section 6.7 of the EIA Report). 

U10.  Eight mammalian species have been listed in the Cape Flats area, including 
the airport site; however none are listed as of conservation concern. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

These mammalian species were identified by the specialists from 
desktop studies. Additional species were identified during the field 
assessment by the specialist. All species identified including any of 
conservation concern were recorded in the Terrestrial Ecology 
Specialist Study (Appendix 6G). 

U11.  52 reptilian species have been listed in the Cape Flats area, including the 
airport site. One species, Lamprophis fuscus (Yellow-bellied House Snake) is 
listed as Near Threatened. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

This was recorded in Section 4.1.11.2 of the Scoping Report. 

U12.  13 amphibian species have been listed in the Cape Flats area, including the 
airport site. Of these, one species, Microbatrachella capensis (Micro frog), is 
listed as a Critically Endangered, one species, Xenopus gilli (Cape 
Platanna), is listed as Endangered and two species, Breviceps gibbosus 
(Cape Rain Frog) and Cacosternum capense (Cape Caco) are listed as Near 
Threatened.  

The large number of wetlands and the dune environment present to the east 
of the airport may therefore provide the habitat to support these species. The 
loss of open field habitat will reduce foraging ground available to certain 
vertebrate species, and therefore this will have a negative cumulative effect 
on biodiversity. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The impact on all fauna species was assessed by the specialist (SAS) 
and presented in the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 
6G). 

The specialist has, however, confirmed that no threatened amphibian 
species were identified at the time of the assessment and no threatened 
amphibian species are likely to occur within the study area due to a lack 
of suitable habitat and due to the temporary nature of wetland features 
within the study area.  

U13.  Many bird species could occur on site. This is due to the airport siteôs close 
proximity to wetlands and stormwater detention ponds which attract large 
numbers of birds, particularly large-bodied and is important for communal 
breeding. 

12 
December 
2013 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The specialist (SAS) identified and recorded all avifauna species 
that could potentially occur on site as well as those species identified 
during the field assessment. 

U14.  Terrestrial Ecology Impacts: Loss of CBAs, nationally endangered vegetation 
and habitats.  

Avifauna Impacts: Potential impact on avifauna owing to strikes/collisions 
with aircraft.  

Vertebrate fauna Impacts: Loss of terrestrial habitat and breeding sites. 

1 August 
2014 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The ecological impacts, as identified by the CoCT, have been assessed 
by the specialist in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study and the 
Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study. Please refer to Section 6.6 and 
Section 6.7 of the EIA Report and the specialist reports attached as 
Appendix 6F and 6G. 

U15.  According to the 2012 Biodiversity Network, some of the vegetation on site is 
classified as ñOther Natural Vegetationò. However, a large proportion 
comprises Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) required to meet national 
biodiversity targets (south eastern section). The vegetation on site is 
described as degraded, owing to heavy infestation of invasive alien 
vegetation. It should, however, be noted that although the site has a high 
percentage of invasive alien cover, Strandveld is a vegetation type amenable 
to restoration once the invasive alien vegetation is cleared. Most of Cape 
Townôs lowland nature reserves have suffered similar degradation by 
invasive alien plants, but have been successfully restored. The botanical 
consultant must consider the restoration potential of the CBAs in addition to 
current condition when considering mitigation requirements. 

The state, condition and conservation potential of the vegetation to the 
east of the airport has been assessed by the terrestrial ecology 
specialist in a regional and local context. Refer to Section 4.1.9 of the 
EIA Report. 

The rehabilitation of disturbed remnant areas may result in the re-
establishment of indigenous floral species and it is therefore deemed 
likely that the future state and EIS of the features can be further 
improved. However, rehabilitated areas will be isolated and surrounded 
by highly transformed and developed areas and the maintenance of 
these areas will be impractical. Furthermore, the rehabilitation of 
disturbed remnants is not deemed possible as the entire project footprint 
will be disturbed and later developed. This impact is reflected in the EIA 
Report. 

All vegetation located to the east of the existing runway will be 
permanently removed from the project footprint or disturbed during the 
Construction Phase and the area covered by the project footprint will be 
maintained as a grass lawn during the operational phase.  

U16.  It is necessary to clarify whether the larger future development scenario 
impacts on critical biodiversity areas (suggest different colours in the key for 
current proposed versus future extended development footprints that are not 
part of this application).  

Pg. 32: ñImmediately east of the airport property is a large (400ha) portion of 
derelict land, heavily infested with alien vegetation. Small sand dunes, with 
isolated patches of indigenous vegetation on the dune ridges and some small 
degraded wetlands also occur in this area.ò  

Not enough recognition is given to the high threat to nationally Endangered 
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld vegetation, particularly the False Bay sub-type, 
for which even degraded areas have conservation importance. 
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U17.  It is requested that within the Terms of Reference, the biodiversity specialists 
consider both local and regional biodiversity conservation priority in their 
assessment. The terrestrial ecology (botanical) assessment should assess 
both current habitat condition and restoration potential in order to pose 
potential mitigation options for biodiversity impacts and loss. The latest 
national, provincial and local biodiversity plans and tools should be deployed 
in assessing the site. 

U18.  I would like to state that I am totally against any form of interference with the 
natural habitat around the airport, and would like to know what you propose 
to do about it. Do you envisage moving plants and replanting them in a 
suitable area? 

1 August 
2014 

Rose Marie 
Coetzee 
(Private) 

The specialist has made recommendations for the management of the 
impacts on the terrestrial and freshwater ecology on the land to the east 
of the airport. These mitigation measures include the rescue and 
relocation of indigenous and protected fauna and flora species 
encountered during the Construction Phase to suitable habitat falling 
outside of the project footprint boundary. 

U19.  The effect on flora and fauna should not be an issue dictating a decision of 
this magnitude. 

1 August 
2014 

Martin Harris 
(Private) 

Due to the large development footprint and the proposed bulk 
earthworks in the vacant area to the east of the airport, the development 
will negatively impact on the remaining patches of Cape Flats Dune 
Strandveld vegetation in the dune system as well as on the fauna and 
avifauna in the area. A Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study and a 
Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study have assessed the potential 
impacts on the ecology of the area. These impacts (along with others) 
will need to be weighed up against the benefits of the proposed 
development by the relevant authorities, in taking a decision on whether 
or not the project is granted Environmental Authorisation. 

U20.  Birds pose a significant hazard to the safe operation of aircraft and airports 
are required by local and international legislation to implement management 
plans that effectively address this risk. Although the reports compiled do take 
note and discuss the bird hazard management aspect, it is herein argued 
that further consideration should be given to the following aspects: 

¶ Rehabilitation plan ï revegetation of the project footprint and how this 
will affect future aviation safety risk profiles as a result of bird presence 
on the airfield. 
o Choice of vegetation for rehabilitation in non-operational areas not 

earmarked for future development. 
o Methods of re-establishing vegetation on the airfield. 

¶ Management of bird and wildlife hazards during the construction phase 
of the project. 

18 May 
2015 

Albert 
Froneman5 
(Specialist 
Environmental 
& Ornithological 
Consultant) 

The safety threat posed by birds is noted. The specialist has proposed 
that disturbed areas be rehabilitated making use of grass species which 
will not specifically attract birds to the area. Although rehabilitation with 
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld was considered, Airports Company South 
Africa has indicated that switching over to a new landscape species 
raises potential safety concerns in terms of access and visibility. Airports 
Company South Africa however intends commissioning a trial study to 
determine whether this vegetation type can be used on site without 
posing safety risks. However, this will not be completed in time to inform 
the EIA process. 

U21.  The report suggests that short growing indigenous grass species should be 
used to revegetate areas of open ground.  This is not an ideal solution as is 
explained below. 

The airport is located within the Cape Flats Dune Strandveld vegetation type 
which, according to the National List of Threatened Terrestrial Ecosystems 
(2011), is endangered within the region. The report further states that the 
False Bay form of Cape Flats Dune Strandveld in which the project footprint 
falls, is rapidly approaching critically endangered status. 

Most of the bird safety hazards and bird strike occurrences recorded to date 
at Cape Town International Airport have been with bird species closely 
associated with grasslands. In order to minimise the available grassland 
habitat on the future expanded airfield, it would therefore make logical sense 
to consider establishing other short growing vegetation types especially in 
non-operational areas and areas not earmarked for future development (e.g. 
the future secondary runway footprint area). It is therefore suggested that 
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld be considered as a substitute for grass in the 
areas mentioned above. It may however be necessary to limit the species 
composition of the vegetation to shorter growing variants in certain areas or 
consider trimming taller vegetation by means of ómowingô at a taller height. 
Stunted growth of fynbos type herbs could even also be considered adjacent 
to runways and taxiways. Small shrubs would also require far less and 
infrequent mowing management which in turn will also reduce operational 
expenses and risks as birds are frequently attracted to mowing activities. 

Fynbos shrub vegetation already exists on the current airport property but 
establishment and spread is hampered by regular mowing and surrounding 
more aggressive grass species. More mature stands of fynbos and shrubs 
are however already in existence and present on other Airports Company 
South Africa airports. 

The establishment of Cape Flats Dune Strandveld will also contribute 
towards the conservation of this endangered vegetation type and could be 
considered as a positive contribution made by the runway realignment 
project towards biodiversity conservation in the region. The statements in the 
reports that floral diversity in the area would be permanently lost could then 
also be amended and the associated impacts revised. It may therefore also 
not be necessary to relocate plant species but rather retain them to be used 
as part of the revegetation process on the airport. 

Fynbos vegetation will not attract the bird species currently posing a hazard 
at Cape Town International Airport and is not likely to harbour nearly as 
many species of potential concern to the safe operation of aircraft. 

The methods used to establish vegetation on the airfield could also lead to 
significant safety hazards. Hydro seeding is a relevant example as it could 
and has in the past led to a significant threat when large numbers of 
Speckled Pigeons were attracted to the hydro seeded areas adjacent to the 
runway (i.e. 2012 ï 2013 runway refurbishment project). Careful planning 
and post establishment management in terms of trimming grass before 
seeding must be in place if any hydro seeding has to be considered. 

Input from strandveld and fynbos vegetation specialists should be obtained in 
order to achieve the quickest possible cover given the soil types concerned 

18 May 
2015 

Albert 
Froneman 
(Specialist 
Environmental 
& Ornithological 
Consultant) 

Although rehabilitation with Cape Flats Dune Strandveld was 
considered, Airports Company South Africa has indicated that switching 
over to a new landscape species raises potential safety concerns in 
terms of access and visibility. Airports Company South Africa however 
intends commissioning a trial study to determine whether this vegetation 
type can be used on site without posing safety risks. However, this will 
not be completed in time to inform the EIA process. 

 

                                                           
5
 Albert Froneman is currently a consultant to Airports Company South Africa. 
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and ultimate vegetation cover and structure required. Requirements in this 
respect should be included in the design specifications of the construction 
projects and be managed and monitored closely by all relevant parties. 

U22.  Numerous activities associated with the construction phase of the project 
could also attract hazardous bird species to the area. Most noteworthy would 
be temporary areas of standing water created during construction activities 
and potential feeding areas created when initial vegetation clearing takes 
place (i.e. when topsoil is disturbed and invertebrates are exposed). These 
areas could rapidly attract large numbers of birds e.g. water birds and gulls to 
standing water and other scavenging species when vegetation clearing takes 
place. Birds could easily fly over or move over onto the existing airfield. 
Close liaison must therefore be established between the contractor, the 
environmental control officer and the airport wildlife control staff to manage 
this ongoing process during the entire construction phase. Specific reference 
to this component should be included in an updated EMP. 

 

18 May 
2015 

Albert 
Froneman 
(Specialist 
Environmental 
& Ornithological 
Consultant) 

The EMP has been amended to include a requirement for the 
Contractor, ECO and airport wildlife control officer to remain in regular 
contact regarding potential hazards posed by wildlife during the 
Construction Phase (see Section 3.3 of the EMP). 

U23.  In terms of the terrestrial ecological assessment, the only areas which were 
not considered to be transformed were around the two wetlands described 
above (it would appear that the transformed areas have been subjected to 
soil disturbance although this has not described as such in any of the 
reports). There was a higher incidence of naturally occurring species in these 
areas. This included one Species of Conservation Concern, namely Babiana 
stricta, which is listed as Near Threatened. CapeNature is surprised by the 
occurrence of this species on site, as it is normally associated with moist 
clays (i.e. more typically in renosterveld than dune strandveld). 

26 May 
2015 

Rhett Smart 
(CapeNature) 

The identification of the Babiana species as Babiana stricta was based 
on a species list obtained from members of CREW who were also in 
attendance at the site assessment undertaken in August 2013. This was 
confirmed with the use of a Bayesian key which listed Babiana stricta as 
the most likely species to occur in the area. However, the species was 
listed as Babiana cf stricta within the CREW generated species list. 
There is therefore a possibility that the plant encountered may be a 
different species of Babian, which could be confirmed during future 
rescue and relocation operations. However, regardless, all species of 
Babiana are listed as protected under the Western Cape Nature 
Conservation Laws Amendment Act (all species within the Iridaceae 
family are protected) and an attempt should therefore be made to 
rescue and relocate all individuals encountered. 

U24.  In terms of impacts on fauna, CapeNature recommended that the existing 
Wildlife Management Plan is reviewed. It would have been preferred if this 
could have been provided as an attachment to the Draft EIA Report. The 
primary concerns related to fauna is the risk they impose on the operations of 
the airport and measures in place to address this. It is unlikely that the site 
contains irreplaceable faunal habitat.  

The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan has not been included as this 
document is not subject to the current stakeholder engagement process. 
The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan is one of many generic 
documents which Airports Company South Africa will amend or update 
to incorporate relevant conditions of authorisation, should this project be 
authorised. 

The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan is updated regularly, any changes 
in risk will be assessed by Airports Company South Africa and mitigation 
incorporated in the updated Bird & Wildlife Management Plan. 

U25.  The references to occurrence within a quarter degree square is not useful for 
assessment of potential faunal habitat on the site (e.g. the site does not 
contain suitable habitat for Micro Frog (Microbatrachella capensis) which is 
Critically Endangered and listed in the report as occurring in the quarter 
degree square, although the closest known locality is Kenilworth 
Racecourse; but the Western Leopard Toad (Amietophyrus pantherinus) 
which is Endangered could potentially breed in larger wetlands that occur on 
site, although the closest known locality is Edith Stevens Wetland Park 
(closer than Kenilworth Racecourse) and is not listed in the report as 
occurring in the quarter degree square (A. de Villiers pers. comm.). Similarly 
it is highly unlikely that Martial Eagles (Polemaetus bellicosus) would occur 
on the site (this could be verified by an ornithologist).  

 

  The specialist has confirmed that information obtained from QDS 
species lists was supplemented with information obtained during an 
onsite assessment as well as information obtained from previous faunal 
studies in the area (Harrison 2007 and Patterson-abrolat, 2012). The 
Western Leopard Toad (Amietophyrus pantherinus) was not 
encountered within the project footprint at the time of the assessment 
and was not indicated for the area in previous reports considered.  

Two avifaunal species of concern, Polemaetus bellicosus (Martial 
Eagle) and Falco peregrinus (Peregrine Falcon) are highlighted by the 
South African Bird Atlas Project 2 (SABAP2) avifaunal species list for 
the QDS 3118DC. However, neither were encountered on site during 
the site assessment and neither were listed within previous 
assessments in the area (Harrison, 2007 and Patterson-abrolat, 2012). 
In the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6H) it is mentioned 
that  ñThe diet of Polemaetus bellicosus (Martial Eagle) is not likely to be 
maintained by the limited abundance of large fauna present within the 
project footprint and the project footprint is not likely to provide suitable 
nesting habitat for this species due to degree of transformationò, and 
ñAlthough the project footprint contains bird species which are likely to 
form a part of the Falco peregrinus (Peregrine Falcon) diet, the 
transformed habitat provided by the project footprint is not deemed 
suitable to support the breeding as well as foraging habits of this 
speciesò. The probability that these SCC will be impacted by collisions is 
therefore considered to be low. 

U26.  The primary species of concern would be flying species (birds and bats) and 
the proposed impacts are likely to be similar to the current impacts. It is likely 
that this information would have been included in the Wildlife Management 
Plan and would have been useful to reference. It is stated that the species 
which have the highest aircraft strike rates are common species e.g. Cape 
Sparrow (Passer melanurus), Hadeda Ibis (Bostrychia hagedash). It should 
be confirmed whether there are any Bird Species of Conservation Concern 
that are impacted by collisions (there are two confirmed for the site). Of more 
interest to CapeNature is to review the deterrent measures which are 
implemented for fauna and compliance with permitting requirements. 
Therefore CapeNature requests that the Wildlife Management Plan is 
included as an appendix in the Final EIA Report or submitted to us. 

  See response to comment U24 above regarding the Bird & Wildlife 
Management Plan. 

The strike history presented in the Bird & Wildlife Management Plan 
(Patterson-abrolat, 2012) for raptors (which is presumed to include the 
protected species Circus ranivorus (African March-Harrier)) and for 
waterfowl (which is presumed to include the protected Pelecanus 
onocrotalus (Great White Pelican)) is listed as low. Given the re-
alignment of the runway by only 11.5 degrees, the impacts of flight 
paths of aircraft on avifaunal species are not expected to change 
significantly from the existing situation. 

U27.  We are concerned about the fauna in the area (snakes) going into 
communities close to the airport because of the development. 

14 May 
2015 

Attendees of 
Delft Public 
Open Day  

One of the essential mitigation measures listed for the construction 
phase of the development is that a thorough walk through of the project 
footprint must be undertaken prior to vegetation clearing and that faunal 
species encountered during the walk through must be rescued and 
relocated to suitable habitat falling outside of the project footprint 
boundary. Rescue and relocation of faunal species will include the 
rescue and relocation of snakes, which should prevent the movement 
into surrounding communities. 

U28.  The specialist studies did not adequately assess the receiving environment 
and the impact of development. The ecological impact has been under-
valued. As such, insufficient mitigation for biodiversity loss is proposed. The 
CoCT cannot support the findings of the ecological impact assessment. The 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The assessment was undertaken by a suitably qualified team of 
ecologists who provided an opinion on the impacts associated with the 
proposed development. Extensive detail on mitigation was not provided 
as mitigation options are limited and hence the need for biodiversity 
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technical review of the specialist studies explains the errors and omissions in 
more detail. 

offsets being investigated.  

U29.  The vegetation assessment needs to reflect the impact on the locally critically 
endangered False Bay Cape Flats Dune Strandveld, of which large, 
restorable areas remain on site. The specialist agrees that the vegetation 
type is restorable and not replaceable. In most cases where remnants of this 
type of vegetation are found in this condition, the habitat value would be 
reported as high. Yet the assessment of impact is rated as low. The 
Vegetation Index Score (VIS) methodology of assessment used is not 
appropriate for the vegetation type. It is accepted that large areas will be lost 
due to mass earthworks, but the value of this lost habitat must be 
represented accurately as a potentially restorable and valuable vegetation 
type, if managed correctly. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The specialist has considered these comments and the specialist 
assessment has been amended in response.  

 

U30.  There were also errors in the flora and fauna studies that fundamentally 
impact on the habitat value and assessment of the development impact. 

The specialists use the assumption that the CoCTôs Strandveld conservation 
initiative in the south-east of Cape Town metropolitan area is justification for 
sacrificing the restorable and valuable biodiversity on this site. It is agreed 
that the site will be developed, but the conservation initiative being referred to 
is unfunded, the smaller remnants city wide are not secured/managed and 
the national target of 24% for the affected vegetation type is therefore still 
applicable. The Draft EIA Report should reflect these facts correctly. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Noted. The specialist has considered these comments and the specialist 
assessment has been amended in response and these changes have 
also been reflected in Sections 4.1.9 and 6.7 of the EIA Report. 

U31.  Translocation proposals in the mitigation measures are not deemed practical 
or feasible. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The specialist agrees that rescue and relocation will not always be 
successful, however with proper planning prior to rescue and relocation 
the most favourable host site can be identified, which could aid 
establishment of additional species in an area that has been disturbed in 
the past. The specialist agrees that relocation into habitat that has not 
been subjected to some form of disturbance will result in unwarranted 
disturbance within that area. The specialist is also of the opinion that 
any form of rescue of indigenous individuals that will be permanently 
lost from the construction footprint is worth investigation in order to 
avoid a decrease in numbers of already declining species. On-site 
relocation of individuals could potentially provide an option that will 
avoid concerns raised associated with off-site relocation.  

U32.  It is accepted that this development project will need to take place, but the 
CoCT proposes that the specialists and environmental practitioner presents 
an EIA Report that addresses the aspects raised in the technical review of 
the specialist studies and then re-assesses the impact based on correct 
information. This should then lead to a proper mitigation strategy that could 
involve on-site mitigation and management of impact, or appropriate off-sets. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

Various mitigation measures were identified by the specialists in line 
with the mitigation hierarchy, including the rehabilitation and recreation 
of wetlands on site, as well as the revegetation of disturbed areas with 
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld, rather than grass species. These 
mitigation measures were considered by Airports Company South 
Africa, however due to safety concerns associated with the potential for 
wetlands to attract birds to the area (increasing the risk of bird strikes) 
as well as concerns raised by the Airportôs Fire and Rescue department 
in terms of accessibility to the airfield, Airports Company South Africa 
have confirmed that they are not able to implement these mitigation 
measures and a wetland habitat conservation offset would thus be 
required while no wetland functionality offset is deemed necessary.  

U33.  The comments on the Final Scoping Report, refer. Many of the concerns 
relating to the biophysical impacts of this development remain, and appear 
not to have been adequately addressed by the specialists. It is important to 
emphasize that the natural dune system is still in place and the soils and 
diversity of habitats (dune ridges, slopes and dune slacks) also are intact, 
except for small areas of levelling or illegal sand removal. The appearance of 
the site as densely invaded by alien acacias has biased the assessment of 
conservation value. Note that control of listed invader species (such as 
Acacia saligna as occurs at this site) is a requirement by law. The lack of 
management or inappropriate management (e.g. brush cutting) by land 
managers to control invasive species, should not be conflated with an 
assessment of the site in terms of conservation value and impacts of the 
development. Doing so results in a serious under-valuing of this and many 
other natural areas across the Cape Floristic Region (CFR) global 
biodiversity hotspot. The under-valuing of ecosystems and biodiversity in turn 
results in a lack of adequate mitigation for development. Ongoing habitat loss 
is the major threat to biodiversity in the CFR and the cause of increasing 
threat status of its vegetation types and species. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The specialist is not in agreement with the opinion of the CoCT in this 
regard.  

The specialist has confirmed that the assessment was based on the 
present ecological state of the vegetation on site. The project footprint 
is currently significantly degraded as a result of the proliferation of alien 
and invasive species, brushcutting activities and dumping. In its present 
state the vegetation cannot be considered representative of the 
vegetation type for the area. The impact calculated as a result of the 
loss of this alien infested vegetation was therefore calculated to be low.  

However, the impact as a result of the loss of potentially restorable 
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld habitat would likely be higher than that 
associated with the loss of the currently degraded habitat that forms the 
vast majority of the project footprint. The impact on terrestrial habitat 
has been reassessed by the specialist taking these comments into 
account.  

U34.  The terrestrial ecology specialist concludes that the development will have a 
Low negative impact on terrestrial ecosystems, flora and fauna, which with 
mitigation, would result in a Very Low negative impact for flora and fauna. 
These findings are presented with scant evidence and based on either a lack 
of understanding of the ecosystem concerned and its conservation value or a 
misconstruing of the information. 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The specialist has confirmed that the assessment of this impact was 
based on the present ecological state of the vegetation on site. The 
project footprint is currently significantly degraded as a result of the 
proliferation of alien and invasive species, brushcutting activities and 
dumping. In its present state the vegetation cannot be considered 
representative of the vegetation type for the area. The impact calculated 
as a result of the loss of this alien infested vegetation was therefore 
calculated to be low.  

However, the impact as a result of the loss of potentially restorable 
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld habitat would likely be higher than that 
associated with the loss of the currently degraded habitat that forms the 
vast majority of the project footprint. The impact on terrestrial habitat 
has been reassessed by the specialist taking these comments into 
account. 

U35.  The comments below refer to the areas mapped as natural remnant on the 
Biodiversity Network [refer to written comment] which comprise about 400ha 
of the proposed development area.  

The vegetation type is correctly identified as Cape Flats Dune Strandveld 
(CFDS) which is endemic to Cape Town and Endangered at a National level. 
However, the subtype is False Bay CFDS which is distinctive from the West 
Coast subtype and is locally Critically Endangered (<24% remains) owing to 
many recent large-scale developments in the Metro Southeast. A large 

4 June 
2015 

Dimitri 
Georgeades 
(CoCT) 

The specialist assessment has been amended in response to this 
comment. 
















































