SRK Consulting: 445354: Cape Town International Airport Runway Re-alignment Comments and Responses Table Page 1

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 (CoQG&ytated Transport Planning 22 Feb 2013
2. Dimitri Georgeades CoCTDistrict Head (Table Bay and Parow) 25 March 20HRd19 April 2013
Envionment and Heritage Management

3. Rhett Smart CapeNature 9 April 2013
4. AB Hall CEO: Heritage Western Cape 24 April@3
S. Janet Bodenstein CoCT: Economic, Environmental and Spatial Planning 25 June 20EHhd2 August 2013
6. lan Gildenhuys CoCT: Specialised Environmental Health 25 June 2013
7. Shannon Maree CoCT: Environmental Health: Noise Pollution 25 June 2013
8. Coundibr Mphila via Mcebisi Johnson Fetu| Manager: Stdouncil 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 Mvember 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
S. 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 Deslopment Forum 5 December 2013
11.

Bishop Michel Hansrod and Andre Jordag The Methodist Church of Southern Africa (MCSA) and Klipfontein| 5 December 2013
(KGL)

Airlines Association of South Africa (AASA)
BCD Town Planners

CoCT

Denel Industrial Properties

12. | Chris Zweigenthal
13. | Henie Brandt
14. | Dimitri Georgeades

9 December 2013
12 December 2013
12 December 2013
13 December 2013
Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning ( 13 Deember 2013
Directorate: Land Management (Region 1)

15. | Rentia Geldenhuys

16. | Western Cape Government:
Loretta Osbourne
Catherine Bill

Alexia Julius

Directorate: Pollution Management (Pollution and Chemicals Man
Directorate: Environmental and Spatial Planning

Directorate: Ration Management (Air Quality Management)
Department of Economic Development and(D&Digin
Directorate: Trade and Sector Development: Strategic Initiatives

Peter Harmse

Bianca MpahlaZahiff
Department of Human Settlements
Diretorate: Planning

Department of Transport and Public Works

Raynita Robertson
Gamza Meyer Directorate: Infrastructure Policies and Strategies
Directorate: Transport Policies and Strategies
CapeNature

Mario Brown
17. | Rhett Smart

18. | Christian Gerhardt
19. | sean Coburn

20. | sandy Bayne

17 December 2013
18 December 2013
18 December 2013
19 December 2013
17 January 2014 & 10 March 2014

NCC on behalf of the Housing Development Agency (HDA)
Private ResiderBoston

South African Airways (SAA) Flight Operations
Department of Water Affairs \DWA

21. | Bukelwa Mtandana

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 Arormn 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
S. Rudolf Meiring Private 24 July 2014

6. | Cindy Wright Private 24 July 2014

7. Francois Malan Private 26 July 2014

8. | John Weig 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 Residentsd Associ at i |31July2014
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SRK Consulting: 445354: Cape Town International Airport Runway Re-alignment Comments and Responses Table Page 2
# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received
13. | Deborah Maggot Private 31 July 2014
14. | Jacqui Mc Carthy Private 31 July 2014
15. | Sheynain Benjamin Tygerberg Siistrict 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 Augst 2014
19. | Emmanuel Private 1 August 2014
20. | Martin Harris Private 1 August 2014
21. | Christian Gerhardt on behalf of Thiathu | NCC on behalf of HDA 1 August 2014

Manenzhe
22. | Joy Leaner DEA&DP: Pollution Management 1 August 2014
23. | Rhett Smart CapeNature 6 Augus2014
24. | Malcolm Watters Western Cape Transport and Public Works: Road Network Mana¢ 11 August 2014

Table 4: Written IAP comments received during the draft EIA Report comment period
# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received
1. SubCouncil 10 SubCouncil 10 30 March 2015
2. Adrian Lodewyk Private 10 April 2015
3. Chris Roed Private 13 April 2015
4. Mike Dyssel uwcC 14 April 2015
5. Gerrit Coetzee WCED 26 May 2015
6. Valerie Homer Edgemead Resident 13 and 15 May 2015
7. Sheynain Benjami Belhar Community Health Forum 26 May 2015
8. Tonya Booth Edgemead Resident 18 May 2015
9. Terry May le ReDxncan 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. | StuarWelch 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 Riglent 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 @15
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 Gov| Principal of Edgemeé&ghtSchool 20 Mg 2015

Body of Edgemead High School)
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 May015
43. | Kim Pillaye Edgemead Resident 22 May 2015
44. | Kim Janse van Rensburg Edgemead Resident 21 May 2015
45. | Khumie Nganto 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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Page 3

# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received
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 SteyBegley 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 Edgeraad Resident 25 May 2015
60. | lan Rayner Edgemead Resident 19 May 2015
61. | lan 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 Krkie 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. | Fvan 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 Cowell 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 R& 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 Edgemdekidents 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 2@1
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 Bothagj Resident 09 June 2015
110.| Glynis Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015
111.| 1J Kallis Bothasig Resident 09 June 2015
112.| Fahim Docrat HOPE 08 June 2015
JONS/DALC 445354 _C and R Table_for Final EIR_July 2016_v2.docx July 2016
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# Stakeholder Affiliation Comment received
113.| Mlandeli Mbiko Nyanga Development Forum 15 May 2015
114.| Albert Froneman Environmental and ornithologicélsgtgappointed by ACSA for wildl| 18 May 2015
management plans)
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 rident 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.| Stanleyolnik 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 Edgemeadsident 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 resiut 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 ard Rudrks 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 bMeeting 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. Subcouncil Managers Focus Group Meeting 11 June 2013 Cape Town International Airport
3. Denel anHousing development Agency At Denel 6s r e|9July2013 Cape Town International Airport
4. DEA and DEA&DP Authorities Meeting 6 August 2013 Cape Town International Airport
S. Authorities Authorities Meeting 25 November 2013 Media City
6. Councillors Coundior Meeting 25 November 2013 Cape Town International Airport
Meetings held during Impact Assessment Phase
7. Subcouncil Managers and ward councillors Focus Group Meeting 16 April 2015 Cape Town International Airport
8. Local, Provincial and Nationalrigho 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

Al. | CoCT understands that Phase 1 of the overall development is| 30 May Norah Walker | Airports Company South Africa have considered apq
scope of the EIA but CoCT needs to take the ultimate devel¢ 2013 (CoCT) environmental authorisation for the ultimate devédsppemnthe
consideration. Didrparts Company South Africa consider appl Airport Master Plan); however, the ultimate development wqg
environmental authorisation for the ultimate development? implemented in the distant future at which time growth

A2. | Taking into consideration the long term and future cumulative | 12 Hennie Brandt de”?a”d and industry rqulrements (as. well as the
major land use facilitg | national and international airport hub | December| (BCD Town enwronment) are less pred|cta_1ble. Key mmtp:opcts a
within an existing urban environment, it is difficult to understand | 2013 Planners) commissioned only when required, and the delautirofrail
first phase of the overall Master Plan forms the current scope compqnents of t_he_ uItlmgte development could well ex_ceed
process, excluding the possible impact ahtte altport developme authorisation validity periods. A phaseq apprc_)ach, as IS cor
the future. Surely this is a piecemeal process in dealing with th fche upg_rade of C_ape Tov_vnnErtienaI Airport is conS|d_97red.
and final environmental impact of such a major development international _practlce for awpqrt development;. In addition, i
Cape Town International Airport? of t.he EIA is extended_ to include the ultimate Qevelopr

environmental authorisation was not granted on this basis

A3. | Integrated environmental and city/spatial planning surely emb could havedetrimental impact on short term airport capacity.
more than only the possible impact of the first phase of any pro the authorities are able to authorise only a portion of any d
Of the Opinion that the ToR and the SCOpe Of th|S enVironmental proposaL the EIA Wou|d then assess the impacts Of th
is flawed and shobbll extended to include and determine the Imp deve|0pment and the impacts of the current propmh]d](mm b
the phases of the proposed development of Cape Town Internat understood).
as mcIu_ded in the Airport Mastgr Plan. To o.nly concentrate .on.d|1 The ultimate development has been provided in the EIA Re
aIternatl\{es of runways and directly assooiatite actlv!tles, is lim 24) as context to the project. SRK has attempted to ensu
the SCOpINg process. H.OW would, for examplez .the?allgwm)em an scope of the EIA is clear, i.e. confined to activities related
lengthening affect existing and future communities in terms of ge alignment of oneway.
of life, as well as many other cumulative future impacts ofnae . . . o
runway, but all other envisaged runways and development phag The alternatives assgssed in the EIA W'" be I_|m|ted to those
important is an assessment of all alternatives, even including reasonable and feasible, as described in Section 3.5 of the E
complementary regional airport sites as an alternative, with re
environmental, social, ecanamd other aspects and opportunitie
important that the scope of the environmental process ensures
and proper calculation of all possible impacts of all the various p|
proposed future development of Cape Town Internagidnanding
only that of a few alternative positions/layouts of a single runwa
phase of a long term development program.

A4. | Because the final and long @ape Town International Aigoftsuch All potential so@oonomic and biophysioglacts of the propog
high importance for the current amé faopulations of the CoCT project (runway-akgnment) have been assessed in the EIA R
region and Province, it is essential that any EIA process will be see Chapter 6. The impacts have been assessed within the
an impeccable way, which inclindes aliathe consideration of the Airport Master Plan but, at this stage, it is not possil
alternatives in accordance with NEMA. Possible issues that can understand the impadtthe ultimate development of the Cape
offsite socieconomic negative impacts, road transport issues g International Airport site, as anticipated in the Airport Maste
with the increase in the capacity of the airport over time, th runways) as the construction of the second runway will not
negative impacts of noise by aircraft and associated airport a foreseeable future. The impacts of the second runway (an(g
increase in emissions aadrtipact of new flight paths (because ef activities at the airport that trigger the need for Envi
alignment of the runways) on existing and future residential areg Authorisation in terms of NEMA) will be subject to EIA proceg
aviation activities at Ysterplaat airport with their own designated development.

The issues raised have been addressed in the relevant
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
studies undertaken during thprBtass.
The flight paths are determined by ATNS and take into co
topography, dominant wind directions, safety requirements
safety distances, obstacle limitations and other airport
(including Ysterplaat). ATNS will dikeupstential impacts of
flight paths on aviation activities at Ysterplaat airport with
controllers at Ysterplaat.

A5. | Will support infrastructure e.g. fuel farms be included in the s{ 25 Janet The scope of the EIA includes thigrenent of the runway,
EIA? November| Bodenstein earthworks and supporting infrastructure directly related to

2013 (CoCT) realignment. Many of the proposed developments envisag
Airport Master Plan will only happen in tHernbnghese
developments will be assessed in future applications. The s
EIA excludes fuel farms. This EIA is limited to the project as
Chapter 3 of the EIA Report.

A6. | Section 3.3.1 of the draft Scoping Report states that thre| 13 Loretta Act vi ty 27 Thé de@imifRibnihg of exstingifacil
sulstations will be demolished during the proposed development December| Osbourne infrastructure for (ii) electricity transmission and distributi
of Government Notice (GN) No. R. 544 is not applied for. It | 2013 (DEA&DP) threshold of more than 132kV.
whether this activity is applicable to the proposed development The transmission capacity at the airport is 11kV, and therefol
clear what the voltages of thstations are. Please indicate if saig thresholttiggering this listed activity. This capacity has been
activity will be applicable and if so, please ensure that it is inc Section 3.3.1 of the EIA Report.
application for authorisations and the impacts thereof assesse
Report.

A7. | The understanding of the receiving environment is comprehensiy 1 August | Dimitri The relocation of the families from Freedom Farm, Blikkig
the natural environment is concerned. There is a notable effortct¢ 2014 Georgeades | Malawi Camp falls outside the scope of this EIA process (an
the socieconomic receiving environment that will be affected by (CoCT) irrespective of whether thaligament of the runway is approy
the realigned runway. The relocation of informal residents that not)and thus has not been assessed in detail in teedBoa
to by the City of Cape Town Spatial Planning branch was ment Specialist Study or EIA Report. The relocation of the
impact that will be evalliate settlements is a City of Cape Town project, separatalignimem

of the runway.

Note that impacts of thealignment ofthe runway on the
communities were assessed in the EIA: however, impacts g
of the communities were not assessed.

A8. | Explanation should be given for what exactly is being assessed, While the Master Plan considered vasious dgtions for t
only one additional runway or two runwaysregtheith maps @ runways, the current project proposesatiymmeent of the prim
diagrams present a confusing picture. Clarification should be ¢ runway at Cape Town International Airport only.
exact development footprint, as some maps in the scoping ref The runway, taxiway system and associated infrastructure
smaller development footprint than others. footprint of approximately &2. 2lmost dticated within the exis

airport perimeter fence. In addition tealigmeent of the prim
runway, the current project will also include bulk earthwo
sourcing and on site use of cut/fill material from the land to
the airpart

The proposed project footprint is approximately 700 ha in
indicated on Figur2 8f the EIA Report.

A9. | Why was the relocation of the informal settlements not assessed| 12 May Gert Kruger | The relocation of the inforretilements (Freedom Farm, M

2015 (CoCT) Camp, Blikkiesdorp) needs to occur, irrespective of whether
is realigned or not.
The relocation of the informal settlements is a City of Cape T
separate to the-aignment of the runway. The prdmssn
approximately 7 years ago (in 2009), and there is a Memq
Agreement between Airports Company South Africa and
regarding the relocation process, whereby the City agrees to
Freedom Farm community who are currentingdangyowned
the Airports Company South Africa. There are approximal
families that need to be relocated from all three settlement
only Freedom Farm is on land owned by Airports Company S
Note that impacts of the propesdiginment on these commu
were assessed in the EIA; however, impacts of relocation we

A10.| Is the second runway included in the scope of the EIA? 16 April Gerhard Four| The scope of the EIA comprises realignmentrofitheprvay on

2015 (Subcouncil 17 When Airports Company South Africa can justify a second
separate EIA process will be required.
It is accepted EIA best practice that it is not meaningful to
impacts of a project that will only be initiafeg20m the future.

Spatial Planning Context

B1l. | Investigate the option of running the EIA process and the Land U 6 August | Toinette van | The Land Use Planning application has not yet texkhyinftigoor
(application) process concurrently. 2013 der Merwe Company South Africa as they are still in the process of land

(DEA) Land valuations have been concluded and the negotig
underway for land acquisitions.

B2. | The SDF and proposed development plans, including discussiq 25 Marek Kedzieji Cape Town International Airport participates actively in a
CoCT and Airports Company South Africa, must be an integrate] November| (DEA&DP) forums with both the CoCT and the iRto@oeernment of {
resolve all potential issues. 2013 Western Cape for the purpose of ensuring integrated ar

medium to long term planning. In addition to regular ang
meetings with the CoCT Spatial and Transport divisions
Company South Africa also has reptesernon the Integra
Transport Steering Group and the Economic and Infrastructy
Group. Airports Company South Africa has recently beg
participating in working groups set up for the compilati
Integrated Transport Plan,Ptiowincial SDF and will participé
others as and when they take place.

B3. | There is no mention of or reference made to the impact | 12 Dimitri Reference to the Khayelitsha Mitchells Plain District SDP is
Khayelitsha/ Mitchells Plain/ Greater Blue Downs District and [ December| Georgeades | Section 2.2.6 of the EIA Report.

The Land Use Planning Ordinancef 985d i nance 15 | 2013 (CoCT) In terms of the current regulatory framework applicable in t
also not mentioned in the planning frameworks. The quotes Cape, the LUPO is the ordinance within whithamndb rurs
Tygerberg SDP (page 16) should be cross referenced with page development and land use on public and private land in tH
quoted verbatim) as it is inh Cape may be permitted and is also the legal mechanism thr
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all land use change applications (rezoning, subdivision, (¢
consent uses and other minor landatisgsinare adjudicated. ]
ordinance is howeeensidered to be outdated and in the pro
being replaced.
For the purposes of the EIA process, it is not necessary
LUPO any further other than to have already mentioned
Reporthat the Cape Town SDF has been approved in terms
Municipal Systems Act No. 32 of 2000 (MSA) by the CoCT
DEA&DP in terms of Section 4(6) of LUPO.
Relevant cross references for quotes from the Tygerberg
been provided in Setfd.5 of the EIA Report.

B4. | The DirectorateEnvironmental and Spatial Planning is satisfied| 13 Alexia Julius | Noted.
proposed application will be tested for alignment against th| December| (DEA&DP:
forward planning documentation: 2013 Environmental
f National Development Plan (NDP): Vision for 2030; and Spatial
1 Western Cape Provincial SDF, 20009; Planning)

1 Cape Town SDF, 2012;

1 Tygerberg District Plan: Spatial Development Plan and EMF,
1 Cape Town IDP (202917); and

1 Cape Town Zoning Scheme, 2013.

B5. | The draft Scoping Report implies that the proposed developm Although the aims of the NDP may be met at an alternatitreel
alignment with all of the abwationed plans; with a specific focus costs of developing an alternativet aisite) are, at prese
economic development potential of the rualigmymentHowever, it i considered prohibitive. I n
proposed that thignment of the proposal also be interrogated ag mandate from the Department of Transport is to develop (
following aspects, which should not be regarded as an exhaustiv International Airport to its optimal level in its current location.
1. ltis indicated in the draft Scoping Report that an alternative

was not considered, mainly due to the puossilsial fimplicatior
However, as the preferred alternative is being planned parti
that does not currently belong to the applicant, it is
recommended that alternative site locations be conside
Directorate is of the opifiahthe aims of the NDP can be me
alternative location. The benefits and disadvantages of
locations need to be assessed.

2. In terms of the ProdhcSDF, the urban restructuring Additional information in this regard has been provided in the
environmental sustainability intervention areas are only mq Report.
passing. The objectives (i.e. protect biodiversity and ¢
resources; minimise consumption of scarce environmental
(i.e. noise,raand fuel consumption; renewable energy resour
support these intervention areas need to be discussed in mo

3. With regard to alignment of the proposat @itipehTown SDF, Airports by nature, and in this instance Cape Town Internati
dr aft Scopi ng Repo-tetm spagal structy in particular, are largely aligned with Key Strategy 1. Airport
based on a system of interrelated structuring elements in South Africa and the CoCT and other authorities work toget
multidirectional (accessibility grid) and areas of land use intg operate with one another in order to address any pote
The draft ScopiRgport also refers to the proposal by the Cay alignment of respective development plans.

SDF for an integrated system of airports within Cape Town. In terms of this EIA all of the aforementioned impacts on §
it important to discuss/ show alignment, but possible issu land uses have been assessed, i.e. stormwater, noise, tra
alignment have to be interrogated and proposals made i and are psented in the EIA Report (Chapter 6).

going to be addressed. An example would be Key Strategy|

employment, and improve access to economic opportunitig

ASupport the rationalisatio

gateways, and manage land uses around thgnr dp@d €

Strategy, with specific reference to Policy 17 (Support the d

of an integrated system of airports and appropriate surroy

uses) and Policy Guideline 17.1 (Cape Town International

continue to provide the ndtem international aviation functio

limit that is determined by its impact on surrounding land (

impacts) and the capacity of-sided support systems (r|

infrastructure, public transport infrastructure and service pro

savices and storm water management)).

4. Another example would be the&s$ub at egy of f The restrictis associated with land use in the area surrourn
the citizens of Cape Town f airport (associated primarily with safety concerns and noise
24 (Direct urban growth away from hazardous areas/activitie acknowledged. Thalignment of the runway will result in a shi
withPolicy Guideline 24.2 (All urban development that takes noise contours around the airport, which has teked namd
vicinity of the Cape Town International Airport and other air presented in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). The
the metropolitan area must be within the framework of restrig of the shift in noise contours, impacts on surrounding comm
use of land in the noise cones oftaigsowell as any applic the implications for land use around the airport have been &
height restrictions imposed on development in the vicinity the Noise Specialist Study thadSocieconomic Specialist St
Please note that Map 5.4 indicates the existing airport ng (Appendix 6H), and presented in the EIA Report (Sectio
Future runway realignment and/or the construction of new ru Section 6.8, respectively).
subject to oliéng the necessary approvals, cause a shift in tf
noise cones. The Cape Town SDF also considers the ¢
International Airport as a majoeiaexsive precautionary area
reiterated that this list is not exhaustive.

B6. | The Scoping Report refers to the Provincial Spatial Developmen| 1 August | Thiathu The socieconomic specialist and noise specialist have asse
(2009) under Section 2.2.2 pg 14 and quotes thé follg A T | 2014 Manenzhe impacbf noise related to thaligned runway on the acceptablg
Cape SDF policies and associated plans are categorised into (HDA) uses surrounding the airport, taking into account relev
intervention areas including (1)-esmgiomic development; (2) y guidelines. This will also include, in particular, the implicati
restructuring; and (3) envird provision of housing.
relevance to theofect; however the Department of Environment Please refer to the NoisecBist Study (Appendix 6C), the-
and Development Planning should also consider that this spea economic Specialist Study (Appendix 6H) and Section 6.4 &
development and low cost housing development goals. These 6.8 of the EIA Report.
not be attalngble in a province that has minimal apgdertber urbg The proposed runwasglignment will generate noise exceeda
developmgnt if other development might have an effect on the by existing and/or planned residential developments CAimgman
cost housing or valuable developable property. South Africa is conscious of this issue and has previously p

CoCT with relevant noise contours to inform spatial plannir
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guidelines, (local) government has built and still plans to buil
areas where exceedancesdated with the No Go alternative
occur. This is very unlikely to be a wilful violation of guidelin
more likely reflect the intense demand for and pressure
houses within the urban edge in CoCT (and nationally), thedj
cost of mitigation in infor
willingness to live in such areas irrespective of exceedances
a uniquely South African challenge. Based on current pr|
demand, it is deemed likely thatrdfectPwill not completely re
planned and proposed housing projects, though this is not
considered an aspirational goal for urban land use plannin
Africa. From a social impact perspective, implementation of
would bemme more challenging in the future, as developn
population numbers around the airport continue to grow, in t
of planning efforts to the contrary.

B7. |{[Wasnét Fisantekraal Airfiel d|14April Michael Dysse Ai r por t s Company South Afr
concentrate somfetloe pressure from Cape Town International Air] 2015 Transport is to develop Cape Town International Airport to
there urban edge dynamics (i.e. applications for amendments a level in its current location.
and | and value concerns that It is a complex exercise to assess the absolute cost of a
its current plot? airport project. Byy of comparison, King Shaka Internationa

the most recent greenfield airport development in South A
completed at a cost of R7 billion in 2010 with a capacity of
passengers per annum, excluding land acquisition, toutituirg
and relocation of associated industries (see Section 3.5.1
Report for more detailed analysis of costs of a greenfield
Cape Town).

At present, the costs of developing an alternative airport (si
considered protiia.

B8. | This Directorate notes that the majority of the concerns raised in| 25 May Marek Kadjiejg Noted.
spatial planning comments have been taken into account in th 2015 (DEA&DP)

Report. It is understood that there is an effort to act in accordanc
planning daments listed in paragraph 2.3.1of the original commg
13 February 2013.

B9. | The proposals remain in conflict with both the Tygerberg District] 25 May Marek Kadjiejg Noted.
and the Khayelitsha/Mitchells Plain Distridt iRlamdérstood that | 2015 (DEA&DP)
present airport arrangement is in conflict with the existing prescr
of noise. This runwayalignment has the intention of enabling
capacity for air traffic movement in the medium term, as well as
realisation of the ultimate design format for the airport. It ig
recognised as a positive shift towards greater urban efficiency g
anticipated that the net effect on the urban landscape will out
negative impacts.

B10.| It is acknowledged that this initiative is independent from the Co{ 25 May Marek Kadjiejg Noted.
to relocate three communities (Freedom Farm, Malawi { 2015 (DEA®P)

Blikkiesdorp) that are currently directly impacted and will similéol
be affected should the airport develop to its final design
Furthermore, it has been noted in the Draft EIA Report that
made to the Cape Town SDF being approved in terms of Sectio
Land Use Planning Ordinance (LUBB)(Qr@inance 15 of 1985).
was technically correct, however, as a point of clarity, the Capg
now carries an MSA approval status, subsequent to the
withdrawal of the Cape Town SDF in terms of LUPO.

B11.| This Directorate would like to emphasise that the very long tern 25 May Marek Kadjiejg Noted.
second international airport for Cape Town has been identified w 2015 (DEA&DP)
ensuring that current land use decisions do not compromise f
alternatives. @hmaximum capacity time horizon of the Cap
International Airport will determine the time frame for the establ
second airport. The Cape Regional SDF, which is currern
commencement phase, will endeavour to locate an agreesiblg
location for such an additional second facility.

B12.| The maps on page 201 of the Draft EIA Report show that the| 25 May Khune Nganto| Your concerns are noted. The impacts of noise and air qui
both the existing airport and the proposed new runway are ful 2015 (Mandalay health and wéking of the surrounding communities as
flawed and mesult of apartheid planning. When the airport was Resident) property values are assessed in Sections 6.3, 6.4, 6.8 and 6.
was on the outskirts of the city. At the time it could not have bee report.
that the airport would have grown to the extent it has. In the 6
followed its construction, Cape BEswgrdwn around the airport and
communities, predominantly through forced removals, were re
and around the airport. The location of the airport in the centre
unique internationally where airports are usually locatedrsmfeod|
the urban area where they have the biggest impact. One could a
location of the airport as an element of urban infrastructure w
parcel of the apartheid planning. Khayelitsha and Mitchells
planned as segregatagriships and the airport and its flight paths
the buffer between communities. There is an obligation on Go
undo this level of apartheid planning that is dividing our comni
cutting them off from jobs elsewhere in the city.

Since the airport's apartment approval and construction,
Government has been negligent in building new hospitals, s
housing for the poor in areas which are technically considered dg
The CoCT has been negligent in not infoenciomriunities of the r
that they are facing and has been approving development with
paths of aircraft and putting poor communities at risk.

Airports Company South Africa has failed in their duty to ens
impacts of the airportradd negatively impact on society at larg
problematic that Government who is supposed to protect the in
citizens sits on the Airports Company South Africa Board. Long

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



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

Page 9

Issues / Comments

Date

Stakeholder

Response

heard that Airports Company South Africa was gmimgetsate th
Mandalay Communities and affected areas for the same reasq
never materialised to date.

The new runway will put Mandalay directly into the flight path
health and wéking is likely to be affected. We do not sleefuliyg
babies wake up often because the impact on the noise level du
and at night time affect our lives. This will affect the value of
which already has caused cracks on our houses. Who will compg
this?

B13.

Developent land is scarce in Cape Town. The -aégnad runway
the airport will promote economic growth opportunities for Cap
sterilise large areas of potentially developable land, or make d
costs higher for the developer. The Ca®mhc&ned regarding
implication of the new noise contours on its own property and on
to deliver housing to the poor.

4 June
2015

Dimitri
Georgeades
(CoCT)

Noted. The implications of noise on land use planning, par
housing, arecorded in the EIA Report.

B14.

The issue of cost transfer is especially relevant. The costs of m
be shifted to the recipiengay
principle. There is also a cost in the lost developmentespportuni

4 June
2015

Dimitri
Georgeades
(CoCT)

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

B15.

It is noted that there are a large number of informas stithdtuith
newly affected areas. These occur as informal settlements, |
informal structures on private properties (e.g. backyarders).
prevailing soeéwonomic conditions in many of the affected ar
unlikely that those propewners who provide rental accommod
informal structures would have the ability to formalise and i
existing structures to the level that they would be safe for humal
It is incumbent on the CoCT to upgrade informal settieméaiical
owned land. Given the scarcity of land within the urban edge a
directive from National Treasury to develop an informal settleme
programme, there is a clear preference towaudmformal settlem
upgrading wree this is possible. There is also a clear indication
CoCTé6s Integrated Human Sett|
manner in which subsidised housing in Cape Town will befomtiy
formal (brick and mortar) housing units t@ndstyvice schemd
(residents responsible to build houses, likely temporary of natnes
serviced site provided by municipality). Given the existing locatio
these informal settlements within the area that will be affected
runway (Site B Khayelitsha for examplajdseevice schemes will

be viable (depending on timeframes for implementation) ang
necessary to provide formal structures on these sites and ing
structures against noise. It is impdotanote that the current ho
subsidy is constrained and does not make provision for the addit
providing noise insulation. These additional costs will requirg
resources and may hinder the CoCT in achieving its develo
housing delivery targets. Apart from the currently unqualified n
situ upgradings in informal settlements, the CoCT has around

housing opportunities in tBeyéar planning process documented
2015/16 IDP located >55dBA ofri&cdnin addition, the EIA report

that approximately 31 500 existing residents (~10 000 househ
located in the > 65dBA contour line of Scenario 4. This is 29

more than at present.

4 June
2015

Dimitri
Georgeades
(CoCT)

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

The modelling on noise impacts with the implementation o
has been completed and is included in Section 6.4 of the EIA
indicaté in Section 6.8.3 of the EIA Report, the number of
areas affected by noise above guidelines levels is lower for
the realigned runway operating at maximum capacity (with
than for the N®&o option (Scenario 2).

B16.

The prapsed Statement of Intent between Airports Company Sd
the CoCT and the airline industry should not lead to the omissio
and assessment of noise mitigation in the Draft EIA Report. The
should assess and declare the cassefimpact mitigation. The de
authority will apply its mind to the reasonable or ethical bound
6pol luter payso6 principle. It
make these decisions. This information is importa@b@r,tipeoper
owners and communities to understand the impact of the project,

4 June
2015

Dimitri
Georgeades
(CoCT)

The implementation of certain noise reduction mitigation m
which Airports Company South Africa and other industry st
are able to commit has been factored into the noise impact ¢
in the EIA Report. The costs of mitigation measures are h
easy to determine and fall outside the scope of the EIA.

B17.

The EIA states that much of the land within the affe(tgth secif
reference to the informal settlement areas) has been deve
because it is so highly populated, is unlikely to develop further g
future. This position is contested, particularly in the light of th
location fosome of the areas that will become newly affected
specifically Site C, Khayelitsha and the northern portion of the
Denel site. These two sites enjoy particularly good access to t
road network (N2/R300) and are set afit bewm strategic pu
investment into the public transport (namely the modernisation
Flats railway line, the future Blue Downs rail link connecting
southwest to Bellville and Phase 2 of thel\Aftttowne Myciti ser
connedhg Khayelitsha / Mitchells Plain to Wynberg and Claren
potential is recognised in forward planning documents (Khayelits
Plain Blue Downs District Plan) that designates the area arour
station as a Sub Regional Node. Wheimeay will prevent this node
reaching its true potential. It is also worth mentioning that othe
are currently affected and that will become more severely impa
new runway (Mandalay) will also not be able to reach tiatiiafufHop)
a residential development point of view (likely due to the cost in
insulation). It perhaps goes without saying that new public inve
improving levels of service and accessibility will make it more ¢
peopled live within these areas and this is likely to drive the prop
and development environment.

4 June
2015

Dimitri
Georgeades
(CoCT)

Noted. The Final EIA Report (Section 6.8.3.3) has been r
reflect the possibility of more intense dewtlioprartain areas.
Note that the Denel/Swartklip site has recently been pur
Ai rports Company South Afri
about noise impacts on this property.

B18.

The other significant implication of the new runwaynah ttgnBekli
site is that opportunity to g
will be lost. In this regard it is important to reflect on the history
southeast and divisive legacy of apartheid planning. Mitchells
Khayelitsha were developed under the Group Areas Act to housg
different races. Denel was developed as a spatial buffer betwé

4 June
2015

Dimitri
Georgeades
(CoCT)

The Denel/Swartklip site has recently been purchased b
Company South Afric al | ayi ng many st

noise impacts on this property.

The purchase of the land has the effect of mitigating the imp
given that it sits directly within the noise corridor for departin
the realigned runway.rFt her more it supp
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communities to reinforce segregation and prevent any pote strategic objective of increasing their economic impact ang
integration. It is incumbent on govetoraddtess the spatial imbala| meaningful contribution to communities surrounding the airpg
created by apartheid and reintegrate communities and neigh The significant investment made by the Airports Company S
Whilst the Denel site is encumbered with environmental constra in purchasg this land is motivated by the potential mixed
provides a unique opportunity to integrate the two townships in g development to:
way. Noise impacts of the_ runway will further undgrmine any pot 1 Function as a noise corridor for departing aircraft, ¢
site to be developed and integrate the two townships. reducing or eliminating aircraft noise impacts on hou
might otherwise have been built at Swartklip;
1 Contribte to the conservation efforts in the city by co
sensitive ecological systems on the site; and
1 Support the sogoonomic aspirations of the City to in
development opportunities in the Metro SE, and tg
skills shortages through etunatfacilities.

Airport Master Plan

C1. | The National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEN 13 Rentia The Airport Master Plan is a long term strategic plan wh
an application to identify, predict and evaluate the actual and pot| December| Geldenhuys | provision for the optimal utilisation of the Cape Town In
of an activity on the environment. This includes assessihipran¢ 2013 (Denel) Airport intd current location. The specific aims and objectiv
feasible alternatives. Master Plan are provided in Section 2.4 of the EIA Report.
The initial concern with the application is the fact that all informat] The Master Plan provides the context and motivation for {
indicates the future doubling up of runways. Yet at the sam development i.e-alignment of the primary runway.
application seeks to deal with the Airport Master Plan ceablyisis The Masterl&h review process and associated evaluation o
i.e. the applicant will bring ad hoc applications for portions of layout alternatives at a Master Plan level is considered &
Plan, even though the extent of the Master Plan is used as tf exercise and therefore did not include broader public cg
arguing the current application. though institutional stakeholders (e.g. CoCT) were cons
Of relevance to Denel is the fact that it appears thalswskaht apprised of plans. Public consultation is not legally required
already been undertaken in preparing noise pollution conto master planning, and public consultation associated w
envisaged two runway scenario for Cape Town International Aif development or upgrade is undertaken as part of the req
come to our attention that this work clearly indicates the exte process.

65 dBA noise contontooSwartklip and a large section of False B4 The Scope of Work for this EIA indledealtgnment of the prim
information has, however, not been made part of the current app runway, construction of associated infrastructure and bulk

our concern that information such as this, which may have mater which are proposed in the short term. The possible constr
the Swartklip property, is not being shtireidtevested and affeg second runway is too far in the future for Airports Company §
parties, illustrating a metho to accuralg predict flight paths, technology, passenger num
flies directly in the face of the intention of the legislation requif therefore, to accura'[e|y predict the associated impacts_ Dev
transparent availability of information. If the AirportaMaster pli the second runway will thus be subject to an additional EIA
any role in the current application, then all information relating to the future, which would need to assess impactsusrotinelin
impact of the Master Plan should be made available to inte environment (baseline conditions) at the time.

affected parties. The noise contours associated with both runways, simulate
We retain the right to point out similar anomalies during thes the master planning process were based on information and
application process that we may currently not be aware of. available at the time. It was aimed at providingomfwr@aCT

C2. | Due to the nature of the impact as well as thgjiventéxt the select inform their long term land use planning around the airp
portions of the Master Plan which is included in the Scoping Rep contours have been determined for the proposed developn
in the EIA Report, it is clear that the current application finds its ¢ Noise Specialist Study in this EIA (Appendix 6C).
the said Master Plan. The Master Plan has not been subjectedaf
public participation or public scrutiny and as such, cannot be the
for the selected phase of development which is now the subject
application. It is requested that the NEMA application should be
as to give full msideration to the Master Plan, its impacts and
mitigation.

We note that the HAAirport Mal
amended through regul ar revi 6
which is argued to be purely conceptuarsappeéoe the basis

determining that the proposed development scenarios are fe
decision during the assessment phase, based on the Airport N
creates the prerequisite that the Master Plan be made availab
scrutiny as paf the assessment phase.

Noting that the Airport Master Plan has not been made availab
review as part of the assessment process, we believe that th
process is flawed.

C3. | The EIA must take account of -Higmenent of the ficgtway as well { 9 Chris Ai rports Company South Afri
the provision for the second parallel runway in line with the state December| Zweigenthal | Town International Airport is to optimise utilisation at the a
of why the {@ignment is being undertaken in the first place, i.e] 2013 (AASA) current location, assuming the future expansion of the
provision for and maximise the growth and development of the ai accommodateo runways.

As the first phase in the development of the airport, as envis
Airport Master Plan, Airports Company South Africa propbge
the existing primary runway (the scope of this EIA).

The Scope of Work for this EIA incladealipnment of the prim
runway, construction of associated infrastructure and bulk
which are proposed in the short term. The possible constr
second runway is too far in the future for Airports Company 9
to accuratefyredict flight paths, technology, passenger numk
therefore, to accurately predict the associated impacts. Devg
the second runway will thus be subject to an additional EIA
the future, which would need to assess impactsuomuhdirg
environment (baseline conditions) at the time.

C4. | Was a feasibility study done for the Project? 12 May Shaddai Dani| Numerous alternatives (location, master plan options, and sil

2015 (DWS) alignments) were identified and consideied dirport mas
planning, which informed the early feasibility and design ph
Project.
C5. | How many new aircraft parking bays will be provided in the Ail 16  April Clive Justus | The estimated number of &ingasking bays in line with the g
Plan? 2015 (Subcouncil 4)| master plan is 6 code F, 15 code E, 81 code C and 7 Mult
Ramp System code E stands. There is an immediate
commission 4 code F stands (2 contact and 2 remote) at the
as the ralignedunway to facilitate code F readiness.
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C6. | The EIA indicates plans for a second runway. What will happer 25 May Khumie Ngant{ The Scope of Work for this EIA includealipement of the prim
when this happens? 2015 (Mandalay runway construction of associated infrastructure and bulk e
Resident) which are proposed in the short term. The possible constr
second runway is too far in the future for Airports Company 9
to accurately predict flight paths, technatsgyger numbers a
therefore, to accurately predict the associated impacts. Dev
the second runway will thus be subject to an additional EIA
the future, which would need to assess impacts on the s
environment (baselined@@ns) at the time.

C7. | This proposal is in regard to considering the inclusion of a Mildre{ 15  May| Mlandeli MbiK This request has been passed on to Airports Company South
Memorial Site not far away from the Airport bridge, to be includeq 2015 (Nyanga
Cape Town International Airport Masteef@taio written comment fo Development
further dai]. Forum)

Need and Desirability

D1. | It is assumed that Airports Company South Africa has already| 26 Jerimia Economic development and tourism in Cape Town is an
feasibility studies for thdigmed runway. The development of the a November| Thuynsma motivation for this project. WérpGompany South Africa
important for economic development and tourism in Cape Town.| 2013 (Subcouncil 9) | commissioned various studies that highlight the economic

creating additional airport capacity. These include:

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

1 Airports Company South Africa CTIA Macro Econatn
Study, Urban Econ (November 2011).

The economic benefits of the development have been disd

assessed in the Semtmnomic Specialist Study (Appendix 6

presented in the EIA Report (Section 6.8).

D2. | Need is usually seen as the motivagidimewdroposal is necessary fq 12 Dimitri The proponet 6 s proj ect motivati of
applicant and greater good. Desirability is usually seen as the { December| Georgeades | Report and the desirability of the project, with specific re
site and environment to facilitate the proposal. The EIA should § 2013 (CoCT) aspects of the project which are and are not potentially com
aspects. various strategic plans for the region, antgor@sSection 7.2 of

EIA Report.
Section 3.8 does not distinctly address the most fundamental a Noted. The Tygerberg Hills are regarded as a geographical
benefit of the-atignment of the runway, being a safer approag to approaches from the north. This has been explained in
airport to avoid the Tygerberg / Durbanville Hills topograptty i and 3.8 of the EIA Report.
safety. This is perhaps a missed opportunity.
Page 30 paragraph 3.4jéptanotivation) medium term runway de Runway demand is but one of a number of key drivers for {
offered as main reason. Question is why can the airport not cg along with aircraft parking capacity, terminal expansion,
few more years on the current runway? Is medium term no{2 taxiway circulation, cargo development and Code F aircraft
years when you think the airport will have only 19 miti@0824 g Importantly, capacitd demand are not based on absolute pag
52)? Current utilisation is only-atr8ilion passengers per annum a numbers, but rather on peak demand. Capacity is currently
capacity of the existing runway is 26 million passengers? In at times of higher demand.
capacity is 22 million (page 25), and the parking capacity is 10.5 The current runway can accommodate 11.5 million passeng
(page 25106 depending on mode dominance). Although prudent million passengers as stated in the conaménbas a declar
EIA asap, the Scoping Report would benefit from a further clarif runway capacity of 30 ATM per hour. Maximum capacity on
why such an early start is made, considering that the current run runway could be reached by ~ 2018.
probably operate in its currengfdill 2032(?).
Page 68 refers to annual movements. It is said that the year The noise contours and information regarding aircraft moy
contours in the District Plans were for approxima@ly eédtug stated in the Goldschagg report were based on the assump
movements (180 ATM per day). You also mentioned that Golds and information available at the time. The Noise Specialist S
estimated that the existing runway is hosting 63 400 movemen Project was not based on the information in that report (W
which is slightly less than the year 2000 contours. It therefore & longer accurate).
the forecasted contcamshe SDF/ DPs are reasonably accurate b) The Noise Specialist Study modelled noise contours and as
existing operation (for year 2011). However, in trying to und operational scenariasdascribed in Section 6.1.3 of the EIA R¢
G(.) ldshagg epor t ( no t quot € d 9 Scenario 1: Existing operations on Ruri®afo02013. This
noise contours repres;entmg thre_e scenarios of pargligevstions, represent the existing noise associated with currer
June 20126) , Ai rports Compan operations:
saying that in 2012/13, 70 500 scheduled flights, which equ o ) ) )
average of 119 passengers per flight, went through Cape Town i Scenario 2: Operations on Runwiy d&Xlmaximum capacity
Airport (excluding seheluled aircraft movements and assuming would represent the No Go Alternative);
number of passengers per flight will increase over time). Hence i I Scenario 3: Operations on Runwéfy dssuming the same A
that once Airports Company South Africa releases the noise con as for Scenario 2; and
re-aligned runway, clear departure points aredtufight moveme 1 Scenario 4: Operations on Runva#ydt8naximum capacity.
per annum and per day, so that it forms a clear recordable bas The assumptions made by the noise specialist in mode
monitoring system. contourand assessing noise impacts is included in the Noise
Study (Appendix 6C).
Page 106 refers to the major traffic congestion expected in The ultimate development (i.e. two runways) will support ap
ultimate development accommodating 40 million passengers 40 million passengers. The assumption that this capacity wall
places in your report (papgBa7.2, page 52) creates the impressi in 2032 is incorrect and this was clarified in the Final Scog
the forecasted passenger demand will be only 19 million in 2032, and EIA Report. The Transport Baseline Study undertake
which informed the baseline section of the EIA Report (S¢
made use of existing passenger numbers iateti{@0tL1), arn
projected increases in passenger numbers at a rate of 3.54
passenger volumes in future.
The forecast passenger demand of 19 million in 2032, ag
Section 3.7.1 is based on t
scmari o0 estimated passenger
2032. This has been clarified in the Final Scoping Repor
Report.

D3. | Noise is one of the most significant environmental impacts,-§g 13 CatherineBill [Noi se was discussed u6al the Drd
does not acknowlleyd gien ctohmpsa ta sb| December| (DEA&DP: Scoping Report, but this was stated mohe atea potentia
the need and desirability of the project. 2013 Pollution incompatible aspect in the Final Scoping Report and the EIA

Management)
D4. | In accordance with the envisaged positioning of the OR Tambo | 13 Mario Brown | Noted.
Airport as an international mega hub on the African Continent,| December| (Department o
International part should proceed with the appropriate infrastrf 2013 Transport and
retain its position as the major secondary airport of South Public Works)
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Page 12

# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
Provincial Land Transport Framework (PLTF) supports the prop
realignment on condition that the social andremtabimpacts identi
(air quality, noise, aquatic ecology, terrestrial ecolegpnsotio an
transport) are adequately responded to.

D5. | The need and desirabilityenflevelopment proposal must be consigq 13 DEA&DP Each impact has been assessed and discussed in the EIA R

relation to each impact of the proposed activity. December| into consideration the need and desirability of the project.
2013
D6. | Whydoes ACSA want to build a new runway? 14 May Attendees of | The raaligned runway will:
2015 Delft Public | ¢  Enable sustainable future development of the airport by
Open Day potential for optimal runway, terminal and apron dey|
eliminating apal constraints for future airport developmen
1 Facilitate air access into Cape Town and the region and
growth of air traffic (passenger and cargo) as it relates
movements;
1 Enable growth in tourism and economic activity;
1 Enable fute aircraft parking development;
1 Enable future terminal development;
1 Enable future cargo development;
1 Enable optimum and efficient land use of the current &
and
1 Enable the facilitation of Code F aircraft such as the A38
D7. | The CoCT agrees that new raligned runway at Cape Town Intern| 4 June Dimitri Noted.
Airport is necessary for the effective and efficient functioning o| 2015 Georgeades
and also for the economic development of Cape Town. (CoCT)

Relocation

El. | The Open Dmocracy Advice Centre (ODAC) wish to raise con 26 May Alison Tilley Impacts of the proposed development on all communities §
relation to the Cape Town International Airport Rafigramnéte EIA § 2015 (ODAC) the airport, including the Symphony Way Temporary Reloc
a result of the failure to consider the Symphony Way Temporar Malawi camp and Freedom Farm, were considered in the
Area, Malawi Camp and Freedom Farm. The ficos Wik Ibiggest property currently occupied by these communities (see Figur,
the three areas, namely the Symphony Way Temporary Relo required for theakkgnment of the runway.

(Blikkiesdorpiréfer to written comment for description and legal Freedomdfm is directly in line with the current and propose
Blikkiesdofp and is the only community o
1 Lack of information and engagement from RefeCitg [vritten engagement with the City to relocate Freedom Farm, the Cit

commenbf further defail that Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp be includeaesisisAn M@

The EIA intensifies the concern and uncertainty of the was drawn up to formalise this agreement.

Bl i kki esdo r-gBconorhinSpeRiRit ReportStbecfal As stated in Section 1.4 of the EIA, the scope of the EIA e

is stated: nSeveral informa relocation of these communities, since this relocation will g

Freedom Farm (near tiipoit, consisting of 55012 dwellings), terms of the MoA between CoCT and the Airports Soutp

Camp, Sevende Laan (Valhalla Park), Agtste Laan (Valh Africa, irrespective of whether or notalignneent of the runv

Blikkiesdorp, Tsunami Temporary Relocation Area (TRA), takes place. In other words, the proposed realignment i

TRA 5. Freedom Farm is located on property owned b motivation for relocation. In terms of th¢h&IGhy intends f

Company South édriand in the direct line of aircraft flight incorporate the housing needs of the thremlirdettlement

Airports Company South Africa has been in discussions wit Symphony Way Temporary Relocation Area, Malawi Q

since 2010 regarding the relocation of families from Free Freedom Farm in the development of the Symphony Way D

Malawi Camp and Blikkiesdorp; these settlements will be re Corridor (see Section 2.3 of the EIA).

to safety concerns, irrespective of whether the ruralignes i@ In the MoA, the City undertakes to engage with the resids

not. As such, the need for the resettlement of Freedom Fa informal ettlements in regard to relocation. The timefra

Camp and Blikkiesdorp are e relocation, and consultation by the City are not specified in th

As mentioned above there is great uncertaguycand about a SRK is not able to provide a response in this regard.

kind of future relocation amongst the people in Blikkiesdorp.

The discussion between Airports Company South Africa an

has been captured in a Memorandum of Agreement. This sa

wi || Abe made amadge d Bymghony @Aay

an integrated development corridor for light industrial, com

residential developments. Airports Company South Africa r

relocation of Freedom Farm as a priority. Airports Comp

Africa wishes to bagd in the Symphony way Development (

for commercial and industrial development. They have not

land yet. The development will include housing, and publi

There will be 2738 housing units. There is no water, sewera

water drainage available on the land now. People will be moy

new housing development where they qualify.

Where people from Blikkiesd

they wil/| Aifind an alternmw

peopl e wild.l be all ocated ho

Airports Company South Africa still have to buy the lan

development to happen. Airports Company South Africa wil

pl anning per mi swweiyat.n, whi ch

This Memorandum of Agreement between Airports Comp

Africa and the CoCT was entered into with no reference

community, and made available to the community in Blikkieg

21 May 2015. We submit that there has been mmfu

engagement between the CoCT and the people of Blikkies

their relocation as yet, and this memorandum is evidence (

engagement.

E2. | The assumption that these communities will be relocated iselsei 26 May Alison Tilley | Theinformal settlements which will be relocated are not situa
studies. Moreover, the failure to consider the fact that these g 2015 (ODAC) required for the runwaglignment project, and as such they wa
would need to be evicted to proceed with the development is a need to be fevictedo for t
this study. See the attached CC judgment in Fuel Retailers Ag communities, these communities are howees isit@aeas th
Southern Africa v DoeGeneral Environmental Management, Dep would experience high noise impacts and increased at
of Agriculture, Conservation and Environment, Mpumalanga P emissions (which still remain below guideline levels outside ¢
others refer to written comrherithe essence of judgment is boundaries) due to thaligned runway, impacts which are as
environmental authorities must apply their minds toeatinsociq in the EIA.
considerations (one cannot decide whether or not an activity is The current locasoof these settlements (and many other subl
isustainableo without refere not ideal given noise impacts of current operations, and
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
whether they are going to be dealt with under separate processe applies for the future context, i.e. when-alignaeé runway
operating at maximum capacity.

E3. | It would appear from the plan on28Hg¢hat our community is | 25 May Khumie Ngant( No communities will be relocated asthartpooject.
dangerous zone. Are some of us going to have to move out g 2015 Mandalay
Where will we be moved to? Who is going to pay for our relocatia Resident

E4. | There are three informal settlements surrounding the airpg 26 May| Faeeza Fortun| This relocation falls outside the scope of the projedtingbés &/
Freedom Farm, Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp. It has been br{ 2015 UWC Student | and as such SRK is not able to respond to this question. Th
attention that the families within these areas will be relocated irr process will be managed by the City of Cape Town and in 1
the realignmentf the runway. What is the current status of the any bearing on theatigned runway project.
development project directed towards the families of Freed
Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Camp?

E5. | Who does the land of Blikkiesdorp belong to? 14 May Attendees of | According to Figur® 3n the EIA Report (as provided by A

206 Delft Public Company South Africa) the land occupied by Blikkiesdorp be
Open Day City of Cape Town.

E6. | Does the assessment include the relocation of Blildsesslug? Wh| 14 May Attendees of | No communities will be relocated as part of this project. A
is the Memorandum of Agreement between ACSA and the CoCT| 2015 Delft Public above, the City #awo relocate the Freedom Farm, Malawi Cg
Blikkiesdorp residents move to? Open Day Blikkiesdorp communities, which will take place irrespective

or not the ra@lignment of the runway is approved.

The MoA is an agreement between the City of Cape Tow
Airports Company Sdftiica regarding the development of the
the west of Symphony Way, defined as the Symphd
Development Corridor. In the development of the Symp
Development Corridor, the City intends to incorporate the ho
of the three informattlements: Symphony Way Temporary Re
Area, Malawi Camp and Freedom Farm.

E7. | Will the people staying in shacks close to the airport, on the othg 20May Attendees of | No communities will be relocated as part of this project. All
be relocated? Will people be informed when the project is apprg 2015 Nyanga Public| registered as stakeholders, or attended a meeting and provig
start date? Open Day contact details will be notified of the decision takenjeatthe pr

E8. | The relocation of the direct areas to othef aidlaaffect children| 25 May Mzi Vava
school, the property sizes (plots) they have etc. These must fj 2015 (Mandalay
considered, and no assumptions must be made. This many the d Resident)
people must be corexllt

E9. | The Blikkiesdorp Joint Committee have the following commen| 20 May Blikkiesdorp Proposed relocation of the Blikkiesdorp community is not du
regarding relocation: 2015 Joint Committe alignment of the runway or changes in aircraft noise. This
1 Blikkiesdorp will be affected by noise leading to evictions of 1 cons@ered a temporary relocation area, and relocation will b

Blikkiesdorp. the City of Cape Town.
1 We want clarity from Airports Company South Africa and the Noted.
don6ét want to deal with con
relocation.
1 The CoCT should come to the community and tell them what Noted. In the MoA the City has committed to engaging with th
happening with respect to relocation. of relevant informal settlements to consult them regar
proposed relocation, however it is stressed that relo
communities is not in responsetigmenent of the way.
1 Does Airports Company South Africa know if Blikkiesdorp res No communities will be relocated as part of this project.
need to move if they realign the runway?
Does the EIA recommend that Blikkiesdorp be moved? No.
Did AirportsoBpany South Africa liaise with the CoCT about This matter is not related to the EIA. Airports Company Sout
people will be getting houses? signed a MoA with the City of Cape Town regarding the dev
the land to the west ahflyony Way, defined as the Symphor]
Development Corridor. In the development of the Symp
Development Corridor, the City intends to incorporate the ho
of the three informal settlements: Symphony Way Temporary,
Area, Malawa@p and Freedom Farm.
1 Can we see a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement about With permission from the City, Airports Company South Afri
the community of Blikkiesdorp with a copy of the MoA.
1 Will Blikkiesdorp be moved to Sgyngfey which is even closer See response above.
the airport boundary?
1 Can Airports Company South Africa not include provision of Airports Company South Africa does not have a mandate
Blikkiesdorp into their business plan? hausing.
1 Who does the Blikkiesdorp ground belong to? CoCT have to According to Figur®& 3 the EIA Report (as provided by A
past 8 years that the land belongs to Airports Company Sout Company South Africa) the land odoyékikiesdorp belongs tq
City of Cape Town.

E10.| This proposed runway is, in my opinion, a political move to| 25 May Richard van Refer to the Proponentoés P
communities of Blikkiesdorp and other surrounding areas of { 2015 Schalkwyk Repat.
airport runway before the 2016 municipal electionsudtteise dsgn( (Edgemead
pay towards the rates and taxes and by extension, the sala Resident)
councillors currently employed by our City.

Cooperative Governance

F1. | NEMA requires that organs of state enter-dpeyative agreeme| 13 Rentia Chapter 3 of NEMA discusses the Procedures for Cq
where the interests of various entities do not align. Both Airpor| December| Geldenhuys | Governance and states that National Departments listed in
South Africa and Denel are wholly owned state enterprises and, | 2013 (Denel) and 2 of NEMA must prepare environmental implementg
reqlirement is relevant in this instance. To date no-operhtice and/or environmental mament plans. The purpose of these
structure has been initiated. amongst 0 tobrdimate and hasmortise thefienviron
The management of Denel is available to engage with Airport policies, plans, programmes and decisions of the variou
South Africa in terms of the intergovernmeptahtion terms as set departmerdso Ai rports Company Sq
in NEMA. included in the Schikx$ as National Departments.

Representatives from Denel were registered on the project ¢
4 June 2013. A meeting was held between Airports Comp
Africa, Denel, the Housing Development Agency and SRK to
history and backgrouad the raligned runway project. Airj
Company South Africa is willing and open to continue eng
JONS/DALC 445354 _C and R Table_for Final EIR_July 2016_v2.docx July 2016



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

Page 14

# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
Denel on this project.

Cape Town International Airport Operations

Gl.|What are the forecast fipeopl|30May Norah Walker,| In 2013, 8 348 854 passengers moved through Cape Town |
develp me n't compared to current |2013 Gerhard Hitge| Airport. In 2014, this number increasg8608 passeegs.
International Airport? (CoCT) Predicted passenger numbers for the maximum capacity of

runway are 11 57@3 per year (go alternativieScenario 2) and {
the maximum capacity on the proposadigneel runway are

862250 per year (Scenario 4). (These ardewgyhestimate
Additional details are provided in Section 3.7 of the EIA Repqg

G2. | Airports Company South Africa must ensure that landside 4 30 May Norah Walker | Noted and agreed by Airports Company South Africa.
infrastructure balance, e.g. need to ensure terminal infrastr| 2013 (CoCT)
accommodate-aigned runwagpacity.

G3. | Will there be any disruption to flight schedules during constructio| 21 Carina There will be a period of@pmately 4 to 5 months where there

November| Worthington | a need to close the main runway to allow for construction ac
2013 (Carlson will only occur during-aperational hours (i.e. between midnig
Wagonlit 5:30am). Airports Company South Africa together withs thed;
Travel) other industry partners will make every effort to minimise th

any) to flight schedules.

G4. | Do you at this stage have any idea whealitperment project might| 25 Colin Bryant | SRK proposes to complete the EIA process by Septem
underway? New flight procedures will need to be designed ared| November| (ATNS) following which the EIA Report and associated documer
us to get our timing right in this regard. 2013 submitted to the DEA for a decision. The dealsitn period

approximately 4.5 months long, followed by an appeal p
duration of which is not specified). Depending on the outc
EIA, construction fué tealigned runway may start2@®and may
be operational B§12

G5. | With anncrease in Air Traffic Movements (ATM), will this affect | 25 Unknown Cape Town International Airport is currently a 24 hour airp

(i.e. more flights at night)? November| (Comment remain as sucklight times are dictated by demand and
2013 made at the Company South Africa will respond accordingly.
Authorities
Meeting)
G6. | Will the development affect the cost of airfares? 25 Megan Lukas | There will be an impact on the ciglaoéshowever this is regat
November| (CoCT) by an independent Regulator as appointed by the Depq
2013 Transport and is not project specific.
G7. | What will be the effect on Ysterplaat? 25 Unknown A representative of Ysterplaat milisyhbs been contacted in
November| (Comment regard and added to the Project stakeholder database to ¢
2013 made at the | they remain aware of this Project. No comments have bee
Authorities this party to date.
Meeting) The flight paths are determined by Air Traffic and Navigagsr|
(ATNS) and take into consideration topography, domir
directions, safety requirements, minimum safety distanceg
limitations and other airport operations (i.e. Ysterplaat).

G8. | Section 3.7.1 of the draft Scoping Report states thatspaakidedtweg 13 Catherine Bill | The current maximum capacity on the existing primary ruf
09h00 and 10h00 and 15h00 and 16h00. What is the current p§ December| (DEA&DP: ATM. The anticipated maximum capacity ealiginederunway is 4
per hour and the anticipated peak capacity per hour for the | 2013 Polltion 44 ATM.
alignment? Will peak hours remain the same in future? Management) Airports Company South Africa assumes that growth in

movements will follow sintidgrd$ as the existing demand p
However this could change considering this is a 24 hdg
operation.

G9. | Kindly note that, pending further discussions, SAA Flight Operal 19 Sandy Bayne | Cale F capability is one of many drivers foalibament proje
to the planned-agnment in Cape Town. This is only toasdigary § December| (SAA Flight along with runway capacity, airfield circulation, increaseq
aircraft (A380) the ability to access the airfield and local carriers| 2013 Operations) terminal and apron capacity. Tadl@nenent of the runway is the
brunt of the inconvenience and cost. It is also important to note t step in line with the Airport Master Rtseqg@ent to this comm
invested a lot of money in-RRRpproaches in Cape Town whic Airports Company South Africa engaged with industry st
carbon friely and will be available to the industry shortly. The eny which included SAA amongst others. At this engagement, s
alignment will nullify these approaches. We would like to be an endorsed the proposedilignment of the runway and asso
of the planning before any further decisions are made. scope of works. The concernopstyiraised by SAA has K

resolved.

G10] Given the huge investment that the constructiorabftieel reinway a| 9 Chris This concern is noted. The airport is a 24 hour operatior|
associated works will entall, it is imperative that the Scoping Re| December| Zweigenthal | Airports Company South aAfiic intent to 1
EIA take account of extended operations at anydidegyairthight in 2013 (AASA) supported and required by the airline fraternity. There are
the future and that operations are not constrained, obviously sub) flight schedules. The possibility of flights outside of these
considerations. been considered in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C

G1l1,| The availability of slots for flights to international destinationy 9 Chris Repat).
constrained and hence it may occur in the future that a futur¢ December| Zweigenthal
require a departure from or arrival to Cape Town at a time outsid| 2013 (AASA)
normal schedulecergting hours of the airport. | am aware that Cal
is a 24 hour operation, however, schedules do not operate ove|
hour period. It is important that the EIA makes provision for su
operations, and that issues such as noiseoomeamtal factors do
constrain the growth and development of the airport and its
through restricted flight paths and time of day or night operatiot
be noted that the Department of Transport, South Africa, has s
removhof noise curfews internationally. This point was made i
presented to the recetitiBRO Assembly in Montreal.

G12) The proposed realignment would allow greater opportunities fg 1 August | Martin Harris | The realignment of the primary runway to enable future aircrg
on the airsidd the airport complex. 2014 (Private) terminal and cargo development is one of the main object

project.

G13] | support the changes for the airperariginal layout was compror 26 July Francois Malall Airports @npany South Africa is in the process of purchasin
by a railway line that ran down the eastern fence. The "hump" o 2014 (Private) support this development as per the Airport Master Plan. TH
bridge for this now defunct line. While you are busy, obtain eno be affected by bulk earthworks during the Construction PHh
future expansions. proposed development, and would make additionahitgialeefe|

6 Re q u iavigatibn Pérformancei Aut hori sati on

Requiredd
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
the future expansion of the airport as anticipated in the Airj
Plan (see Section 3.5.2 of the EIA Report).

G14) Although pilots and aviation personnel have rules and regulatiq 15 May Bonnie van d¢ Should the runwayatignment project be approved, flight proc
they are supposed to operate, with the exéeptiemergency situatiq 2015 Spuy and flight paths will be developed with noise impacts in mind
am of the opinion that these operating procedures are not being (Edgemead to flight rules will be monitored by way of a noisegremmtdligh
an operator does not comply and causes unnecessary noise, it \ Resident) tracking system, with deviations being recorded and
unacceptable noise level in Edgemead, which cannot be remed accordingly to the Authorities and a fully representative Noise
fad. Committee. Although the importance of minimising

acknowledged, provision is made to disiggamilés intended
minimise noise, where safety is compromised.

G15] | live in Welgemoed and in the last 10 years the aircraft noise hg 14 May Gisela SAA is one of the largest carriers operating out of Cg
a lot. SAA seems to be the main culprit, flying lower than the o{ 2015 Wimberger International Airport, and will acéourmhany/most flights fly
directly over Tygerbergs Iso loud that my grandchild has wok (Welgemoed | adjacent to the Tygerberg Hills on approach. Unless for
numerous times crying. Could somebody do something about it? Resident) safety, it is rare that pilots will fly outside of permitted flight r

procedures. With the runwajigement, flight procedures will |
designedtaking the impact of noise into account during th
process.

G16, The fact that Airports Company South Africa admitted last nig| 14 May Andre dy A review (by ACSA) of flights on the evening of the meeting {
candt even regul at e, control |2015 Plessis pilots were flying within the permitted routings, heights and
sticking to existing flight planglso a big concern, which will o (Edgemead Should runway-akgnment be approviéight procedures will be
exacerbated with your proposed plans. The offending pilot last Resident) designed, taking the impact of noise into account during
right over the Edgmead Hall at 6.45 pm, is proof of my point, g processAdherence to flight rules will be monitored by way ¢
been happening for years. Just because the ignorantv@ubtit monitoring and flight tracking system, with deviations bein
reported it, does not mean Ai and reported acdimgly to the Authorities and a fully repres
as they admitted being aware of it but chooses to look the other Noise Monitoring Committee.
no one reported it. How can we therefore trust your client in fu
have already kickeff on a bad note?

G17) | would like to report the following contraventions by pilots, | 15 May| Andre dy The flights in question were investigated, and showed that
Edgemead daily, without permission. | will appreciate follow up g 2015 Plessis operating within the permitted routings, heights and procedu
on punitive agtitaken against these airlines with your new trackin (Edgemead runway ralignment be approved, flight procedures widdigad,
in place. Resident) taking the impact of noise into account during the desig
On Wednesday evening, 13 May 2015, at 6.45pm, a flight came Adherence to flight rules will be monitored by way of a noise
the Edgemead Hall during the Public Open Day. Any news on t & flight tracking system, with deviations being recorded ar
airline? Every day this continuespperaSeveral flights came di accordingly to the Authorities anyl effuéisentative Noise Monit
over Edgemead this morning, 15 May 2015, and at 1.55 pm ai Committee.

These are all flights taking off and one has to deduct a few mir|
times | gave to assess exactly when it took off at Cape Town
Airport. This has been ongoing for more than a year now.

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

G18/0On 13 May 2015, you indicatel 18 May Andre dy Air traffic movements on the dategiraesl queried have Db
directly over Edgemead is due to transgressing pilots deviating 2015 Plessis reviewed and found to be compliant with current procedurg
plans and that Airports Company South Africa now dguipnties (Edgemead Company South Africa proposes to establish an Airport Noisg
available to monitor and rectify such transgressions. Please may| Resident) Committee. This committee will create a platform for inte
urgent meeting with Airports Company South Afrida consitean affected parties to abtmformation and ask questions, reviey
inspect such equipment and also to le@wanfirsthat Airports Compg levels, provide input to flight procedures, and discuss matter
South Africa is curnemkbing to avert such aviation transgression to community aircraft noise.
etc., seen in a very serious light by our community, who have aln
petitioning this past weekend.

[Mr du Plessis provided times of aircraft flying directly overi Edtg
to written coment

As you will agree, without community involvement, permi
transparency, the above is totally unacceptable, so why tolerate
scheduled flights per day with the newly proposed runway, if
have not been considered odtgbte

The absolute lack of involvement by elected political representa
up community concerns is also a huge concern that needs to b
urgently.

G19] One would gather since reporting dozens of contraventions to yq 19 May Andre dy The concerns raised relate to existing operations.
includingveekend conteattions as well gesterday, 18 May 20gfef| 2015 Plessis Should the runwayatignment project be approved, flight prog
to written comment for times prouvidaedsome immediate action (Edgemead and flight paths will be developed with noise impacts in mind
have been taken by now. This morning, 19 May 2015, it continug Resident) to f|ight rules vk monitored by way of a noise monitoring a
morning again, as it has happened daily for many moBthsethin tracking system, with deviations being recorded and
needs to be done urgently, involving the Department of Environ accordingly to the Authorities and a fully representative Noisg
CoCT officials and your senior aviation personnel? Either you Committee.
and managers managing this is working, or it is not. The commn
answers fast.

G20 The daily breaking of flight plan routes by pitkiwadedged by Airp{ 25 May Andre dy We note your concerns, which are associated with current o
Company South Africab6s Managgq?2015 Plessis the existing runway, and not the propedigghmesnt, which wo
received equipment to monitor such breaches. In spite of talking (Edgemead result in a change in flight paths.
on the phone and sending Airports Company South Africa and Resident) Although there are designated iestrélight paths, when the we
transgressiore®ntinue unabatedly, daily, day and night with no is favourable, and the runway is clearly visible, pilots m
action to public concerns and complefatst¢ written comment clearance from ATNS for a visual approach, i.e. to approach
incidents reporfetiow can Airports Company South Africa be try as they see fit whilst still adhering to strict flight procedu
there has been no reporting of this by SRK. approdtes are used approximately 70% of the time during su

20% of the time during winter (as explained further in Sectio
EIA Report).

Current Activities on Site (March 2013)

H1. | The CoCT has received reports from two separate sourcas| 25 March | Dimitri Baween September 2012 and July 2013, Cape Town Ini
earthworks and clearing, possibly associated with a new runwa] 2013 Georgeades | Airport was in the process of rehabilitating the main runway.
have taken place at Cape Town International Airport. Would (CoCT) place at night after the last flight (at about midnight) and the
comment on exactly what work is taking place on site currently? worked until about 5:30am before thglistoflithe morning. C

Town International Airport previously undertook runway re
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works in 2007. Runway rehabilitation should be conducte@
years, depending on the life expectancy of the runway su
ensures that the runimg et s t he Ci vi l
quality and safety standards and addresses wear and tear
with normal runway usage. The graded strips on either g
runway surface were levelled and strengthened to comply w
and slop requirements. This is for drainage and, in the e
runway excursion (aircraft veering off the runway), to ensure
can hold the weight of an aircraft. Some sections of these g
were exposed, but have subsequently-gesserk
The completed rehabilitation works are not relatedligrifresrg g
the runway.

Mineral Resources / Bulk Earthworks

I1. | Building sand is an important resource for the City and if thg 30 May Janet Noted. Airports Company South Africa intends using all-sitate
authorised, and there are any such resourceke atrea should not| 2013 & 25| Bodenstein
wasted. June 2013| (CoCT)

I12. | It is not clear where the material required to be brought onto| 25 Janet SRK has discussed the proposed earthworks with the Def
sourced from. Are SRKfident that earthworks is not a mining actiy November| Bodenstein Mineral Resources and are confident that the activity does n

2013 (CoCT) mining application assgmmo material is sold or disposedsité g
Additional material required for fill will be obtained from ¢
sources.

I3. | The scale of earthworks required for the new runway is revealeq 12 Dimitri The materi&iom the land to the east of the airport will be use
time in the draft Scoping Report. ApproxXinT&@lp00 cubic metrey December| Georgeades | and fill to reduce the amount of material brought to site frqg
the fill will be required from the area to the east of the runway.| 2013 (CoCT) sources. A vertical integration study was undertaken by 1
indication as yet, as to how this will affect the site levels, or engineers (RHDHYV) to optimize the work platfotore fiodustri
drainage, water table, storm water, groundwater quality, aquif developments and construction of the RurBBapve8 the enti
EAPs indicated at the scoping meeting that there were no spec portion of the site between Symphony Way and Raewayd
intended to address hydrological issues. This is questioned. Th purpose of this study was to optimize the future design
the bulk earthworks on this site (surface and subsurface, soil an accommodate mainly stormwater runofbaredrigal alignments
how it functions in refatto the region must be evaluated. the runways and taxiways to meet international standards
information must also be given on the intended state and use of This study informed the quantity of material available from t
all fill has been removed. In addition, concerns are expresse( the volume to be imported. Due to the dense vegetation a
impact of obtaining an additional 700 000 cubic nhétoas obfiimerc 200 m intervals wased for the future design levels which
sources. Where is this likely to come from and what are the refined once construction commences and bush clearing
getting it to site? There may be significant indirect impacts ass completed.
this significant demand for fill. A fixed vertical level for future construction has not yet beg

14. | Impacts associated with the significant amount of fill material | 13 Loretta Osborr| but will be determined by the water table (which jsstetdioveli
construction must also be assessed. December| (DEA&DP) some areas) as well as the cost of fill material.

2013 The commercial sources of fill material will be determin
Contractor, however it is expected that these sources wi
necessary permits and licences to operate. Givenetheepliray
it is likely that more than one commercial source will be
Section 3.6.11 of the EIA Report).

Areas from which fill material will be removed will be hydros
grass species indigenous to the region and unpalatablenth
exposed areas during the construction phase will be straw §
prevent widgdown sand.

It is estimated that fill material will be transported to the ¢
period of approximately 18 months. Details of the numbe
required to me this volume of material has been included in
3.6.11 of the EIA Report. The impact of trucks transporting fil
site have been addressed in the Transport Specialist Study
61).

Impacts of cut and fill operations on the gteusgstem have be
assessed in the Hydrogeology Specialist Study (Appendix 6
for the groundwater study is included in Section 7.7.10 of t
Report. Impacts on stormwater have been assessed in Sect
Section 6.6 of the EIAdREp

I5. | As stated before, the impact of borrowing fill material from other | 1 August | Dimitri Potential impacts associated with the bulk earthworks and
airport @t may have detrimental environmental impacts, perhap| 2014 Georgeades | operations on the easterropoofi the site, include impacts assa
than the actual activities for which authorisation is being soug (CoCT) with terrestrial ecology, freshwater ecology and hydrogeology
3.6.11 and 7.7.10 of the Scoping Report do not adequately g The extent of the earthworks is indicated in ERywok tBe El
potential impact. The impact of excavawh asf the airport site Report. Following bulk earthworks, the disturbed area will be
rehabilitation of those areas should be noted as an impact and possild future development, and will be made to tie
the EIA. normal/existing surrounding ground levels as far as possible

16. | CapeNature referred to the earthworks and contouring which | 6 August | Rhett Smart | Profile or final levels of the area affected by bulk earthworks
and must be assessed in theiajs studies in our previous commg¢ 2014 (CapeNature) | been finalised, but will be determined by the lvatad ti® cost
more detailed proposal for the earthworks must be provid fill material.

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report, including map The terrestrial and aquatic ecology specialists as wel
with contours) of the extent of earthworks and integration withttrg groundwater specialist have confirmed that the final leve
management system. significantly affect the outcomes of their assessments a
required, they havesidered a worsise scenario.
The stormwater infrastructure to be developed as part of th
illustrated in Appendix 3B of the EIA Report.

I7. | Itis further stated that although a large proportion of the bulk ea) 12 May Rhett Smajl t i s Airports Company Sout
be sourced from material on site, this will be required to be supp| 2015 (CapeNature) | required material from the site as possible (provided it is suit
commercial sources. Capedatapmmends that it should be attem construction recunirents). Costs of obtaining material fi
source as much of the fill from the site as possible, as sang commercial source as well as transporting it to the site
currently one of the most significant sources of the loss of biodi significant.
the greater Cape Flats region, much of which is ogtsidengf ah
necessary permitting requirements.

I18. | In terms of the analysis of different alternatives, the bulk earthw| 12 May Rhett Smai Noted.
to affect a similar area for any alternatiigelittely to fulfil the pro| 2015 (CapeNature)
objectives (although the other alternatives were not considered f
therefore are likely to have a similar impact on biodiversity.

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



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

Page 17

Construction Phase

J1. | Can you elabogain the following points: 26 Angelo SRK proposes to complete the EIA process by Septem
1. Project start date? November| Lamberts following which the EIA Report and associated documer
2013 (Workforce submitted to the DE& a decision. The decision making p€
Group approximately 4.5 months long, followed by an appeal p
Holdings) duration of which is not specified). Depending on the outc
EIA, construction of thaligned runway may start late 2018 ar

be @erational by early 2021.

2. How to become a service provider for the project? Airports Company South Africa has not begun to cong
requirements or service providers (for the construction pha
stage. Airports Company South Afilicafolew the requir
procurement process prescribed for parastatals and, as such
an open tender process.

3. Are all the service providers appointed, if yes, who are they? The only service providers who have been appointed atate
the engineering, town planning and environmental consultar
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
depend on the appointed contractor. Sections 3.6.16 and 3
EIA Report provide information on the required workforce
construction and operations phases of the project respectivel

J2. | Section 3.6.18 of the draft Scoping Report indicatesetmavigatiof 13 LorettaDsborne The construction schedule can only be determined once f
equipment work would affect normal operations of the airport| December| (DEA&DP) designs have been finalised and a contractor has been appoi
undertaken at night. The relevant authority must be informed in 2013 Management measures for construction activities, inc|uding
and the construction hours must be clearly stated in the EMP. hours and mitigation associatie@avistruction at night are inclug

J3. | Section 3.6.18 states that constrdatiog the night shall not exce 13 Catherine Bill | the EMP.
months. Would this be continuous (i.e. 7 days a week) and is thil December| (DEA&DP: Based on previous runway rehabilitation contracts, Airports
on fair weather to proceed (in which case the duration coul( 2013 Pollution South Africa is likely to adopt a six night work week. Work w
longer)? Appropriate management measures dealing with ¢ Management) | be weather dependent.
impactat night must be addressed in the EIA Report and EMP.

J4. | Can you give me an indication on when the final decision wi 11 July Angelo A decision on the application for Environmental Autho
regarding the go ahead of this project, as | would like her&nim 2014 Lamberts expected in the first quarter of 2017.
register my company to be Service Provider for this pro (Workforce
construction commences. Group

Holdings)

J5. | What are the timeframes for tdegreed runway? 16 April Gerhard Fouri¢ SRK proposes to complete the EIA process by Septem
2015 (Subcouncil 17 following which the EIA Report and associated documer
J6. | When would construction start? 20 May Blikkiesdorp submitt.ed to the DEA for a daciShe decision making peri
2015 Joint Committd approximately 4.5 months long, followed by an appeal p
duration of which is not specified). Depending on the outc
EIA, construction of thaligned runway may start late 2018 an

be operationa} barly 2021.

Alternatives

K1. | The CoCT will expect SRK to introduce and evaluaadigtireery 19 April Dimitri Section 31 (3) of the EIA Regulations, 2010, requires that
alternatives during the EIA process. The evaluation of alte| 2013 Georgeades | processes must identify and describe ieiernat the propos
mandatory the EIA process. Realistic alternatives that have the ¢ (CoCT) activity that are feasible and reasonable. SRK supports th
address key issues, particularly regarding social, noise and Ig assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. The alterna
issues must be included for evaluation in the EIA. All possibleg alignment of the runway and the position of a future seco
these alternative alignments mustdtiesaed during scoping were identified and eualiaduring the airport master pla
evaluated and not only their operational efficiencies for the applig exercise. All alternatives identified and considered by Airport

South Africa during this process, as well as the criteria ag
alternatives were evaluated are presented in Section 3.5

Repot. SRK has comprehensively reviewed the proces
culminated in the selection of the Independef@38&sa tunwa
configuration and has independently reached the conclusior
configurations are not reasonable or feasible alternatieesfoae
do not qualify for further comparative assessment in the E
(see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report).

K2.|CoCT do not Afapproveo of t h e | 30 May Janet SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
the EIA, since Airports Company South Africa have presemtg 2013 Bodenstein Company South Africa and presented thesévatém8&ection 3
motivation for the project indicating thatGloeallernative may not | (CoCT) of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are
real option. considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sect

the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK supports the
assessing reasonable &mkible alternatives. Feasible alterr
are very limited (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report).
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Re
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a singlé
in additioto the NGo alternative.

K3.|The City does not t hiGok tohlpd i¢25June | Janet In principle SRK supports the notion of assessing reaso
criteria outlined in the guidelines. Other viable options must be | 2013 Bodenstein feasible alternatives. Section 3.5 of the EIA Report deg
the criteria used to evaluate all options must be clearly indicated (CoCT) alternatives identified to date, as well as the criteria used 1
A selection of phrases from the Guideline on Consideration of A alternaves and the outcomes of this evaluatioone feasibl
copied below. alternative. This section complies with NEMA requirements \
Ultimately an EIA is a deeisiking process with the specific 4 to alternatives, and with Section 31(3) of the EIA Regulations
selecting the option that will provide the most benefit and cau
damage in e¢hshort and long term. The quality of an EIA, as
deci sions, therefore fnAdepend g
chooseo.

The alternatives identified must serve to achieve the trifihe lud

sustainability i.e. they must mesbd¢ra, economic and ecological

of the public. The alternatives must also aim to address the ke

the proposed project by maximising benefits and avoiding or mi

negative impacts. The primary objective must be to avoiiveg

impacts, rather than to minimise them.

Detailed information on the consideration of alternatives must,

provided in the relevant reports. In this regard (a) the methg
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
criteria used to identify, investigate and assess al{énteativesist b
consistently applied to all alternatives), and (c) a reasoned expl
an alternative was or was not found to be reasonable and feas
provided. While all identified alternatives must be comparatively|
only thos€e ound to be Afeasibleo a
assessed. Interested and affected parties must specifically be
opportunity to provide inputs into the consideration of alternatives
Alternatives are defined in the NEMA EIARRegullatia s A d i
meeting t he gener al purpose
fifeasibilityd and freasonabi
determined by considering, inter alia, (a) the general puf
requirements of thetivity, (b) need and desirability, (c) opportuni
(d) the need to avoid negative impacts altogether, (e) the need
unavoidable negative impacts, (f) the need to maximise benefits|
need for equitable distributional consegjuen

K4. | This project will have major consequencesrfbaedrigture generatiy 25 June | Janet The EIA process has been undertaken to meet the requi
of the CoCT (both positive and negative). It is thus particularly in 2013 Bodenstein NEMA and the EIA Regulations, 2010, and the Plan of St
the EIA meets the requirements of NEMA and its Regulations (CoCT) Scoping Report is intended to guide the cimsidachassessmé
request that the consideration of alternatives be comprehensivel of alternatives in the Impact Assessment Phase. The public |
in a&cordance with the requirements of NEMA. process has also been extensive, exceeding the requireme

in NEMA and the EIA Regulations, 2010.

K5. | All alternatives considered in the master placesg mpust be inclug 6 August | Wayne Hector| Six (layout) alternatives were considered for the Airport Mast
in the Scoping Report and reasons for eliminating the alternatiy 2013 (DEA) the position of theatgned runway ealered in this EIA w
provided. informed by the master planning process. The alternatives ar

in Section 3.5 of the EIA Report and reasons for eliminating
are provided. SRK has comprehensively reviewed the pro
culminated in theesttion of the Independent U3g51m runwg
configuration and has independently reached the conclusior
configurations are not reasonable or feasible alternatives, ar
do not qualify for further comparative assessment in the &
(see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report)

K6. | It is noted with regards to the project that two other alterng 18 Christian In principle SRK supports the notion of assessing reaso
considered. The choice of the runway type was done by looking December| Gerhardt (NC({ feasible alternatives. The Airport Master Plan identified an o
feasible and reasonable alternative. It is then alsd, déahahdre] 2013 on behalf of | reasonable, feasible and aligned h Ai r ports (
alternatives, only one alternative is currently seen as a viable HDA) mandate in terms of the Airports Company Act. Other unsuitg
terms of Section 3.5.2.3 of considered during master planning cannot reasonably be
Plan layout alternatives and, associated with that, the evalug further in an EIA process as this would suggest these unsuits
preferred runwaonfiguration was primarily based on technical an are viablalternatives.
considerationso. It is note
process were limited and that the possible lack of holistic studig|
on all three alternatives might Hanaader far reaching effects in tef
social, economic and environmental. The concern is that one
been chosen on minimal data only regarding financial and enging
in detail. A detailed holistic approach should be usedabrofatipig
magnitude.

K7. | The Directorate notes that the alternativedigorment of the runway| 13 Loretta Osborr
the position of the future second runway were identified and eval December| (DEA&DP)
the Cape Town International Airport master planning exercise. It| 2013
that the criteria applied to evaluate alternatives during the re
Master Plan were largely concerned with financial implications, |
site optimisation. Based on this information, this Directorate rq
that the alternatives thaewensidered during the strategic Airport
planning exercise (including site alternatives) be included in the
In this regard, it is further recommended that the need and desir:
of the EIA Report should also address thethtiemmatives based
amongst others, the outcome and the strategic Airport M
investigations.

K8. | Environmental, social and economic aspects must be inclu¢ 30 May Jaret The identification and consideration of alternatives was b
alternatives study. 2013 Bodenstein number of criteria as described in Section 3.5 of the EIA R

(CoCT) included economic/financial concerns, safety requirements
other requirements. Thawation of alternatives included a hig
consideration of noise impacts. Although the evaluation of alt
Master Plan level did not implicitly include a detailed cq
assessment of alternatives with respect to (off site) erlyisonia
and economic aspects, SRK has comprehensively reviewed
which culminated in the selection of the Independed@5Usk
runway configuration and has independently reached the cor
other configurations are not reasonalglasitile alternatives, {
therefore do not qualify for further comparative assessment
process (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report).

K9. | CoCT favour alternatives that do not transfer the impacts to| 30 May Nord Walker | Noted.
and/or communities. 2013 (CoCT)

K10.| Noise is probably the most significant concern with regard | 30 May Dimitri Noted. An independent Noise Specialist Study was underts
alignment) alternatives. 2013 Georgeades | EIA process, and assesseditfezences in noise impacts betwe

(CoCT) current runway alignment and the propatigde@ runway. Plea
refer to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.

K111 n response to Mr Georgeades/(25June | Janet Six runway layout alternatives were initially identified b
Airports Compan Sout h Africa have 0c|2013 Bodenstein Company South Africa, which were subsequently reduce
and alignment alternatives over the past few years and are in th (CoCT) layout alternatives which were furthertegl/aluahe Master P
documenting the procedures for evaluation and elimination review process. Details of these alternatives are provided
alternatives©o6. They laetdgierglfeur 3.5.2 of the EIA Report. The Master Plan did not comme
will be assessed in addition to H@o Mdternative, but that the posg predetermined (fixed) view of runway alignments, but res
of further alternatives being identified during the Scoping Phase constraints and opportuniti€ape Town International Airport, n
Concerns in this regard that were raised by the City chuiisg thfeth pertaining to land use, capacity, finance and site optimisation
meeting were as follows: SRK has comprehensively reviewed the process which culmi

selection of the Independent 08B fin runway configuration an
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indeperehtly reached the conclusion that other configuratio
reasonable or feasible alternatives, and therefore do not
further comparative assessment in the EIA process (see Seq
of the EIA Report).

1 Itis not clear what criteeee used to evaluate the alternatives The criteria used to evaluate alternatives during the reviesteo
particular how comprehensively environmental (includir Plan and the evaluation of each of the three alternatives
economic) factors were considered in the assessmen further against these criteria is presented in Section 3.5.2
alternatives. Report. These criteria were largely concerned with financial

and land use within the boundattes aifport, as well as a high
consideration of potential noise impacts. The technical fe
various alignments of a single runway were also evaluate
process was comprehensively reviewed by SRK, who also
that only the woterclockwise rotation of the primary runway w
considered a reasonable and feasible alternative alignment.

1 It is not clear what (if any) input was obtained from inter The revig of the Master Plan, which included the evaluatior
affected parties in the evaluation of these alternatives. layout alternatives, included consultation with key airport sf

as well as the CoCT and the provincial Government of th
Cape with the aim of facilitating integrated city. plaenMasts
Plan review process (and associated evaluation of runw
alternatives at a Master Plan level) is considered a technig
and therefore did not include public consultation, which oc
environmental processes.

1 Thereis no means to determine if the best possible alternat This comment was made prior to the Scoping Report being
fact been selected for evaluation together with gloeatternativ| public commenteTevaluation of alternatives is presented in
(which from what was presented at the meeting, appe 3.5 of the EIA Report, as required by NEMA. SRK has comp
unrealistic).  The current ToR for the EnvironmesdateAt reviewed the process which culminated in the selectiq
Practitioners and the scope of the EIA thus fall far short of th Independent Uy
spirit of the National Environmental Management Act and itg 1035 m runway configuration and has independdrety tres
Regulations. conclusion that other configurations are not reasonable

alternatives, and therefore do not qualify for further cg
assessment in the EIA process (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the El

K12.| Airports Company South Africa shaybéreothe costs of relocating 25 Unknown It is a complex exercise to assess the absolute cost of a
airport with the remediation costs for-aligneel runway and nq November| (Comment airport project. By way of comparison, King Shaka Internatiq
abatement measures before excluding an alternative location | 2013 made at the | the most recent greenfield airport development in South Afrig
alternative. Authorities at a cost of R7 billion completed invidéh a capacity of 7,5 m

Meeting) passengers per annum, excluding land acquisition, bulk in
and relocation of associated industries (see Section 3.5.1
Report for more detailed analysis of costs of a greenfield
Cape Town).

At present, the costs of developing an alternative airport (si
considered prohibitive. In addition to this, Airports Comp
Africads mandate from the D
Town International Airport to its dptielah its current location,
not to investigate an alternative location.

Airports Company South Africa acknowledges that another
be necessary in the (distant) future and if Airports Company §
and the CoCT aofar@tpossible futire dite B
stage, it may be difficult to secure a site in future. The identi
second suitable site is no
mandate. The CoCT has considered alternative future airp
fuure planning purposes and has requested input from
Company South Africa in terms of technical feasibility only.

K13, The Western Cape Infrastructy13 Gamza Meyer| Based on current growth forecasts, the Airport Master Plan
identifies the need for collaboration on long term macessgy December| (Department o] capacity beyond 20 years.
regarding the long term desirability, feasibility and possibility | 2013 Transport and | Cape Town International Airport participates actively in &
second airport in the Atlantis vicinity. Public Works) | forums with both the CoCT and the Provincial Governm
However, a secondary airport should be considered 20 years Western Cape for the purpose of ensuring integrated ar
current airport reaching its capacity to allovgdieteadeport plann medium to long term planning. In addition to regular and
and identification of appropriate land. It is important that a discu meetings with the CoCT Spatial and Transport divisides
be initiated between the CoCT, the applicant and the Weg Company South Africa also has representation on the
Government for ldegm airport planning. Transport Steering Group and the Economic & Infrastructu
The above statement does concede teetnmefmust be given to Group. Airports Company South Africa has recently beg
upgrading of existing airports over development of greenfield participating in working groups set up for the aronopiléte
that an additional airport in close or within the same area sho Integrated Transport Plan, the Provincial Spatial De
considered under exceptional circumstance, as per the Draft Na Framework and others as and when they take place.
Development Plan.

K14.| The draft Scoping Report has documented the process and crite| 12 Dimitri Noted.
foll owed to arrive at ferfedaltgrrativeé] December| Georgeades
is clear that the environmental criteria used in this process werg 2013 (CoCT)
only noise and stewmater), and that technical, airport land use 3
factors were the dominant criteria leading to the choice of the
being assessed in the EIA. The process was not optimal in term
between the technical and wider environmental -ecdrsmuic criter
however the importance of determining what is a feasible g
alternative for Airports Company/Adathis recognised. It is thus fe|
the EIA process needs to run its course and determine the full in
Ai rports Company South Afrig
expected that should other alternatives (or variationprefértbe
alternative) arise during the course of the EIA, particularly one
reduce or prevent negative environmental aadosmeioc impacts, t
these be given full consideration.

K15.| The rport neither proposes, nor evaluates the most obvious g 12 Dimitri One of the reasons for the 11.5 degakgnment was the obst
alternative, which is using the existing runway as a taxiway and| December| Georgeades | presented by Tygerbdills, which presents a safety limitat
new runway along the same parallel alignment of the existing ry 2013 (CoCT) aircraft movement north of the airport. Rotating the runway 1
new runway at headingsl®l Thiswould potentially introduce anticlockwise allows this risk to be eliminated, with flight trac
alternative that achieves most objectives with minor effect on
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noise contours. west of Tygerberg Hills (see Section 3.5.2 of therBIA Rep

K16.| Did Airports Company Squth Africa consider keeping the current| 25 Dimitri g?rg:i;;tl(;r;ri?%abggger;tngaclljl::ﬁ;c;st;r;/e t?]ive;gggnnes‘?ér? f gf] utchh
the runway and just shifting the runway east? This may have a | November| Georgeades building, which would not be possible if the current ali
on noise. 2013 (CoCT) maintained, limiting the overall capémitigbof the airport.

K17.| The preferred optioagg 33 to page 39 of the draft Scoping Repo| 12 Dimitri Airports Company South Africa has developed noise conto

the best in terms of environmental performance. Alternative No.| December| Georgeades | runways as envisaged in the Master Plan. These contours
alternative in this regard. The preferred option is better for| 2013 (CoCT) shared with the City dkieryears, the last set of contours being
extensions (e.g. second terminal), (ii) dbebdiagacity of the airport to the Cityds Spati al Pl ann
to operate two independent systems perspective, (iv) maximu The scope of the EIA is limited to -thignment of the exist
This, per implication, signal runway. The inclusion of noise contours for the second ru
uItimater Capitalize on the economic investment of a double obfuscatehe app"cation and cause de|ays and short to med
addition to this process fosatigeed runway. capacity constraints.
Therefore it would be prudent, with reference to the noise cg
impact, that the specialist study includes the noise contours of
runway. This wil!/ b e s dn lan@ acquisiti
in the vicinity of the airport.

K18.| The Scoping Report states thatsiteadfternatives have been consi| 13 Rentia Additional details of the location alternative and a motivation
since this either falls outside of the mandate of Airports Com| December| Geldenhuys | sitealternative is not currently being pursued are provided
Africa or are not féési Yet no proof of this assessment and or if 2013 (Denel) 3.5.1 of the EIA Report.
has been made available for review. This should form part o South Africaés main airport
study. company vehicle (Airports Company South Africa) thr,

promulgation of the Airgooisipany Act 44 of 1993. Through th
a regulating committee under the auspices of the Depa3
Transport safeguards the following: (1)(a) restraining the cor
abusing its monopoly position, in such a manner as not to g
resticik ns on the companyds cof
reasonable interests and needs of users of company
(c) promote the safe, efficient, economical and profitable o
company airports; (d) encourage timely improvemenesofati
company airports so as to satisfy anticipated demands by t
the airports; and (e) ensure that the company, after ta
consideration any compensation paid or to be paid to the ¢
the State in terms of the provisions of tigAyg other law, is abl
finance its obligations and has a reasonable prospect of
commercial return.

The Department of Transport

(February 2014) acknowledges the significant existing aispati
South African airports, and stresses that greenfield airports

be considered in exceptional circumstances where capacity
are significant, opting rather for upgrading of existing airport s

K19.| The draft Scoping Report proppsedytfurther assess layout alterng 13 Catherine Bill | The scope of thisAEpplication is for thalignment of the exist
(Alternatives 2a and 2b) due to the highest financial benefit. H December| (DEA&DP : runway. Options 2 (a and b) and 3 all havalidpenent in comm
Directorate is of the opinion that layout alternative 3 (close parall| 2013 Pollution as a first step, consistent with both options. Assessing Optic
have a lower noise impact due to closer aligrimeehrafways. Lay Management) | b) and 3 will yield the same result.
alternative 3 should therefore be assessed in the EIA Phase an
eliminated purely because alternative 2 is more beneficial to the

K20.| The Scoping Repodnas sufficiently addressed alternative 1 1 August | Dimiti Noted.
configurations beyond the ACSA Airport Master Plan priorities in| 2014 Georgeades
The inclusion of the apprdagartures illustration (Figur@ 8n pags (CoCT)

61) further motivates the rationale for realignreepitirmfitii runway
avoid the Tygerberg Hills. The Scoping Report discussed the
increased capacity extend beyond runway operations to term
parking and other factors requiring that the runway be moved furi

K21.| The three double runway layout options presented in the FSR W The impact of the proposed development on all the vacant
critical biodiversity areas on the south eastern corner of the airp east of the airport has been assessed in the Freshwate
would have a high negative impact on an area of high cg Specialist Study aretrestrial Ecology Specialist Study as this
imprtance. The EIA should assess these impacts in relation to be affected by bulk earthworks. Please refer to Sections 6.6
wetlands and faunal habitat. the EIA Report.

K22.| | donodt see why a 300m ext en|1August |MartinHarris | The objective of the project is not only to lengthen the run
3,500 cannot be accommodated origtiegealignment. At the north 2014 (Private) enable future aircraft parking, terminal and cargo develg
there is 500 m to the boundary and at the south, 200m to th shifting the runway to the east. By extdreirunway in its cur
reserve. Could the runway not be extended by 100m at the so position, the development of Cape Town International A
200m at the north end? continue to be limited by the other capacity constraints. Furt
If this south end extension brings the runway taotclb¢2tbridg - capacity, safety, étare provided in Section 3 of the EIA Rep(
which is redundant in any case, has consideration been given to
N2 into a subway and building a bridge as an extension of t
Checking this out on Google Earth, | reckon that planes would n
on the bridgaibwould touch down roughly where the present se
passes south of the runway. This has been done at Schiphol in
and other airports. Would the costs of the civil works be less tha
complete new runway and all the ancillanassoidiated with the 1
alignment?

K23.| CapeNaturecommends that more than one alternative layout is| 6 August | Rhett Smart | The Environmental Assessment Practitioners have comp
in the EIA Phase, and that feasibility issues are clearly articulateq 2014 (CapeNature) | reviewed the procedsch culminated in the selection of the-c

clockwise rotation runway configuration and have inde
reached the conclusion that other configurations are not reg
feasible alternatives, and therefore do not qualify for furthee ¢
assessment in the EIA process (Section 3.5.2.1 of the EIA R
EIA will also assess the potential impacts of the existing alig
capacity as the No Go alternative (see S&cjion

K24.| Accading to the general objectives outlined in Section 23(2)(b)| 26 May Angela SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
iThe gener al objective of id n| 2015 Andrews (DAG Company Soutlriéa and presented these alternatives in Seq
identify, predict and evaluate the actual and potential impg of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are
environment, seeiconomic conditions and aularitage, the risks & considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sect
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consequences and alternatives and options for mitigation of acti the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK suppaotits tiod
view to minimising negative impacts, maximising benefits, ang assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible
compliance with the principle are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report).
acceding to provisions governing environmental authorisations approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Re
Section 24(4)(b)(ii) of NE MA: September 2014, which proposed the asse$snsimgle alternat
and communication of the potential consequences or impacts of in addition to the-So alternative. Additional information dis
the environméntust include, Wwitespect to every application f indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provide|
environmental authorisation and where apphivabte@ation 3.5.1 of the EIA Report.
mitigation measures to keep adverse consequences or imf
mi ni mum. O
With respect to potential alternatives, the draft EIA report mdiet
re-alignment of the existing runway throughaookiése rotations is
ffonly operationally feasible
report further mai ntains tha
within the Aiilipc s Companydés mandat e
alternative site when the current site has not yet been optimised
give adequate consideration and care to alternative option
analyzing with supporting facts and figures itelianhdinexist, if ar
regarding the feasibility of locating any other airport facility i
Metropolitan area, even if merely to ease the burden on the currg
may indeed be possible that a second airport site could berfioilt,
functioning similarly to the Gatwick and Stansted airports in L
latter option would constitute an important mitigation measy
absence of such analysis it is disputed that there are no feasible
The report does notailethe costs of creating additional airpor
evading the responsibility to consider alternatives outlined
(s23)(2)(b).

K25.| The Draft EIA Report Executive Summary stategundematt i v ¢ 24 May Emile Coetzee| For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated
considered financially feasi 2015 (Edgemead alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance
mandate to develop a new airport at an alternative when the cur Residents is ultimately responsible for approving flight paths and fi
not been optimisedo. Whi ch ejg Association) | presenteih the EIAReport (see Sectidrr.1.l are imputed based
they wold say. But why should just over 400 000 resid the proposed realignment and, to some extent (and furthe
inconvenienced because the alternative is not financially feasibl runway), by current flight paths. It is anticipated that some fi
We contend that it is not constitutionally feasible for residents flight paths may be possible once the realigmayg has bee
endure increased noise, sleep disturbancedanckase in prope constructed, in order to minimise noise impact on the ground
values.

No consideration appears to have been given to try and route
surrounding industrial or commercial areas, or even out ovel
airfield which appears to be relatively underused. We request
condileration be given to diverting air traffic ovee 30N d e n't i
also worth noting that the proposed new flight path crosses d
many more noesidential, noisensitive facilities than the existing p

K26.| It seems that the situation for most of the affected schools and m 25 May Colin The existing runway will be relocated onetd®?2@ east and rotg
could be significantly improved by a 5 degree rotation of thq 2015 Whittemore, | counteclockwise by 11.Bgdees. From a technical perspectiv
runway alignment. This iootatvould also mean that the propose Monte Vista | Section 3.5.2 of the EIA RdyAGO and RHDHYV concltlusdl 1.5
paths (departures in particular) would coincide with the existing Resident degrees would be the optimal realignment. In fact, initially g
thereby minimising the additional impact of the Jalignayerst. 10 degrees was considered, but it was eliminated for tec|
| would therefore also like to question why no altemvativeptiom comtiance reasons. Alternatives are discussed in more detai
have been put forward (including moving to a new location) & 3.5 of the EIA Report.
alternative flight paths have been proposed which do their be For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated
passing over residential areas and in particular, over schools, h alignmerit and therefore cannot be amended. Beyond this
other noise sensitigeilities? | would also think that avoidance of distance, noise preferémtating and abatement measures \
where there are high concentrations of people (i.e. schools, h employed to minimise the impact on noise sensitive are
City Hospital), shopping centres (N1 City Mall)) would be a priori ground.
minimising the risks associated wifligtitepaths. Surely every ¢
should be made to direct aircraft over industrial or commercial ar

K27.| | would like to question why no alternative runway options hay 22 May Peter Smulik | SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
forward, indeed including moving the airport to a new loetiteon &g 2015 (Rugby Compay South Africa and presented these alternatives in S
it is totally unacceptable for any airport, never mind such a bus Resident) of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are
accommodated within residential areas of a city. considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sect

K28.| Your report says that other alternatives avabte. 25 May Jacqueline du the E'A Regulations, 2010. In pnnmple SR"SWOOF'W
| beg to differ. It seems these alternatives are only not being look 2015 Plessis assessing .re.asonable and. feasible alternatives. Feasible
of costJohannesburg created a separate, outlying airport to leag (Edgemead are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 Of. the EIA R_eport).
demandWhy are alternative locations up the West Coast n Resident) approved the Plan qf Study presented in the Scoplng Re
investigated? _Septer_n_ber 2014, which propo_sectsEh;sqgent of_ a smgle_ alter_n

in addition to the-No alternative. Additional information dis

K29.| Move the whole airport reash of the C|ty outside the suburbs. 14 May Di Hutton indicative costs of a new greenfie|d airport option are provide

2015 (Edgemead | 3.5.1 of the EIA Report.
Resident)

K30.| Why is lengthening the current runway not a viable option? | w 22 May Gary Fairman | The lengthening of the runway is only one of Airports Com
would be way cheafedrop the N2 underground for a few 100 ] 2015 (Edgemead Africads mot ialigaingithe gunway €robablys
extend the runway or simply buy some land on the other end of t Resident) significant than lengthening the runway is the ability to cre
extend in the other direction. That wa ndll be disturbed that is between the runway and the terminal buildings so that a taxi
already being disturbed by noise. In essen@uthesi will rema can be constructed (the airport currently does not have oné
exactly as is and thereforenmgocan complain. increase the capacity of the runway asrém@ cunway is nealr

K31fI'f only 300 m is required, w| 25  May Lee Engele maximum capgcity.—&_ﬁgning the runway.will aIsp create sp
runway simply lengthened®&afiic is likely to increase so, as with) 2015 (Edgemead construct additional aircraft aprons and pier terminals.
other large cities, a second airport would be a logical solution. Resident)
surely be a practicable alternative, and | earnestly request that th

K32.| My &mily and | are greatly opposed to the proposed change by Al 15  May Bonnie van d¢ SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
runway. | fervently believe that they are only looking at the best ¢ 2015 Spuy (resident] Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in
way for themselves to move forward. The other options that are g of the EIA Report along with an eigiianfatvhy they are or are
them should rather be censtlj irrespective of the cost. considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sect

K33.| Move the whole airport reath of the City outside the suburbs. 13 May PD Hutton the EIA Regulations, 2010. In .pr|n0|ple SRK supports the

2015 (Edgemead asseSS|ng.rgasonabIe ar_1d feasible alternatives. Feasible
resident) are very limde(see Section 3.5.2.2 of t_he EIA Rep_ort). T
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Re
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September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a singlé
in addition to the-So alternative. Additional information dis
indicative costs of a new greenfields airport option are p
Section 3.5.1 of the EIA Report

K34.| Whilst we acknowledge that, inter deN@lopment of the air] 24 May Lesley Niemar For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictates)
infrastructure, job creation, tousisinthe like will be beneficial t¢ 2015 (Bothasig an| alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance
economy and residents of Cape Town and the Western Cape, Edgemead ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consu
appreciated if consideration could be given to the following p St a k e h g industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths f
regardo the proposed runwaglignment, viz.: Forum) the EIAReport (se8ection 3.1.] are imputed based on the proy
f  Currently certain of the aircraft departing from or approac realignment and, to some extent (and further from the ry

Town International Airport do fly over Edgemead and Botha current flight paths. It is anticipated that some fine tuning of
the periphery of the subdthis. does cause a certain degree of may be possible once the realigned runway has been con
polution. orde to limit noise impact on the ground.
1 We understand, however, that with the progiggument of th
runway which will thereby increase the air traffic substal
approach to the airport will be directly over Edgemead ang
thereby creating far more noise pollution.
I The industrial area of Montague Gardens is adjacent to Bg
Edgemeadlt is proposed that the curreatigiement of the runv
be altered in order to allow for aircraft departing/approaching
to do so over the industrial areadraftexer the residential sub
of Bothasig and Edgemead, thereby reducing noise pollutiq
residential area.

K35.| Wh a t are the alternatives? W15May Jimmy Pantor] SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
lengthened, with the aircraft maintaining their current path? 2015 (Edgemead Company South Africa and presented these alterr@eistesn 3.
As it stands, the no go alternative must be implemented. This t Resident) of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they arg
stburb, not only its residents, but also the ambiance, as well as considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sect
values. the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK supports the

assessing reasonable andilfieaglternatives. Feasible altern
are very limited (see Section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA Report).
approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Re
September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a singlé
in addition the NeGo alternative. Additional information dis
indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provide|
3.5.1 of the EIA Report

K36.| | acknowledge that the development of the airport will benefit j| 20 May Helen Carster| For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictateg
tourism, the ecany as well as residents of Cape Town, howevern 2015 (Ward alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance
like to point out and propose the following with regard to the Councillor) ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consu
alignment. My understanding is that the propbgachent of the runy industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths
will increase the air traffic substantially ttrexaing far more no the EIA Repagee Sectiah71.) are imputed based on the proy
pollution in a 100% residentialTdredncrease in air traffic moveme realignment and, to some extent (and further from the ry
hour would be a noticeable pollutant to the residents. The indug current flight paths. It is anticipated that some fine tuning of
Montague Gardens which is adjacent to Edgemead and Bothasi may be possible once the realigned runway has been con
moreacceptable route fommaoutgoing aircrafiNoise pollution wo orde to limit noise impact on the ground.
then be greatly reduced in the residential areas of Edgemead an

K37.| Itis as clear as day light that the noise and traffic pollution is not| 14 May Ardre dul SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
here and a serious relook at new premises for the airport is long| 2015 Plessis Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in
additional 40 flights an hour, noise levels fresidBhtial) to 70 decil (Edgemead of the EIA Report along with an explanation of why they are
(industrial) in a residential area (the same noise as if a lawnmow Resident) considekfeasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sectiog
your house every minute and a half as was explained to us) is alj the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK supports the
Perhaps to kick off with an airport accommodating internationat f assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasible
Fisantekraal or surrounds for now, utilising the existing airport 1 are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 of the EIA RepddE/
flights only, maintaining current air lanes is a workable solution. approved the Plan of Study presented in the Scoping Re
buy more ground next to the existing airport for another runwal September 2014, which proposed the assessment of a singl¢
accommodate the repamy of the terminal building and overlg in addition to the-So alternative. Additional information dis
concerns of the surrounding communities, pollution, safety, proy indicative costs of a new greerifigdttaption are provided in Se
noise etc. Be bold, look ahead to the future and make a susta 3.5.1 of the EIA Report.
term decision that will benefit all. A holistic appreedddidiere, not For a certain minimum distance, all flight paths are dictated
short sighted interim arrangement that will affect Cape Town con alignment, as well as other factors, e.g. aircraft performance
years to come and benefit Airports Company South Africa in the ultimately responsible for designing flight imaconsultation w
Please be so kind to forward me all the relevant SRK Report industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths f
when what drhow you came to the conclusion that the existing p the EIAReport (seBection3.7.1.} are imputed based on the proy
the ©6best way forwardoé as we realignment and, to some extent (and further from the ry
convinced at all. If the environmental specialists did their ho current flight pathis.is anticipated that some fine tuning of flig
competent specialists, it is clear that very infacigamere overlook may be possible once the realigned runway has been con
and that they probably first looked at the Airports Compg order to limit noise impact on the ground.

Af r ineeds) sot the communities, else no competent envi
specialist would have come up with this scenario.

The absence of an alternate route at ldstbrigh me et i

Edgemead, over Monatgu Gardens / Killarney Gardens, Visse
site, all industrial areas down the south west of the N7 is a 1
alternative route, yet it was not even on the cards, underscoring
above.

Long ten, none of your proposals seem viable, sustainable or p
Ai rports Company South Afric
balanced out and or sacrificed for the greater picture and comm
be it economically or otherwise.

K38.| The current suggestion where the runways will have air traffic cp 14  May| Andre dyNoted: ACSAO6s | o tlgrunways. misomobte
ot h eth i midipisaalso of grave concern, a potential hazard f{ 2015 Plessis, ATNS is ultimately responsible for designing flight paths to
colliding and inevitably slowing aircraft down when one strip is Edgemead industry, and submitting these for approval to the CAA to e
other aircraft have to wait to avoid a possible collisain itfi tinéda Resident alia, that risks of incidents are abated.
tower is not 100% on topedf game, it is a potential hazard in the 1
whereas running the two strips completely parallel to each othg
safer bet. Even better, split it like Gatwick and HedftterdK as Ca
Town is just going to get busier and busieg pollotmunities more §
more with adverse health effects (bénzargnogenic and interruy
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sleep patterns.
1) Fisantekraal airpiofirst choice
2) Parallel runway with existing going over Plattekloof mountai

farms at the back

3) Southwest over Epping industrial area west of the N7 over
Montagu Gardens and Killarney Gardens industrial areas and
small holdings where there are no schools or churches and it is
populated.
Tese alternatives have not bae
Airports Company South Africa/SRK now, how can we believe
proposals or stories?

K39.| Why have no alternative runway dpgiemgput forward (including m( Various Objection lette| SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
to a new location) and why have no alternative flight paths beg received from | Company South Africa and presented these alternatives in
which do their best to avoid passing over residential areas? S residents of of the EIA Reporvrag with an explanation of why they are or
effort should be made to direct aircraft over industrial or caragter Bothasig, Mon| considered feasible and reasonable, in compliance with Sect

Vista, the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK supports the
Edgemead, etq assessing reasonable and feasible alternatives. Feasibles

K40.| Apart from the cost faétove 6 wer endét i nf or m 24 May Cl Boulanger are very limited (see section 3.5.2.2 Of. the EIA R.eport).
Airports Company South Africa in their quest to find an expansig 2015 (Edgemead approved the Plan qf Study presented in the Scoplng.Re
seemed from the Airport Manad Resident) .Septer.n.ber 2014, which propo§ed the assessment ofa}smgle
oned but to my ears,thoundry in {;\dd!tlon to the-No aIternat|v'e. Add|t|onfnirnpat|on dlSCL!SS
no regard at all for the 40Q,@3D,000 people who will now be neg indicative costs of a new greenfield airport option are provide|
affected in the future, if these plans are implemented. 3.5.1 of the EIA Report. _ _

K41.| Alternative runways are not on your rethee_treport to the public, frq 25 May Andrg dy Zﬁg;n?n(:ei?ag]s rwglllrgirltﬂ:ﬁgf%gl Ef}l.lgh;i;:?:gfst ;?fg‘l%;?g
StUdY done in 2.010' The public haye a right to "”.OW What, was 2015 Plessis ultimately responsible for designing flight tracks, in consu
cons_ldered. All it mentions Was_that it was not feasible con_5|de_r|r (Edgemead industry, which are then approved by the CAA. Flight paths
to Airports Compa_ny Sputh Africa. What about all future coss ito Resident) the EIAReport (see Secti®if.1.lare imputed based on the prof
the publico S . l.t h an d t h e F realignment and, to somengxtand further from the runway
let alone property devaluations, pollution and possible accidents current flight paths. It is anticipated that some fine tuning of

K42.| It is clear to any novice that a new airportbrizedsoked at, not just 25  May Andre dy may be possible once the realigned runway has been con
aligning the current runway, because Airports Company South | 2015 Plessis order to limit noise impact on the ground.
to save a few rands. With the existing pollution spewed out | (Edgemead
Refinery daily and the added pollution from the prafigeed ranwa Resident)

Cape Twn will become a toxic bowl with serious future health ¢
the National Health Department cannot afford, let alone tourisn
economic growth, if we want to avoidnaathamisaster and a stigma
will drive tourists away. Do futoremecmi ¢ 6 benef i
current economic situation or status quo?

| therefore humbly request the DEA to turn down the Draft EIA
refer it back to SRK and their client, Airports Company Sout
consider an Alternative djrflidle OR Tambo and Lanseria, or He
and Gatwick in the UK), not an alternative (penny wise, pou
runway on the same property or adjacent property. This will
traffic flow should an incident close down the one airport &
disaster.

Draft Scoping Report

L1. | Please note the spelling error on page 65 of the draft Scop 13 Catherine Bill | This error was corrected in the Final Scoping Report.
(footnote 1 in Tabld4 shoul d read At on{Decemberl (DEA&DP:
characterd) . 2013 Pollution

Management)

L2. | The Department of Transport and Public Works is responsible f| 13 Gamza Meyer| In terms of the Provincial Land Transport Framework (R
which is informed by the CoCT Comprehensive Integrated Plar] December| (Department o] Department of Transport and Public Works has been note
guides thelevelopment of transport in the Western Cape, as § 2013 Transport and | commentinauthority.

Strategic Objectivdrireasing Access to Safe and Efficient Traiog Public Works)
this end, the Department of Transport and Public Works is one

stakeholders in the EIA process andd dheuincluded as a |

commenting authority.

L3. | This Directorate is satisfied that the comments provided on the g 1 August | Loretta Osborr] Noted.
Report have been adequately addressed. 2014 (DEA&DP)

Draft EIA Report

M1. | A |l aymanos ldoxewér,athea Na G alteontiivendt| 14 April Michael Dysse| The EIA Regulations require that impact assessmdatstlog
synonymous with the baseline or status quo, since a n| 2015 proposed development, any reasonable or feasible alternati
developments are permitted and/or may occur whether the ru as tHeofidd ternative i.e. i
alignedormot, i s required. authorised to go ahead.

In the case that the proposedligement of the runway is
authorised, the airpsmot limited to continue operating at the
frequency of flights (the status quo), but would be able t
increasing the number and frequency of flights as the dems
until the existing runway reaches its maximum capadiiA, the
existing situation is presented as Scenario 1, while the exis
operating at maximum capacity (i.e. the No Go alternative) i
as Scenario 2.

M2. | The EIA Report focuses on the construction phase of the runway 26 May Sheynain The EIA Report deals with impacts of both the construction
speak tthe impact it would have on communities when the runavj 2015 Benjamin operational phasestlté project i.e. theatgnment of the runw
maximum capacity and the terminal buildings, additional exte (Belhar including the impacts of the runway operating at its maximu
other infrastructure have been upgraded. This is a serious conce Community of 44 ATM per hour. The EIA includes upgrades to g
in the dark on the actual impact aftiteepgoject on the community. Health Forum)| infrastructure such as taxiways and aprons, to allow the
would be the full impact on communities up until and beyond 203 operate tathis maximum capacity. Any future upgrades to ru

any other infrastructure would be subject to a separate EIA p

M3. | The EIA Report is very difficult for ordinary citizens to understang 25 May Khumie Ngani The EIA Report needs to contain technical information requ
are confusing and the maps are so snilaits thatt possible to see in d 2015 (Mandalay authorities in order to take informed decisions. To assist mer
what the impact is on our area. Resident) community in understanding the project and the findings

Report, a relatively #echnical executive summary of the rep
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made available in English, Afrikaans and Xhosa. SRK als
Public Open Days in a nhumber of potential @faotedities arou
the airport, at which posters containing larger maps and
explanations of the key findings of the EIA Report were
Representatives of SRK and Airports Company South Africa
available at these Open Days¢ass the project with stakeho
individual or in small groups and provide simplified explana
understanding.
Given the large number of communities surrounding the airp
potentially be affected it was not possible to spexifgt timepad
that would be experienced in each of the individual cof
although this could be interpreted from maps, which SRK
assisted many stakeholders with at the Open Days.

M4. | Is the impact assessment done already? 14 May Attendeesf The specialist studies and the EIA Report were drafted and

2015 Delft Public the public for their comments from March to May 2015. Ba
Open Day comments received, the EIA Report and (where required
studies have been amenaled the revised reports released
public for a second comment period before being submit
authorities for a decision.

M5. | 0 The draft EIA Report is not a basis for lawful decision ma 26 May | Angela Andrew These comments (whighe presented in the executive summg
recommendations are adopted without substaigiah, ran] 2015 (DAG) more detailed set of comments included elsewhere in the
environmental authorisation granted stands to be chall table) are noted and have been responded to in more details
violating t.he rights of 'thoysands of.reS|dents to access to h The draft EIA Report has been revised in response td
to an e_nw_ronment_whlch is not detrimental to their healteizg comments madby stakeholders and authorities during the
(Constitution, sections 24 and 26 _ _ comment period, and the Final EIA Report released for a se

0 The report places irrelevant considerations before the deci comment period. This includes comments on potential health
and fails to plac_e relevant con5|derat|ons' b_efore_z It, In gonfl surrounding communities. The comments received during
mandatory requirements for lawful administrative action comment period will be submitted to the DEA with the Final
section 6 of the Promotion of AtlatinesJustice Act. _ to inform their decision on whether or not the project will be

0 The airport runwayalignment and resultant increased air trg Please see specific responses to concerns regarding impa
have a substantial negative impact on the health-umnag ved health and wélking of communities addtie airport in the rele
significant numbers of low income and unemployed residen sections of this table dealing with health impacts -ecdnsmnig
access to housing. _ impacts respectively.

o The reprt fails to make cogent and consistent recomme SRK has reviewed all alternatives identified and considered
regarding health impacts of predicted noise levels, and place Company South Africa and presented these alternativers %5
and objectionable considerations before the decision make of the EIA Report alona with an explanation of why the a.re
the alleged adaptability of low income commungeitpais. : po g wi Xple lon ot why they

0 The draft EIA Report fails to adequately assess the impag considered fea3|ple b reasonablg, n compliance with Sect
. . . : i the EIA Regulations, 2010. In principle SRK supports thg
increased noise and air pollution levels resulting from the . | d feasihieatiies. Feasible alternal
project, and also fails to recommend adequate and e assessmgllre.zt:lsgnabe an " eazlsezaz e?.theaéllAeRa € ta
mitigation measures for such impadtdaiiow of the requireme are veryd 'rr:" ep| (seef séecdlon e do' ﬁ S _epo:q).
for environmental authorisations set out in sections 2, 23 approved the Plan 0 tudy presented in the coping ~e
NEMA. .Septenj'ber 2014, which propqsed the g;sess_ment of a smgle

o If not properly mitigated, the impacts of the proposed projeq N gdd!tlon to the-So alternative. Aqd|t|onal mformaﬂon Q'S(
in a violation of the rights of access to housing of hu indicative costs of a new greenfeld airport option are provide
thousands pbor and vulnerable people. 3-5-1 of the EIA Report. | . . .

o The report fails to consider reasonable and feasible alterng It is unclear from the comment which considerations are irr¢
make out a case based on the basis of independent and cr which relevant considerations heae éxcluded from the re
and information that no alternatives are feasible. Similarly, SRK is not aware of any recommendations intendg

0 As such, if the recommendatior akport are implemented fche rights of stakgholders: Al]usions to the alleged adaptal
resulting decision will constitute a violation of the rights of H income communities to noise impacts have been removed. T
thousands of people to and environment that is not detrime of the EIA Rert is to present information to DEA to info
health and wélking. decision, and the EIA report _clearly h|gh||ght_s significant in

exceedances of (noise) guidelines. As noted in the EIA Rep
these impacts and exceedances apply to current aagorts
experienced today, i.e. ATMs.

M6. | This submission argues that the draft EIA Report for thealigmwegn| 26 May Angela Andrew Modelled noise levels for the existing and realigned runway
project fails to fully consi|?2015 (DAG) and are projected to exceed guidelines and (inisuteg) affect t
vulnerable and disadvantaged population in the Vieipitgje€ttand ( provision of low cost housing, making some areas previous
the South African housing crisis. If the rualigiymrent proceeds as potential sites for low cost house unsuitable for n
planned, the resulting increased noise levels and decreased ai development. This is acknowledged and discussed in Secti
infringe wupon citizens®6 righ the EIA Report. Conversély,.the shifting of the noise contours
S26(1)) anthe right to live in an environment that is not harmf portions of land which were previously subject to exceedang
health or wdilking (Constitution, Chapter 2, S24(a)). As the 4 guidelines may now not be subject to exceedances e.g. tq
located amongst many poor communities, the rights of vuln west of the airport. The predicted noise contours need to be
disadvantaged persons will be particuladg.affect City of Cape Town to inform their future planning for develop
With regards to mitigating the effects of noise on these persons, City, including the provision of low cost housing. Airports
Report does not put forth adequate alternatives or mitigation n South Africa has been in discussions with the CoCT to fa
required by sections 23 and 24 of NEMA. If the raligayern process.
proceeds as planned, increase levels will also render several Following the release of thé Eraf Report for public commen
unacceptable for housing, affecting plans for densification of ex noise specialist identified a number of noise mitigation m
and plans for new housing projects. While the draft EIA report ac which Airports Company South Africa together with other airy
the projectds effect artictulate adequé stakeholders were able to commit, and the noise impé
alternatives or mitigation measures as required by section 23 remodelled taginnto these mitigation measures. This inforn
NEMA presented in Section 6.4.6 of the EIA Report. Nevertheless

case that noise guidelines (are and) will be exceeded, alth
people would be affected by noise above guidelifer kecie
aligned runway with mitigation compared tGthaltémative.

It should be noted that air emissions associated with aircr]
exceed their respective guideline levels beyond the boundg
airport, and should thus not ivapyaffect planning for the pro
of housing.

M7. | The draft EIA Report for the runsaigmaent project does not adeq| 26 May Angela Andrew The EIA report explicitly discusses the implications of the rea
consi der t he gravity of t he| 2015 (DAG) housing (plans). The draft EIA Report does not intend t
disadvantaged affected communities, and in the congderfigcoh communitiesd vulnerability
South African housing crisis. The draft EIA Report does not a and/or this interpretation, the Final EIA Report has be¢
increased noise levels and decreased air quality will infringe up accordingly.
of such persons in particular. If anything, the report uses the vuli
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ofthesewr sons to justify not add
is a grave error. The runwaligement project also fails to adeq
account for and mitigate the effects of the project on the pres
crisis in Cape Town and South Afffiarge.

M8. | It is noted that the information requested by the Directon 25 May Melanese Noted.
Management (in their comment on the Scoping Report) to be in¢ 2015 Schippers
EIA Report has been addressed. (DEA&DP)

M9. | It is noted that Activity 9 of GN R544 of the NEM EIA Regulatig 25 May Melanese Details of the proposed stormwater infrastructure to be instg
being applied for. However, the description of the activity does| 2015 Schippers of the current development are described in Section 3.6.9
any details of the infrastructure to be constrdetaided description (DEA&DP) Report, with the positions oftthmwater infrastructure indicate
the activity in relation to the activities applied for must be provide the Stormwater Infrastructure Plan included in Appendix 3B.
include a detailed description of the pipelines to be installed (i.e. This listed activity will be triggered both in terms of the lef
length, route, internal diameter and peak throughput) aformeditiag pipeline infrastructure as well as the potential peak throughpt
on the stormwater system.

M10. | The similarlstiéd activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulatio| 25 May Melanese All relevant listed activities in terms of the NEMA EIA Reguld
that will be triggered by the proposed development must be inc| 2015 Schippers are included in Section 2.1.7 of the EIA Report.

EIA Report. Further, the impacts of the activities must be asj (DEA®P) The impacts of these activities have already been assessed
reported on. EIA Report and no additional assessment is required.

M11. | A map (at an appropriate scale) indicating the proposed deveg 25 May Melanese Figures 22 and 23 of the EIA Report indicate the locati
relation to the wetlands located on the proposed site as welll 2015 Schippers wetland on the property. Although the positions of the n
indicating the proposed development in relation to the vegetatio (DEA&DP) infrastructure (e.g. thealigned runway) is not indicated se
the proposed site must be inclutfedBhA Report. figures, for the purposes of the EIA it is assumed that the

indicated on these figures as the project footprint will be disty
A figure indicating vegetation types has not been included a
site falls within the Cape Flats Btra@dveld vegetation ty
Transformed and disturbed remnant habitats are indicated-g
30 of the EIA Report.

M12. | The CoCT supports the implementation of this strategic project, | 4 June Dimitri The EAPs have not determined the costs of mitigation in the
the Minister of Environmental Affairs to considé&rTh& €0 ¢ o n| 2015 Georgeades | EAPs do not have the expertise to do so andsiaislacd practi
the options for mitigating of the recognised noise impacts an (CoCT) for costs of mitigation measures to be included in an EIA.
thereof have not been adequately addressed in the Draft EIA
such the Draft EIA Report falls short of Section 24 (2A)(b) (i
requiring an upfronvestigation of mitigation measures to keep
consequences and impacts to a minimum.

M13. | The CoCT would like to ensure that the assessment of impacts i 4 June Dimitri Noted.
correct because of the large scale of the impacts on CoCT plg 2015 Georgades
and infrastructure. A fdlgtimrrect EIA document must go to the I (CoCT)
an informed decision. This document must be based on a proper|
of the development impact, not to attempt to stop this project o
project proponent with unreasonable costs, but tohleateezk for th
project with responsible and accountable sustainability measurg
and robust impact assessment will stand up to public scrutiny,
unforeseen costs later and move this project forward smoothly.

M14. | Pgl123 Reference to population density and mapping could be | 4 June Dimitri Noted, the illustrative purpose for which the information (d
for the 2011 census year. Outdated data was used. 2015 Georgeades | wasused would not change. Although the census data for

(CoCT) available at the time this figure (FigRyenvds included in the re
maps such as this one, compiled by the City of Cape Town
been published based on the 2011 census data.

M15. | Pg126- The 2011 soedoc onomi ¢ i ndex i s al|4June Dimitri Noted, the illustrative purpose for which the information wad
and would have been a more accurate representation. Outdatq 2015 Georgeades | not change. The impact assessment was based on data u
used. (CoCT) Spatial Analysis Report.

M16. | Pg186 Table &8 comes from SANS 10103, however, important { 4 June Dimitri Noted. This table is numbered T-ABlén6the final EIA Report,
on insulation requirements for residential units located about { 2015 Georgeades | relevat footnotes have been included.
contour linesere omitted. The footnotes must be used if there is (CoCT)
made to this Standard, because the standard assumes mitigatiq
dBA.

M17.| Pgl88- The source of Figurd56and method for calculation my 4 June Dimitri The source of this figure, i.e. the Noise Specialist Study,
declared. 2015 Georgeades | included in the final EIA Refpmetnoise specialist has confirme

(CoCT) this figure was developed based on information on populat
obtained from CoCT.

M18. | Pg193- On the composition of the Noise Monitoring Committ{ 4 June Dimitri Community representatives will be invited to sit on the cor
should consider the inclusion of certain indepentderg ofetitre pub| 2015 Georgeades |Rat e Payer 6s As s o€ouadl Managsrs (8
or politicians. (CoCT) Section 6.4.4.2).

M19. | Pg193 On the content bktStatement of Intent, it is not clear w 4 June Dimitri Tracking and monitoring of actual operationsbeiltapyed at
Phase 1 will only be for a period of 5 years from the eny 2015 Georgeades | years; rather, this will continue indefinitely.
authorisation date. If so, it seems inadequate. (CoCT)

M20. | There is concern about how the operationalisation of the Statem 4 June Dimitri All of the commitments in the Joint Statement of Intent are
will work. The EIA should address this, because it was introducqg 2015 Georgeades | the EIA as mitigation measures in both the noise -eandnsmaiq
report as mitigation for noise imjthout being explained. (CoCT) study, which will be incorporated in the ElRratidnagized in t

same way as all mitigation measures.

M21.| The CoCT would suggest an Airport Consultative Committee th 4 June Dimitri Noted. Airports Company South Africa will be happy to discu
different focus or working groups, inter alia: 1) Noise tracking, m¢ 2015 Georgeades | of the committee(s).
response (dealing with matters such adsthenonitoring committeg (CoCT)
operations and the technical matters related to measurem
reporting and comparisons between actual noise incref
hypothetically forecasted noise contours for various scenarios);
planning workingogp (dealing with the institutionalisation of the
from group 1 into the Cityods
managing the human settlements planning direction; 3) other
required e.g. Symphony Way Development, ibjiodffssts negotiati
work group etc.

M22. | Pg193 Last paragraph above heading 6.4.5. This point is dispy 4 June Dimitri The noise mitigation measures factored into the assessmen
referened elsewhere. 2015 Georgeades | (see Sectiorts4.5, 6.4.6 and 6)4with mitigation and listed in Se
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(CoCT) 6.4.8are limited to those to which Airports CompaAjsrigatshabl
to commit (mitigation measures) or which they consider f
further investigation (recommendations). Noise contours as
implementation of these noise mitigation measures have
modelled and relevant noise contdudethin the EIA Report.

M23. | Pg200- Table &5. This table does not align with the Spatial | 4 June Dimitri Affected poputat numbers and community facilities were calg
Specialist study, although the estimated 400 560 people affect| 2015 Georgeades | both the Noise Assessment and Spatial Analysis, with slight
higher than the 55dBA contour in Scenario 4 roughly align (CoCT) in the approach and software used by the two specia
specialist rept. However, the specialist report is not giving explic inconsistencies in outcome were acknowledged in the asst
wrt total population to be impacted upon in the future (say 203 the Socilkconomi ¢ Assessment, w h
calculation has to include. It is not clear what component of the drawn heavily on the data and assessments presented in
the 2011 census information, laowy of those are located in the inf Analysis (SRK, 2016) and the Noise Impact Assessmeg
settlements, which growth rate has been applied to formal a 2016). There were minor differences in the approachesthek
households, and how the land use model information from the Spatial Analysis and Noise Study (i.e. exact areas considere
been incorporated. versus only those indicated as inhabited in Census 2011), 4

software).As such, the number of affected people for the
scenarios, obtained in these stuffesstightlyHowever, they sh
identical trends and are of essentially similar magnitude tf
credi bil i tThis assumption bas beensadded is th
EIA Report for clarity.

M24. | Pg206 The information in Figul3 @loes not eotly correspond to { 4 June Dimitri It is unclear what information on page 107 is being referred t
information on p 107 and specifically not with the information in t| 2015 Georgeades | contain formation on mammals and reptiles). With respe
Report on Spatial Analysis. (CoCT) information on noise sensitive receptors affected by high n

not corresponding with the information contained in the spat
please see response to comment above. Please nhtse
discrepancies (which have been acknowledged by the spg
SRK in the draft EIA Report) do not affect either the rating o
the identification of mitigation measures, and are not ¢
material differences in this context.

M25. | PgD2- Information of Tabl26can be explained in the text as an in 4 June Dimitri This information has been included in Section 3.7 and Sect
of say e.g. Obetween 22:00 an2015 Georgeades | the EIA report.
to increase from 1 event every 12 minutes to 1 very noise fli (CoCT)

mi nut es 6.

M26. | Pg201 The 6% increase in the number of affected population is ¢ 4 June Dimitri As explained in Section 6.1.5 of the EIA Report, Scenario 2:
It is not clear why the only difference between the Scenario Zoafh( 2015 Georgeades | on Runway @B at m&mum capacity, i.e. 30 ATM per hour, is
is the population taken. The actual impact is the difference b (CoCT) Go Alternative. The assessment of all impacts thus cons|
current utilisation Scenario 1 and Scenario 4. difference between Scenario 2 and Scenario 4.

M27. | Pg 210 The reference to 19 000 people (mid page), is not cleq 4 June Dimitri There was an error in the labelling for-Zahfetbe draft EIA Rep
connected to Table® This table also hugely differs from the S| 2015 Georgeades |whi ch referred t doldd peadngsltoesdame
Report on Spatial Analysis (see Table 9). (CoCT) the discrepancies in numbers. This has been corrected in th

Report. The DB0 people referred to was thus not linked te2Ta
See response to commbR3 andM24 above regarding
differences in populatiombrers presented in the Noise Speg
Study and the Spatial Analysis.

M28. | Pg 210 There is a discrepancy between the number of school§ 4 June Dimitri SRK was unable to identify the discrepancies referred to. Ng
being affected above the 55 and the 65 dBA contour lineg 2015 Georgeades | that these numbers do not affect either the impact assessme
information contradicts page 206 and kenmdautes in the document (CoCT) the mitigation measures identified, anditheimpacts are g

considered to be high (with mitigation).

M29. | Pg 214 Refer to suggestion made above for pg193. Maybe the p| 4 June Dimitri This suggestion has not been implemented, as SRK does n
of mitigation solutions could be grouped under the different i| 2015 Georgeades | would add value or change the findings of the EIA. The sec
approaches/headings associated withahet mitigation mechanisn (CoCT) report dealing witloise mitigation measures have howeve
the oObalanced approachd. amended in response to Airports Company South Africa

specific mitigation measures to which they are able to com
which the modelling of noise levels with mitigation could be u

M30. | Pg 215- Bullet 12 regarding schools and health. These are | 4June Dimitri The relevant bullet point has been amended to reflect th
authority functions and engagements need to happen between 2015 Georgeades | discuss these matters with the relevant departments of
the Provincial Government 6s | (CoCT) Government as well.
6facilitation ofnodesweel|podmer te g All mitigation measures stated in the report are the regyq
as to the role and responsibility of the Civil Aviation Authority. It Airports Company South Africa, some of which they wil
be stipulated that ACSA shou implement in consultation with relevant airport industry stg
industryo includes ACSA. TShe including the Civil Aviation Authority.
responsibility towards the expropriation _of residential propert The mitigation measures to which Airports Company South
above the 65 or 70 dBA contour of Scenario 4, as well as listing the industrstakeholders are able to commit at this stage are (
that night time flying could be curtailed or capped at a certain the EIA Report (Section 6.4.8), which exclude exprop
aircraft movements. residential properties located within the 65 or 70 dBA contq

capping of night time aircraft movements.

M31. | Pg216- 3rdbullet under Operation phase. The Quarterly report| 4 Jue Dimitri The mitigation measures included in the EMP are the sam
noise monitoring findings has been taken away in the EMP and | 2015 Georgeades | included in the EIA Report, including quarterly monitoring re
to be retained throughout the document (as it aligns with other (CoCT) i see Section 5 of the EMP.
patterns of similar noisy airports).

M32. | Pg216- Critical abatement procedures have (liké Bult been lo| 4 June Dimitri The mitigation measures in the EIA report have been amend
between this section and the EMP actions. 2015 Georgeades | changes are all reflected (and all mitigation measures) incl

(CoCT) EMP
Note that ithe EMP, mitigation measures have been spilt intg
sections relating to impact management and impact monitori

M33. | Pg 244- Table &2 mitigation measures. The reference to the 4 June Dimitri The frequency of communication with stakeholders regd
reporting to the stakeholders should be changed to quarterly. 2015 Georgeades | grievance mechanism during the construction phase has be

(CoCT) from annually to quarterly.

M34. | Pg254- Contains the analysis of the impact of the qurdjee formi 4 June Dimitri The BEA evaluates noise impacts, and noise contours cleg
housing projects of the municipality for the next 5 years, but it ref 2015 Georgeades | areas, including informal settlements, where exceedances ar
on the impact of informal settlement upgrades (para 2.5 from (CoCT) Contours take account of mitigation measures which Airport
Analysis in the SeEimonomic study). There is a known scarcity of South Africa can commit to, but this does not inclosi@agign ¢
human sé#tments, and the absolute demand of residents in dwellingshecause it is prohibitively expensive and impkbaite
settlement surrounding the airport to be occupied in governmen impacts are rated as High. Calculating costs to upgrads
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housing solutions in the same locations. These factors are to settlements is beyond the scope of the EIA. Airports Comy
listed and quantified as an impact as & implie ge cos't Africa and CoCT may elect tadeorssich a study if both parties
Human Settlements if the runway goes ahead and residents der it necessary.
stay in their location and be protected from noise created
development by a party other than the CoCT.

M35. | Pg247 First para under 6.8.3.1. for ease of understanding the i| 4 June Dimitri This information has been included in Section 3.7 and Sect
3044ATM change should be expl g2015 Georgeades | the EIA report.
minutes to 1 flight arriving or departin ) seconds o (CoCT)

M36. | Pg248- Tables 66 and &7 lacks a perspective of whether in 4 June Dimitri The population figures presented were based on Census dg
settlement residents were includeot @and which growth rate was| 2015 Georgeades | as well as projected growth rates as provided by the City of
between 2013 and at the peak of Scenario 4. This represents a | (CoCT) This is indicated in Sectiorl 31 the Spatial Analysis Repg
in the original specialist study and should be resolved. The undertaking the Spatial Analysis exercise, it was assum
between the tables refers to the population growth being cortisid specialist that the census data used included residents i
details are not explained or included. settlements as this was not indicated as a specific exclusion.

M37. | Pg25% Table &9 and Figure-B3 does not align in its findings. 4 June Dimitri Table &9 was obtained from the $wmaomic Assessment

2015 Georgeades | Spatial Analysis), while Fige28 &as sourced from the N
(CoCT) Assessment. See response to comBatd M24 above regardi
the differences in population numbers presented in the Nois

Study and the Spatial Analysis.

M38. | Pg252 This para from the top. This statement is disputed and| 4 June Dimitri It is unclear which paragraph or which statement is being dis
expanded with illustrations or examples if itésaiodd, and it should 2015 Georgeades It wil |l be Airports Company
clear as when these exceedances have occurred as Scenar (CoCT) mitigation measured identified in the EIA including the appoi
considered the oformal curren thus payment) of aseospecialist to remodel noise contours ¢
Second bullet under mitigation measures: It should be specifieq years.
will remain responsible forfittencial cost of the appointment SRK has confirmed that all mitigation measures included in {
specialist. The fourth bullet is quite important but did not make it Report are also included in the final EMP.
the EMP. Maybe this is a collective responsibility of the
suggested in the comments on p 193 above.

M39. | Pg257- Table &2 Second bullet. The latter part of the sentence| 4 June Dimitri The explanation of the purpose of remodelling has been the
the sbmission of the updated model (assumed contours) to th( 2015 Georgeades | EIA Report as suggested.
ensure that planning is undertaken. This is a good point but (CoCT) The comments about forward planning is noted and will reqy
explanation could be included that the purpose would be discussions between the City of Cape Town and Airports
comparisons between the actual noise impact/ coifferestattdges South Africa, the need for which is included as a mitigation
ATMS or mppa in time, compared to the noise contours in t Section 6.4.6 of Bk Report.
hypothetical scenarios. It is important to note that forward planr
various lines, but land use control will have to be implemented
fixed (to beetermined) pemreed line with associated develo
limitations & mitigation obligations of ACSA in association with
other land owners.

M40.| Pg264- The proposal under bul | et 4June Dimitri The mitigations measures which were previously erroneou
undertake regular studies on international trends and best pract| 2015 Georgeades | from the EMP have now been included.
make it into the EMP and would be quite an appropriate an (CoCT)
mitigation mechanism.

On bullet 7 re the Grievance Procedure, it is advocated that
publicity be specified as a requirement. The communication o
ACSA on the Grievance Procedure to stakeholders, did not ma
EMP and is a useful and essentiadrmenipvhich should be tracked

EMP.

Re |l ast bullet before para 6.
as school sb, did not ma k e i

elsewhere), but this obligation of ACSA is disputed (refer ttq
elsewhere in this submission).

M41. | Core components of the noise impact should be condensed an{ 4 June Dimitri SRKhas amended the Executive
numbershould be pulled through into the executive summary ¢ 2015 Georgeades |[f ri endl yo, but the issues 4
Report and/ or the EMP. Condensed and confirmed informatior (CoCT) encouraged to look at relevant sections of the EIA Report if
as departure points if the Statement of Intent is to be actively tg is required.
into action plans for policy and impdéorenplan processes.
condensed information required should include:

I Estimated numbers of direct and indirect jobs generated.

1 Estimated economic impact in rand value terms.

I State, Western Cape and City revenue benefits including tax

1 Number of heeholds affected above 55dBA and above 65dH
clear differentiation to the number of informal vs formal s
This should be for 2013 base/ Scenario 1, Scenario 2 and Sd

1 Number of schools and health institutions above the TS0SBRBA
contour lines at present (Scenario 1) and in future (Scenario

1  Number of City and Provincial housing projects, as well &
estimated number of housing opportunities affected by the
differentiation between long term plamngldnning process 4
under construction. This should be for all housing projeq
above the 55dBA and the 65dBA contour lines of Scenario
2 and Scenario 4.

1 Simple explanation of the difference between existing ang
frequencyf flights both for day time and night time.

1 A simple explanation of the difference between existing an
loud events per night (a noisy flight going over my houst
mi nutes change to é minutes

M42. | After reviewing the Draft EIA rRepoture Cape Town supporty 28 April Future  Cap| Noted.
contents of the Report, and the ACSA RuraligyrRent project | 2015 Town
Cape Town International Airport.

M43.| 1) Of great concern is the possible alleged conflict betveeel| 25  May Andre dy SRK has coordinated a transparent EIA process and docur
Airports Commga South Africa, not seriously taking public cond 2015 Plessis been frequently disclosed to stakeholders. Impacts are ass
account, because if you did and had an independent E (Edgemead | impacts with high significance ratings (e.g. noise) are clearl
presented, it would have shown out numerous health an
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devaluation defects. Resident) so that DEA can take an informed decision.

2) As a community we reserve the right to taketiegalgainst SH
should we be able to prove that the EIA Report to Airports
South Africa was substandard, unprofessional and a possi
conflict of interest exists, not properly applying your minds,
and expertise that is expeftem an organization like SR&e
international legal cases and rethink what you are doing if yq
conflict alreadyxfract provided in written corhment

3) Our Constitutional rights are nowhere to lie teemraft El
Report, as a preseatveght of all citizens regarding Constit
guarantees, Chapter Two, section 23 (Environment), section
and section 33 (ensuring just administrative action).

4) The Draft EIA Report concludes that the development of thi
projeemnerial Ifyg acceptabl eo
community contends that the Draft EIA Report is completely
sided, and incomplete with health and other issues clearl
enhancing the suspicion of a serious alleged conflict wEiloli
between Airports Company South Africa and SRK.

5) It is also clear from the Draft EIA Report that there is i
information displayed for the DEA to make an informed deci
the public demand that this project not be authorisedbacH &
the drawing board, as incomplete and unprofessional in its G
with a strong possibility of a conflict of interest. Also that
meeting is called for between the affected communities an
for SRK to come and explasetbenissions and lack of scie
studi es and what exactly
instructions to SRK, when assigning them.

M44. | Objecting to health and noise issues, the following also seerl 25 May| Andre dy In response to comments received on the ADRdip&it, Airpor
conveniently escaped your fiqu 2015 Plessis Company South Africa and SRK Consulting decided that
blend with our public and civic rights? This impacts Edgemead & (Edgemead specialist input would be required to address some of the ke
and all surrounding suburbs: Resident) raised by stakeholders. This included an assessment of heg

1 Dramatic increase in noise directly above you; (see Appendix 6K), a Propefgatian Study (see Appendix 6
1 Passenger flights from8%0 00:15; w_e[l as the modelling of noise co_ntours with the |mplementaF
1 Cargo flights at 02:00, 03:15 and 04:00: mitigation measures to which Airports Compa_my South Afri
1 Increase from 25 to 44 flights per hour: alrport mdlu.stry stgkeholdgrs are able to commlt..
1 Larger aircraft; This additional information _haen captured in responses
{ Potential negative effect on health and property value; comments by stakeholders in other parts of the Comnm
1 Increased atmospheric emissions: gespotnses Table, and has led to a number of amendments
1 Increased noise exposure can affect your sleep adi eport.

overall wellbeing; and
1 Increasing residential noise levels from 55 db to 70 db, t

a lawn mower going over your house every minute and g

M45.|Your report regards the foll d25 May| Andre dy As indicated in Section 6.1.2 of the EIA Report, a number ¢
no refengces given or reputable studies to compare it with, wher 2015 Pless studies were undertaken to inform the assessment of
to: impact on ground water, construction, heritage destructiq (Edgemead associated with the project. The only impacts which were a
ecosystem, hydrological function of sediment balance, impact on Resident) SRK include Heritage Impactkowiftg the submission of
loss of fauna diversity, impact chafigghnbpaths on avifauna paths. Application to Heritage Western Cape in response to W
of health effects from the air is low with no studies to substantiaf indicated that there was no reason for further assessment
The effects on all our schools and educators, churches etc. i impacts) and visual impactghich Mr. Scott Masson, a core
brought up in this flawed report. member is qualified to assess

The risk of health effects were included in the health aj
(Appendix 6L) and the effects of noise on sensitive receptor
schools) is discussed in the EIA Report. The effects of air
schools etc. was not specifically asssissedhe air emissions f
the airport operations will not exceed the relevant guideline
schools would thus not be affected.

M46. | We wish to highlight the rights afforded to us as residents of Cag 24  May Emile Coetze The EIA process was undertaken in accordance with the re
as citizens of South Africa; rigbtswpich we feel this proposed p 2015 (Edgemead of the NEMA and associated EIA Regulations, 2010. The H
unfairly infringes. Residents follows these principles and in fact was born out ¢§ iheorig

The City of Cape Towndés Ombu
government bodies have to treat people fairly when they make a|
decisions and that, in all dealings withaimergou, people have the 1

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

9 to be allowed to tell your side of the story before a decision is

1 to be told what the decision is and also that you have the rig
against thakecision;

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

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

The constitution states under

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

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

3) National legislation must be enacted to give effect to thase
must:

a) provide for the review of administrative action by a cour
appropriate, an independent and impartial tribunal;
impose a duty on the state to give effect to the rights in s
(1) and (2); and
promote an efficient administration

b)

c)

Association)

Constitution.

Stakeholder Engagement

N1. | The CoCT advises SRK to solicit the participation of the comn 19 April Dimitri The managers of the-sobncils listed by CoCT, as well as ad
subcouncils directly affected by the noise contours of the -v 2013 Georgeades | subcouncils surrounding the airport were all registered as st
alignment alternatives. A list efauirils and their retpe manage (CoCT) and were invited to a Focus Group Meeting held by SRK ¢
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Date

Stakeholder

Response

and chairpersons whom can provide contact information for
organisations and representatives in these areas is provided.

2013. Minutes of this meeting were attached in Appendix 5H
Scoping Report. A map indicating theouwstils that are bei
consulted directly as part of this EIA process is included in H
the EIA Report.

N2.

SRK needs to be aware of the fact that previous undertakings
made by Airports Company South Africa (e.g. Cape Town |
Aiport not operating on Sunday mornings) and previous s
engagements have been undertaken, including the Master H
stakeholders were not happy with the second runway in particulg
alternatives (e.g. new airport at FisantdoatBtakeholders unders
that growth and development of Cape Town International Airport
however, other alternatives have previously been presented ar
Airports Company South Africa need to indicate to stakeholders
what is proposed and why alternatives are not being considered.

11 June
2013

Jan Brand
(Subcouncil 3)

The context of this comment is unclear. It is, however, not
Company South Africads int

economy, tesstop operations on Sunday mornings. Caps
International Airport is currently and will remain a 24 hour opg
The alternatives considered by Airports Company South A
the development of the Airport Master Plan, as well as re
catain alternatives are not considered feasible, are pre
Section 3.5 of the EIA Report.

N3.

SRK must work closely with the provincial authorities and the
authorities (Tygerberg and Parow districts) and must engag
Department @fater 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
of the Scoping Report for public and authority comment and
registeredsastakeholders on the project database. SRK will ¢
follow the communication channels as agreed with CoCT N
ensure that all contacts as identified by DEA will be prg
opportunity to provide comment.

N4.

Who are the affected |ambys?

6 August
2013

Toinette van d
Merwe (DEA)

Affected landowners have and will continue to be identified
EIA process. Airports Company South Africa has engage
landowners where land acquisitions are required as per the d
footprint. SRK has notified the landowners as required K
Regulations.

N5.

All affected communities must be identified and included in the E

6 August
2013

Wayne Hector
(DEA)

Affected parties have been identified during the ElMpsroess)
NEMA, interested parties are required to register in order to
on the stakeholder database for the project. The datab
stakeholders that registered throughout the EIA process is
Appendix 5B to the EIA Reporth&Ré&nhgaged with the councill
a fairly large area around the airport which could potentially
Advertisements in local and regional newspapers and radio n
aimed to ensure that stakeholders in the wider area are kept
Thre stakeholder engagement process has and will continue
the requirements for stakeholder engagement in the EIA R
SRK has let the process guide stakeholder engagement e.g
meetings have been held where there been redlests for

Furthermore, Airports Company South Africa communicates
its industry stakeholders.

N6.

How will SRK manage requests for extensions to comment
comments received after the deadlines?

6 August
2013

Wayne Hector
(DEA)

Although date will be provided at the end of each commer
SRK will address any comments that can be accommoda
finalising the relevant report. If comments are received aft
Report has been finalised, these comments will be subryitte
DEA.

N7.

SRK need to consider the day of the week and times of the H
Days.

26
November
2013

Johnson Fetu
(Subcouncil 9)

SRK consulted stduncil managers regarding the stakg
engagement process, including proposed venues faeRUubligy
The approach during the Scoping Phase was to hold the P
Days in different areas on different days of the week. The H
Days also extended from 15h00 to 19h00 to accommaog
working in each area as well as those liliegaieat but worki
elsewhere. During the Scoping Phase, SRK invited specific
of more suitable days and times (or consultation met
subsequent rounds of public, however no specific sugges|
provided. Public Open Days durigAHehase were held on si
days and at similar times to those during the Scoping Phasg
well attended.

N8.

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

26
November
2013

Unknown

(Comment
made at the
Councillors
Meeting)

SRK presented the proposed locations of four Public Open 1
the Scoping Phase to thecsuincil managers at the Focus (
Meeting held in June 2013.

During the Scoping Phase, locations were selected to allow
Open Day in communities north of the airport (Parow), so
airport (Khayelitsha), at the airport, and one to serve the gr
Town community (Pinelands). An additional Public Open Dg
in Delft as recommended by the councillors.

SRK rivited specific suggestions of more suitable days, t
venues (or consultation methods) for subsequent rounds
however no specific suggestions were provided.

During the Impact Assessment Phase, the locations of P
Days were in conmities most likely to be affected by the
(especially those in high noise areas) i.e. Edgemead, Delft,
and Bishop Lavis. Additional Open days were held in Goo
Nyanga at the request of the relevant ward councitiors’d
managers.

NO.

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 d
Public Open Days were advertised in the following reeimg
English, Afrikaans and/or isiXhGzge TimesDie Burge
TygerburgeRavensmead Tygerburger Eersterivi€ity Vision
Peoples Post Mitchells Plain; Tygerburger Parow; and T
BellvilleThese newspapers were selected on the advicelofcd
managers attending the initial meeting held in June 2013.

The release of the draft EIA Report for public comment and d
Public Open Days held during the comment period on the
Report were advertised in the same newspapelisaa#n Die S
and TableTalk.
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response

N10. Make sure advertisements are not placed in the classified seq 26 Brendan van | All advertisements were placed in the main body of thg

newspapers. November| Der Merwe newspapers.
2013 (Subcouncil 3)

N11.| The first point of contact to inform the public is througbotireil 26 Okkie Manuelg Informatio regarding the release of the Scoping Report f
manager$ the agents for public consultation. Toeuswul manage November| (Subcouncil comment and the Public Open Days was sent tecdifcsl
have stakeholder databases for public consultation. 2013 18) managers on

N2/ Pl ease indicate whether all 13 Catherine Bill | 31 Oqtobgr 2013, requesting _distribution_of the information
affected areaso indicated i n |December| (DEAZDP: organisations and ward councillors on their slatabase
all ward councillors are included in the public participation prq 2013 Pollution Communication was resent tecauiril managers for then
forward so that thednstituents are informed of the proposed deve Management) | distribute to stakeholders through their databases on 27

2013. Figure 5.1 in the EIA Report indicatescthensildh for whi
subcouncil managers and councillors have beed iffthmeroje
and requested to disseminate information to their constituent
Subcouncil managérgere also requested to disseminate info
to their constituents regarding the release of the Draft EIA
Public Open Days on 27 March 2015

N13. Media (printed and electronic) is acceptable for public consultati 26 Okkie Manuelg The EAP has gone above and beyond the minimum requir
are vast areas surrounding the airport wherethiweril. SRK needy November| (Subcouncil stakeholder engagement, and remains open to sugge
investigate different methods. 2013 18) improvement.

N14| SRK should relook at venues for placing cepputsiié review. Lo| 26 Okkie Manuelg Airports Compa@puth Africa has placed radio announcem
libraries may not be suitable. November| (Subcouncil major radio stations broadcasting the project and the potentiz

2013 18) flight paths.
During the EIA Phase, Airports Company South Africa ran
campaigns on local radio statiomaise public awaess about th
EIA process (betweerl38 April 2015 and6 1May 2015) a
community notices were placed at over 40 locations (public
communities surrounding the airport to increase awareness.

N15. In terms of the Focus Group Meetings and Public Open Days (S¢ 18 Christian The HB Board is appointed by the Minister of Human Se
the HDA as an organ of state was not involved in the Focus Gro| December| Gerhardt (NC({ Representatives from the Department of Human Settlemen
This is a concern due to the planned housing developments wit| 2013 on behalf of | the Focus Group Meeting held on 25 November 2013 (
low cost housing on HDA owned properties south of the planneg HDA) Scoping Phase.
terms of the sustainable development principals, social impacts Objectives of the Scoping Phase include the identif
be considered and thereforeff@st on housing development with r stakeholders to provide them with the opportunity to
to low cost housing projects should have been addressed in a effectively in the process and identify any issues and
fashion with all social development parties prior to the Public Op¢ associated with the proposed activity. Through this process

has been registered on the project database ackl laassbee
notified directly of all future opportunities to participate i
process.

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

The Socieconomic SpedaalStudy (Appendix 6H) has assess
potential impact on land use and related social issues.

N16.| The applicant must conduct a preliminary assessment of percej 13 Mario Brown | The stakeholder engagement process conducted as part
communities within the vicinity of the airport. This approach K December| (Department o] allows for communities in the vicinity of the airport, it ih
proven tbe more accurate in terms of the same type of project. | 2013 Transport and | general, to raise any concerns they may have regarding th

Public Works) | development and provide comment on the draft reports. This
assessment of perceptions of the proposed development tak
the Scoping Phase (i.e. the first)pdfabe EIA process.

N17.| | feel that you people have been very sneaky in the way this wh 31 July Deborah Other than the media release by Airports Company Sewthiéifi
process has been handled as if it was not for the Tygertalk dated| 2014 Magot was specifically aimed at raising public awareness about
30 July 2014 1 would not have known about the process. (Private) during the Scoping Phiaseading to the article in the Tabletg

July 2014), SRK has undertakecomprehensive stakehd
engagement process for the EIA (exceeding the legal red
including the following:

1 Newspaper advertisements announcing the commencen
EIA process and inviting stakeholders to register on t
database wemplaced in a number of national, regional a
newspapers in English, Afrikaans and/or isiXhosa in
2013.

1 The release of the draft Scoping Report for public re
advertised in a number of regional and local newsy
October/Novesth 2013, including in three additional
newspapers to ensure coverage of all potentially direct
areas, on advice by the local councillors.

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

1 Information regarding the release of the draft Scoping
public comment and the Public Open Days was se
managers of 16 suduncils requesting distribution eo
information to their constituents (civil organisations g
councillors on their databases).

1 Radio announcements on local radio stations, site notic

City of Cape Townds Smart
public of the project aredatailability of the Scoping Rep
comment.

1 Hardcopies of the draft and Final Scoping Reports w
available for review in 15 libraries around the airport.
Following the comment period on the draft Scoping Report, {
Report was updattaking stakeholder input into account and

2 Sub-council Managers of sub-councils 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23 and 24.
% 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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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response

Scoping Report released for a further public review period (
2014) allowing stakeholders to review the changes to the do
the responses to their comments.

Another round of stakeh@dgagement (newspaper advertisel
Public Open days etc) was undertaken regarding the releasq
Report (March to May 2015).

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

N18. We act and verion behalf of the greater Belhar Community rega 31 July Sheynain The following people were registered on the project datak
issue. It has come to us as a complete shock and surprise to| 2014 Benjamin November 2013 (withal addresses for future communication
through the media (Cape Times) of the scoping report and the El (Tygerberg § Gafieldien Benjamin; and
released earlier. We registered ourselves iaterasted party a SubDistrict 9 Sheynain Benjamin.
sta.keholder during the initial pub'llc invitation process on radio lag Health Forum)| » | o haivas sent to the addresses of these stakeholders (alo
Neither ourselves as a Community Health Forum or any of the ot other stakeholders who had registered on the project datab
Committee's within the immediate vicinity of the Airport have beg July 2014 (and delivery receipt received) notifying IAPs of thg
on theprocess. We, as well as the other four structures arg of the Final Scoping Report for publicardiesmment.
c(:sonsututed and d r,\(lacqgnlzleéi by the ng of Cape Town. Weg As indicated in the response above, there has already bee

overnment an atlo.na overnment e.pgrtn?ents. ) stakeholder engagement on this project and SRK and Airpor

We are therefore surprised at the low participation rate in commg South Africa continue to go beyond the legal requirer

from public. We request' that we meet as soon as possible and t stakeholder engagement to increase teeemsarf the general C

deadline for further public comment. Town community about the project and encourage participa

Failure would result in us approaching the relevant institutions ar process (e.g. through media releases).

to ensure the fairness of consultation process. We regerightallin The Impact Assessment Phase makes allowance for t

this regard. However we are willing to work with yourselves and opportunities for IAPs to comment on the pfotlesingefease o

this process to ensure that our communities adjacent to the the draft and final EIA Reports respectively.

properly represented in this issues that may affect their f In response to this comment, SRK requested that contact de

environmental concerns. other 1APs to be kept informed of the process be provided, ¢
can be included on the project database (e.g. theeaith
Committees). They would have been notified directly :
opportunities to comment on the draft EIA report.

N19.| Do the residents around the airport know about this? Most a 24 dly Cindy Wright | Newspaper advertisements announcing the commencement
informal settlement and considering that | don't see phonanli| 2014 (Private) process and inviting IAPs to register on the project data
wireless equipment, | would assume they don't have internet g placed in a number of national, regional and local news
they are not exactly the demographic that | would expect to f English, Afrikaans andighizsa.
government gazette or even this forum. | don't think you have The release of the draft Scoping Report for public review way
enough time to respond bechdsa't think they even know about in a number of regiona| and local newspapers, induding
probably won't until construction happens. additional local newspapers to ensure coverage of all potent
I urge you make an effort if you haven't already and please let t affected areas, on advice by thé douncillors. During the Sc
know either with a post drop to each house or in their local papel Phase of the project, Focus Group Meetings were held wit
a month. (including councillors) prior to and after the release of the dr

Report. A number of Public Open Days (Site C, Delft, etc.)
during te comment period to provide IAPs with the oppo
discuss concerns related to the proposed project. Informatio
the release of the draft Scoping Report for public comme
Public Open Days was sent to the managers ofcdncil
requesting distribution of the information to their constity
organisations and ward councillors on their databases). In ad
announcements on local radio stations, site and community r
used to notify the public of thecpeand the availability of the S¢
Report for comment. Hardcopies of the Scoping Report v
available for review in 15 libraries around the airport.
Another round of stakeholder engagement (newspaper adve
Public Open days etc.) waedaken regarding the release of t
Report (March to May 2015).

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

N20.l On Monday, 25 May, SRK closes submissions in the EIA for| 25 May Blikkiesdorp | The EIA process provided numerous opportunities for partici
Expansion gject. The community of Blikkiesdorp will be m 2015 Joint Committg communities,ndluding Blikkiesdorp. In common with
submission to the consultants in protest of the absence of engal communities near the airport, Blikkiesdorp is likely to be 3
the Blikkiesdorp community. noise.

After continued pressure over the past two weeks, Airports Con
Africa has released thenbl@ndum of Agreement between them
CoCT to the community of Blikkiesdorp. It is clear that we will n
soon, and yet it is clear that we are also not being considered in
the expansion of the airport.

The Blikkiesdorp Joint @dtee will be handing over their submis
the EIA to SRK at their offices in Rondebosch at 11am on Mondg
The submission states: O0We th
we have never been consulted by the Consultants, SRK Gahg|
compiling of the EIA. We oppose this draft as the final submissid
as we have been exclude form

N21, The SACAA requests confirmation that the presentation at the of 30 April Harry Roberts| There were no formal presentations at the Public Op
present the planned runway alignment in the pR§EHI&H°| 2015 (SA CAA) Stakeholders were invited to attend the Open Days dimieg
configuration as per discussions with relevant parties and during the advertised times to view posters describing the
presented plans. project and the EIA process. Project team members were ¢

answer any question stakeholders may have regarding the p
EIA.

SRK are not aware of what was piekden@AA previously bu
information regarding the project was made available in the
Report.

N22| | attended tH&RK/Airports Company South Africa presenti 24 May Cl Boulanger | Noted. A Public Open Day is a recognised and commonly u
Edgemead on 13 May and was extremely disappointed with t| 2015 (Edgemead of stkeholder engagement and is different in format from
took. Howevdrappreciate that although you were trying to acco Resident) meeting.
the fAworking populationodo by ¢
was totally disjointed and d
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
presentapproached an individual from &Ri€ror Airports Comp
South Africa but the information given only reached a small num
or was this the intention perchance?

N23. | acknowledge the scope and contenpdstatation that was mad 15 May David Noted.
the Edgemead Public Open Day. | thought that you were able | 2015 Williamson
what | am sure is a highly teclamdadomplex subject in a very digg (Edgemead
and honest fashion that the likes of myself was able to coin Resident)
appreciated your efforts.

N24, Given that the venue was changed at the last minutthdsigntd 15 May Robert Bresler| Noted.  Unfortunately the venue had to be changed
Edgemead due to some miscommunication of the Bothasig| 2015 (Edgemead circumstances beyond SRKS©®sto
unavailable, combined with loadshedding from 6:15pm, | am co Resident) advise stakeholders and the meeting was well attended. In
Edgemead, Monte Vista and Bothasig residents have not stakeholder engagement process makes provision for othg
opportunity provided to comment profeidy orore on the tdpighich participation. For those with internet access, EIA documen
could affect the fairness of this public comment phase. available on SRKO&s website:

N25, | do not believe sufficient time has been allowed for adeqy 25 May | Lee Engeler, | http://www.srk.co.za/engaetowrinternationairporrunwaye-

participation. Thieventh hour venue change was a serious drawlf 2015 Edgemead alignmenrtia
if you have time and inclination, | would be grateful to hear fr Resident
name of the municipal employee who was responsible for t
booking of the Bothasig Hall.
The shortage of Englistrimdtion leaflets within half an hour of the
the Public Open Day was a serious error. Your company mus
many public meetings and it was naive to expect members of
advise that they would be attending. | personally waaud bisa th
consultants to be more easily recoginigablaps with shoulder sas
or considerably larger identity badges that they weré ase#riwgg
difficult to identify who to speak to.

N26. We weraot made aware of the EIA and have had to make this ¢| 25 May Khumie Ngant{ Noted. The stakeholder engagement process has and will
short notice after the reports in the newspaper around Blikkiesdo| 2015 (Mandalay exceed theequirements for stakeholder engagement in

Resident) Regulations.

N27.| Themetholodgy of the format of the nieledlgyveyas skewered. Th 15 May JP Lawson Your coments on the format in which the open days were
should have been a formal meeiithg propeagenda. This could hi 2015 (Edgemead been noted.
been done with 2 sessions at 2 houalént@ihvis would then adlth Resident)
ratepayers who attended to hear all the pros and coesida@stal feq
that this would give us all a better insight into other concerr
residents in our area.

N28. | attended the recent road show of the ACSA new runway prop 19 May lan Rayner Noted. In addition, the stakeholder engagement proces

Edgemead Community Hall and in which your company was invq 2015 (Edgemead provision for other forms of participation. For those with inten
you probably discharged your respypnsibditgage the public in Resident) EI'A documents are also avai
conclusions regarding the above projects feasibility, the manner http://www.srk.co.za/eaf@etowrinternationairportunwaye-
displayed the information was poor. The charts and displays alignmergia
those of prime interest regarding noise levels for the Edgeme
areas in which the vast majority of people were interested werg
grossly undersized (noise footprints especially) and did nothing t
question most people wanted to have answered vhitlowas W
affected?0d Sdiheedpability of a professionaltorgds
such as yours to simplify the scientific stuff such that the man ¢
the street can understand what is going on?
Still , you can rest contefpedsumablyn that you have done what
asked of ypand for which you can quite rightly generate an inv|
if those who may have to live with the consequences of your con
very unhappy with them and the manner in which they were pre
wereno6t ATNS present?

N29. | am a concerned resident from Goodwood and would like to prg 13 May Haydn Boyes | The Draft EIA Report was released at the end of March 201
the EIA during the public participatesgroam mainly concerned 4 2015 (Goodwood week comment period ending on 25 May 2015. During thi
the increase in noise pollution which will arise when the new n Resiént) period, 7 Public Open Days were held in the most affected ¢
operation. It was my intent.i including an additional one in Goodwood atetsteofem councillor
Bothasig (changed to Edgemead) but due to circumstances | co The Public Open Day in Edgemead was well attended ar
it there before 6pm to discuss noise levels with the specialist. 1 attendees (including the noise specialist) left at 7.30pm.
the public meetings are generally too early considering that mos Please note that the Noise Specialist Study and the full
qvallable only after 6{7pm during the_week and the_ spe_mallst is o Report are available on the SRK website:
till 6pm. | have naeintion of attending the meeting in Delft tg htto://www.srk co.za/ Wrinternationairorrunw.
evening, which is unfortunately the last. | strongly feel that there P /. SIK.CO. enfeto ermationairportunwaye-

; . alignmergia

second public comment period. , . .

| would like to raise the concern of noise pollution in my com ::ilr;?r?p'éz gfm;:ﬁj :IQ‘ \/Ra ?ﬁgﬁ; ?/r\/ee 2\;2!)3?;6 eat o%JBtoprlét\)/lil

would like to knewhat is the most suitable means of communica R tg dgN ise Specialist St d d sub tg Ytt

SRK. From your website, it appears to be either telephone, fax eport and Noise Specialist Study and submit written comn

would be much easier if you had a SMS line where people coul A" written comments received will be ta_lken into_conside

concerns to. mclgded in the Fmal EIA Report _submltted .to theeept
Environmental Affairs, based on which they will take a de
therefore important that comments are submitted to us
(email/fax/post) as the original comments are included in the
package to the Department.

N30, | have beeimformed you will be present at the meeting on Wed| 11 May Grant Korkie, | Noted.

Bothasig. | live in Edgemead and as far as | am concerned any| 2015 Edgemead
above my house is going to result in me moering sm@ia@oraang Resident
simple.

N31.,| The residents of Blikkiesdorp were not properly informed about | 14 May Attendees of | The EIA process provided numerous opportunities for partici
Airports Company South Africa needs to go to the communi 2015 Delft Public communities, including Blikkiesdorp. In common wi
affected and explain what they are doing and how it will affect the Open Day communities near the airport, Blikkiesdorp is likely to be 3

noise. The Open Democracy Adeitee as well as Mr Willie |

(both representing the Blikkiesdorp Community was regists

I&AP (in June 2014) and receives notifications and informatig

the EIA accordingly.

All public Open Days are communicated to all registgratbhg

with newspaper advertisements, and through Ward Councill
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awareness in good time. (See Coid&dnelow)

N32| As May 13 approached, the date for the public open day, it wg 24 May Emile Coetzee Noted. Unfortunately the venue had to be changed due to cir
there were still many residents who were not thegreoposed chang 2015 (Edgemead beyond SRKO® s c o rfartrwad madet tb @dy
nor of the huge impact this proposed change would have on ther Residents stakeholders and the meeting was well attended. In ag
the public open day we still encountered many people who werg Association) | stakeholder engagement process makes provision for othg
this change. This leads us to believe that the public participat participation. For those with internet access, EIA documen
could harbeen more effectively advertised. available on SRK&és website:
We noticed a number of irregularities at the open day. While we http://lwww.srk.co.za/enfgaetowninternationairportunwaye-
the points below in their current form are subjective, they do pa alignmergia
picture as to how the open day was presented to the public. SRK is independent and has no vested interest in the outc
1 Therewas a dire shortage of information packs in English. EIA. lis standard practice for applicants to attend Public Ope

many senior citizens who do not have access to Internet o answer any technical or commercial questions about their p
who had to leave empty handed. that Airports Company South Africa employees do/did not
f  Upon arrival one of our committee members asked what t independent.
was and was told to sige #ttendance register and taks
information pack, but was not informed that there was a cor
on which they could raise objections in writing at the ver
attendees were informed of this while others were not, and
the inconsisten
1 One of the SRK employees expressly stated that they were
an independent capacity and had no vested interest in the
failure of the EIA. This then begs the question as to wh
Company South Africa was in attendance mtedting. N
presentation can be impartial if the entity with a vested in
specific outcome is present.
1 There were still a number of residents present even after 7P
open day was scheduled to end, but there were no more
regisers and no comment forms.
T While SRK employees claimed to be independent, they sp
time dismissing concerns which residents and committee
raised about noise and air pollution. When specific de
questioned, the replies were wftgue, or the questions were re
to other employees.
1 We asked on more than one occasion, of various SRK em
guantify the noise level of the maximum projected 44 ATM p
they were unable to explain to people what exactly Ith
experience. How then must the average resident make a
decision on how this change will impact on them?
1 When asked what the alternatives were, they were told t
none. What was presented was what suited Airports Comy
Africa fiancially and practically. This was not a public particip
it was a public information day where all that needed to be ¢
tell residents what to expect. Again this calls into que
independence of the process with Airports CBoythnwyfric
employees present at the open day.
T Highlighted information was
paint a certain picture. A prime example was the noise map
asking for more detail, was revealed to be an averageso
Realistically what most people would want to see would bg
map during the peak early morning hours and noise after 22
asking for this information were referred to the report v
available online.
The overall impression thawvere left with, as a committee, was tf
public open day was more about telling us why the runway reali
good foAirports Company South Afatlaer than how it would impa
residents.
We are grateful that SRK made arrangementswithctiyge schedul
load shedding and that the session continued after the power wa
N33, Will people be informed wheprdiect is approved and the start datg 20 May Attendeesof |As required by | aw, all st a
2015 Nyanga Public| authorise or reject the application. ACSA will be respo
Open Day announcing the constructimnmencement date.

N34.| Why was Bothasig identified as a Public Open Day venue wher 16 April Clive Justus, | Venue selection for Public Open Days is diffictlaltg&RBd areg
generally high over this area? The Goodwood area is more impo| 2015 Subcouncil 4 | that will be affected byaligned flight paths, but the availab

N35,| Why was Belhar not identified as a Public Open Day venue? Pat Jansen, | Suitable venues within the public comment period was also a

Subcouncil 6 | Subsequent to the Focus Group Meeting witltdeaumanage

N36.| There should be.a Public Open Day in Crossroads/Nyanga as K N.C. Nyak_atya {)huobslg: hoeﬁsnatdg?/ssh;‘é,eLea\t}g}G[g?t\fvgzgeﬁgagy;nndgglg g(_j?tltl

too &r from the Site C venue. Subcouncil 14| it the relevant sduncil manager that, as the Belhar con
would be less affected because ofdlignraent of the runway
the proximityf the Bishop Lavis Public Open Day, an additio
Day in Belhar was not required.

N37.| The Sulzouncil activity days may be a good opportunity to prese 16 April Gerhard Fouri¢ Additional Public Open Days were held in additiemptestioted {
to the councillors. 2015 Subcouncil 17| the sulzouncil managers at the Focus Group Meeting. It S

noted that swdmuncil managers and councillors from all affect
were invited to the Focus Group Meeting.

N38. Subcouncil managers and councillors can assist imgdigtfimumatiq 16 April Gerhard Fouri¢ Noted. SRK requested the assistance-aifusalh managers 3
as they have a mandate for public participation. 2015 Subcouncil 17| councillors in notifying communities of all Public Open Day

any additiahthat were not planned, but requested at the last

other communities. Pamphlets advertising all the Public ¢
were sent to the relevantcsuincil managers for distribution

their communities.

N39. How will SRK notify the residéfistwop Lavis of the Public Open| 16 April Asa Abrahams Community notices were placed in public places (e.g. shops
Will pamphlets be distributed? 2015 Subcouncil 5 | schools, etc.) in various communities surrounding thg

Newspaper gertisements were placed in three regional and &
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newspapers distributed in the affected communities 4
advertisements have been broadcast on local radio stations
the Open Days. SRK requested the assistancewicslimanage
and councillors in notifying communities of the additional P
Days, over and above planned Open Days, that were reque
last minute by other communities since there was not suffic
place additional newspaper advertisenzenphld?s advertising
the Public Open Days were sent to the relecannsilibmanage
for distribution within their communities.

N4dOf The Tygerburgerds distributi g 16 April Rose Rau, Pamphlets advertising all the Public Open Days were s¢
distributed via the saoncil committeaand other members who | 2015 Subcouncil 5 | relevant sutouncil managers for distribution within their comn
distribute to the sectors.

N41, A simple pamphlet adviegithe Public Open Days can be provide( 16 April Martin Julie,
subcouncil managers for distribution, especially in the Delft ar¢ 2015 Subcouncil 5
and isiXhosa are the preferred languages in Delft.

N42.| Notices can be displayed at theosuizil meetings. 16  April Alesia Bosmarj Community Notices were made available faoursuil

2015 Subcouncil 12| managers/councillors to take with them after the meeting.

N43. Additional Public Open Days need not be as lengthy. 16  April Clive Justus, | Noted.

2015 Subcouncil 4

N44.| | expect that, even though our community is very upset and anng 15 May| Bonnie van d¢ Not e d . DEA wi || consi der S 1
participate in this fAPublico |2015 Spuy (resident| taking a decision.
deaf ears and this proposed ACSA change will go ahead anyyoany
for your time, however, | rea
will be proved to be a waste.

N45. Three monghis a very short period for many to sift through the { 24 May Cl Boulanger | The stakeholder engagement process has and will continue
paper and form their opinions of their proposed fate. 2015 (Edgemead the requirements for ekatder engagement in the EIA Regul

Resident) and there have been multiple opportunities for participation.

N46. My guess, back to the drawing board with much more public | 14 May Andre dy Noted. All public Open Days are communicated toredl t&giBts
involvement, not last minute public meetings because there is a| 2015 Plessis along with newspaper advertisements, and through Ward Cg
month deadline. (Edgemead raise awareness in good time.
| welcome your engagement and we will lobby for immediate Resident)
ministerial i nvol vement as it
have made up their minds and you are going through with a pr¢
formality here, (sepiAirports Company South Africa pays your bill
a potential conflict of interestioatheé detriment of the greater comi
at large.

N47. | believe a number of people turned around at the locked Bothg 14 May Andre dy Noted.  Unfortunately the venue had to be changed
knowing where to go, going back home. 2015 Plessis circumstances beyond SRKOSs
The Eskom Load sheddingigbt mid this info session did not help (Edgemead advise stakeholders and the meeting was well attended.
either. Resident)

The public open day posters must be user friendly that the

understand. Your posters were far too technical, sucking info
explanations out of SRK and Airports Company Solast Aigictiwa
like pulling hens teeth, bringing the legality of this into serious qu
communities are unsophisticated and your presentation isi jksep
it simple for all to gréspp that manner you failed dismally and

challaged.

N48.| What insight wile vimave into what concerns and objections are| 26 May| Andre dy Al written comments received are responded to in a Com
passed on to the DEA by your {2015 Plessis Responses Table which is appended to the Final EIA Repor|
you can understand the public is highly suspicious of the procesg (Edgemead EIA Report is available for a second comment period

Resident) stakeholders can view the responses provided and any ar
made in the EIA Report (all changes are italicized and unde
Final EIA Report, including the Comments and Responses
all written comments (as received) on the Draft and Final EIA
be submitted to the DEA for their comiderat

N49.| How long has the plan to build the runway been on the card 14 May Attendees of | The EIA commenced in 2012 but has b&awctemtoto gath
concerned that the Project has been running for a long time wit 2015 Delft Public additional information to inform the EIA. The stakeholder e
being informed. Open Day process has and will continue to exceed the requiren

stakeholder engagement in the EIA Regulations, and there
multiple opportunities for participation

N50,What would Atip the scal esodo f|13May Haydn Boyel All written comments received will be taken into conside
of complaints or will it require ordinary individuals to provide { 2015 (Goodwood included in the Final EIA Report submitted to the Depa
eloquent reports on why the project should not go ahead. Becau Resident) Environmental Affaii@sed on which they will take a decision.
latter, themé public do not stand a chance in stopping this project

N51., Nowhere in your actions reports do we read or see prof 25 May Andre dy Refer to Section 5 of the EIA Report for all stakeholder &
Participation, well in advance to beat the deadline of 25 May 2( 2015 Plessis activities undertaken during the EIA process.
indication that this needsibleay (Edgemead
the meeting with the Edgemead public was only held on 13 May Resident)
the general public very little time to give proper input.

N52|Rel ating to political prejud|25 May Andre dy Noted.
clear that our elected Councillor, Helen Carstens, is not | 2015 Plessis
communitydéds concerns t oectioesafth (Edgemead
community are not taken seriously in a Constitutional Democracy Resident)
our community wondét tolerate,
our rights as our elected official.

N53. | understand the need and requirements for Airports Company | 15 May Dean Marsh | The EIA Report aims to summarise the available informatia
to expand the airport in the various proposed ways, however, | af 2015 (Edgemead proponent and the specialists to inform all stakeholdeopadet
that the reports provided thus far downplay the impact on my col resident) project and the results of the impact assessment.
surrounds. | believeytifeave not been presented in an open f The findings of the study are further summarised in the En
whereby the layman does not understand the actual impact the Impact Statement (Section 8.1) including a summary tal
bring to them and the impression left is that public comment is potential impacts of the project (before and after mititytit®kp
due course as opposed to actually helping the comnmgiatyd mitigation/optimisation measures.
impact properly and taking into account the comments of the pu In addition, the executive summary of the EIA Report as \
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posters presented at Public Open Days aim to present the |
of the EIR Report to stakeholders in a simplified
Representatv@f Airports Company South Africa, SRK as wg
noise specialist were available to at five Public Open da
potentially affected communities to discuss the project, the
various report and explain anything that was not @estdpdiyg
stakeholders.
The impacts on surrounding communities are not downplay
the EIA Report identified some impacts of high signific
example, the noise impact of tlegned runway during operatid
identified to bewdry fghsignificance and with the implementa
mitigation, is reducedtliggh The impact on quality of life in areg
increased noise levels is identified tovéay diiglsignificance arn
with the implementation of mitigation, is rechedidrio

Specialist Studies: General

O1. | The CoCT takes note of the proposed specialist studies anticipg 19 April Dimitri The detailed ToR for each of the specialist studies have bee
issues emerge from the scoping of impacts. The City requeg 2013 Georgeades | the end of the Scoping Phase, as included in Section 7.7 of
detailed ToR for these studies (especially noiseproniic and traf (CoCT) Report. Iresponse to the initial request from CoCT, prelimina
impact assessments) be made available as soon as pdg all proposed specialist studies were provided to CoCT, notin
comprehensive list of issues and questions to be addressed in t would be amended/finalised in response to issues raised in
must be clearly set out in the ToR. The methodology of these process.
their respective scope is important te artmlanced and proper scq All specialists have been referredhis @omments and Respo
and evaluation of impacts. Table (see general ToR for all specialists in Section 7.7.

Scoping Report) which provides a comprehensive list of i
guestions to be addressed in each study, in addition to an
impacts identifiedtbg relevant specialists or in the Scoping R¢

0O2. | CoCT highlighted the need for specialist studies to be relevant t{ 30 May Janet Noted.
and the area. 2013 Bodenstein

(CoCT)

03.| The ToR request srovideh eeconsnpnelationss 30 May Janet This comment was based on preliminary ToR for special
management and mitigation measures with regards to const| 2013; 25 | Bodenstein submitted to CoCT at their request. Section 7.7.1 of the Sco
operation of t he Thereoip oosmedtiondo§ June 2013| (CoCT) provides general ToR applicable to all specialist studies, ar
requirement to identify means to avoid the impact altogethe t h &peialistd must recommend practicable mitigation me
contrary to the EIA Regulations. management actions that effectively minimise or avoid negat

enhance beneficial impacts, and assist projett.design

O4. | The ToR focus on the impact of the project on the environm 25 June | Janet The EIA Report includes a section (Section 3.8) deg
environment may also, however, have some impact on the pi 2013 Bodenstein environmental factors affecting the design of the proposed p
impact of birds and/or bats on flight paths, impact of moles on ir (CoCT) will also be informed by specialist studies. Regular interacti
impact of geotechnical and hydrological conditions on surface Airpots Company South Africa, SRK and the specialist team|
These should also be clansi. any constraints/sensitivities presented by the environment

changes to conceptual designs.

O5. | The various ToR currently leave a fair amount of discretion for t| 12 Dimitri The specialistbés ToR were
to deterime what should be assessed in the EIA. It is recommend December| Georgeades |[( i ncl uding the CoCTbs C 0 mmyg
ToR be finalised as soon as the specialists are confident enq 2013 (CoCT) included in the Final Scoping Report, which wasaiteaue for
requirements as indicated by the outcomes of the scoping proce further comment period.
site work and data gathering. The independent EAPs have the necessary qualificat]
It is regested that the final TaR agreed by all parties, be commur experience to consider the information provided by all apé
to the CoCT timeously (i.e. well before the specialists complete tl provide a comprehensive analysis of the overall efficiency,
It is not clear as to what level of integrative work will be done | sustainabiligf the project.
specialists and EAP: i.etlvenantegrative workshops will be held. Specialists assessed t he o
clear if the EAP will undertake a comprehensive analysis of assessment methodology based on the impact assessment
efficiency, equity and sustainability of the project. It must be eng issued by DEA&DP. This facilitates integration of specialist a
specialists clearly identify affected partiesnvarmhreents in th by the EAP.
assessments. Specialists were also emaged and expected to liaise with

another where appropriate. SRK facilitated meetings/telec
between specialists should common issues arise or where of
study needs to inform another (e.g. noise assessment infg
economic asssment).

0O6. | The Directorate agrees with the specialist studies identified in| 13 Lorette Osborf SRK i's of t heousgidOnisprect aat
Study that will be undertaken during the EIA Phase. However, it| December| (DEA&DP) environmental consultants YEsfbuld be considered eq
certain specialist studies will be undertaken by the appointed 2013 independent of the applicant. However, given this input, a
Directorate id the opinion that an external independent review studies were undertaken by specialists independent o
required to confirm findings of those specialist studies. Company South Africa and SRK.

O7. | The requested amendments to the terms of referame fofr th¢ 1 August | Dimtri Noted.
specialist studies were included in the final Scoping Report. 2014 Georgeades

(CoCT)

Oo8. |1t is evident that CapeNat ur g 6August | Rhett Smart | Noted.
been taken into account and incorporated into the EharioofEBfy i 2014 (CapeNature)
particular our comments regarding the terms of reference for t
studies.

09. | CoCT previously submitted a comment about the indepel 12 May Andre Initially, SRK specialists were appointed to undertake certai
specialists. Can you indicate what was rdepemse to this? 2015 Oosthuizen studies. In response to the comments raised by authorities, ¢

(DEA&DP) studies were undertaken by specialists indep#ndsnports
Company South Africa and SRK.

Heritage Impacts

P1. | Since there is no reason to believe that the proposed devel( 24 April AB Hall (HWC] Noted.
impact on heritage resources, further processes under Sectiof 2013
National Heritage Resources Act 25 of 19%pgtynot

P2. | Should any evidence of human burials be discovered during the| 24 April AB Hall (HWC] This requirement has been included in the EMP to be submi
the activities, all work must be stopped immediately and Heritg 2013 along with the EIA Report.

Cape (HWC) notified without delay.
P3. | Under Section 4.3.1.2 (Potential Heritage Resources within th 12 Dimitri The heritage baseline was based on a desktop review o
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following is stated: December| Georgeades | literature by heritage specialists, ACO Associates.
fiThe historical struct the aes existg 2013 (CoCT) Since there is no reason to believe that the prepelspdhdnt w
on the site in 2001, but even then were in poor state of repa impact on heritage resources, HWC do not require any furthe
unli kely to still exist. oo under Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act 25
This potential impact should be established and evaluated prope separate Heritage Specialist Study will thus not be under
heritage study is done and not just assumed and disnisseatly EAPs have included an evatuafithe potential impact on he
stage in the scoping of impact. resources in the EIA Report based on the information curren
(Section 6.2.1).

P4. | The purpose of the Scoping Report is to finalise the identificatio| 1 Augst Dimitri Potential impacts on heritage resources have been assess
to allow for proper evaluation thereof. lAltheu@ity agrees that| 2014 Georgeades | refer to Section 6.2.1 of the EIA Report. Management me
obvious heritage resources have been identified, the EIA proces (CoCT) heritage resources (including chance finds of archaeologic
for unforeseen events or discovery and as such, a heritage material of heritagalue) have been included in the EMP.
management plan should be included to address heritage impa
arise.

Air Quality Impacts and Specialist Study

Q1. | Please clarify the extent of the investigations of pollution from| 25 June | Janet The Air Quality Specialist Study includes a screening heg
modifications and associated increased traffic (land and air)| 2013 Bodenstein assessment i.e. a comparison of air quality against relevan
health. Will this stiydone by a health impact specialist or the a (CoCT) and omment on the health effects. Based on existing inforn
specialist? professional judgement and experience of the air quality spé

the results of the Air Quality Specialist Study in which it is
emission levels do not exceed guidellaeatewbich health impa
would be expected and concludes that, given the low h
associated with air emissions, a detailed human health ass
not warranted.

Following the release of the draft EIA Report to the public fg
this iformation was supplemented by a qualitative ass
undertaken by a health specialist. The health specialist study|
as Appendix 6L to the EIA Report.

Q2. | Proposed amendments to the ToR for the Air Quality Study: 25 June | lan Gildenhuyy The proposed changes to the preliminary ToR for the A
1 Determine the air pollutiotribation due to the future operatiorf 2013 (CoCT) Specialist Study were included in the ToR forytt{Eest&ectiq

the new alignment. The Emissions and Dispersion Modelli 7.7.2 of the Scoping Report). Note thawaSOnot specificg
(EDMS) will be utilised for the determination of the hourly modelled but was included in the emissions inventory.
annual maximum 2MPMg SQ, NO, Ng&) CO, Ce&and total VO Following the release of the draft EIA Report to the public fg
concentratierin the airport and surrounding areas and comp, the Air Quality Specialist Study was amendiedi¢oal discussion
the time averages e.g. annual, 24 hour, 8stemd (@), 10 m greenhouse gas emissiamstable C£&2missions.

(SQ) as stipulated in the National Ambient Air Quality Sta

these pollutants. The ground support equipment and

emissions will also be included in the emissions inventory an

the dispersion modelling.

Q3. | The below mentioned guidelines for air dispersion modelling 25 June,12 lan Gildenhuyg Agreed, these were taken into consideration by the speciali
studies as adopted by the Provincial Government of the Westerry Decenber | (CoCT), Dimitrf some requirements listed are not considered relevant (plisie
to be followed. & 13 Georgeades | These include:

It is imperative thiae atmospheric dispersion modelling that is un| December| (CoCT) & Pete q  Apnormal operating conditions (which would not occur
conforms to the following requirements: 2013 Harmse during emergency situations); and
1 Sufficient information must be provided to the authorities to (DEA&DP: 1 High or low production scenarios, since there is no f
full understanding of the results and how they were derived. I\PAOILUt'Onm nt invol ved. A fAwor st caseo
0 A description dfetinput data, including source of data, va anagement) assessed for @missions.
data and any assumptions must be provided.
0 An electronic copy of all input files required to run the n
be provided together with a hard or electronic copy of
text file.
o Various scerias must be modelled i.e. background ¢
conditions, normal and abnormal operating conditions
high or low production scenarios where applicable.
o All plotted contours must be overlaid onto a curre
photograph or topographic mapgtoget map.
o Time series plots must also be provided to further suppq
conclusions of compliance have been reached.
0 The source site and closest sensitive receptors I
highlighted.
0 The scale selected should show all relevant grounmhdés
It must be shown as part of the output, either as labelled
a separate scale bar.
o A discussion on the accuracy of the results and compg
appropriate standards must be provided according to t
averaging periods that apicable.
9 Details of the ambient background levels of pollutants that
and their source must be provided.
I The impact of the proposed operations on the ambient air g
be demonstrated under normal and abnormal conditions.

Q4. | DEA&DP identified the atmospheric dispersion model AERMO| 25 Jund,2 | lan Gildenhuyy Meteorological data from these data sets was obtained fror
to be used to model the impact of the proposed development or] December| (CoCT), Dimitr| and was used to inform the Air Quality Specialist Styear o
quality. This dispersion model is also recommended by DEA.| & 13 Georgeades | data (2008010) was utilised in the AERMOD model
recommended that model rdatly sets for AERMOD/CALPUFF b¢ December| (CoCT) & Pete assessment of air quality impacts.
for the dispersion modelling concerned. Please contact Mr B 2013 Harmse
Parker on (021) 483 8368 or -maig (DEA&DP:

Bhawoodien.Parker@westerncape.gov.za, should you wish to Pollution
aforementioned model ready datasets. Management)
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Q5. | The runway construction activities and sand excavation activit{ 12 Dimitri Noted. The relevant regulations and bylaws were referred
managed in accordance with the National Dust Control Regulati December| Georgeades | specialist in assessing the impacts on air quality (during
CoCTAIr Quality Management Bylaw. In this regard a comprehg 2013 (CoCT) construction and operations phases of the project) and in
Management Pl an must be devel required mitigatiomda monitoring of emissions. Mitigatio
Management Unit. An ECO must be appointed to oversee the pr monitoring measures were incorporated into an EMP which
Fence line dust fall monitoring must be coddriogdhe construct available for public comment and will be submitted to DEA f
phase of the runwasalignment in accordance with the methods along with the EIA Report. The EMP includes requiremen
out in the National Dust Control Regulations. Continuous mitigationd monitoring which will be included in Airports
monitoring for these air pollutant emissions is to be conducted fo South Africads operational
Air Polltants and reported on a quarterly basis to the CoCT 4 In addition to air pollution, and the potential nuisance in
Management Unit. We further recommend that the data be rep surrounding property owners
South African Air Quality Information System at www.saaqig posing a potentisdfety risk. It is thus in Airports Company
operated by SAWS, on an ongoing basis. Africads best interests to

the construction phase. An ECO will be appointed to
construction activities; following which Airports Company S
staff will oversee the Operations Phase.

Q6. | Air Quality Monitoring: 13 Peter Harmse | Noted. A suitable air quality monitoring programme has be
for monitoring of BMNQ, SQ, VOCs and Gemissions i 2013 Pollution was based on the modelling results and Air Quality Specialis
recommended. Management) | will take into consideration these comments and recommend

1 Continuous/periodic air quality mgniforinthese air pollut
emissions is to be conducted on a quarterly basis and mon
are to be compiled incorporating the monitoring data. The fi
monitoring and updating of monitoring results must be addrg
Operational Envingental Management Programme (OEMP).

1 The location of all the monitoring equipment must be determ
to in conjunction with the relevant authorities and the
specialist and included in the OEMP.

I Currently an air quality monitoring $$alibeated north nedist of
the freight terminal, approximately 950m nostrestoothRunwg
0119, to monitor ambient air quality at the airport. Will the
the monitoring station be affected by the proposed developm

1 Monitoring statis must be operated in an accredited manner
to recognized quality assurance methods and run by a comp

Q7. | Currently an air quality monitoring ssaticcated north nedist of thq 12 Dimitri Noted. The Air Quality Specialist Study has made recomr
freight terminal, approximately 950 m norttespbghRunway-09, to| December| Georgeades | regarding the required air quality monitoring system, inc
monitor ambient air quality at the Airport. With the-aligwaeng, th 2013 (CoCT) position of air quality monitoring equipssociated with the
location of the existing ambient air quality monitoring emqusiphes aligned runway.
evaluated and agreed to in conjunction with the relevant auth
based on the recommendation of the specialist air quality
monitoring station must be operated in an accredited manner
recognized quality assuramthads and run by a competent entity.

Q8. | The EMP must indicate the implementation of dust reductior] 13 Peter Harmse | Noted. The ENtBs dealt with both phases of the development
during the construction and operational phases of the developmg December| (DEA&DP:

2013 Pollution
Management)

Q9. | The PLTF states that the Province will promote efficient use 13 Mario Brown | Considering the efficient use of energy resources is not incl
resources and limit adverse environmental impacts. The 4 December| (Department o] scope of the Air Quality Specialidy.SAirports Company S
Specialist Study must indicate how the proposed developnaecey 2013 Transport and| Africa, however, has confirmed that energy efficiency
resource efficiency whilst limiting negative environmental impactyg Public Works) | consideration in all new projects, and will be included in the

for the raligned runway project.

Q10/ The District Plan speaks to the monitoring agidgvedfredr quality wh 13 Alexia Julius | The Air Quality Specialist Study has considered both #én
is considered very relevant in this regard, as an increase in engiff December| (DEA&DP: emissions from aircraft as well as the increase in road traffig
by aircraft as well as emissions from additional road traffic are ey 2013 Environmental| This study has also identified mitigation measures where rele
increase in emissions could have a negative impact on s and Spatial
commuoities and the applicant will have to indicate how thi Planning)
addressed and provide suitable mitigation measures.

Q114 | dono6t believe the questi on |1August | MartinHarris | Although not considered to be a significant issue during the ¢
highway or residential develnpr8hould not be an issue. 2014 (Private) Phase, mitigation measures to avoid and/or mitigate dust

have been provided in the EMP. Relativetgddegearthworks \
take place on the eastern portion of the site, and dust 1
visibility for aircraft. It is thus in the best interests of all part
generation to be strictly managed on site.

Q12 The Air Dispersion Modelling utilittesl pecialist study must compl 1 August | Dimitri Dispersion of air pollutants was simulated using the DEA
the recently promulgated Department of Environmental Affairs] 2014 Georgeades | States Environmental Protection Agency approved AERM
regarding Air Dispersion Modelling (regulation 533 of 11 July 2( (CoCT) which is included in the Emissions and Dispersiog [@gsielii
amend the Terms of Reference to this effect. It is furthedeectm This modelling system complies with the relevant regulatio
the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Plal characterisation of the are
ready data set for AEMOD/CALPUFF be used for the dispersiq into AERMOD, medldy data for three years (2008) way
concerned. Kindly contact Mr. Bhawoodien Parker on 021 483 8 obtained from the DEADP, as suggested.
bhawoodien.parker@westerncaza gowbtain this data set.

Q13| This draft EIA report is a rare example of the disclosure of seri¢{ 26 May Angela As indicated in Tabl&36of the draft EIA Report, the significang
air quality impacts that would remain even after mitigation. 98¢ 2015 Andrews (DAQ quality impacts isedhias being of Medium significance with m
of the draft EIA report on page 174. and not High significance as stated in the comment.

The information presented in the report poses the quéstisiorid None of the air pollutants are expected to exceed their

makers: can approval for a project be granted when the impact ¢ guideline levels beyond the airport boundary.

on communities even with mitigation is expected to be HIGH? |

granted based on the recommendations of the current draft El4

resulting authoripat will be narompliant with basic requirements g

in NEMA for such approvals, and stands to be set aside on revie

Q14) The project is projected to seven@lgct air quality. Based on| 26 May Angela The EIA doemt find that the project will severely impact air qu
measurements referred to in the body of the EIA and from Appg 2015 Andrews (DAG Currently, there are only a limited number of medium to §
Quality Impact Assessment), it is unclear whether the modellg source combustion installations near the CT airport, which, tg
levels (presented in Tabl @and Figures46through-8) represer the aircraft emissions, may contribute to cumrdatievgl
polltant levels that would result from airport emissions al concentrations. Air quality impacts around these industrial
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combination of airport emissions and baseline pollutant levels expected be mostly confined to the immediate vicinity of the s

sources. If these modelled pollutant levels only represent levels The main contributors to air pollution concentrations near the

emissions alone, then the overalltiafthe CTIA expansion projec aircraft operations anbimdar traffic. Most of the vehicular trg

been underestimated in a manner that is contrary to best pract the main arterial roads around the airport is netelatgeh

the Draft Guideline to Air Dispersion Modelllng for Air Quality Ma| However, in order to assess the potentia| cumulative impac

South Africa (2012). two most significant sources, the generairffoemelated) tféic
around the airport was included and modelled. As such
contributors to air pollution around the airport were taken intg
this study.
In addition, the existing monitoring station measures air qud
other sources in thearincluding industrial sources and ve
traffic on secondary roads.
Comparison of dispersion modelling simulations against
measurements confirms that modelling did Auiedicteair polluti
levels. Underediction would indi¢hte there may be other soy
in the area that contribute significantly to measured levels.
calibration of modelling confirms that the anticipated main so
area are the aircraft movements and vehicular traffic on the
road, which was included in the dispersion modelling.

Q15 The air quality specialist study assessed the modelled concentra| 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted.
the South African National Ambient Air Quality Standards as \| 2015 (DEA&DP)
impact on air quality.

This assessment identifiegotential increase in atmospheric em
from increased aircraft numbers/ground support equipment,
vehicular movement and dust generated by bulk earthworks.
The assessment projected that the extent of dust emissions
substantiallglepending on the level of activity, the specific opera
the prevailing meteorological conditions.

Q16] Recommendations stemming from the air quality assessment | 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted.
introduction of measures andiegolio reduce high levels of| 2015 (DEA&DP)
dependency as well as to encourage public transport to and fron
In addition, incentives may be put forward for reducing the us
cars.

Q17| The specialist repodicated that during the construction phase, s| 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted. The need for written permission from the CoCT pri
and firing (heating/burning) of the topsoil on site may be carried| 2015 (DEA&DP) burning has been included in Tabtef he EMP. The requirer
to reduce the alien vegetation seed content. has also been added for permission to be obtained fren
Any person, who intends to carry out open burning of any mat Company South Africa prior to any such burning so that th
land or premises, must apply for prior written authorisation of flight hazards can be adequately managed.
burning to the CoCT.

Open burning activities results in black smoke that can cause fl
to air craft pilots, and therefore, it is recommended that no oy
permit bessued to the applicant.

Q18| Unmitigated dust generation during construction may cause nuig 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted, the potedtnuisance effects of dust during construc
communities adjacent to the airport and the airport emplmlees 2015 (DEA&DP) acknowledged and assessed in Section 6.3.4 of the EIA Rep
cause safety concerns for the aircraft operations. The contrg mitigation measures included in Section 3.3 of the EMP.
implement dust reduction measures as indicated in the EMP
construction and operational phases of the development.

Q19| The DEA has released the National Dust Control Regulations | 25 May Peter Harmse | Nded.
intoeffect on 1 November 2013. It is supported that that the facilit{ 2015 (DEA&DP)
dust fall monitoring and ambient dust monitoring programme
compliance to the legal limits as recommended in the specialist r

Q204 Fence line (for fugitive emissions) or point source air quality m| 25 May Peter Harmse | The air quality monitoring requirements during the Constr
monitoring RMNQ,SQ VOC's and GEmissions, is recommended. | 2015 (DEA&DP) Operations Phases are included in Section 5 of the EMP.

Q21] Continuous/periodic air quality monitoring for these air pollutant These requirements have been added to Sectidrthe 39 oan
to be conducted and monitoring data be reported on a quarterly Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality monitoring
CoCT Air Quality Management Unit anduthe Axrican Air Qug
Information System, as operated by SAWS, on an ongoing bas
must be made available in the event of public complaints or ma
to the Department on request.

Q22| The location of monitoring equipment must be determined/ag A clause noting that the location of monitoring equinterie
conjunction with the relevant authorities and the recommend agreed with the relevant authorities has been included in Sg¢
specialist air quality report.e@ilyran air quality monitoring stat] of the EIA and Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with
located north nedast of the freight terminal, approximately 950 monitoring.
northwest of Runway-D9, to monitor ambient air quality at the airp

Q23] The monitoring stations must be operated in an accredited man This requirement has been included in Section 6.3.9 of th
to recognized qualissurance methods and run by a competent et Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality monitoring

Q24| The Airports Company South Africa has committed to inveg 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted
impgement recommendations highlighted in the air quality | 2015 (DEA&DP)
assessment report by the independent air quality specig
Environmental Engineers).

Q25 | am concerned about air pollution. 7 May Mike Your concern is noted. The air quality specialist study indicg

2015 Hoffmester levels of key pollutants associated with aircraft emissions w|
(Ward 24) the acceptable guideline levels beyond the airport bound
Section 6.3.5 of tH& Report and Appendix 6C).
Q264 | am concerned about dust when construction starts. 7 May Mike Your concern is noted. Section 3.3 of the EMP specifies dug
2015 Hoffmeester | measures that must be implemented during the construdiio
(Ward 24) prevent dust being a nuisance to surrounding communities
safety (visibility) risk to aircraft. Section 5 of the EMP speg
monitoring requirements during the construction phase.

Q27| The levels of air pollution from aircraft \e#leinbee air pollution in | 15 May Bomie van der| As indicated in the Air Quality Specialist Report and Section
area to levels that will cause discomfort to my and others heg 2015 Spuy (Residen EIA, the levels of key pollutants associated with aircraft em
pollution levels will no doubt be more as new and pollution ¢ not expected to exceed guidelines levels outside of th
aircraft will not be using the airport. This is not acceptable. boundaries. Is iunclear what the statement regarding ne
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
Apol l ution conservat i ve oastharg
is no restriction on new, efficient aircraft making use of the
fleets are replaced, there is a natural tendencyttwardgenev
more fuel efficient technology and over time it is expected
fleets will become more efficient, and emit less pollution

Q28] Increased emissions as a result of the new flight paths and the { 21 May Michael Edgemead is situated more than 9.5 km away from th
flights will have a negatmact on the quality of our air and on my 2015 Abrahamse threshold.

(Edgemead | uitsig and Bishop Lavis, which are much closer, i.e. approxi
resident) from the airpip are expected to experience concentration leve

Q29/ | am concerned about air quality from plane emissions. 24 May | Catherine Alge the guidelines for all scenarios examined.

2015 (Edgemead | The air pollution levels due to the airport activities in an ar
resident) Edgemead, are expected to be less than one third of the e

Q30/ Increased emissions as a result of the new flight path, as well § 19 May lan Cormack abovemantioned areas and well below the South African guide
of flightswill have a further negative impact on the quality of our| 2015 (Edgemead
my health. Resident)

Q31] Currently the air quality is averaged out over the period of one | 26 May Sheynain The dispersion modelling stgdyerated the air pollu
believe that this is not a true reflection afimchelity is at its worst.| 2015 Benjamin concentrations for those averaging periods where air quality
need a breakdown of the air quality during specific weather seg (Belhar exist. These South African guidelines follow international bes
believe the air quality is worse during summer months. Community It should be noted that there are no monthly or quarterly gu

Health Forum)| aijr mllutants.

Q32{Point 76 of the EMP refers tqg19May Mike The intention of the proposed dust management measureg
frequently depending on the atmospheric conditions or as soo| 2015 Tyszowiecki | take into consideration the potential availability of w,
plume is visible. Alternatively, implement other suppression m (Patch Industri| repositioning of internal accesds,roas well as the poter
straw stabilisatio / use of <chemical st a Supplies and | application of chemical dust suppressants, particularly close
From experience in the Western Cape during the dry/windy se: Consulting Pty communities. See Takleo the EMP.
water is used for dust suppression, the water evaporates within Ltd, supplier of
and is thus veryefiective and unnecessarilynsipe DUSTEX)

The only time contractors use straw stabilisation/environme
chemicals for dust suppression is when there are complaint
general public.

The City of Cape Town is forever reminding the public to use wa
but here we arequesting that water be applied more frequently? §
not be more specific aneaptive at the outset of the contract and
tender stage so as to avoid
from t he publico o rs anchoanly hthe
prescribe/approve/procure a more permanent dust suppression
haul roads and open areas.

The airport and surrounds are very sensitive areas as far as
goes and it is my humble opinion that method statements
syppression should be mandated up front.

I personally donoét u n d eworidtaspo
extension with fwgtrld EMP standards. Why wait for dust ply
complaints or dust test results forcing us to become reactive?

Q33| The Draft Air Quality Specialist Study concentrated only on the 24 May Emile Coetzee| The comment is correct regarding the revision of guidelines {
immediate surrounding areas. Tgesbipncern highlighted was thq 2015 (Edgemead time basd on new or more detailed studies.
1-hr maximum concentrations in Scenario 4, which far exceed the Residents The South African guidelines follow international trends
In Scenario 4, the emission quantities for all air pollutants are ex| Association) | adopted lower threshold values for several air pollutantsstasf
between 56% and 145% higher than those of Scenarihig.ridisily January 2015. No dramatic guideline changes are conside
falls within the stipulated guidelines, guidelines are often revised the neato medium future.
makes new discoveries.

Q34) We would like to highlight the recent global trend which is for c( 24 May Emile Coetzee| Noted. Ambient concentrationsllofgmts associated with the ai
reduce their impact on the environment. The CoCT has for a| 2015 (Edgemead once the realigned runway operates at maximum capacity a
driving its image as a fngree Residents to be within the relevant guidelines levels beyond the airport
very gatewawhich tourists would be using to enter our country, t Association)
its negative impact on the quality of air and the health of resig
immediate vicinity.

Q35 The Draft Air Quality Speci|24 May Emile Coetzee| Information will be shared with the SAAQIS portal and as S
reommended that the current continuous air quality monitoring 2015 (Edgemead available to the public. Information will be made available
continued. It is further recommended that the monitoring data be Residents Company South Africa on demand if/when theibicacemplaints
a quarterly basis to the City of Cape Town Air Quality Managem Association) | is not practical to distribute hard copies to all surrounding cq
the South African Air Qualitymafmn System (SAAQIS), as opera
SAWS, on an ongoing basiso. \
be made publicly accessible and that printed copies be dig
residents in areas which are exposed to emissions that e
guiddines.

Q36 Will there be air quality monitoring on site? 16 April Gerhard Fouri¢ An air quality monitoring station, located approximatebytB5df]

2015 (Subcouncil 17 the primary runway, monitors ambient air quality at the a
station is equipped to measure ambient concentratipNE0T&B(
CO and P
The air quality monitoring and management system will b
following completion of the Bkee Section 6.3.9 of the EIA
Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with air quality monitoring

Q37/ Is it an issue that there are exceedances of guidelines at the boa| 16 April Rose Rau Employee exposure is an occupatiealify and safety issue ar

2015 (Subcouncil 5)| excluded from the scope of theAlEprts Company South Afilt
manage their workforce and passengers to take this into cong
Unlike communities, passengers will probably be exposed
and this itherefore not considered a significant impact.

Q38 Walkon ramps may improve air quality. 16 April Gerhard Fouri¢ Airports Company South Addkaowledges that buses on the g

2015 (Subcouncil 17 are a problem which is strong motivation foiirigtradue wadin
ramps.

Q39 What are industries doing to redu@tlSemissions? 16 April Clive Justus | There is a natural trend both internationally and domestically

2015 (Subcouncil 4)| to replace their fleets with more efficient tgchihetegy reduci
emissions of both,N@d SQ
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
Q40| Where is fuel dumped in emergency situations? 16 April Clive Justus | Pilots release fuel at a minimum altitude so that fuel evapor
2015 (Subcouncil 4)| reaching the ground. False Bay is aadedigirea and pilots
always avoid buift areas.

Q41) The Cape Town Metropolitan Municipality is the licensing a| 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted.
existing Atmospheric Emissions Licence listed activities at ¢ 2015 (DEA&DP)

International Airport. The proposed project doggenatetn activiti
listed in terms of NEM: AQA.

Q42| The Blikkiesdorp Joint Committee had the following question 20 May Blikkiesdorp | As indicated in the Air Quality Specialist Study and Section
about air quality: 2015 Joint Committg EIA, pollution levels beytre airport boundaries will be belg
f We are concerned about the health of the residents of B relevant guideline levels.

becausef gas emissions from the aeroplanes.
1 The CoCT is responsible for putting us in an area with hig
levels

Q43 The CoCT notes that the air dispersion modelling predicted an| 4 June Dimitri Noted.
the ground level concentration of Sulphur Dioxide and Nitrod 2015 Georgeades
pollutants within the fence linee dirgort. The CoCT further note (CoCT)
offsite exceedance in the immediate area surrounding the airpo
Nitrogen Dioxide ambient air quality standards has been predi
exceedances are however within the permissible amount ofseic
a year i.e less than 88 exceedances in terms of the National
Quality Standards.

Q44 The CoCT supports the adoption of the recommendations as [} 4 June Dimitri Noted. These recommendations have been included in the E
the air quality specialist on pagd8 42Air Quality Specialist St| 2015 Georgeades
These recommendations are to be built into the EMP for the proje (CoCT)

Q45 All air quality monitoring results must be reploetédrtQuality Office| 4 June Dimitri Noted, this is covered in Section 6.3.9 of the EIA Report dea
the CoCT on a quarterly basis. 2015 Georgeades | Quality Monitoring.

(CoCT)

Q46) We support the recommendation that the air quality rmesittsj 4 June Dimitri Noted. This requirement has been included ir6 Se@twinthe El
obtained from the onsite ambient air quality monitoring station, b 2015 Georgeades | Report and Section 5 of the EMP, both dealing with A
the South African Weather Services, Air Quality Informatia (CoCT) Monitoring.

(SAAQIS).

Q47 Along with the increased noise levels, comes the heightene( 24 May Cl Boulanger | As indicated in the Air Quality Specialist Study and Section
pollution from kerosene emisg2015 (Edgemead EIA, pollution levels beyond the airport boundaries will be
from Caltex Refipea few km away, Airports Company South Af Resident) relevant guideline levels.
wi shes to burden fAour coll ect
mention that Eskomébés small po
burns vast amounts of diesel to curb not ardp theur but the dayl
demands too.

Q48| My concerns, like most of the others | heard when | attended, arq 15 May Robert Breslg
Air pollution impact (we already have a stinky refinery stuffing ug 2015 (Edgemead
nightly basis last night being a prime example of the heavy g Resident)
sulphur in the air. Iswan a neighbourhood watch patrol during
early hours of this morning and found it difficult to drive with my \
due to the foul refinery stench last likgha, sulphur/garbage smell.

Q49| We object on the grounds that increased emissions overhead wi 20 May R Lawrence,
affect the health of the learners. 2015 Principal of

Edgemead Hig
School (and
staff, teachers
and governing
body of
Edgemead Hig
Schoolj
submitted by
Peter Bat

Q50] Your report mentions that pollutants will lead to cleaner fuel ¢ 25 May| Andre du Since the reference is not clear, it is assumed that you are r
referring to any Government or private sector commitments or s| 2015 Plessis following mitigation measures presented in the draft El
This seems very hollow and opportunistic. Who will pay for that? (Edgmead AEncourage a program for tHh

Resident) other aircraderving equipmten t o newer ficl e

as utilisation of alternative, less polluting fuels with emissio
targetso. Not e t hat i n t heg
recommendation rather than a mitigation measure. It is t
Compan  Sout h Africabs respon
measures and consider all recommendations of the EIA Repg

Noise Impacts and Specialist Study

Methodology/modelling

R1.

The noise study should not just take into account SANS code
ako be compliant with the provincial noise control regulation
legislation linking the regulations to the SANS codes. CoCT s
ElI A according to these regul 3

30 May
2013

Shannon Mare
(CoCT)

The Noise Specialist Study complies with the provincial nqg
regulations and new legislation linking the regulations to
codes.

R2.

In which study (noise or samdaomic) will the impacts of noise on
health and wellbeing be addre¥g#idbration also be addressed?

25 June
2013

Janet
Bodenstein
(CoCT)

The Noise Specialist Study includes the evaluation of pred
levels against the guideline levels specified in the relevant §
and noise control regulations. Thieldingps take into considers
human health and comfort levels. This impact is assessed i
Specialist Study (Appendix 6C). Where relevant this has
commented on in the Secanomic Specialist Study (Appétidi
especially in retatito wellbeing.

Following the release of the draft EIA Report for public ¢
April/May 2015, EOH was appointed to assess the heal
associated with both noise and air emissions on surrounding
The findings of this study are peelsenSection 6.9 of the fina
Report.
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
Vibration impacts during the Construction Phase of the f
expected to be insignificant given the industrial setting and
the closest receptors 1km away and have thus not been 4
detdiby the specialist.

R3. | It is our submission that there are a number of detail studies tha] 13 Rentia TheNoise Specialist Study assesses four operational scenari
be undertaken so as to assess the full impact of the propose December| Geldenhuys | ¢ Scenario 1: Existing operations on Rurlgajod®13. This w
Th|S needS to be Contextuahsed W|th|n the fu" A|rp0rt Master El 2013 (Denel) represent the existing noise associated W|th currern
the ultimate noise contours which this Master Plan may cause. operations;

e o e s 1 1 Scenario 2 Operaions n Runesymasimum capacy

: would represent the No Go Alternative);

development on the site. L i )

A detaihoise study should be undertaken so as to ascertain th T Scenario 3: Qpeiat|ons on Runvgfy asuming the same /

noise conditions, the noise conditions permitted under current aj asfor Slcenarlo 2 ahd ) )

noise conditions that will prevail once the proposed activities are I Scenario 4: Operations on Runwagydt8naximum capacity.

as well as the ultimate noiselitons that will prevail once the 4 The noise contours for each of the scenarios are mod

Master Plan, including two runways, is implemented. compared to highlight differences between noise associat¢
current and -migned runway and identifgasa expected
experience the highest noise levels.
The scope of this application is only foaligeee runway whick
the subject of the current EIA and not both runways. T
however, has been engaged over an extensive period of
reference to the Master Plan detailing existence and oriental
runways and the potential noise associated with both runway,
The Noise Specialist Study cannot include the ultimate de
scenario (i.e. two runways) as accurate flight qadhsyet bs
determined for the second runway in addition to which t
runway may only be implemented in the vigyrcengd technolg
and the receiving environment may have changed. Model
noise associated with both runways at ¢feisisstkely to K
inaccurate and would be of limited value.

R4. | Detailed explanation should be given for the choice of the acous| 13 Rentia The independent noise specialist has used the inter
technique utilised in this study and clarity should be given as to { December| Geldenhuys | recognised Integrated Noise Model (INM), which is a comg
modelling technique vs. othenatienal acceptable study methods. | 2013 (Denel) that evaluates aircraft noise impacts iiniheofi@irports, in orde

R5. | Will the International Noise Model be used in the Specialist Study 13 Catherine Bill determine and map the futL_Jre noise contours associateg

December| (DEA&DP: proposed runway. Info_rmatlor_l o_f the modellmg techn
2013 Pollution methodo_logy for assessing noise |m_pacts is supject to re
Management) second independent noise reviemekrisa detailed in the Ng

Specialist Study (Appendix 6C).

R6. | The direct impact of the various noise scenarios shodielléd an| 13 Rentia An analysis of current and
information should be given on various tiers of land sterilisation| December| Geldenhuys | various levels of noise during each of the setneannds listed abg
caused by the proposed activities. The impact of each scenari 2013 (Denel) was undertaken to inform the assessment-ef@uomioic impac
assessed in terms of mitigation measures that will have to be i Refer to Section 7.7.8 of the Scoping Report for the ToR.
per various paste land uses, i.e. residential development, co This study identified land uses considered suitable in eg
development, retail development, community facilities and relevant zones. The Noise Specialigti®tntified potential mitig
development so as to comply with the Noise Regulations. It is a measures to reduce noise levels, however, neither the sc
such cost models should be undertaken by ad&€istatiy Survey Noise Specialist Study or Smtinomic Specialist Study includg
and that all calculations and assumptions be subjected to peer rg quantification and costing of the implementation of mitigatio

which wouldllow for various land uses in each noise zone
outside the scope of the EIA process.

R7. | One of the key criteria regarding alternative evaluation was| 18 Christian The Integrated Noise Model, in accordance with the latest S
analysis using American Feder| December| Gerhardt(NCQ was used for the determination of the noise levels for th
and SABS @ standards. What type of monitoring and modellin{ 2013 on behalf of | alternatives and the eaabn of the noise impacts on the areas
will be used during the EIA and are these data capturing an HDA) the airport. The modelling system is in line with the latest if
systems the most effective? Will the chosen modelling systems trends for the evaluation of the noise impacts in urban enviro
potential impacts of an international air@ort urban environm
effectively?

R8. | The directorate recommended that the Noise and VibralistnS8sdy 13 Loretta Osborr] Section 4.1.5 of the EIA Report indicates thmeeded typic
should not only consider the SANS codes, but also be complig December| (DEA&DP) rating noise levels for various land uses, in terms of the rele
into consideration the adopted Environmental Management | 2013 codes. The types of developments, land uses and activities
( EMF) for the CoCT, t hat for undesirable in areas within the 65dB noise contours in the
Plain, Greater Blue Downsi®istlan, 2013, and the Tygerberg [ alignment with those cameidundesirable in terms of SANS co
Plan: Spatial Development Plan and Environmental Mg The extent to which the proposed project compiles with vario
Frameworks, 2012. According t provincial and local plans and policies (including the Tygerk
District Plan), noise is a key issues to be considered r Plan: SDP and EMF) is discussed in Section 2.2 of the EIA R
environmentalanagement priorities when addressinrgcsocmic an
infrastructural needs. Section 5.6 of the EMF specifically adg
Urban Uses and Utilities Zone, which indicates the kinds of de
land uses and activities that would be undesaedds within the 65
noise contours include residential developments, hospitals or
schools. Industrial and commercial activities can be considered.

R9. | Whilst the prediction of community response in SANS 101( 13 Catherine Bill | The Integrated Noise Model, in accordance with the latest S
provided, it should be noted that aircraft noise is not constant a| December| (DEA&DP: was used to assess noise. Sleep disturbance wastdg
averaging is slightly misleading. Peak noise levels from a shor{ 2013 Pollution consideration in the Noise Specialist Study in accordance wi
an aircraft flying overhead lma extremely disturbing, especially g Management) | WHO recommendations and the appropriate noise contour
(sleep disturbance) and for sensitive activities (schools and hos the number of aircraft occurrences which cause noise le
quite is required for learning and recuperation). It is therefore im certain levels specifically intended tosaaldegsdisturbance imps
prediction of community response to increasbgeit noise levels The Noise Specialist Study presents the maximum noise le
be used as the only assessment criteria. as average noise levels.

R10.| The ToR for the Noise and Vibration Specialist Study must alsq 13 Catherine Bill | Estimating the number of households exposed to each of t
following: December| (DEA&DP: levels forms part of the land use analysis undertaken to
1 Estimate the number of households exposisé hove the 55,| 2013 Pollution Socieeconomic Specialist Study. Thissassat does not includ

and 65dBA contour: and Management) | detailed survey in which respondents are asked to comme
Assess the adverse effects of exposure to aircraft noise in this reaction to various noise levels. 1&APs have an opportunity |
respondents are asked to comment on the level of noise and th on the impacts of the proposed development during the
The purpose of the assessment is to derive a doseretspumstap. engagement process.
The ginificance of noise impacts and associatedcoaii(
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# | Issues / Comments ‘ Date Stakeholder | Response
impacts (both positive and negative) were measured a
relevant national (SANS) and WHO guidelines set for this pu

R11.|Pl ease <c¢l arify what i s mem/ivB) | 13 Catherine Bill | The affected environment or baseline conditions described

December| (DEA&DP: the specialist studies are defined further in Section 7.7.]
2013 Pollution Scoping Report.
Management) | Since the existing runigaypot operating at maximum capaci
baseline noise conditions against which the impactslafrimemn
will be assessed are represented by modelling Scenario 2
i.e. the current runway operating at maximum capacity.
Assessing chang@s noise levels from the current situat
however, likely to be of more interest to the surrounding cq
and is presented in the Noise Specialist Study (Scenario 1).
R12.| Please be advised that noise receptors should include residentia 13 Catherine Bill | The Noise Specialist Study includes residential homes as
December| (DEA&DP: areas, in accordance with the SANS 10103 procedures.
2013 Pollution
Management)
R13.| The Noise and Vibration Specialist Study will assess thenivigeoty 13 Catherine Bill | The noise ass&®ent is in accordance with the latest SANS cq
surrounding communities and the environment using the prescl December| (DEA&DP: SANS 10117, 10103 and 1082&ddition to maps showing av
assessment methodology. Please be advised that the noise { 2013 Pollution noise, maps indicating the daytime arihm@ghoise contours h
must follow the SANS 10117, 10103 and 10328 procedures. Ple Management) | also been provided.
if it is possible to assess fotim@yand night time noise (i.e. not da|
only) so that night time impacts can be determined. Please not
is determined from 22h00 to 06h00 as per SANS 10103.
R14.| There must be a clear overlay of ex@sagontours with: 13 Catherine Bill | The Noise Specialist Study assesses four operatioizd asf
1 Future predicted noise contours at the expected capacity (| 2013 Pollution The Noise Specialist Study includes comments regarding t
be specified) as well as the timeframe at which it is anticig Management) | and how the meteorological conditions affect the noise pro
achieved; and general and specifically with respect to aircrafhsperat

The specialist is requestetbmment on the significance of the dif

in noise impacts between summer and winter due to the differ

conditions.

R15. The Noise and Vibration Stud]13 Catherine Bill | The Noise Specialist has updated his study to include the
mitigation measures using t hgDecember| (DEA&DP: noi se for both Ano mitigatdi
Pl ease be advised that t he T|2013 Pollution AppendigQ).

mi t i gat i on scenariodshofildbe ganeraded.i o n 0 Management)

R16.| The Noise and Vibration Specialist Study must provide an over 13 Catherine Bill | The Noise Specitltudy provides an overview of the poli
policies in different countries (USA, Europe, Australia and Sou December| (DEA&DP: various countries and regions regarding noise contours aroy
regarding noise contours around airports with respect to: 2013 Pollution limitations of land utilisation, penalties -cbmuiance an
f  Whether there are limitations on residentiahssteldthin certz Management) | compensations. International standards and policies h

contours in different Countries? diSCUSSth the NOise Specialist Study (App@)\dlx 6
I What compensation is given within set contours and th
mechanism?
1 How penalties are applied fecorapliance to flight paths and
limits?
Mechanisms for compensation i.e. the naturpeofatiom, criteria
qualification, e.g. the UK policy usgs ®AdBA contour as an indi
of when people tend to become significantly annoyed by aircraft

R17.| The international review should also summarise the impacts q 13 Catherine Bill | The Noise Specialist Study includes recoromendgtrding tf
life, including health impacts of aircraft noise, according to if December| (DEA&DP: areas suitable for residential developments under existing
reviews. Based on the former, the Noise and Vibratish Sjoely mu 2013 Pollution noise conditions, based on relevant noise regulations and
indicate a proposed buffer zone in which no residential develop Management) | This has been further interpreted and assessed byetbensotid
the Cape Town airport facility should take place. specialist.

R18. What are the aot timeframes and weather conditions| 13 Catherine Bill | The hourly weather data during the measurements of am
measurement at each of the six points for the ambient noise le December| (DEA&DP: have been included in theeNgpecialist Study.
4.1.5.2)? Please note that these factors influence the ambient § 2013 Pollution
(and is in line with the procedures in SANS 10103afcb5L134. Th Management)
information must be included in the final Scoping Report or draft

R19.| Section 2.1.7 refers to the old Noise Control Regulations. This r 13 Catherine Bill | Noted. The relevant sections of the new Noise Regulations
the newVestern Cape Noise CoRggllations, P.N. 200/2013, pub| December| (DEA&DP: included in the EIA Report (Chapter 2), and have also been
20 June 2013 (Prov. Gazette ExtraordinaNotd44pecifically: 2013 & 12| Pollution in the Noise Specialist Study.

Section 2: December| Management)
fAperson may ot 2013 Dimitri
1 . . Georgeades
(a) cause a disturbing noise; or (CoCT)
(b) allow a disturbing noise to be caused by any person, animg
device, apparatus, vehicle, vessel or model aircraft, or any (¢
thereof .
Definitionsd 6 di st ur bi n g senexdilusliegbtile umam @
human voice, which
(a) exceeds the rating level by 7 dBA;
(b) exceeds the residual noise level where the residual noise le
than the rating level;
(c) exceeds the residual noise level by 3 dBA where thmissidve
is lower than the rating level; or
(d) in the case of a-fowguency noise, exceeds the level speg
Annex B of SANS 10103; 0
Section 3
filn so far as it causes or is likely to cause a noise nuisance, a
not
fi ( e) akeydodstduct, rapair, rebuild, modify, operate or test
vessel, aircraft, model aircraft or any other object, or allow it
made, constructed, repaired, rebuilt, modified, operated or teste
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a residential are®
Sectiod  ( 3 thg applicart must provide a noise managemeg
clearly specifying appropriate mitigation measures to the satisfg
local authority, before the application isd@ecided

R20.| Table 2 from SANS 10103 shouftlbded, especially Note 3 that| 12 Dimitri The EIA Report includes this t&#eeral mitigation meas
that residential buildings (dormitories, hotel accommodation and December| Georgeades | regarding land use have been recommended in the EIA and
in zones above 55dBA can be treated acoustically to obtaij 2013 (CoCT) specialist studies.
average indoor noise levels. It would be useful if the speciah'ls Measures to insulate houses from noise penetration are ger
can provide evidence annexed to his report on appropriate me to reduce the impact of nditmwever, there are practical ang
achieve the mitigation/reduction of impact on low cost housing limitations, especially for dwellings in the South African co
the South African context. may require the installation of forced ventilation systems if

windows, doors, etc. are treated or retrofitted for noise it
addition, based on the presentrgotien methods for low
houses in South Afrités very difficult to insulate effectively
aircraft noiseThe most effective methods to reduce noise in
these types of dwellings would be reducing the noise at the
with ceeful flight path planning.

R21.| New aircraft technology may mean aircraft will be less noisy in| 11 June Martin Julie The Noise Specialist Study commissioned by SRK as part
was the noise study undertaken and was the new technology 2013 (Subcouncil 5)| process has taken the new technology into account and ass
account? Noise complaints are the main issue-tchahSuManage| the changes in flight paths and tteadad number of flights
have to dd with from the surrounding communities. affect noise levels around the airport.

R22.| Please note that this comment is made in terms of the current 1 25 June Shamon Mareg Noted. Ground operations and equipment has been inclu
regulations which are being amended at present. This comment| 2013 (CoCT) Noise Specialist Study.
to change in the near future.

Proposed new Airport runwayerms of the Noise Control Regul
commercial aircnadise is exempted from enforcement by thg
Authority. This Department cannot thus oppose the applicatiof
new runway for the use of aircraft.

Howeverany associated ground activities would still be subje
enforcement of the noise control regulations, and thus any su
must not be the cause of a noise disturbance, measured fron
beyond the property boundary.

R23.| Please note that this comment is made in terms of the current 1 25 June Shannon Marel Noted. The anticipated noise levels associated with the pr

regulations which are being amended at present. This commelyt| 2013 (CoCT) alignment of the primary runway have been determined by
to change in the near future. specialist, based on which it is possible to determine which &
Proposed development of land In the vicinity of th®esipitertthg beconsidered suitable for residential development.
aforesaidsANS 10103 provides clear guidelines for anticipated n
for residential buildings. These tables are however not linketsto t
The Noise Control Regulations allow for the designation of ‘cont
which would impose noise abatement measures on any develoj
this noise zone. This specific part of the regulations is option
Department has opted nanforce these for various reasons, rul
the declaration of a controlled zone.
Thus, this Department is not in a position to oppose developme
rather state that the erection of housing development is not advi
such housing woutddxposed to noise impact of a manner that w
a disturbance. Although commercial aircraft is exempt, it still g
confirm, via a noise impact assessment, that there will not bg
noise impact frany sourcen any new developm&hts noise impa
assessment (for development other than that of a runway) will {
criteria that will differ from that required for noise contours for th
of airport runways and will be based rather on actual noise
ambient rige levels.

R24.| Current vs new noise contours must be evaluated to determin{ 6 August | Toinettean der| The Noise Specialist Study includes the modelling and con
affected areas. Cumulative impacts must be considered includin| 2013 Merwe (DEA) | current and anticipated new noise contours. All specialist stu
implementing mitigation measures. a qualitative assessment of cumulative impacts. The

implementing mitigation meabaxesnot been assessed in the
Specialist Study, as neither the specialist nor the EAP has th
to do so.

In a subsequent telephone discussion with Toinette van de
was confirmed that DEA would not expect that detailed
mitigation measures be provided in the EIA, but rather that
implementing mitigation measures be considered in determin
mitigation measures identified are feasible and practicable.

R25.| We have lived in Eversdal since 1979, and teddowtinoisy it has | 29 Danielle and | The height at which planes approach the airport is not e
become. We realise that this has to do with increased air travel (| November| Peter Aspinall | change due to the increased length of the runway.
welcome), but may also be caused by planes flying in lower. 2013 (Private)

With a longer runway (aftaligament) will the planes be coming i
lower?

R26.l Shoul dnét there be some heigh?29 Danielle and | There is a height restriction of 1000 ft implemented over
overseas)? Noverber | Peter Aspinall | areas, except where residential areas occur in the direct fli

2013 (Private) approach or také.

R27.| Another aspect to consider re the meisis i@hether the older jet pl| 29 Danielle and | Chapter 2 Aircraft, which are relatively noisy, are due to be
which are very noisy should be banned like they are in Americ| November| Peter Aspinall | in South Africa by January 2015 according to a media
European airports. 2013 (Private) released by the Department of Transport.

R28.| Page 5& Pl anni ng documents take 12 Dimitri SRK notes that the permitting of development of residential
regards to noise, identifying noise levels to which differen] December| Georgeades | the 65dBA noise contour was agreed to (in writing) by the R
devdopments may be exposed. For example, provincial, distriq 2013 (CoCT) Mayor and Heads Rrfovincial and City Departments (DEAL
municipality level planning documents stipulate the need to 1 Human Settlements).
residential uses within to below the 65dBA noise contair zones As part of the analysis of the impact of noise on land use §
Source evidence here would be essential. Riease that th the airport, SRK liaised with the CoCT Planning Departmer
independent specialist noise impact report provides clear gu noise contour zones considered acceptable $olavaricses.
Airports Company South Africa and the City on the most apprg
contour to be used under which no residential development

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



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

Page 44

# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
allowed. And that the salaety should be given for community fa
because the above statement is not directly aligned with the nar
interpretation and application of SANS 10103. In this regard, it
that the 65dBa noise contour rather than theosiaiBebe used as a
for location of residential development on the eastern side of
where the relocation of the informal settlements is to take pla
anything less than the 65dBa contour would render the relocg
unfeaible. This should be reflected quite strongly in the al
explored. It could be noted that the permitting of development ¢
units up to the 65dBA noise contour was agreed to (in writi
Premier, the Mayor and Heads of Pt@nudctaity Departments (DE
& Human Settlements).

R29.| WHO notes that a health risk is only expected in zones higher { 12 Dimitri Noted. This information has been included in Section 4.1.5
See below an extract from the WHO: December| Georgeades | Report, and has been taken into consideration in assessin

1 At550 dBA noise creates annoyance; 2013 (CoCT) impacts of thoject.
1 At 6655 dBA annoyance increases considerably; and
1 Above 65dBA constrained behavioungattigmptomatic

serious damage caused by noise, arise.

R30.| The existing Report only shows the past and current noise cq 12 Dimitri The Scoping Report presented two sets of noise contours
2000 and 2011 (pg69 and pg70). It does not show the final December| Georgeades | 2000 and 2011 operations, as contextual information. T
contours that are expected to prevail giligneé and second runy 2013 (CoCT) contours associated with the propesighreent of the runway
This is vitally importantrtderstand the impact of (i) thiigreed runwa been presented in Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.
and (ii) the cumulative impact ofatigmed and the second runway The combinemise contours associated with-tigmed runway a
is expected that the speciali the potential future second runway will not be modelled at

This information would be of limited value given that the flig
the second runway are unknown, and technoldgytéscliteng
prior to construction of the second fiumegh is not planned in
near future.

The construction of a second runway in the future would be
separate EIA process, at which stage the noise associateq
runways, based oorrent information at the time, will need
modelled.

For landise planning purposes, Airports Company Sout
provides the CoCT with updated noise contours for thg
development, with the last set distributed in early 2013.

R31.| It is sugested that once the noise contours are produced in thg 12 Dimitri The assumptions on which the modelling of noise contours
report, a direct clarification be added as to the assumptions mal December| Georgeades | have been clearly indicated in theSpeisialist Study (Appendix
the noise contours, which will inform roleplayers on the assumg 2013 (CoCT)
hours of the airport used in the moistour forecast and how
compares with the actual operating hours listed here as actual fo

R32.| Page 14 of the Scoping Report refers to noise contours quq 12 Dimitri The EI A Re ptleerTygerisetg ®istecs Plah &cknbwl
Tygerberg District Plan. It is said that the noise contours were| December| Georgeades | the realigned and second runway proposed in the Cay
scenario as estimated to be reached in 2025. Maybe a note shoy 2013 (CoCT) Interneei on al Ai rport Master Pl
that the City used the best information available as received fr although it only indicates the existing runway and noise cont
Company South Africa at the time and this information pre in the Spatial Development Plan (see Figure 2.2). How
availability of information from the Goldshagg report, June 2( Tygerberg District Plan uses the 2025 ultimate scsmanatoar,
reflecting yet /aoubdronvay canteurs ino (generated for the newaligned and second parallel ru
forecasted to be achieved in 2040 only?). alignments) to inform land use and specifically residential d

in respect of the 65dBA noise cbntour

Noise contours are updated periodically to consider chande
operations and aircraft technology amongst other factors. ]
outlook will determine when capacity will be reached and
change over time.

The EIA Report does not make reference to the ultimate d¢
(two runways) contours preseimeGoldshagg 2012, but
presented the contours associated with the existing runwa
study in Figureld. It is assumed that the SDF and EMHR
reference to the source documents and are suitably date
clarification would thus bhebplace in the EIA Report.

R33.| Land use planning plays a vital role in terms of noise. The relev| 13 Mario Brown | The potential implication of increases (or changes) in nois
legislation must therefore be considered to address aspects rell December| (Department of land use around the airport has been addréssddoise Special
use zoning close to the airport. Actions in the South Afrit&olidg 2013 Transport and | Study (Appendix 6C) and the -Sommomic Specialist St
of Aircraft Noise Emission should also be considered. Public Works) | (Appendix-§.

R34.| The Noise and Vibration Specialist Study needs to evaluate botf 13 Pete Harmse | The Noise Specialist Study considers various operational s
operation and future expansion as part of the EIA process. December| (DEA&DP: indicated in Section 6.1.3 of the EIA Report.

2013 Pollution
Management)

R35.| There is a difference in the noise contours shown #i Rigliféguire 4 1 August | Joy Leaner The noise contours shawFigure-@ are based on 2000 opera
8 (studies done byS¥Cin 2000 and Goldschagg in 2012 respe 2014 (DEA&DP: at Cape Town International Airport. The noise contours shov
Please indicate whether the latter, which has a longer extent ¢ Pollution 4-10 are based on 2011 operations.
and is based on actual movements, is more accurate. Management) | Noise contours associated with the curreralagrederunway ha

been determined as part of thes Mecialist Study in this
Please refer to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Repd

R36.| Point 7.7.4 states that an independent review of the specialist| 1 August | Joy Leaner Paul Goldshagg, an independent noise specialist with exy
will be conducted in order to ensure the noise study complies \ 2014 (DEA&DP: airport related noise assessments, has reviewed the Noise
legishtion and international best practice. Pollution Study. His report iduded as AppendiX 6

Management)

R37.| Please provide an indication with regard to what the exact time| 1 August | Joy Leaner The details of the ambient noise measardmeluiding hou
weather conditions were during the measurements at each of th 2014 (DEA&DP: weather data) have been provided in the Noise Specia
for the ambient noise level (Section 4.1.5.2)? Please note that t Pollution (Appendix 6C).
infuence the ambient sound levels (and is in line with procedur Management)

10103 of 5.1.3.3 and 5.1.4). This information must be included
report.
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R38.| The Noise Specialist Study which concluded that the highest ley 24 May Cl Boulanger | The noise modelling folldntednational best practice methodol
55 Decibels cannot be reliable, or any of the other figures co 2015 (Edgemead determining the noise levels around airports. This methodo
based o t he noi se specialistods Resident) adopted by the SANS 10117 Code of Practice for the calc
computer generated. How then can you present such figures prediction of aircraft noise around airports for land use pulE
Forum when so many factors such as individual aircraft engines draft National Policy on Airport Noise and Emissions publish
etc. would strongly influence those resulthamd e by gl 2012.
real impact? The potential vibration associated with overpassing aircraft 9
Control checks on levels of vibration were also not conducted such as Edgemead, which is situated 9 km from the airport ig
which would impact on quality TV reception vastly, amongst othe lowfrequency noise energyegated during these operations 4

not grourdorne. As such, it is not anticipated that there wi
notable vibration impacts on sensitive receptors in the Edgen

R39.| As noted in the report, it is international practice to expresssaiiq 25 May Catlerine Bill | Noted.
time of an energyerage noise level over a 24 hour period for | 2015 (DEA&DP)
planning purposes. Nevertheless, the majority of people acce
level of noise during the day and are more likely to be disturbg
noise during the nightis is noted in the report under 2.2. "In ¢
people are disturbed by the number of aircraft noise events, ang
of annoyance increases with the number of events, especially
occur late at night." (SANS defines day and nighbwsab@ 8 ho
periods from 06RPZhO0 and 2208h00, respectively). The night
movements (22HDBh00) are 31 and 61 for Scenario 3 and 4, resj
These increases in aircraft movements can be expected tg
complaints.

R40.| It is recommended that the proposed development must providg 25 May| Peter Harmsg Airports Company South Africa would not have the jurisdictio
zone in which no residential development (formal/informal), is § 2015 (DEA&DP) for a buffer zone around the airport. The provision of a buffer
noise as result of operations at the Cape Town International Airg be the responsibility of the CoCT.
exceed the outdoor equivalent continuous day/night rating leve Figure 49 of the EIA Report shows théliDhy nise rating lev
the outdoor equivalent continuodsreayating level (LReq.d) and/d above relevant (land use) district guidelines for Scenario 2 a
outdoor equivalent continuoustimightating level (LReq.n) specifig 4.
each district.

R41.| It is envisaged that noise impacts from the airport will be enfor| 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted.
the Noise Regulations and applicabdevByin this case, the CoCT| 2015 (DEA&DP)
notel that the airport are exempted from complying with certain n
regulations in agreed noise controlled areas, with the cont
endorsed by CoCT.

R42.| We are concerned about the noise levels a Bothotith construct| 26 May Sheynain The fact that the noise monitors were placed at schools
stage as well as the period when the new runway would be in 2015 Benjamin holiday period depicts the wasst scenario, in terms of the loc
traffic and increased flights capacity. Our particular focus (Belhar noise levels being lower than when the local schools and bug
construction phase and the phase of the commissioning of the ng Community open (and these are generalgrperiods for air traffic). In part
The ai e studyt Was doneobetween 24 December 2( Hedth Forum) | when the noise monitors are in close proximity to or wit
1 January 2012. This was bet grounds, the measured noise levels usually indicate that the
period. As you would be aware, most businesses are closed fo noise is higher than the actual ambient noise levels in thai
and communities are on holiday as well. Our schools wesed such, the period of the monitoring and the locations of the
during that period and we regard the study not as being concly points are considered adequate for the characterisation of
impact on communities and our schools were not investi environment in these areas.
highlighted. It is not clear which airplane logs the stakeholder is referring
Noise levels were, at the time, already noted to be at or higher busy daydm the 2012 operational data was used for noise
recommended. Currethiéye is already limited capacity in our com by the noise specialist.
to accommodate any increase in noise levels.

The latest airplane logs taken indicate that the busiest day for thg
on 27 June 2013. What is missing in accompanying that study it
the noise levels during that period and what impact it had on

communities. We need information on what the noise levels
normal, very busy and quiet p

R43.| I t i s uncl ear and ambiguousl |26 May Sheynain The construction hours are provided in Section 3.6.19 of the
would commence and stop. Would it be from 18h00 to 06h00 a 2015 Benjamin The duration of night work should netl eéxoeonths in total. Du
regulations or from @@Ho 06h00? We are concerned about p (Belhar this time working shifts will start at 00h0O0 and finish befo
noise disturbances during the whole 24 hour period of the day Community scheduled flights of the day, at 05h45.
during the quiet period of n Health Forum)| Measures have been provided in the EMP to reduce the imp
sleep patterns. The earthwork machinery and constsietierusual on adjacent residential communities at night.
very noisy and we seek answers on how this would be mitigated

R44.| | would like a more detailed version of how the noise param 15 May JP Lawsol A detailed methodology explaining how the noise contg
calculated. | believe that the information supplied to the public if 2015 (Edgemead modelled is provided in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendi
calculations fooththe existing runway and proposed runway. Residat) EIA Report).

At the Public Open Day, the noise contours indicating in whiq
expected average noise levelklweu55 dBA for both the exi
and the proposedat@gned runway were presented.

R45.| Previously, the guideline for residential areas was 65 dB. Wh| 12 May Gert  Kuger,| In the previous noise regulations, the 65 dB level was co
been a change to 55 dB and how will this affect the surrounding | 2015 CoCT Afcontrolled zoneo. District

have been identified in the new noise regulations. The 55 dE
internationally acceptedejine level for residential areas.

The Western Cape Province and CoCT have indicated th:
consider residential developments in the 65 dB zone.

R46.| Is Scenario 1 noise modelled or measured? 12 May Peter Scenario 1 noise levetsre been modelled, but the results

2015 Silbernagl, DH| compared to actual monitoring data from 2012 operations wi
good correlation.

R47.| Has only the airport noise been modelled or have cumulative | 12 May Gert  Krugel Modelling cumulative noise levels is almost impossible to ¢
been taken into account e.q. traffic noise a\thg the 2015 CoCT there are too many noise sources to consider. Cumulative T

are implicitly considered in the district guideline noise levels.

R48.| Have daytim@&d nightime noise levels been determined? 12 May Russell Mehl The airport works on a slot allocation system. The noise mog

2015 DEA&DP into consideration the frequency of slots (1 slot = 1 aircraft
projected for future operatienghie anticipated number of day
and night time flights.

There are guidelines for modelling noise impacts during the ¢
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and for dayight levels (the average noise exposure oxeua
period). The daight approach includes a 10 a@tpeThe pena
was used to determine-rdght noise levels which is an acg
method for assessing noise impacts at night. This me
presented in the EIA Report and Noise Specialist Study.

The figures are available fortimghtevels if BRDP requires thes

R49.

The guideline level at night (28:00) is 45 dB which is importa
determining compliance.

12 May
2015

Shannon
Maree, CoCT

Noted.

R50.

Are communities already experiencing maximum capacity noise
you clarify the Scena?

12 May
2015

Marco Gerett
CoCT

Four operational scenarios were considered:

1 Scenario 1: Existing operations for 2013 (~ 25 Aj
Movements (ATM));

9 Scenario 2: Existing runway at maximum capacity (30 AT

1 Scenario 3: Newalggned runway3ft ATM (for comparison
Scenario 2); and

1 Scenario 4: New runway at maximum capacity (44 ATM).

Maximum capacity is currently reached during the peak ope
at the airport i.e. morning and afternoon.

Communities would thus (currently) experéaimum noise level
peak times; however, the maximum noise levels are not exp
hours per day.

R51.

Does the modelling include the A380?

12 May
2015

Crispin Barrel
CoCT

The A380 is considered in the noise modelling for future
(Scaarios 3 and 4).

Larger planes dondét necessa
improvements. The A380 is in fact one of the quieter large pl

R52.

Has the phasing out of older aircraft been considered?

12 May
2015

Gert
CoCT

Kruge

There is a pregs to phase out noisier older planes (acco
Regulations), but Airports Company South Africa cannot eni
is up to the Civil Aviation Authority. Generally aircraft are ph
practical reasons when they are no longer considenexdcal
feasible in terms of fuel efficiency. These aircraft are rep)
newer aircraft, which will be quieter.

R53.

Does the shrinking in the size of the noise cone from Scenario 2
3 occur before or after mitigation?

12 May
2015

Shannon
Maree, CoCT

The noise cone shrinks in size if you compare Scenario 2 af
3 because of the new flight paths and the projected fleet mi
the anticipated use of larger aircraft (e.g. A380) which are ¢
A380 can only land at Cep&n international Airport once the r
is realigned.

Mitigation was not modelled for Scenario 2 and 3.

Realigning the runway initially results in a decrease in the
people affected by noise above guidelines levels, with the
and mmber of people impacted increasing as the airport ex
growth.

R54.

Is population growth taken into consideration in the noise modell

12 May
2015

lan Gildenhuy|
CoCT

The Noise Specialist Study and Land Use Study (appen(
Socieecononai Specialist Study) were undertaken in parall
different assessment methods.

The Noise Specialist Study did not take population growth i
as this would have presented a skewed picture when con
scenarios.

The Land Use Study atidsider population growth although it
complex exercise. Population growth is not taken into acc
considering the total number of people affected by each scef
is based on constant 2011 population figures, to allow fg
comprison between the scenarios.

R55.

Are the flight paths for thaligped runway as shown in the EIA
instrumental approaches?

16 April
2015

Gerhard Fouri
Subcouncil 17

All flight paths proposed (and used in the noise mode#lignél
runwg are designated instrument flight paths designed by
and Navigational Services (ATNS) and authorised by the Sq
Civil Aviation Authority.

When the weather is favourable and the runway is clearly vi
may receive clearanitem ATNS for a visual approach, i
approach the runway as they see fit whilst still adhering to
procedures.

R56.

Has the idmpaak oturfAbandn the

into consideration and are they necessary?

16 Agt
2015

Clive  Justus
Subcouncil 4

The noise modelling has taken all proposed flight p
consideration. Pldameask ctainr m
are undertaken at high altitudes (~4500 ft) and will not have

impactonnoisEhe ficoned of noise i

and not the flight pgibs se

R57.

Have different weather conditions been taken into account when
noise impacts?

16 April
2015

Okkie Manuels
Subcouncil 18

Noise modelling has taken weethditions 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 airp
remain as such. Flight times are dictated by demand an
Compny South Africa will respond accordingly. There is limit¢
for late night slots.

R59.

It is important to show communities that this is the worst case S
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 i
accepted best practice.

The mitigation measures don
account. Over the last 30 years, aircraft have generally bg
noisy. There is alsprocess of phasing out noisier older planeg

R60.

There i s no proof, i ncludin

demonstrates that will be compliant with guidelines.

25 May
2015

Andre dy
Plessis
(Edgemead
Resident)

SRK has undertaken the S&EIR processnin of the Natiof
Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998, as amended (
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulatio
(promulgated in terms of NEMA). The process is also guided
guidelines published by DEA&DP and DEA

The independent noise specialist has used the inter
recognised INM, which is a computer model that evaluates a
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impacts in the vicinity of airports, in order to determine an
future noise contours associated with thedprapess. Informat
of the modelling technique and methodology for assess
impacts was reviewed by a second independent noise revig
detailed in the Noise Specialist Study (AppPendix 6

The noise impact assessment also took into &éddBntode
relating to noise. Refer to
Report.

R61.| The Draft EIA Report determined that noise is a significant in] 4 June Dimitri Noted.
development proposal. This evaluation was based on independ 2015 Georgeades
models andnvestigations that include an ongoing noise m (CoCT)
programme.

R62.| The Western Cape Provincial Noise Control Regulations PN20(J 4 June Dimitri Noted.
to SANS 10117 for the 0Caloaound| 2015 Georgeades
airports for | and use purpos (CoCT)
conjunction with the Integrated Noise Model (INM), developed a
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Reference is al
SANS 10328 fom omhvhetnh ads nfoors ee

R63.| The detailed noise impact study has been undertaken in a thorg 4 June Dimitri Noted.
and is in line with international best practice. 2015 Georgeades

(CoCT)

R64.| The inclusion of criteria that deal with individual noise events w| 4 June Dimitri Figure €2 and Figure-& in the EIA Report depimtresidentia
is welcomed as this provides a more direct measure of the loc§ 2015 Georgeades | noisesensitive receptors within zones experiencing avera
communities. Although there is some discussion on this mattern (CoCT) levels exceeding 55 dB(A). These receptors include schools,
relation to average noiselse the high number of occurrences of facilities, old age homes, places of worship and librarie24 Bfg
above 70db is a particular concern given the types of structu the EIA Report depictssitéve receptors exposed to individua
within the affected areas and the high number of sensitive nois events exceeding 70 dB(A).

(like schools) where intermittent disruptions can cotherqoasiey ¢
the activities that take place in these buildings (learning). Cor
referencing is required for community facilities >55 and >65dBA

R65.| In various places reference is made to Scenario 1 or 2 being| 4 June Dimitri Airports Company South Africa recognises the importance o
base and its optimal impact, which in principle is correct. With | 2015 Georgeades | planning at a municipal Evelas such frequently engages the
the Cityds mouelofthege ndise cantouesnwiere av (CoCT) Cape Townbdés Planning Depart
before 2013 when they were informally provided to SPUD and fg and specifically noise contours for projected operations. C¢
City in May 2015 as part of the Draft EIA Report. updated by Airports Company South Africa at least every 5y,
§ TheReport correctly indicates that year 2000 contour lines a| purpose. It is unfortunate that the latest projected noise cor|

official coatir lines absorbed into the statutory forward plann not incorporated into the most recent SDF.
documents of the City being the SDF approved by Council in As a national concern, Cape Town International Airport is m
T There i s acknowl edgement t National Government to grow the capacity of the airport to th
contour lines were part of the discussions on the MOUhO# and in line with demaal.that end, it is Airports Company
Symphony Way Development. Africaoos responsibility to
f Airports Company South Africa suggests in the Draft EIA infrastructure.The current infrastructure of the airport |
Scenario 2 is the current approval, but from a land use m documented and accepted within the spatial enviobtimeeGity g
perspective it is unclear how the approval was obtained and Cape Townlt is therefore a foregone conclusion that the
authority. We requéisat this matter be explicitly explained, infrastructure can be utilised to its full capacity and therefore
impression is created that the CoCT appro\/ed de\/e|0pmer to demonstrate and use that maximum as the baseline, i.e. S
on the O6current approval / In addition, the baselcapacity of the airport is determined tg
the context of the Zoning Scheme (2012) in which no refadks point at which the airport can grow no further without
to any noise overlay zone. On detail investigation, it appea infrastructure capacity. Increasing airport infrastructure capa
year2000 contour set was absorbed into the SDF and th a listed activity under NEMA, and as such requiresi@utfnon
Plans, and that it roughly corresponds with Scenario 2. THh the authorities. Scenario 2 is the maximum capacity to whick
remains as to why this impact assessmestlysreferring to t can grow without requiring authorisation, and for this rea
difference between Scenario 2 and Scenario 4 and not Sce baseline from which to compare the impact of the praligpsed
Scenario 4. As Scenario 2, although corresponding with runway.
2000, does not mean that approval exists for that.
1 Inall other land use context cases, the &ifFMLlEas do not cor|
rights or take them away, but is an indication of the 20 year
City. Applicants apply from their current base to that wha
policy documents (or for an amendment of it). Therefore in
Airports Comma South Africa will have to use the currer
position (2013) and apply in relation to the current policy lim
2), but also ask for amendment to current policy base (Sce
level of Scenario 4 (thus from Scenario 1-bas0id&nario 4
and not from Scenario 2 to Scenario 4).
1 In the official future land use planning policy documents of
(SDF, and Tygerberg and MSE District Plans),-2080yeais¢
contour lines are reflected. The statement referring to than[
representing the Ultimate Scenario contour set on p22 appg
incorrect.
1 There is an acknowledgement of communication by Airport
South Africa since the approval of the SDF/ District P
documents and the CoCT was alerteorporiate the implication
this EIA into the policy reviews of the SDF/ District Pla
inclusive of additional suggested changes by the CoCT (as
below).
9 To conclude: it is questioned whether the measurement
impact shoudt actually be measur
p83 and 200 vs the potential impact as set out in Scenario 4

Flight paths

R66.| Can youlpase advise if the nevaligned runway 18 36 flight pat 30 July Geoff Fuller Associated with thealignment of the runway, there weulal
affect the residents of Edgemead? If so, can we expect more th{ 2014 (Private) change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching
noise and pollution? (see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, FigQye Noise contol

associated with thealigned runway have been modelled

specialist as part of the Noise SpecialighShislfEIA. Please re

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 Edgg
would experience a higher number of flights overhead and
with this an increase in the noisds leurrently experiend
Conversely, some areas will experience less noise, such
East, Woodlands, Mitchell 6s

R67.| We believe that the new flight paths will substantially increase| 31 July Emile Coetzee| Associated with thealignment of the runway, there would
high noise impact from aircvaft the suburb of Edgemead and h 2014 (Private) change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching
negative impact on the value of all properties in our suburb. Fo (see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, FigQye Noise contoy
we, the Edgemead Residents Association on behalf of all reside associated withet realigned runway have been modelled
within our suburb, formally object to this new runway proposal. specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. H

to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.

Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Edgg
would expence a higher number of flights overhead and ag
with this an increase in the noise levels currently exy
Conversely, some areas will experience less noise, such
East, Woodlands, Mitchell 6s

R68.| | feel the afraffic at present is a terrible nuisance which will onl] 31 July Jacqui With the ralignment of the runway, there would be a chang

worse with increased air traffic. 2014 McCarthy paths of aircraft departing apdoaching the airport (see Sectiq
(Parrow North | of the EIA Report, FiguB®)3 Noise contours associated with
resident) aligned runway have been modelled by the specialist as
Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Please refer to Apjaerk
Section @.of the EIA Report.

R69.| Will the ralignment have much impact on Edgemead? We norr| 26 Stephen Please refer to the Project Description section in the E
outbound aircraft going over our house when the wind is blowi November| Sumner (Chapter 3) and particularly Figuen8 FigureZ® which show t
northwest. 2013 (Private) current andggosed flight paths for aircraft departing from an
Do you have a schematic of the new approach and departure r at Cape Town International Airport (pink = arrivals and
the vaious prevailing winds and the suburbs which will be affecte departures). The flight paths are designed by ATNS and au

R70.| The proposed new flight path will lie closer to the University of | 30 David Pugh tge South Afncar! Civil Awathn A_uthorlty, and take_ldetatrm

. . pography, dominant wind directions, safety requirementg
Cape (UWC) than sldbe present one. The present flight path | November| (Private) ; o ;
Robert Sobukwe at approximately the intersection with Stellenbq 2013 safety d|stan_ces and obstacl_e I|m|ta_t|ons. A|rcraf_t appr
Where will the prOpOSF()E% new fIigr)(t path will cross Robert Sobuky departure heights vary according to aircraft type, aircraft
navigational capabilities. There is lat megjriction of 1 00(

R71.| 1 would like somardication as to which direction the runways are| 14 July Gail Aronson | implemented over residential areas, except where reside
be. I live in Claremontll the changing of the runways and changg 2014 (Private) occur in the direct flight path on approachoff: Bd&eing a safe
paths affect me in anyway. anomaly, aircraft will always operate within permitted minimu

R72.| | wish to register my concern regarding the dpropaseunwa 31 July Deborah Noise contourassociated with thealigned runway have b
realignment which | feel will have a greater impact on me consi 2014 Maggot determined as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this
will be more directly on the inbound and or outbound flight pa (Private) refer to Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.
advise me specifically (by means of a detail map) as to
approaching / departiigiptf paths for the new runway (take off and
verses those of the existing runway with particular reference tq
North area.

R73.| | notice that you are saying that certain areas will be affec{ 1 August | Emmanuel
proposed changes. Can you please let me know how this wil| 2014 (Private)
direction the plane approaches i.e. over which areas will the p
and which way down? | noticed over the last couple of years thg
changed approach from Parow to milileBside. This is very anng
as the approach is already low when they reach Bellville. F
understand is that the pink lines indicates the flight plan on the
you know how high the plane is when they reach Bellville? |
understand this. Are they flying in, turns right, fly straight and m
to align themselves with the run way? Would it not make more 5
make a turn over Bluewater Bay to align itself with the run way?

R74.| Please refer to the documentation in regard to possible overfl 24 April Stanley Bolnik
aircraft over Milnerton urban areas, possible noise and height| 2015
We have not been affected to date but require clarification of
affecting thousands of reside

R75.| Ons is nie seker waar die hoof vlugroete oor Goodwood salMe¢ 20 May A Potgiete
are not sure where the main flight paths will be overjGoodwood | 2015 (Goodwood

Resident)

R76.| My home in Monte Vista, whichHagett 12 years ago, is unaffect{ 25 May Colin Associated with thealignment of the runway, there would
current flight paths which are approximately 1,6 km east and 1| 2015 Whittemore change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching
my home for arriving and departing flights respectively. The prg (Monte  Vist| (see Section 3.7 of the ElAoRefigure -30). Noise contoy
paths (both arriving and departing) are within 200 m of myinoilé Resident) associated with thealigned runway have been modelled
overflying my home). This will significantly increase the aircraft specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. H
in my home. The fact that arriving and departing flight paths n to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.
over my home means that there will also be a large numbel
related disturbasce whi ch | 61 I have to c

R77.| My question is why not changealirection of the runway and pl{ 24 April Pierre Fabé Potential runway alignments (and airport configurations) at
further away from the airport building moving away from the m 2015 (Edgemead International Airport take wadcof the Airport Master Plan an
there are clear open spaces in that direction? Running from Airp Resident) constrained by:
towards Buttskop, Hindle etc. instead of the current lagdagtvuee 1 The elliptical shape of the property which fafigsnren
Nyanga and Uitsig/Belhar. Or better still way not run the runway options to ~20 degréesockwise or countkrckwisé of the
to Belhar/Delfteée..there are current runway alignment. Rotating alignments throug0¢
can take a higher noise level than a residential area. degres is not possible;
| also wish to register myselffasseg to this project unless an alter f Prevailing winds, which are generally from theastoin
way is found which will take the direct path away from Edgemea summer and from the Awmdst in winter. Runway alignn|

R78.| Accepting that changaécessary, would it not be possible to sy 21~ May Clive Sheg roughly aligned with prevailing winds are required to m
new proposed runway the other way instead. In other words in| 2015 (Edgemead and usability requirements; and
northern end of the new runway (Run@@lybksng positioned 2201 Resident) ' Surrounding teirrdo the north (notably the Tygerberg Hillg
the East of the current Runwag Qdosition this runwagn22o the We constrains flight paths and approaches.
of runway @19. Refer to Section 3.5.2 of the EIA Report which discusses the
This will automatically divert the main fight path over the Indus alignment alternatives considered by Airports Company Sout
Montague Garddnaway from residential areas.

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



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

Page 49

# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response

R79.| | strongly oppose the proposed runway realidgmchenilicause ma 22 May Raffael
air traffic over Edgemead and surrounds. Why not route traffic oy 2015 Rueckert
areas where no residents sleep and find peace in their homes. (Edgemead
Please reconsider this ridiculous proposal of routing traffic over Resident)
tranquil subuiof Edgemead!

R80.| There are farms and industrial areas in the immediaté vicidity r 25 May Nicola King
why the runway candt be -pebicemia 2015 (Edgeraad
zones. Resident)

R81.| Already during the winter months aircrafts are flying extremely I 24 April Pierre Fabé The newer aircraft, even though larger withakggheyer capaci
so that windows rattle. With the increase in air traffic and the typ| 2015 (Edgemead have lower noise level emissions than the older generation
the runway will be able to cater for, i.e. larger aircrafts, | can g Resident) addi tion, in accordance Wwif
that the distance to get to a descent height will decrease ba noise management, noise reduction at the source is one of
trajectory of these larger aircrafts. This will result in greater no noise mitigation measyresmoted. As such, the noise levels
(from the report you are going to be exceeding the minimum allg future aircraft are expected to continue to decrease over time
factor for residential aréar day and night), air pollution (Cape The trajectory is not expected to decrease due to the larger
generally fails the minimum air pollution standards during the wi fact, due to the new perforrdaemed navigation systems of
and a general nuisance factor. newer antlture aircraft, these flight paths will be designed ir

minimise the noise impact in the areas underneath.

R82.| There are a significant number of additional schools that will be | 25 May Colin Figure 23 and Figure2din the EIA Repakepict neresidentia
the proposed flight paths. A cursory viewing of the figbpgsathy 2015 Whittemore noisesensitive receptors within zang®riencing average n
north of the airport on Google Earth indicates that at least (Monte  Vist| levels exceeding 55 dB(Akxd teceptors include schools, healt
currently unaffected or slightly affected by arriving flights will Resident) facilities, old age homes, places of worship and librarie25Bfg
under the proposed flight paths and therefore significantly affect the EIA Repaiepicts sensitive receptososed to individual n
A similariwation arises with flights departing towards the north. events exceeding 70 dB(A).
the proposed flight paths and the number of schools impacted, i Flight path design will include noiserepa to limit noise nuisan
those responsible for deciding on the alignment of the new runw sensitive receptors such as schools.
have chosen an alignment thattBnpare schools even if they tried.

Noise impacts

R83.| There is currently too much noise pollution which will affect chilq 2 July 201] Mcebisi The EIA process includes a Noise Specialist Study which ca
community needs to be considered to avoid a deaf society. Johnson Fe impacts of noise on the surrounding communities. Noise im

(Subcouncil 9) | been assessed against SANS guidelines, as well as WHO
These guidelines were establisikétty into consideration poté
health impacts of noise.

R84.| Does Airports Company South Africa have to comply with iy 26 Glen Adriaang Airports Company South Africa needs to comply with thieesy
standards for noise? November| (KILA) Noise Control Regulations and requirements stipulated by

2013 authorities, which may adopt or refer to international stg
guidelines.

R85.| Aeroplanes coming in to land at Cape Town International Airpo| 18 Sean Coburn | We note your concerns, which are assodihtethewcurrer
over the Boston neighliboad and they make so much noise that § December operations of the runway, and not the propalggurent, whig
my lounge | cannot even hear the television let alone try to conv( 2013 would result in a change in flight paths. The existing and new
family! flight paths are presented in the EIA Report; however it shou
More importantly the noise triggers all the dogs to bark in the ne that visual approachesgchvimay deviate from these flight pat
and this wakes up soon to be 4Bontkold daughter. used approximately 70% of the time during summer and 209
This is and has been affecting our quality of life. Some days it during winter (as explained further in Section 3.2 of the EIA |
planes are flying so low that one can feel the vibrations and | wg Note that sources of vibration and thus vibration impacts ace
bit surprised if the surface cracks on my house walls are being ¢ by the specialist to be minimal (see Section 6.4 of the EIA Rg
aeroplanedts unbearable !!!

Have you heard of the Doppler effect? We experience it daily/n
various extremes. | am not the only disgruntled ratepay
inconvenienced and emotionally battered!

Did you know that high noise levels can contrédrdievascular effe
in humans, a rise in blood pressure, and an increase in ¢
vasoconstriction, and an increased incidence of coronary artery
animals, noise can increase the risk of death, interfere with r
andcontributeo permanent hearing loss.

Noise pollution affects both health and behaviour. Unwanted s¢
can damage psychological health. Noise pollution can cau
hypertensiorhigh stress levelimnitus hearing loss, sleep disturbal
and other harmful effects. Furthermore, stress and hypertens
leading causes to health problems.

Sound becomemwanted when it either interferes with normal

such as sl eeping, conversatio
Chronic exposure to noise may caisenduced hearing log3lder
males exposed to significaotupational noisgemonstrate mq
significantheduced hearing sensitivity than thekxpused peers, thou
differences in hearing sensitivity decrease with time and the twg
indistinguishable by ageCh@onic exposure toderately high levelg
environmental noise contributes to hearing loss.

High noise levels can contributardiovasculaffects and exposure
moderately high levelsnduai single eigidur period causes a statig
rise inblood pressudd five to ten points and an increasess and
vasoconstrictid@ading to thecreased blood pressuoéed above, 4
well as to increased incidencerofiary artery disease

Noise pollution also is a cause of annoyance.

I am on chronic medication foaisgd blood pressure and the quest
asking myself is what is this doing to my current health conditiof
going to take responsibility?
have had to Iseund proofed by the governing bodyirpioanta aid th
victims of the planes noise pollution so that they can lead normal
Is this the route | will need to take? Even worse, will | have to s
and move?

R86.| | would please like to know which formal process | will be expeq 18 Sean Coburn | ATNS together with the CAA will sign off on new / amended
to have someone look into this and to deliver a detailed report| December Complaints can be directed to the City of Cape Town: En
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why the CAA would signrofi dight plan over a longstanding, qu| 2013 Health Department.
rate paying suburb.

R87.| There is a difference in noise contours shown in7Faard-iguredl| 13 Catherine  Bj Noise contours are updated periodically to consider change
(of the Scoping Report) (studies done by Airports Company So| December| (DEA&DP: operations and aircraft technology amongst others. ddrtoos
2000 and Goldschagg in 2012, respectively). Can it be assun] 2013 Pollution reflect two different operational scenarios based on annual
latter, which is longer in exténé teouth is based on actual movemg Management) | in 2000 and in 2012 and can, therefore, not be compared.
more accurate? contours would have been based on more recent informat

contours have only been provided for coh&exioise contod
associated with current operations (2013) have been mo
presented in the EIA Report (Section 4.1.5) and in the Nois
Study (Appendix 6C).

R88.| As indicated in the draft Scoping Reportalipament of the prim| 13 Alexia  Juliu| Airports Company South Africa supportscahenemdation th
rurway as well as the planned secondary runway will result in al December| (DEA&DP: potential new developments should take cognisance of ful
noise contours and changes in noise levels associated mainly w| 2013 Environmental| plans including the second runway.
paths; affecting both existing residential areas as well as potg and Spatig
provision of housing cloghe airport. A change in noise levels mi Planning)
be experienced by an increase in road traffic generation. In t
Tygerberg District Plan: Spatial Development Plan and En
Management Framework, 2012:
1T AResidenti al u rdedswithan rthee 651 dBA n

contour zone of the CTIA planned primary runwaaltgnesl ra
well as the planned secondary runway. Although, the noise
the 2025 CTIA ultimate development scenario are still to &
through the ElAopess for the planned second runway, any |
new developments should be cautious of this informant. To
new residential developments should be encouraged within
areas without noise mitigation measures in place. Noideatau
are not fixed and are subject to future refinement.

1 Nonresidential uses may be accommodated up to the 70qg
contour, provided that certain mitigating measures against
pollution are put in place.

1 A portion of the airport east agaenwvestigated and found suital
use as a cemetery.o

The abovmentioned is a possible indication @fligronent of th

proposal with the Tygerberg

Plain, Greater Blue Downs District Plan and thaet apitlibave 1

indicate how this will be addressed and provide suitable mitigatiq

(i.e. soundproofing, etc.) if required.

R89.| The draft Scoping Report states that the noise level during con 13 Gamza Meyer| The Noise Specialist Study and EIA Report include an ass
night wil/ have to mmdradged Can December| (Department o] noise impacts during the construction and operations pha
be given to affected communities during night time construction| 2013 Transport and | development and recommend appropriate mitigation measur
Report/EMP must include appropriate mitigation measures to Public Works)
quality of sleep is not impacted upon.

R90.| Can you briefly advise as toewhmight expect an increase in the| 27/28 Jeremy This information is presented iNdlse Specialist Stidppendi
levels of departing or arrival aircraft as a result of the changes t¢ November| Flowerday and 6C) and the EIA Reg&ection 6.4), which have been made a
layout at Cape Town International Airport? 2013 Dirk Smit for public comment.

Can you let me know what the impact of the proposed new run (Private)

Town Airport wiltve on the noise levels for aircraft approaching

live in the Northern Suburbs of Cape Town.

R91.| We live just below the Panorama Mediclinic. As it is, we experier] 1 August | Michelle Associated with thealignment of the runway, there would
traffic over our home, often in the early hours of the morning (44 2014 Berowsky change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching
at night 12pm. We are oftédtew by the sound, as it is extremely lo (Private) (see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, Fig0ye Noise contoy
sounds as though the plane is about to land in our living room associated with thealigned runway have been modelled
strongly oppose the possibility of more air traffic over our home. specialist as paf the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. Ple

R92.| The City notes that the noise contours after completion of th{ 1 August | Dimitri to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.
projet will be available in the Environmental Impact Report | 2014 Georgeades | Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Edgs
specialist noise studies are completed. The need for these pro (CoCY would experience a higher number of flights overhead and
contours is essential in the evaluation of future noise in with his an increase in the noise levels currently exp
management. Conversely, some areas will experience less noise, such

East, Woodlands, Mitchell 6s

R93.| | would like to know what the projected noise factor would § 31 July Rose Marie
Panorama area, and over the Northern Suburbs as a whole| 2014 Coetzee
Monte Vista, Edgemead, & Bothasig. We are already subjected (Private)
noise from the planes coming ovey ttheriast number of years.

R94.| The noise of jet aircraft on final approach is such that for many| 1 August | Martin Harris
meters on either side it is loud enough to be disturbing. | am| 2014 (Private)
present on a project just soiuthe R300 directly below the 10 fligh
and for about 5 to 7 seconds all conversation is drowned out whg
overhead and then it is hardly audible. All over the world peoj
planes landing and taking off immediately above thesnget used
it. | have just returned from a trip up the Thames in England a
seconds, all day, jets pass over Windsor Castle and the surrou
and villages on finals for Heathrow.

R95.| The EIR wer section 4.1.5 pg 75 provides specialist input with | 1 August | Thiathu
noise levels. This input however does not inform the decisions th 2014 Manenzhe
make with regards to urban development of low cost housing dug (HDA)

a. The EIR only provides guidelines on noisgedopment; and
b. Past noise contour models and data for the Cape Town Ir
Airport, the most recent data provided for the year 2011.

R96.|The EIR states wunder secti on|1August | Thiathu
White Paper on National Civil Aviation (National Department af | 2014 Manenzhe
October 2013) requires the airport operator to determine noise (HDA)
an existing airport at least every 5 years, and when there are
changes to operations. Nois¢ogrs around Cape Town interng
Airport are modeled on average every 5 years to reflect current
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and better predict future noise levels associated with e.g. incrg
traffico. Predicted noi ®served.din
is needed in order to make informed governmental decisions wit
low cost housing developments.

R97.| No noise contour models for the actual runway realignment f¢ 1 August | Thiathu
preferred option, Opttowhere the runway shiftschotkwise by 11 2014 Manenzhe
degrees as per the EIR, page 43, section 3.4.2 master plan o (HDA)
provided. This does not inform any of the possible property deve|
investment options in the case of possible influertdestto@ise in th
Khayelitsha District.

R98.| 1. Ek woon in Parow Wes. Ons word alreeds geteister deur lu¢ 30 July Johan Swart | Die geraas kontoere wat met die herbelyning van die aq
lugbesoedeling. 2014 (Private) geassosieer word was as deel van die Omgewingsimpakbey
2. Vliegtuie wat opstyg maak gesprekke met mekaar en op ( deur die Geraas en Vibrasie Spesialis bepaal. U word na ¢
onmoontlik. van die OIB verslag verwys.

3. Vligtuie wat kom land en lugremme gebruik is 'n nagmerrie ve Noise contours associated with thaligeed runway have b
nog slaap. modelled by the speciali_st as part of the Noise Specialist S
4. Hierdie praktyk no 2 en no 3 laat ook alles in ons huis bev EIA. Please refer to Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.
trillings deur jou kop.

5. Ek het alreeds gehoorprobleme en dit gaan nog verder vererg

6. Dit is nklekker om gaste te ontvang of te onthaal met die ewi

van vliegtuie wat opstyg of land nie.

7. Eiendomme verkoop moeilik agv die vliegtuig geraas en

drasties verlaag word om die eiendom verkoop te kry.

8. Met al die geraas, Ilugbedogdelongerief en eiendg

waardevermindering gaan ons belastings net op en op.

En nou wil julle ons nog meer straf. Hier kom nou juis weer

geraaaas oor.

Ek sé NEE!

1. I live in Parow Wes. We are already harassed by aircraft n

pollubn.

2. Aircraft landing makes conversations with each other and on t

impossible.

3. Aircraft landing and use air breaks is a nightmare especially W

asleep.

4. The practices in Point 2 and 3 above makes everything in

shale and sends tremors through your head.

5. | already having hearing problems and this will further aggrava

6. It is not very nice to have guests with the eternal roar of aircraf

7. Property sales are difficult because of aircraft noise andt e

drastically reduced to sell.

8. With all the noise, air pollution, inconvenience, and dep

property values, our taxes just keep going up and up.

And now you want to punish us even more. Here comes a big n

say no!

R99.| | wish to tender my objection to the proposed runway as outli| 29 July John Weaving| Please refer to the Project Description section in the E
letter. 2014 (Private) (Chapter 3) and patrticularly Fighien8 FigureZ® which show t
Transport aircraft are supposed to use the approach over Tygerl current and proposed flight pathe afrcraft landing and departi
rarely do so, my sleep pattern is consistently disturbed by pl Cape Town International Airport. As noted in Section 3.2
directly overhead. Report, the designated flight paths are not the only routes
Noise pollution is human produced sound that can damage eco follow. When visibility allows, aircraft may be landed visually
quadity of life. We contribute to noise pollution by driving cars, f making use of instrument landings, in which case there
music and flying aircraft. Studies have shown that noise pollutid deviations from the designated flight paths.
linked to reduced sleep time in humans and other animals, whig Noise contours associated with thkgmed runway have b
stress, promotes diseasiacreases the occurrence of mental illng determined as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA.

to Appendi6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.

R10d It is not clear how the noise and flight paths will increase or de| 13 April Chris Roed The flight paths for the existing runway alignment are pr
our area with the realignment of the runways. It would be nice| 2015 Figure 3.3 of the EIA Report and the flight paths faligtred
with estimated sound contours were produced showimg trel lzfte runway in Figure 3.20.
effects of the realignment. The report also contaiasious figures indicating noise conto

various operational scenarios:

1 Figure 4(indicates noise contours associated with curre
making use of the existing runway;

1 Figure 64 indicates predicted noise contours for the
runway opating at a maximum capacity of 30 Air
Movements (ATM) i.e. take off or landings per hour; as
predicted noise contours for thiigreed runway operating g
ATM per hour; and

1 Figure 63lindicates (on the right) the predictedordizers fo
the realigned runway operating at maximum capacity.

Noise contours on these figures are only indicated for th

contour and above, since the guideline noise level for residg
is 55dB(A). Any areas falling outside the dndocdatairs wou
experience noise levels below 55 db(A).

Please also refer to Section 6.4 of the EIA Report which dig

noise impacts of the project as well as the Noise Speciali

Appendix 6C.

R101 From an aviation, air traffic movemanity,agnd technical point of | 14 April Michael Dysse| Following fgignment of the runway, certain communities sur
an 11.5counteclockwise +alignment angle for the main runway | 2014 the airport will experience higher noise levels, and others will
sense and the mitigation measures appreciated. How significan lower noise levels. Details of the impacts of noise on s
for people in Delft (South) and the other (alreadgjfeatsd communities are discussed in Section 6.4.6 and &8aticthé E|
commuties as it would bring the runway more in line with the Report.
orientation of the secondary runw@4?16Are indirect and cumul The scope of the EIA includes the construction of associg
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impacts of planned taxiways and other related infrastructure clari infrastructure such as taxiways, which would have been
account in the assessment of direct, indirect and cumulative i

R10Z The report refers to msdwhich show that there was a statii 26 May Angela Andrew The type of dwellings in the informal settlements around the
significant linear trend of increasing risk of hospital admissions f¢ 2015 (DAG) very limited sound insulation from theatgdnambient noise
mortality from stroke, coronary heart disease and cardio vascy various sources, which includes aircraft as well as vehicular
due to higher levels of daytime and night tifhe@isetaHypertensiol this reason, when such dwellings are located very close to
the most biologically plausible effect of noise exposure. Noise (i.e. 100 m) or to airport runways (i.e. 800m) the noise imp
number of biochemical and physical reactions, including tempor. people living these dwellings are expected to be very high.
of blood pressure which can also be associated with other en It is assumed that growth in ATMs will follow a similar tre
streses. existing demand profile, i.e. two daily peaks, in the mo
Notwithstanding these studies the draft EIA Report attempts to 0 afternoon, with lower demand for flights outside of these g
likely impacts of increased noise levels on communities affeq However, this could change considering Cape Town Internati
proposed project. It makes observations which are in conflict wit is a 24 hour operation. The number of flights per hour varieg
of impact identified lojsa in the report. The approach is also in the day and changes regularly based on seasonal schedu
with the precautionary principle which governs the assessmen and daily peaks. The estimated hourly openatienexisting ane
under NEMA. In the absence of scientific certainty a precautiong aligned runway as well as an illustrative estimate of the fr
should be adopted. flights (presented as the number of minutes between
The draft EIA Report statesathié it is difficult to quantify the len demonstrate the potential hourly variations are prasdiee®.in
health concerns, increased noise levels could lead to an increas Given the high numtegpapple affected by an increase in noisg
of health concerns in a fsma under Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa invest
areasao. The report st a tiemee exfram mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at
health related symptoms exclusively resulting from the propo the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounditg
The report then makes the following statement which our clien (see Section 6.4.6.1).
deeply <concerning: AfnPeopl e Mitigation Scenario B reduces the overall number of people
impoverished andKeadequate housing (many informal settleme noise exceeding guideline levels by 4% compared to Scenat
basic services. As a result of the extreme need people have ad 17% compared to Scenario 4 (without mitigation). Relative
already degraded quality of life out of necessity. While this is n 2, this decrease associated mainly with a 23% reduction
the current reality.o number of people affected by an exceedad€edi/ Relative
The report states thadise impacts are generally experienced Scenario 4 (without mitigation), this decrease is associat
negatively at night than during the day and that aircraft noise is reduction of 39% in the number of people in the high
more disruptive at night. The airports current operating hours g exceedancereas and a 25% reduction in people iALOWBA
23h30. This allows a mere 6 hours and 15 msiletesedh a 24 hg exceedance area. Mitigation Scenario B is thus the preferre
period. The report describes the airport as a 24 hour operationd scenario.
no limitation on the hours during which they may operate. It als Comparing the impact zones of Run@yopgrating at maximn
over time the frequency of flights will increase and there ma capacity (Scenario 2) and Runw®@ Hperating at maxim
demad for night time arrivals and departures. From this stateme capacity, with the implementation of mitigation measures
concluded that the applicant intends to utilize the full 24 hours fq Scenario B)7 the number of households exposed to lower noi
should it deem necessary. Scenario 4 with mitigation is estimated to be jusb@¥erf Géhic
Table 6.57 shows that for Scenario 4, 24% of the population approximately 560 will no longer bee@#d by noise above
100000 persons will experiencel8dB(A) above the guideline leve dB(A). Approximately0@2 households will experience highe
5% i.e. 2000 will experience noise levels of 10dB(A) above the g levels than under Scenario 2, of which just0®@ewbiifall within {
is stated that specific noise impacts link to a sense of place 55 dB(A) noise contour for the first time. Approxind@e
cannot be quantified. Howereg munway 1836 reaches maxim households will expgeeesimilar noise levels.
capacity, an estimated S8 will be affected by airport related South Africa has a very high prevalence of hypertension, e
exceeding guideline levels for residential areas. the World Health Organisation to be around 42%, althol
The report states that the inhabitants of informal dwellings are Western Cape it appears to be aro@@8c29he Health Study
more vulnerableathpeople living in formal houses. Inter alia Section 6.9 of the finalE&fort) concludes that it seems unliké
housing structures do not offer any form of noise dampenin a change in noise exposure related to airport operations wi
therefore less likely to be able to adapt to the negative impac dramatic change in hypertension prevalence in the sU
increased noise levels. communities. The additional burden of disease in Cape ]
The report states that the rimipact is considered to be of high in Scenario 4ompared to Scenario 2 will likely be extreme
due to the large number of sensitive receptors e.g. informa because the additional numbers of people exposed to noise |
generally impoverished communities and community facilities. ] low.
have the means to alter their circumstances in order toeimguaniey
of life. This impact will persist for the long term (life of the operati
Despite this statement there is no suggestion in the report that
using the airport should be in any way reduced to allow resi
adjacent to i & sufficient number of evening hours to undertake
activities including to sleep in silence.

R103 It is noted that the noise levels in certain areas will exceed| 25 May Melanese Mitigation measures included in the Noise Specialist StedyiA
threshold set in terms of the Noise Guidelittesr, Bignificant ng 2015 Schippers Report include the following measures to ensure that Airport
impacts are associated with land use planning and the provision (DEA&DP) South Africa engages with affected stakeholders:
housing adjacent to the airport and the proposed development 1 Establish and maintain effective communication channe
additional noise in existing and/or planned residential areas. A affected public;

Directorate supports the recommendatlons as mcludgd in the N 1 Establish a noise monitoring committee; and
Assessment Report. However, with regard to the Environmental ) ) >

Practitioner's recommendations (aimed at external parties to eng ' Submit quarterly noise monitoring reports to relevant autt
applicant) to address anticipaiisgt concerns, it must be noted th

onus remains with the applicant to engage with the relevant sta

address anticipated noise concerns.

R104 As noted in the report, for scenario 4 (maximum capacity of the n 25 May Catherine Bill | The lower noise levels of newer aircraft types were t
the number of people that will experience more than 50 noise e\ 2015 (DEA&DP) consideration in the noiseleting of the future scenarios. It i
than 70 dB(A) LAmax over anidétlyperiod, will reach 222 850, w expected that future aircraft will have even lower noise emig
78 782 of these people will experience more than 200 such eve and as such this assessment representscasessienario.
daynight period. Given the high number of people affected by an increase in

R10§ It is clear from the specialist noise study and review that the inf 25 May | Catherine Bill | uncr Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa invest
significant and that the mitigation measures cannot be expectel 2015 (DEA&DP) mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at
this significantly. The National Department pdrisavthite Paper the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding
National Civil Aviation Policy (2014) supports International C (see Section 6.4.6. 1)pproadesp
Organisation's (ICAO) balanced approach which includes reduc Section 6.4.4.1 of the EIA Report.
at source (quieter aircraft). However, this is not mentioned in the
meaures.

R106 Note that under 2.4.3, the Draft EIA Report states that the resp| 25 May Catherine Bill | Noted. This has been amended in the EIA Report.
the administration of the Noise Control Regulations is at the prg 2015 (DEA&DP)

However, this is incorrect. Noise pollutitotas government matte
terms of Schedule 5, Part B, over which province has exclusiv
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competence. This means that provinces may legislate on ng
matters but municipalities still have administrative responsibility
enat their own bylaws on noise pollution.

R107 Increased noise from vehicles, aircraft numbers and operationg 25 May Peter Harmse | Noted. Ground oations and equipment has been included
including electricity generators (as result cdoathhctivities). 2015 (DEA&DP) Noise Specialist Study.

Vibration damping and/or clamping systems can reduce nois A detailed methodology of how the noise contours were n
terms of noise management, the facility must comply with the W provided in the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6C tg
Noise Control Regulations P.N. 200/2013. Report).Noise mitigation measures are includeonirt.8e&tof th
EIA Report.
R10§ | am concerned about the noise affecting community of Bishop Lj 7 May Mike Under the current operations (Scenario 1) the eastern sidg
2015 Hoffmeester, | Lavis falls inside the 55 dB(Ahighy noiseoatour and a smal
(Ward 24) section within the 60 dB(A).
With the current runway under maximum operations (Scen
area under the 55 dB(A) and 60 dB(A) will increase a
marginally to the west.
With the ralignment of the runway, the affaetasl within Bish
Lavis will shift marginally towards the east and turclczbuviss|
In the Bishop Lavis area, this change will result in a margin
of the noise levels, as depicted by the purple, light blue i
zones in Figure3®f the noise specialist report.

R109 Currently some Belhar residents are reporting that they are g 26 May| Sheynain Even though aircraftreblevels can be of sufficient intensity tq
vibrations in their homes when airplanes ascend and descend | 2015 Benjamin audible and visible evidence of vibration of loose elements i
the airport. (Belhar notably windows, the vibration is of insufficient magnitude t
We have no information if any vibration study has actdaily been Community | building damage risk criteria.
airport. We are of the opinion that the impact of the vibrations n Health Forum)| Noise induced vibration meginbto occur where the maxi
more frequent and worse as bigger aircraft would be landir external noise level reaches approximately 85 dB(A), with
departing from Cape Town International Airport. We request inf being more common for -tdfse than for landings. Residg
this and if not availatien we require that such a complet structures should not be allowed in such a high noise levg
comprehensive study be done to ascertain the direct and indireg which there are norgethe existing and predicted future nois
vibration may have on structures around the airport. exceeding 80db(A) is limited to inside the airport boundaries.

R110 Thank you for the informative open day at Edgemead. It has he 21 May Stéan Snyman There will be more flights (landing and departing) at Cq
my understanding of the project. 2015 (De Tijger International Airport overall for Scenario 4, but the peak ope
While overall day/night noiseselvetween scenario 2 and 4 appears resident) (morning and afternoon) are likely to remain the same.
predicted to be similar for the area of De Tijger (if not even sligh Please refer to the Noise Specialist Study (Appendix 6&.
before fig 620), there is a marked increase in night time noise (Scenario 2) and Tablg @5cenario 4) of this Report provig
Scenario 4 (figrd). number of operations (Air Traffic Movements) per hour. dfey
Does this indicate a shift t@ might time flights, or what would | the number of flights at night (22®00 as per the noise guideli
cause of this difference? 49 flights will be landing/departing during these hours for

This represents 12.07% of the total number of flights (406) fi
2. In comparison, 62 flightsoegur (landing/departing) during
hours for Scenario 4. This represents 9.16% of the total

flights for Scenario 4 (677). Note that this number is likely to
a given suburb, given the figures reflect bothaaddepartue

The percentage of flights at night actually decreases from S
Scenario 4.

The increase in night time noise events is therefore a fa
overall increase in the number of flights at Cape Town In
Airport.

R111 We hereby objecthie proposed new flight paths. The increased n 20 May R Lawnece, The recommended limit for outdoor noise at schools accor
frequency of noise will negatively impact us. Our primary q 2015 Principal of WHO is 55 dB(A). The estimated daytime noise lezdbattbay
educators is that the use of this flight path will create a noise dist Edgemead Hig High School due to the airport operations (without mitigation)
will negatively affect the education of EdddigieaBchool learne School (and | q  Scenario 2: 48.3 dB(A);

Outside of the classroom, the increase in noise will affect our staff, teachers 1 Scenario 3: 54 dB(A);
terms _of mterrupte_d sleep which W|II_ have a negative |m|:_)act and governing 1 Scenario 4: (without mitigatih2 dB(A):
wellbeing, and will interrupt concentration during homework time| body of | 1 scenario 4: (with mitigéiti6.0 dB(A).
Edgemead Hig ., . . ) . .
Schoolj This noise level increase is corsichederate.
submitted by The number of the daytime events for which the maxim
Peter Bates | €xceeds 70B(A) and is associated with potential classroom @
. , . is estimated at 4 for Scenario 2 (existing runway at capac

R112 Asa s_chool in a community that, according to th_e Draft EIA Repo 19 May| F van Muren, seanario 3 and 50 for Scenario 4 wrdecase scenario condit
have increased dlsr_uptlon as a result of the rwhyameet_ project, 2015 Principal 9 once the runway reaches maximum capacity, without &
he_reby formally object tq the proposal as_detaﬂed within the Ed_gemead preferential routing and mitigation.. This increase is d
primary concern as educaddisat, due to the mcre@sed volyme of Primary Scho moderate to significant. Noise mitigation is not expected to
the airport WI!| be able to accommodate, there will be an increast (and staff umber of noise events
to the education of learners. teachers an
We are already affected by the current noise levels as a resul governing bog
flight paths over Edgmd, to the extent whereby we strug of Edgemea
communicate with learners at the time of aircraft flying overhead Primary Schoo
frequency of aircraft increase, we believe that there will be a neg
on the education of learners due to the incressisiniption both in
classroom and at home within the community. For many |
disruption of this nature can prevent them from absorbing the
taught in the classroom or that of which is being studied while at

R113 Moontlike ekstra geraas van vlugte oor GoBdasgibte [extra noise fi 20 May A Potgiete| Associated with thealgnment of the runway, there would
flights over Goodwjpod 2015 (Goodwood change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching

Resident (see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, FigQye Noise contol
associated with thealigned runway have beenelsad by th
specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. H
to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report.
Based on the outcomes of this study it is likely that the Goo
would experience a higher number of flghsad and associal
with this an increase in the noise levels currently experience
this change would occur incrementally over a period of time.
some areas will experience less noise, such as Phili
Woodl ands ,inamMiTafeldige |l | 6s Pl a
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R114 Will the flights cause more vibrations especially in areas close to| 14 May Farrol Heuvq The aircraft sound levels, even those very near an airp
2015 (Delft Resident insufficient magnitude to approach damageeriakfor buildings ¢
R115 Cracks are forming in houses caused by vibrations from large plg 14 May Attendees of | Structures.
2015 Delft Public
Open Day
R116 Has ACSA received noise complaints? 12 May Laurine Platzk| Aiports Company South Africa has received five noise comj
2015 Department { the past three years).
the Premier Airports Company South Africa has also installed new techn
allows them to identify which aircraft was responsible for §

R117 Community member don 6t necessarily ¢12May Gert Kruger, hoise event and canefune be lnvestlggted further. .
Company South Africa. Authorities are blamed for situating| 2015 CoCT The development of a formal grievance mechanism |
deve|0pments in bad areas. recommended as a mltlgatlon measure in the EIA, which i

easy to implement.

The sense that SRK has obtained from public meetings is tha
may efpaoc dayti me noise and
grievance mechanism will not reduce noise levels but m
perceived noise levels and will assist Airports Company Sol
identifying particularly disturbing events.

R11§ What was SRKO&6s recommendat i onl 20May Blikkiesdorp | The noise specialistodés find

2015 Joint Committg Report and Appendix 6C.

The predicted noise impact at maximum capacity (Scenario
as high, due to the extent of the area and commuwstestq
exceedances of ambient noise guideline levels. (Note thg
there will also be a reduction in noise in certain areas/cénan
benefiti the net negative impact remains rated as high.)
assuming that Airports Company Southimgtements all mitigal
measures as provided in Section 6.4.8 of the EIA Report.
Note that the decisinaking authority for Environmental Authg
is the National Department of Environmental Affairs.

R119 | know you have pointed out that thiseprapasge is to take place| 15 May| Bonnie van de] The White Paper on Nation&lA@iation Policy (2014) of the N3
building commencing in 2019 and will take two years to completel 2015 Spuy (Residen Department of Transport, which is in line with the Interna
the aircraft being flown will be newer and less noisy, | beg to diff Aviation Organisation's (1d
we live in wonderful South Africa, and you cannot guaramjeéhd management, among other noise mitigation measures pron
most newest and silent of aircraft will be using this facility, so the reductioat the source.
noise levels will no doubt be louder and obviously more frequent, Based on that principle, there are tentative plans to re
acceptable. operations of older technology and noisier aircraft within S

This type of restriction, in cooperation with the National De
Transport, will form paftthe noise mitigation measures
investigated for implementation at Cape Town International A

R12J The CoCT agrees with the finding of the impact assessment thg 4 June Dimitri Noted.
of noise is Very High when unmitigated and High when m| 2015 Georgeades
propose by the project proponent. (CoCT)

R121 The Draft EIA Report basically concludes that noise impact is { 4 June Dimitri Given the high number of people affected by an increase in
impact that will need to be condoned, because it cannot bq 2015 Georgeades | under Scenario 4, Airports Company South Africa invest
effectively, efficiently or ecoatiyriy the project proponent. (CoCT) mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios)AiametEt decreas

the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding
(see Section 6.4.6.1).

Mitigation Scenario B reduces the overall number of people
noise exceeding guideline levels by 4% compared to Scengal
17% compared to Scenario 4 (without mitigation). Relative

2, this decrease is associated mainly with a 23% reduct
number of people affected by an exceedaii€edd/A Relative
Scenario 4 (without mitigation), this decr cisted with
reduction of 39% in the number of people in the high
exceedance areas and a 25% reduction in peoplelbdBre
exceedance area. Mitigation Scenario B is thus the preferre
scenario.

R122 | am a resident of Edgemeddch is not far from the Cape | 14 May Karl Little With respect to understanding the potential noise impacts of
International Airport and the reason fem#ildsan article that cam 2015 (Edgemead it is the case that the Noise Specialist Stugyrislgxéchnical. B
my attention in a local newspaper regarding the potential incre Resident) refer to Section 6.4 of the Draft EIA Report which deals
levels in Edgemead resulting from changed flight paths lapion of impacts in a more simplified manner. If there are specific
the proposed-atignment. please direct them to SRK.

The above article suggests, inter alia, that the following may reg Very briefly: the noise assessment finds that, followafigntinent
runway ralignment: of the runway, there would initially be a decrease in the foo
1 Increased noise exposure that could affect sleep patterns area, and number of people affected by noise above the guig
1 Dramatic increase in noise over Edgemead of 55 dBA (a\(erage_over 2_4 hours) Wh_en _compared_to th
1 Passenger flightsrh 05:45 to 12:15a.m. runway operating at its maximum ayihcmsamty of 30 flights
1 Increase in flights from 25 to 44 per hour _hour. Over time, as the demand for flights and thus thg numk
1 Potential negative effect on property value increases, the size of the area affectgd by these noise leve
i ] i number of people could increase. Portions of Edgemead, Bq
In an effort to _determln_e the veracity or otherW|_se of the_ apove q fall intotte area predicted to experience noise levels between
f[h_e aforementioned article, | refe_rred to the N0|_se S_pgcldiim/éite dBA once the-atigned runway is operating at maximum cap
it is .(understar_\dably) very dgta”eo_l and techmcal in nature an as it is approaching maximum capacity).
provide an easily comprehensible view of the likely noise impact . . .
such as Edgemead. With respect to the newspaper article, the majority of the b
i ) i are corredtut may be misconstrued and taken out of contey
Would you be able to advise me as to the most likely noise reading the detailed reports; however, note that the bu
Edgemeaif the proposed project does go ahead or refer me to referring to the time of passenger and cargo flights will not
person or resource to \_/vhom/w_hlch | may direct my enquiry? | realignment of the runway as (cargo) flights cumenty thes
important to have this information as soon as possible as | m times.
consider disposing of my property andnelels&tivhere, should tha
necessary as a result of future increased noise levels.

R123 Increased noise and frequency of noise generated by aircraft w| Various Obijection lette|] Associated with thealignment of the runway, there would
impact on me and my family, especially at night. Uninterrupt received from | change in flight paths of aircraft departing and approaching
known to be a prerequisite for good physiological and mental fu residents of (see Section 3.7 of the EIA Report, FgQye Noise contoy
healthyndividuals. Continuous noise in excess of 30dB disturbs Bothasig, Mon{ associated with thealigned runway halkeen modelled by f{
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intermittent noise, the probability of being awakened increast Vista, specialist as part of the Noise Specialist Study in this EIA. H
number of noise 6eventsd per Edgenead, etc| to Appendix 6C and Section 6.4 of the EIA Report. Note
R124 Can the noise model tell us the actual noise levels in Edgemead 13 May Richard pontours .refle'ctlr'lg the noise imftertitigation have now also
Scenario? 2015 Thomass included in this sea of the EIA Report.
(Edgemead Based on the outcomes of this pitipns of Edgemead, Both
Resident) etc. fall into the area predicted to experience noise levels
R125 My concern is mgitthe noise of the air traffic. It is already distur] 13 May Hazel Lombarg iggagi(t)y ((jc?rAas?ECii ;ﬁgﬁaﬁrxﬁycfp:og)ﬂgij; r::n
low. 2015 (Edgemead areas will experience less noise, such as Philippi East, V
Resident) Mitchell ds .Plain and Tafels
R126 There is too much noise continuously all hours of day and nig 13 May Janine van The predicted noise impact at maximum capacity (Scenario
want the flight path to be over Edgemead. 2015 Nekerk as high, due to the extent of the arearanuimities exposed
(Edgemead | exceedances of ambient noise guideline levels. (Note thg
Resident) there will also be a reduction in noise in certain areas/cénan|
R127 | am concerned about the increase in noise levels and the incre| 13 May | Marius Reitz | benefiti the net negative impact remains rated as high.)
in the airspace over Edgemead. 2015 (Edgemead | assuming that Airports Copnfanith Africa implements all miti
Resident) measures as provided in Section 6.4.8 of the EIA Report.
R128 Noise from air traffic is already too loud and disturbing wéepretie 13 May TP Lombard
wind blows in a westerly or-negterly direction. 2015 (Edgemead
Resident)
R129 | am a resident of Edgemead and have been for the last 30| 13 May| Valerie Homer
strongly object to the flight path changing to fly over duisanelf 2015 (Edgemead
greatly impact our quality ofTlife.noise is going to be unbearable Resident)
as the emissions from the planes which will be detrimeni
health.This area has a lot of young families with children and thi
down the quality of the lifewa as the decrease in value o
propertieg his is a very popular suburb and we have lived here
years and at our time of life do not wish td weswéoping to live out
retirement in this area in peace andweieiccasionally géines goin
overhead, and when this occurs the noise is really loud that we
hear the television. | can't imagine living here and listening to thg
night.
R130 My concerns are: 15 May Bonnie van de
§ The nois levels we are experiencing in Edgemead already| 2015 Spuy (Residen
and not acceptable. We have to regularly stop speaking to ¢
as our voices are drowned out by the aircraft passing over @
watching TV, miss the dialogue as it is drownecemuit. SHy|
regularly, it means daily.
1 It may sound silly to you, but our sleeping patterns will be
affected. | for one cannot operate and be a productive n
society if | have interrupted sleep. This will not be acceptable
T My f a mtylé will@eafinitelyi bk eegatively impacted.
R131 My concerns relate to the increase in the noise levels that your r| 15 May David
mention of if the runwaglighment goes ahead. This will adversell 2015 Williamson
the wellbeg and comfort of my wife and myself. We live in Edgen (Edgemead
Resident)
R132 | hereby object to the proposed runway realignment project and § 21 May Michael
new flight paths. 2015 Abrahamse
Increased noise and frequency of noise gdneritedft will negativ (Edgemead
impact on me, especially at night. Uninterrupted sleep is kno Resident)
prerequisite for good physiological and mental functioning
individuals. Continuous noise in excess of 30dB disturbs g
intermittent neisthe probability of being awakened increases
number of noise bdeventsd per
R133 We stay in Edgemead and already we are conscious of aerog 21 May Clive Shea
overhead. In some cases the noise beexressive, due to the | 2015 (Edgemead
altitude of certain flights. Resident)
Under full operational conditions of the new runway, based pu
number of flights, (30 as opposed to 25), | would expect an incrg
of 20%.
With larger aircraft | would expegididgase in noise to be even h
and I'm not convinced that all the international aircraft could be
using less thrust and steepeioték@gles to lessen the noise.
R134 My concerns are: 24 May Catherine Alge
1 Increase inoise level due to proposed new flight paths whi¢ 2015 (Edgemead
directly over Edgemead; Resident)
9 the added noise level due to the increase in flights;
1 the negative impact on the residential life due to the noise.
R135 Inceased noise levels of both incoming and departing planes fon 24 May Cl Boulanger
hrs/day/365, including the 3 cargo flights planned throughowinth| 2015 (Edgemah
thereby severely disturbing their sleep, as well as their waking hq Resident)
R136 With the ralignment of the runway, the noise level will have af 24 May Sybil Williamsg
effect on the welfare of me 4g2015 (Edgemead
they are promising to alleviate this problem would succeed. Resident)
opposed to thisoposed realignment.
R137 Far too much noise with: 25 May Arlene Newma
o increase air traffic; 2015 (Monte Vista
o with the realigned runway there will be more arrivals and dej resident)
the suburb [Monte Vista] (in a south easterly and nosth
direction);
o Due to the noise increase and proposed flight plan the prog
in the area will decrease; and
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o0 there are already some very loud planes flying overhead

peopl eidate atsnigl end early morning and they are f{

too low.
R13§ | am concerned about noise impacts-aaidat®n of property. 25 May Alwyn Bester

2015 (Edgemead
resident)

R139 | read with interest the following letter on your website comm¢ 15 May Robert Bresler
[refering to comment from Michelle Berowsky, 1 August 2014 d 2015 (Edgemead
this to be my family in a few Resident)
According to the noise i mpacHt
affectedd by the new noise co
Your posters indicate the adveise impacgnnobe reduced to levg
compliant with guidelines.

R14Q According to the conclusions of the noise study, there is a signif 15 May Robert Bresler
at night in terms of sleep disturbance for scenatimn®, detnuch wor 2015 (Edgemead
i mpact for scenari o 4, Awhi c Resident)
di sturbancebo.

R144AWi th predicted exceedances o 15May Robert Bresler
to 15 km from thepait, a significant number of people may ex| 2015 (Edgemead
i mpacts on their quality of | Resident)
| found the following interesting, which implies that our are
experienceraduction in Quality of life
il mpact of i mpr ov e dncegruaaehs ekpgrierg
reduced noise levels. 0

R142 My concerns, like most of the others | heard when | attended, arq 15 May Robert Bresler
f  Noise impact of the new flight path above my home. 2015 (Edgemead
1 More frequent aircraft rembver our home. Resident)

T Reduction in quality of life after the runway is operational ang
associated devaluation of my property as a result of above. \
compensated for this? (Perhaps our suburb needs to rally a (
suit againgtirports Compafguth Afrida this respect).

1 Air traffic frequency after 8pm. | have young children and twg
the way. The thought of-paghight cargo planes waking up my
all night and interrupting their sleep does not appeal to me, a
need to beefsh for school (plus we all need our sleep).

R143 | am concerned that the study clearly shows that the areas men{ 24 April Pierre Fabé
the study will be negativity affected through the additional air t 2015 (Edgemead
casescenario 4 is an increase of 253%), type of aircrafts should Resdent)
project go ahead. Although | am in favour of economic develg
cannot happen by negatively impacting the citizens of the city aff

R144 A massive increase in the sound levels that the residents of Ed| 23 May Peter Lovelang
face. This despite the assurances that "modern planes are quiet{ 2015 (Edgemead
the "takeff line will be steeper and therefore effect Edgemé&édies Resident)
all just platory bulldust and you know
| appreciate as the Consultants you have precious little infl
theoperations of Cape Town International Airport at the end of th
all is said and dorievould however ask that you do use whateves
that you might have to ensure that the best possible end resu
noise abatement is achieved by way of operating procedures
Airport.

The arrogance involved is already seen with the increased ove

over Edgemead to 'confasearguments offered'.

R148 The realigning of the airport runway will significantly increase noij 25 May Nicola King
in the area and will greatlyatlee our proper#s it is currently, the 1 2015 (Edgemead
rerouted aeropkes that fly over the area are a terrible disturba Resident)
often reduce our quality of sl&muld the routes permanentl
overhead due to thalignment of the runway, the noise will be intq

R146 | have listed the following reasons for my objection due to incrg 19 May lan Cormack
levels: 2015 (Edgemead
f ATMs have the potential to increase from 25 to 44, which Resident)

double the amount of current ATMs. This will result in a
increase in noise.

1 Inbound ATMs wilill directly over my house, which is currently
case, resulting in a significant increase in noise.

1 The Draft Noise Impact Assessment, section 3.2, states thg
i mpact, with mitigation, i s

1 The suggestion of establishing a noisegvgrdup to monitor
effect of mitigating measures will not reduce noise due to t
the noise levels will have already increased.

R147 Please regard this as my formal objection to the ACSA-&gnwapnt 19 May Chantel Kruge
Based on the information sent and the already loud noise from | 2015
over the suburb when it is overcast, | do not agree that this pla
put in place.

R148 Please note that | and my household are goagadetst the flight pat{ 14 May Claudette
proposed over the Edgemead area. 2015 Woudberg

(Edgemead
resident)

R149 | am against the-alignment of the runway at Cape Town Inter 25 May Colleen Bester
Airport as | feel that there will be far more noise polluddedgesndia| 2015 (Edgemead
area and this will definitelyatlee our propertfhe aeroplanes tf Resid
currently fly over have increased exponentially over the past few
honestly candt i magine the in
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a day.

R150

| object to the proposed plans because of the increase in the v
traffic. The increase in the frequency of aircraft over the comn
direct and real impact. For a person working out of the carisnoi
a real issue, but will be a direct impact on my children who at|
within the community. Should the frequency of aircraft be increag
learning will become more and more disruptive and therefore not|
Teachers wilate to stop teaching while a plane flies overhead
noise will be distracting to learners when in thought and studying

15 May
2015

Dean Marsh
(Edgemead
Resident)

R15]

| strongly object to the change in flight paths. | enjoy the peace
my evn home. | choose to stay home and enjoy my own garden.
put up with the planes flying over our house. This is just un
Thanks for the opportunity to be able to say no to the change in f

14 May
2015

Patricia Woods
(Bothasig
Resident)

R152

| am concerned about the following:

1 Increased noise above Edgemead all day and passed midnig

1 Many more flights after tradigament of the runway.

1 The air quality will deteriorate.

1 The noise of larger aircraft going over Edgemiegddsnggative
affect the property in Edgemead.

1 Nobody is going to want to buy property in Edgemead wh
between 25 and 44 airplanes going over every single hour. §
is an alternative? How about going over industrial areas
residential areas?

19 May
2015

Natalie Huff
(Edgemead
Resident)

R153

| strongly object to the runwaljgrement for the following reasons:

1 Anincrease in air traffic (up to 40 ATM) will result in more 1
often.

T Currently we experience the mestwiben the nowtlesterly blow
(departures) but will also experience arrivals in future, wher
easterly wind blows.

1 The silencers on some planes are insufficient and some pi
6climbd quickly enough.

1 The proposed flight paths haveeimpgct on new suburbs tqg
north of airpoitwhy not to the south over Paarden Eiland
Industrial areas?

1 Currently planes overhead late at night and early morning m
to wear earplugs when sleeping, due to the frequent and Ig
noise every 5 minutes.

1 Property prices in our suburb will undoubtedly drop too.

25 May
2015

Kevin Newmar
(Edgemead
Resident)

R154

I find it very disturbing to hear that it has been decided that
(Bothasig) will be directly in line with thghieatti. When we purchg
our property for our retirement we took into account the hospitg
peaceful surroundings. We put all our funds into this property. W
up our gardens and built bird aviaries and we have attracte
beart i f ul birds to our garden.

home. This will destroy all that we have worked for. To sell now
from the noise would mean that we will have to take a m&saiveng
flight path not be reconsilese| feel | am not the only person th
chosen this area to retire.

15 May
2015

John Woods
(Bothasig
Resident)

R155

As residents of Edgemead, we will be directly affected by the
and the air quality as a result of the aircraft takiagtipfoaer oy
suburb. As it currently stands, the noise when the wind is blowl
northwest (predominant winter season wind) is unbearable. We
to hear ourselves for the period the aircraft is taking off. It is
there is claucover, with the sound reverberating around the subul
residence.

Please note that | will not support the planned alignment in any
residents in general feel the same way.

| sincerely hope that this objection is taken seriohalythasdstnot ju
a PR exercise to appease the locals.

15 May
2015

Jimmy Pantor
(Edgemead
Resident)

R156

Thanks for the update angonedented EIA.

We are very concerned regarding the noise pollution expected
our area after theatggment of flight paths at Cape Town Intern
Airport.
The current flight path can be heard loud and clearly every e
morning and, once it taligned closer to our area, welafilintly feel
greater impact which will lower our livihgadihdstandards as the
pollution wild.@ follow the noi
For this very reason, we would like to decline any phighroEnd
which would have a greater impact than what is experienced wit
flight path.

15 May
2015

Jason  Meyeg
(Edgemead
Resident)

R157

| hereby wish to submit my deepest concerns as a property
Edgemead that, should this go ahead as proposed, it will negg
our lives and our property values in a hugéengyality of our lives &
welbeing will be grossly and negatively impactediagionf slee
caused by cargo flights, the mass increase in flights per hol
suburbs, the increase in air emissions and the dramatic increg
exposure dictly over us (which is already considerable as it is
earth can this not be detrimental to éagimellives and property val
| propose that it be kept to existing flight paths or a far better alte
would be further sewtstover the industrial areas of Montague G
or Killarney Gardewhy on earth canét t
instead of impacting on our lives and properties in such a negatiy

In Edgemead, we are already badly and negatively imyactedsl ®ri
Acacia power station assailed by emissions and noise during thg

15 May
2015

Jacqui  Weg
(Edgemead
Resident)
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of the morning and impacting on our health and sleep pattern
this! I submit my objections in the strongest form and propose ari
path that does néfeat so many lives?

R158 | have little faith that the mitigation measures will adequately { 15 May David
concerns. | am totally opposed to the proposed realignment. 2015 Williamson

(Edgemead
Resident)

R159 | am 83 and object with the utmost vigour to the proposed flight | 17 May Edward
seem to be many old people living in Bothasig/Edgemead. A | 2015 Tennant
would be in bad health and pain which interferes with their sl (Edgemead
mention frequent visits to have.aResearch has shown that noise Resident)
for the health. We old people need our sleep and we don't need
to be devalued.

R16d 1 Fall out (more flights and larger planes). 22 May Edna Mari
1 Noise levels. 2015 Howell
f My home is my yprpossession of value. When the values (Edgemead

properties are reduced where does that leave me? Resident)
1 The beautiful country feel of our suburb will be destroyed. O
disappear. Does anyone even care?

R161 As Edgemead residents, we are extremely concerned about thg 27 May Martin
alignment and new flight paths proposed for Cape Town Internat| 2015 Kellerman
| believe this will significantly impact the suburb in terms of: (Edgemead
f  Air Pollution; Resident)

1 Noise Pollution; and
1 Decredsg property value.

R162ZEdgemead is a fAGarden Cityod §27May Lydia Austin
planes an hour flying over us will cause intolerable noise. This i 2015 (Edgemead
human rights. No one wanligsg¢ainder these conditions. The prop Resident)

Edgemead will devalue and our homes are our investment.

R163 1 Noise 13 May Audrey Visser
1 Property Values 2015 (Edgemead
1 Pollution Resident)

R164 The Draft Noise Speci&iady also states that, when moving from § 24 May Emile Coetze
2 to scenario 4, the amount of affectedsig@mtial, noisensitivg 2015 (Edgemead
facilities experiencing ardglyt rating level greater than 55 dB wil Residents
double from 188 to 360. Edgemead is home tds?2 &alinoches, Association)
retirement estate, a Library and a large numksshafoprfacilities. Mg
of these fall within the-nigirt N70 contours for scenario 4 ranging f
20 or even 50 events. Our school principals are concerned aboy
thiswi | | have on teachersd abi
concentration of learnessniments from the Primary and High Schq
been provided separately in the Comments and Respdnses Tabl
Edgemead is also home to a large number ofitezmsy the 201
census having found residents over 65 years to be 12.2% of ou
and we believe it is important to have consideration and com
these elderly residents.

R165 The night N60 contours for scenario 4 affect a significant | 24 May Emile Coetze Please note that the WHO levels refer to the continuous
Edgemead. The WHO guideline for ambient sound referenced| 2015 (Edgemead outdoor noise levels recommended for bedrooms..afxeefe6s
Noise Specialist Study suggests that the night time level for a Residents to he maximum level and should not be compared to {
30dB indoors and 45dB outdoors. The tepottss fA Dur Association) | guideline levels
population of 246,500 will be within the 20 N60LAmax conto
experience more than 20 noise events greater than 60 dB(A) LA
is considered significant i n
need tguestion how this can possibly be considered acceptable.

R166 The noise monitoring initiative is noble, but after the fact. You 4 15 May Jimmy Pantor| Noted.
to monitor the noise in our area (near the Edgemead Civic Centr{ 2015 (Edgemead Noise monitoring has been in operation for the past 2 years
cloudy days to experigheenoise factor now. You will be shocked. Resident) at the Edgemead Primary School and thél&dhoRrimary Schod

Noise mitigation

R167 Since noise mitigation is related to the type of aircraft, the spe| 13 Catherine Bill | Chapter 2 Aircraft, which are relatively noisy, are due to be
must indicate the current policy with regards to phasing out ol December| (DEA&DP: in South Africa by January 2015 according to a media
aircraft in South Africa and the existing situation. 2013 Polution released by the Department of Transport.

Management)

R16§ There is no way that say, a primary school in Delft) childesn with 25 Jens Kuhn The key impact sarrounding communities will be a change
peak of 40 ATM per/hour overhead. Serious mitigation measul November| (Department o] levels experienced. In some areas noise levels will be h
proposed and costed as part of the EIA, if environmental authol 2013 Human currently experienced, while in other areas noise levels wil
be given. Settlements) | due to the changes in flight paths associated with the -r

aignment. The Noise Specialist Study (Apggpdesénts the ne
noise contours for thealigned runway. These noise cot
informed an assessment of impacts on land use, ta
consideration relevant noise regulations and guidelinesfieoh
potential noise mitigation measures. The costs of noise mi
not be determined through the EIA process as neither the sy
the EAP has the expertise to do so.

R169 Is Airports Company South Africa going to cover the cost| 25 Marek Kedzie| As a responsible developer, Airports Company South Africa
abatement measures for individual dwellings, especially for prqg November| (DEA&DP) reasoral e noi se mitigation mea
unexercised residential development rights e.g. Swartklip? 2013 viability.

The impacts of changes in noise contours on land use |
assessed in detail in the EIA.

R170 Noise has constraints on development. The N2 Gateway 26 Unknown The impact of noise on existing resideasabiarend the Airp
development was baditording to the noise contours and the rur November| (Comment including the N2 Gateway housing development has been ¢
alignment will affect these residents. There are major challengeg 2013 made atthe | the EIA.
in the area. Councillors
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R171 The noise management strategy proposed at this very early stag| 12 Dimitri Due to the fa@ignment there will be aegas affected by airc

Scoping Report seems aimed at monitoring and localised | December| Georgeades | noise; conversely there will be areas that benefit from redd
measures. 2013 (CoCT) The EIA seeks to identify practicable measures to mitigate t
The CoCT would like to see morectve measures where affected areas.
communities are affected. This should revolve around two strateg
a) A measurable and reduced noise impact as a result of this pro
b) Assistance programme where unavoidable niewpactideppens
community facilities and homes (schools, residences, churchg
Airports Company South Africa sponsors soundproofing by n
subsidy.
It is important to set these goals and targets early in the EIA p
goal shoulde to improve the environment and living conditions &
airport as an offt for the intensified use opportunities and sul
economic benefit at the airport.

R172 The obligation lies on the applicant, being Airports CompéisaStm 13 Rentia The EIA process will determine if potential impacts are signi
implement and fund all noise mitigation measures, including sou| December| Geldenhuys | mitigation is required. Mitigation proposed by specialists n
that may be required as a result of the proposed activities as w| 2013 (Denel) practical, feasible and achievable. Should it not be possible
activities implemented by Airports Company South Africa. Company South Africa flement certain mitigation measures,

clearly indicated in the relevant reports.

R173 The Directorate is supportive that the specialist should recommeg 13 Catherine Bill | Noted. The Noise Specialist Study includes recommendatior
a monitoring plan. The effectiveness of the existing monitoring December| (DEA&DP: the amendment of the current monitaning p
however be assed and the specialist should Clearly indicate wh 2013 Pollution The noise monitoring p|an will not 0n|y take the recommend
to be updated. The monitoring plan must provide information Management) the Specia"st into account, but will, where reasonable and
noise complaints i.e. an analysis of the number, type, locatiof also consider those of the noise complaints and sensi
nature of complaints. In future, the monitormgstleorrelate complg receptors when determining the positidningise@ monitorit
to the flight paths (recorded by the live recorder). terminals.

R174 With respect to noise management, when will the eight monitori| 13 Catherine Bill | Eight noise monitoring stations (terminals) have been comm
begin functioning? Are there to be fixed points for the purpose | December| (DEA&DP: Airports Company South Africa since January 2014. These g
monitoring? When will the live radar feed from air traffic ( 2013 Pollution fixed points for the purpose of long term monitoring and info
implemented? The noise monitoring system (Section 3.7.9) Managment) | management policy. The live rasthifrtem air traffic is operati
updated following the completion of the Eldstiform part of the iBl The EIA noise specialist had access to any available data frg
order to inform decision making on noise management. monitoring and flight tracking system to inform his Noise

R175 As stated in our previous comments dated 13 December 2(Q 1 August | Joy Leaner Study.
provide a date as to when the eight monitoring terminals will be | 2014 (DEA&DP:
order to gather baseline noise information? Please indicate wh Pollubn
will be fixed points for the purpose of long term monitoring? Whe Management)
radar feed from airfficacontrol be implemented? The noise mg
system (Section 3.7.8) must not be updated following the comp
EIA, but must form part of the EIA in order to inform decision
noise management.

R176 Have the departure/arrival procedures mentioned as mitigation n 12 May Catherine Bill | No. There will be an opportunity withatfggnmeent to improve fl
already been implemented at the airport? 2015 (DEA&DP) path desigmhere are additional procedures that can be imp

to reduce noise e.g. flying at higher altitudes, reduced engir
flying over less sensitive receptors.

Airports Company South Africa acknowledges that current
room for improvemeand to improve the awareness of the airli
pilots. However the newaligned runway presents addil
opportunities which currently cannot be implemented.

R177 Can ACSA provide more information on the Joint Statement of | 12 May Annelise de The Joint Statement of Intent was adopted by Airports Com
there caesponsibility for financials and what will be the impacts o 2015 Bruin, CoCT | Africa, industry stakeholders and the CoCT and seeks to a

and commit topaocess of addressing noise in the short, med
long term. It is too early to commit to some of the noise
measures and difficult to do without the model for airports g
policy on noise mitigation.

R178 To cut to the chase | hawequestion: are you planning to have my 22 Juyl Adv L Walters | Table View is not impacted by noise above guideline lev
insulated from the noise pollution your client plans to increase g 2015 airport operations.

(with no mitigation), taking into account all the other exploding n
to which we are already exposed in Table Mmdvicfbappear to ha
been utterly ignored in your documents)? Noise is no longer con
a mere "nuisance": it has very serious adverse effects on heal
being, but I'm sure you are familiar with all the literature in this re

R179 As far as | know, no commitment is made to insulate our hom| 25 May Khumie Ngant( Measures to insulate structures from noise penetration are
noise. We cannot afford to do so ourselves. 2015 (Mandalay used to reduce the impact of ndiseever, there are practical

Resident) cost limitations, especially for structures in the South Afric
which may require th&talhation of forced ventilation systemg
various windows, doors, etc. are treated or retrofitted
mitigationln addition, it is very difficult to insulate effectivel
aircraft noiseThe most effective methods to reduce naisefam
these types of dwellings would be reducing the noise at the
with careful flight path planning.
The Noise Specialist has provided key mitigation meas
recommended mitigation measures to reduce the impact of
operation®©ne of the recommended mitigation measures is t
and adoption of namsmimising flight paths to avoid-geiséive
areas on talaf and approach. Noise sensitive areas will be
based on the number of remssitive receptors ia #inea includir]
schools and health care facilitieshaard possible will be avoideq

R180 The WCED note with concern that, 177 schools will be directly| 26 May Gerrit Coetzee| Airports Company South Africa, together @itly tifeCape Toy
the proposal toakgn the runway. Further to this, 7 of these schoo| 2015 (WCED) and industry players have committed to working together
South wilbbe affected to the point where the learning environme appropriate solutions for sensitive noise receptors such as ¢
severely compromised. As far as the Directorate Infrastructure H hospitals. Due process will ensure all relevant stakeholders g
Management at the WCED is concerned, there has been no ¢
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with this department during the EIA procésd andhiitigation meast accordingly.
are proposed within the EIA and EMP to insulate schools against
noise impact.
The WCED request that, as part of any approvals given to th
conditions be put in place for the applicant to instituédeapyitigatio
measures for schools affected andAinpdgs Company South Afi
engage with the WCED to discuss cost implications and ap
going forward.

R181 While th realignment of the runway has reduced noise impact on| 25 May Milne van
of our existing facilities we note with concern that some exig 2015 Leeuwen
facilities will become newly affected bgligped runway. (Western Cape
We are further concerned that no mitigation neeasrasosed with Department of
the EIA and EMP to insulate health facilities to bring internal av Health)
levels within legally required levels.

We kindly request that the applicant consider appropriate
measures for health facilities and invites Aigpopgany South Africi
engage with this department to discuss cost implications going fg

R182 The mechanism for a compensation scheme should be develo| 25 May Catherine Bill | The existg noise complaints registry will be linked to th
the monitoring ofcedft movements after certain hours should cq 2015 (DEA&DP) monitoring system to correlate complaints with the actual
escalate. Such a mechanism should allow for the fining of levels and aircredtated operational dafBhe complaints (a
exceeding noise thresholds. The fines should be dedicated responses) will be incorporated in the quarterly repatidatibs. ¢
insulation of sensitive receptor buildings, specifidally, hesjienti The investigation into a compensation scheme will be includ
homes and schools within a defined noise contour. These thrg 2 of the Joint Statement of Intent. Airports Company SoutH
noise contours must be determined in consultation with the fory seek guidance from the Department of Transport to facilitate
should be imposed when public pressure from those affected by policy to impose penaltiesitines.
sufficient to want it. The CoCT should have authority to call
establishment of the compensation fund, due to its mandate for
and role in handling complaints at the local municipality level. H
fund should not be set up or managed lity the 6y Airports Comp
South Africa. The financial burden for this fund should come so
polluters (in line with the polluter pays principle), as representeq
Company South Africa.

R183 What compensatory steps are in place or proposed for com| 26 May Sheynain
individuals negatively affected by these noise levels? Did yd 2015 Benjamin
monetary and other types of compensation? Who would be reg (Belhar
this? We propose some kindggfiernioing of additional revenue to Community
noise affected communities (schools, health facilities, vulnerabl Health Forum)
and individuals, etc.).

R184 Most of the noise mitigation measures autlieedraft EIA Report r{ 26 May Angela Andrew Please refer to Tabl206of he EIA Report which identifies
to using the latest noise reducing technology. Others call for the { 2015 (DAG) (noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and thg
and implementation of a grievance mechanism to monitor a investigated by Airports Company South Africa, including
citizensd concerns, and a noi runway utilisation and Higte flight curfews.
ndse mitigation. These are very important governance measurg The quota system would be moreahfeplic an airport with a
primarily deal with addressing and monitoring concerns post proj runway formation. The applicability to the Cape Town airport
not address design issues of the project at the front end, failin limited. However, a Cape Town -aprpoific quota system wil
mitigate the effects of tbjEpt from the outset before it is implemen investigated as an option for implementation, although no
The mitigation measures then call for implementation of less Heathrow exate cited may not apply to Cape Town which ¢
and takeff, departure, and approach procedures. The report also have a number of alternative aifwbith would be a-poadition fg
restrict the use of reverse thrust, intersectifis,takel engine grou a quota allocation)
runups between 22h00 and 6h00. These mitigation measures a| Given the h|gh number of pe0p|e affected by an increase in
step in the right direction. Cape Town could send overflow airw under Scenario 4, Airports Comparl Bfrica investigated
other airport locations and could more severely limit the funci mitigation scenarios (Mitigation Scenarios A and B) aimed at
Cape TOWHiI’:ﬁOI’t between 22h00 and 6h00. Heathrow Internatio the number of people affected by noise in areas surrounding
in London, England, for example, limits its nighttime airway trafi (see Section 6.4.6.1):
the number of movements and a quota count system, where a 1 1 Mitigation Scenario -Aimplementation of Noise Abate
either a take off or landing, and the cgteta syorks based on alloc Pracedure (standard operating procedures developed by
of points according to the noise produced by each aircraft. Bec for the takeff climb) 1, a 3.2 degree descent profile during
system imposed at Heathrow, no more than 18 takeoff and lan and limited use of re\;erse thrust: and ]
during nighttime during the summer, and no more than 14 { 1 Mitigation Scenario —Bimplemel"’ntation of Noise Abate
landings azur during nighttime during the winter. Charles de Gal Procedure 2, a 3.2 degrescefe profile during landing
in Paris, France also has strict nighttime flight restrictions. 7 limited use of’ rever.se thrust
prohibits all aircraft takKebetween 00h00 and 04h59 if a departy o ) )
slot within this time segment haeeotissued; and noisy aircrafts Mitigation Scenario B reduces the overall number of people
cumulative margin between 5 and 8 EPNdB or a certified noise exceeding guideline levels by 4% compared to Scen
exceeding value of 99 EPNdB are prohibited to lanebfirueteles NoGo _Alternatlve) and by 17% Co”_‘pared to SPe”ﬂ“’“”P"“
23h30 and 06h15. The Frankfurt Airport in Germany has adopt m_|t|gat|on). Relative _to S_cenarlo 2, this decrease is associa
compehensive nighttime practices, banning all flights from 23hd with a 23% reduction in the number of people affectg
moreover, the number of flights between 22h00 and 23h00 an exceedanc_:e oll® d,BA' Rglatlve to Scena_rlo 4 (without mitigag
6h00 are severely restricted. The Cape Town Airport can and sh decrease is associated with a reduci of the number of pe
system more similar to these Europesiocihsure that nighttime r in the highest noise exceedance areas and a 25% reduction
is substantially limited as air traffic volumes increase. the 510dBA exceedance area. Mitigation Scenario B is
Ultimately, the report admits that all the proposed mitigation m preferregl m|t|ga'F|on scenario. . .
not significantly reduce t he Compf'irlng the |rr_1pact zones of Rummayoﬁérqtlng at maum
measures to whi Airports Company South Africa are able to co capacity (Scenario 2) and Runwdf Dperating at maxim
expected to reduce the footprint of the noise impact zones and Capac't% with the implementation of mitigation measures
number of people affected in each zone, the overall number Scenario B), the number of households exposed to lower noi
affected is expected to remali Scenar_lo l‘:[VI\llthS(;T(l)ltlgf_nﬁlon IT estlmakt)ted ?f) bter(JjG?(m o_f Whl(t:)

_ . e approximate will no longer be affecte noise a
It is important hote that none of these noise mitigation measures dEF()A). Appro{dmateI)O(m housgholds will experieynce highe
dl'_sgdvantaged and VF:IInerab_If(_a pl)lerf)ons. Thzre IS go r:nentlc levels than under Scenario 2, of which just0@@ewblifall within {
e e et o 55 dB(A) noise conour e 1S me. Approximaie00

. . S households will experience similar noise levels.
noise impacts that would remain even after mitigation. These ser , o , ,
are disclosed in detail in Section 6.4.6.. The information presentg The Spatial Analysis (included as Appenfdike Socieconomi
6.4.6.1 poses a stark question for dewakiers: can approval for a p Specialist Study, Appendix 6H) assesses the impact of the
be granted when the impact of the project on communities proposed neterm and lorigrmhousing projects as identified 4
mitigation is expected to be HIGH? We submit that if approva CoCT. The signment of the runway would reduce the e
based on the recommendations of the current draft EIA Report, number of dwelling units in housing developments proposed
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authorization will be -nompliant thi basic requirements set out i by the CoCT in the Aeam that are affected by noise excee
NEMA for such approvals, and stands to be set aside on review. from 4 573 inSmario 2 to 1 642 in Scenario 4, without consid
With regards to housing matters, the mitigation measures outl implementation of noise mitigation measuresaliineneat of th
decrease the impact of the runwadigmment project. The first me runway may potentially increase the estimated number of dy
the EIA roposes is to-neodel the noise contours every five ye in longeterm proposed housing developments that &ed bff
account for changes in noise due to new policies, improved t¢ noise exceedances, however there is greater uncertainty
altered flight paths and schedules etc. The second mitigation 1 realisation of these projects given the lead times.
draft EIA Report offers, once noise conteairbelem revised, is
fifencourageo the CoCT to cons
planning. Simply remodeling the noise contours and the areq
inadequate for housing by these contours is not a mitigating m
report does nobresider the possibility of offering alternative a|
housing, nor does it consider shifting plans to decrease the size
that will be rendered inadequate for housing. It is submitted that
has a duty to mitigate the impattie pfoject on access to housin
this necessarily involves making available additional appropri
persons whose access to housing will be detrimentally affed
project.

R185 Should the decision be made to approve the application, then t 25 May Catherine Bill | Please refer to Tabl206of the EIA Report which identifies
mitigation measures should be imposed, namely: 2015 (DEA&DP) (noise) mitigation measurdsetamplemented (those included
1 Impement noisepreferential routes to avoid -seissitive areas noise mitigation modelling are highlighted) and those to be i

departure and arrival. by Airports Company South Africa.

1 Use specific takff or approach procedures (including Cor
Descent Operations, or steeper landing trajectories) to mi
optimise the distributiomoige on the ground.

1 Implement noise abatement departure procedures which s
aircraft must perform in terms of power/thrust, speed and clin

1 Implement steeper descent profiles, allowing aircraft to fly
altitudes for longer before desodand.

1 Implement reduced engine power and reduced drag techniqu

I Restrict the use of reverse thrust for landing between 22h00
unless required for safety reasons.

1 Restrict the use of engine grouagsubetween 22h00 and 0¢
unless redped for safety reasons.

1 Provide power to aircraft remotely at all new contact stands,
the need for aircraft at these stands to generate their own po

1 Restrict takaffs from the runway intersection between 22
06h00.forcing airctafinake use of the entire runway, enablin
to reach higher altitudes more quickly.

I Restrict aircraft movements over certain time periods, espe(
the night.

1 Establish a noise working group/forum to monitor the effect ¢
measures. This noise working group/forum should
representatives from the public, all three spheres of gover
Airports Company of South Africa. The forum should meet
least quarterly) to discuss complaints and monitor ma
responsethereto.

1 Continue noise monitoring on -@oiog basis in order to corr
complaints to actual aircraft movements and measured |
specialist noted that the 8 monitoring locations are sufficig
some may need to be moved when theumsay comes in
operation, so as to cover the newly affected areas. This mus
agreement with the forum mentioned above, and with specia
necessary.

1 Submit quarterly reports to the noise working group/forur
should includéet noise monitoring parameters under 2.2.4
noise complaints registry and the information under point 2.2

R186 The noise monitoring parameters should include all those ment 25 May Catherine Bill | The noise monitorjng requirements are included as Section

6.3.2. namely: 2015 (DEA&DP) EIA Report and in the EMP.
1 24 hour equivalenhtdouous #veighted sound pressure level, L
1 equivalent continuousigit rating level, LRdn

1 equivalent continuous day and night rating levels, LRd and L
1 maximum-feighted level, LAmax.

1 percentile levels, Ln.

I number of events above 80 dB(&(ADand 60 dB(A) of the LA
and SEL.

1 Quarterly numbers should also be included in the quarterly re
0 Aircraft movements
0 Aircraft types
o Cargo movements
0 New routes scheduled
o0 Runway split of aircraft movement
o Day/night ratio of movements
o0 Averge hourly movements

R187 In addition to the above conditions, the noise specialist indicateq 25 May Catherine Bill | These mitigation measures will be investigated by Airports
measures may heneidered in future. The following should be incly 2015 (DEA&DP) South Africa. Please refer to Takleod the EIA Report for
1 Use of runway 18 as a preferential runway due to the flight p rationale behind each of these mitigation measures.

over largely uninhabited areas.

1 Implement a displaced threshold i.e. moving the point at wi
land on the runway frrthlong the runway length, allowing ain
approach at a higher altitude.

I Establish a noise compliance framework for the Caj
International Airport. This should include a time- based conj
reduce noise at source through improvemertsafint@chnolog
itself.
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R188 No mention of any form of compensation for increase 24 May Cl Boulanger | These specific mitigation measures have been included as n
levels/devaluation in property prices, should these plans b| 2015 (Edgemead be investigated by Airports Company South Africa. Please re
(whichwer e only proposed recent Resident) 6-20 of the EIA Report for the rationale behind each of dltiesk
behest); or even an offer to dglatde the affected homes measures.

R189 We further seek clarity if there would be a responsible institution 26 May Sheynain Ambient noisemonitoring during construction is part (
appointed to monitor the rise in noise levels during constructioy 2015 Benjamin recommendations of the noise impact study. The appropriat
institution or persons been identified already? If so, who are they (Belhar is usually appointed once Environmental Authorisation is isg
In the everwhere the desired noise levels have been breache Community | will also stipulate the frequency, parameters and locatiq
experience an increase in noise levels during this period, how W Health Forum)| moritored.
decreased, and then maintained and mitigated? Please refer to Section 6.4.9 of the EIA Report for the noise

requirements.

R190 At the public meeting, your staff informed us that Airports Con| 15 May Robert Bresler| Please refer to Tablk06of the EIA Report which identifies
Africa will try to mitigate noise by certain measures being | 2015 (Edgemead (noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and thog
However, op o u r poster the opposit Resident) investigated by Airports Company South Africa.
considered technically feasib

R19] What mitigation measures will be put in place to reduce the noig 14 May Attendees of
surrounding communities? 2015 Delft Public

Open Day

R197 | appreciate all the work that SRK and Airports Company Soutl 26 May Faeeza Fortun| The Noise Specialist has provided key mitigations nask
put in to allow the public to participate in the EIA process. Th 2015 (UWC Student] recommended mitigation measures to reduce the impact of 1
majority of my concerns have been addressed during the public operations (refer to Tabi0 6of the EIA Report). One of
is evident that the main coaamieed by the public are related to recommended mitigation measures is the design and adopti
Many schools are currently affected by the noise level and with t minimising flight paths to avoid-sesisgéive reaas on takeff and
realignment of the runway, more schools will be affected. As approach. Noise sensitive areas will be identified based on
know how difficult it is to concentrate and howteaggtitlistracted. I of noisesensitive receptors in the area including schools.
clear that the noise (e.g. the vibrating sound of rattling windows Noise insulation on existing residential dwellings anrséoisitiog
is a major distraction during buildings (e.g. schools) leamlincluded as a mitigation measurs
to concentrate and arguably to excel in school. Are there iggtia investigated further by Airports Company South Africa. How
measures in places specifically targeted at the schools affected K are practical and cost limitations, especially for structures if
If yes, what are the mitigation measures and how effective are th African context which may require the installation of fotieu

R193 There is a significant amount of literature available on the impad 25 May | Colin systems if the various windows, doors, efc. are treated or re
noise on schools (a few of these are listed below together with { 2015 Whittemore | Noise mitigationn addition, it is very difficult to insulate eff
which thémpacts on learning are highligefed fo written commjen (Monte Vista | @gainst aircraft noifke most effective methods to reduce
would like to know if this has been taken into account in the plan Resident) impact for these types of dgelould be reducing the noise
and what measures will be introduced to minimise this impact source and with careful flight path planning.
proofing of schools as has beerirdotieer countries)?

R194 As the independent consultants, SRK should identify all mitigatiq 12 May Dimitri A range of noise mitigation measures were considered |
to reduce the impacts to acceptable levels. For example, was sq 2015 Georgeades / | Company South Africa. The noise mitigation measures corn
of structures considered mgtigation measure? Nigel Titus, Airports Company South Africa and an indicatiethexf ov ng

CoCT Airports Company South Africa considered them technic
financially feasible or not, or whether they will be investigateq
included aBable €0 of the EIA Report
SRK cannot recommend mitigation measures in tha Blfports
Company South Africa cannot reasonably implement. Aut
from the Department of Environmental Affairs have previo
that all mitigation measures identified in the EIA must be im
SRK therefore needs to ensure thairactigal mitigation meas
that can actually be implemented by Airports Company Sout
included in the assessment
impact ratings would be irrelevant and inaccurate.

R195 The poorest communities widffeeted and these communities d 12 May Gert Kruger, | Berms would not provide any mitigation from noise from a
afford to install soyprdofing. What has been considered for] 2015 CoCT berms could reduce roadenthereby reducing the cumulative|
communities e.g. berms? level but this depends on the exceedance above guideline le

R196 Will there be any noise barriers put in place? 20 May | Blikkiesdorp | Y the religned runway.

2015 Joint Committd The Joint Statement of Intent between Airports Company S
Industry Stakeholders and the CoCT seekswdealgjgnand com
as partners to a process of addressing noise in the short, n
long term. It is premature to commit to noise mitigation mea
as noise barriers / insulation), without a National Pol
government and industry etuseon noise mitigation.

R197 A phased approach to implementing noise mitigation measure| 12 May Dimitri The Joint Statement of Intent with industry stakeindldéoC
flexible approach but a framework (who, what, when) needioped 2015 Georgeades, | seeks to address noise in the short, medium and long te
to ensure mitigation measures are implemented otherwise CoCT Phase 1 (5 years), Airports Company South Africa will track
Statement of Intent [between ACSA, CoCT and industry stakeho actual operations to confirm noise impacts and the success (¢
formal standing. measures. A long term NoiseafititigPlan will be implementg

Phase 2.

The Joint Statement of Intent is happening in parallel but out
process.

The National Department of Transport will be engaged to
model for South African airports to identify procedutiey dna
can be implemented to reduce noise levels to the lowest pog
in the long term.

R198 Noise exceedances are currently experienced in areas benea] 16 April Okkie Manuelg The Noise Specialist has recommended mitigation measure
paths. What mitigation measures are proposed to reduce noise ¢ 2015 Subcouncil 18| the impact significance which are included in the EIA Repd
there Vil be increased Air Traffic Movements and larger planes (e 6.4.8.

Airports Company South Africa and industry stakeholders h3
an agreement on which mitigation measures they can
implementing and which would require further investigatio
Table &0 of the EIA Report).
Lar ger pécessadly mednomoi@ hoise, due to techn
improvements. The A380 is in fact one of the quieter large pl
Airports Company South Africa has entered into a Joint St
Intent with industry stakeholders and CoCT which seeks
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noisein the short, medium and long term. During Phase 1
Airports Company South Africa will track and monitor actual
to confirm noise impacts and the success of mitigation meas
term Noise Mitigation Plan will be implememtse . P

R199 How long will the Noise Monitoring Committee be in operatio 16 April Gerhard Fouri{ The Nage Monitoring Committee will be in operation indefin
recommended that a request is sent to the Health Portfolio so th 2015 Subcouncil 17| committee will be fully inclusive and so an invite will be s
from this Portfolio can sit on this committee. Health Portfolio.

R20(J The noise impact is most significant where it affects housing an¢ 4 June Dimitri Noted. Further modelling has been conducted incowithr
facilities in poor comitiemu According to the Draft EIA Repo| 2015 Georgeades | mitigatiorThis is praded in Section 6.4.6.1 of the EIA Report.
specialist studies, approximately 31 570 people will be affected (CoCT)
noise contour when Scenario 4 applies. The study confirms-{
aligned runway will impact on 107 sensitive receptors c(sibs),
libraries, etc). It stands to reason that poor communities may
pressing soegxonomic or physical concerns than noise, but therg
beyond which contingent liability may be incurred by the ageng
housing and commusiérvices in these areas. According to the
Cape Minister of Environmental Affairs, this limit could be accept
if combined with mitigation measures. The Western Cape Noise
(PN200/2013) and the SANS10117 standard recoguidetidealimit
55 dB for residences, schools and other sensitive receptors. By
the CoCT, developers and the owners of property will need to m
impact between 55 and 65 dB at a cost. Beyond 65 dB the CoCl
sector devapers are unlikely to obtain positive Records of Deg
new residential developments and related land uses such as sch

R201 The Draft EIA Report aims to put the position forward that noise | 4 June Dimitri Please refer to Tabl206of the EIA Report which identifies
dealt with in terms of an agreement (the Statement of Intent) ¢ 2015 Georgeades | (noise) mitigation measures to be implemahtéidosn to b
between the Airports Company of South AfricadGb€aidime indus (CoCT) investigated by Airports Company South Africa.
to develop and implement a set of policies and procecieguiatiself Airports Company South Africa has entered into a Joint St

Intent with industry stakeholders and CoCT which seeks
noise in the short, medium and long term. During Phases)]
Airports Company South Africa will track and monitor actual
to confirm noise impacts and the success of mitigation meas
term Noise Mitigation Plan will be implemented in Phase 2.

R202 The DEA is the ultimate decision makell aredghiup the benefits | 4 June Dimitri Where mitigation measures are readily identifiable and resp
the disadvantages of thialigmed runway. This should be baseq 2015 Georgeades | implementation is clear, costs can be calculated to detg
comprehensive assessment of impacts that must also include pqg (CoCT) feasibility of each mitigation measure. However, for compl
mitigation, even if deemed unfeasible by the project propg (such as this) efe commitment and responsibility to imple
balancingnd decisiemaking role cannot be adopted by the envirg (certain) mitigation measures is unclear, the methods to
practitioner or project proponent during the EIA stage insofar as where responsibility for implementation is the subject
concerned. All mitigation options must be explored and costed, discussion, providing costs is not possible at this stage and
Airports Compamhme EoiThs Afacico from the Scope of Work of the EIA. Having sdié thiént
decisiomaker for its consideration. Airports Company Soy Statement of Intent between Airports Company South Afrig
acknowledged at the igtarernmental meeting on 12 May 2015 Stakeholders and the CoCT seeks to acknowledge and
financial implication is the dominant reason why the Draft EIA R¢ partners to a process of addressing noise in the shogndhkig
EMPdoes not address Airports term. It is premature to commit to some of the noise mitigatio
mitigate noise impact. The EIA does, however, not indicate the ¢ (which have potentially significant cost implications), and di
mitigation cost or the methodology for calculation that led without a National Policy on noise mitigation, which ha
proponent to this conclusion. implications.

R203 The proposed mitigation measures stated under Section 4 of 4 June | Dimitri Table €0 of tb EIA Report identifies the noise mitigation mes
Specialist Study, as well as the additional measures in this cq 2015 Georgeades | be implemented and those to be investigated by Airports
recommended as conditional to the final approval of the EIA appl (CoQ) South Africa. Reasoensther than financialvhy certain mitigat

measures will not or cannot be implemented have also been

R204 The CoCT requests that Airports Company South Africa includ{ 4 June Dimitri A Joint Statement of Intent, agreed between Airports Coimj
Term Noise Monitoring Plan specified in the Statement of Intent i| 2015 Georgeades | Africa, the Aviation Industry, and the CoCT has been adoy

(CoCT) proposes amongst other things the development of a Long
Mitigation Plan. This requires that the National Department g
as the competent authority, facilitateevblepthent of relev
policies in consultation with Airports Company South Africa, |
the CoCT.

The need for Airports Company South Africa to encourage /1
realisation of the Joint Statement of Intent has been inclu
EMP.

R205 The Noise Specialist has used the INM for evaluating aircraft n| 4 June Dimitri Please refer to Tabl06of the EIA Report which identifies
The Noise Specialist Study st|2015 Georgeades | (noise) mitigation measures to be implemented and thg
was found to be of 6high sig (CoCT) investigated by Airports Company South Africa. Those
discussion with the 9doBpecialist, it was stated that if the full ¢ measures included in the noise modelling have been highli
usage of the present runway is compared to the full capacity u implementation otiyhtion Scenario B as discussed above sh
proposed newaégnment, with the stated mitigation, an improvem improvement in the noise impact. This is also assessed in
noise impact should result. This is, howéwudt,tdiffrove at this stg Analysis Study (AppeAdikthe Socieconomic Specialist Study)
Thus, effective mitigation will be essential in limiting noise im
option for effective mitigation must be explored, implemented, m
managed.

R206 We object that no mention is made in your online documentitg] 25 May Andre du The Memorandum of Agreement between Airports Comp
contents of a Memorandum of Understanding between the | 2015 Plessis Africa and CoCT is unrelated to this project, and appli
Airports Company South Africa that will ultimately have a detrin (Edgemead development of the land to the west of SyWayordefined as {
on larger society affecting thousands upon thousands of Resident) Symphony Way Development Corridor, which is benefig
residents nor the contents or discussiothevipublic about the J communities of Freedom Farm, Blikkiesdorp and Malawi Can
Statement of Intent regulating mitigation of noise impact (short { The Joint Statement of Intent between Airports Company S
that will be very high as per your online report, as already reach Industry Stakeholders and the CoCT saeksawledge and con
Airports Company of South Africa and the CoCT. This remainsng as partners to a process of addressing noise in the short, n
and the DEA to take note of that. long term. It is premature to commit to some of the noise|

R207 | object that | do not read anywhere in the Draft EIA Report,| 25 May | Andre du measures (which have potentially significant cost implicaf
as Environmental Specialists, have requested and incly 2015 Plessis difficult to do witheuNational Policy on noise mitigation, wh
Memorandum of Understanding and Joint Statement of Intent be (Edgemead national implications.
and Airports Company South Africa for saditeomanent or to mg Resident) During Phase 1 (5 years), Airports Company South Africa w
public in your public meetings in May 2015. This is another re monitor actual operations to confirm noise impacts and the
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brought to the attention of the DEA. mitigation measures. A long term NoigatidvitiPlan will
implemented in Phase 2.
The noise mitigation measures to be implemented by Airport
South Africa should Environmental Authorisation be receive
to be investigated further are provided inZtabfetée EIA Report
Groundwater and Surface Water (Stormwater) Impacts
S1. | Has stormwater astdrmwater attenuation on site been considered 25 Unknown Airports Company South Africa have appointed RHDHV t
November| (Comment stormwater management system for the airport, taking into cq
2013 made at the | thelong term development proposal as anticipated in the Airj
Authorities Plan. Key concerns associated with stormwaffeardrattenuati
Meeting ) include that limited ponding will be allowed on site (since sta|
S2. | It is important to consider the quality of stormwater flowing off | 25 Janet attracts b|rqls, Wh'(.:h in turn poses yarigiteb glrcraﬁ) anq there
the engineers should come up with creative ideas to manage sto| November| Bodenstein |F €strictions regarding disc
2013 (CoCT) system.
Stormwater infrastructure and discharge requirements
managing water quality) will be considered by the project en
hae been described in more detail in the EIA Report.

S3. | Is the mject team aware of a study undertaken by VelaVKE fq 25 John Marthezg RHDHYV, the Project Engineers, will contact VelaVKE (now
attenuation dams along Symphony Way? November| (CoCT) SMEC) to obtain a copy of this report. Thitakélh beto account

2013 the detailed design of the stormwater system for the current
project.

S4. | The impact on the vacant land to the east of the airport my 25 Janet The specialist studies consider the impacts of the entire proj
understood including the impact of bulk earthworks on the § November| Bodenstein including the area to the east. The potential impacts on the
groundater. 2013 (CoCT) groundwater are noted and have been assessed in traoky)|

Specialist Study (Appendix 6E). The ToR for input on gn
impacts was included in Section 7.7.10 of the Scoping Repor

S5. | From comments made by the engineer at the scoping meeting 12 Dimitri Stormwater monitoring to address water quality has been prg
that significant work has already been dodeess atbriwater issuey December| Georgeades | the EMP.

From what can be determined from the draft Scoping Report, g 2013 (CoCT)
issues have been addressed (i.e. means to drain water from the

as possible in order to discourage birds). There is no indicatio

quaity will be addressed in any way. As thevstarne r dr a i

rivers and vleis, every effort must be made to ensure that pollutg

not become worse as a result of this project, and that any op

improve water quality igslaed and implemented. Downstream i

must be addressed.

S6. | It is noted that a Water Use Licence Authorisation (WULA) tinef 12/13 Dimitri The DWS has been registered as an IAP and a key cdg
National Water Act No. 36 of 1998 may be required for thg December| Georgeades | authority. A meeting was held withrDl&Suary 2014 to discusy
development. The draft Scoping Report states that a WULA will | 2013 (CoCTand Water Use Authorisation process. DWS indicated that applig
to the Department of Water Affairs at a later stage. The [ Lorette should only be submitted once all information is avail
recommends that the WULA applicatieasprans concurrently with Osbourne necessary information was only available on completion
EIA application to avoid unnecessary time delays. (DEA&DP) specialist studies. Water Use Authorisation application form

been submitted to DWS with the release of the EIA Repor
review.

S7. | Section 3.6.9 of the draft Scoping Report states that the s{ 13 Loetta Osborn{ The preliminary Drainage Design Report is included as App
management system for the airport takes into consideratisate December| (DEA&DP) the EIA Report. Stormwater monitoring to address managen
management requirements for the ultimate development of tf 2013 the guantity and quality obfufrom the site has been incorpg
presented in the Cape Town International Airport master planni into the EMP.

Please ensure that the Storm Water Management Plan be incl
EIA Report.

S8. | The Aquit Ecology Specialist Study must assess the groundwat] 13 Raynita The groundwater impacts will not lessedsin the Freshwg
on the affected communities as the water table tends to be morg December| Robertson Ecology Specialist Study but rather in the Hydrogeology Spe
winter. 2013 (Department o] (Appendix 6E). Stormwater infrastructure and seasonal

Human requirements will be carefully considered in the engineering

Settlements) | ensure that no surrdngdcommunities are affected by raised
levels. The system includes retention ponds for the short tern
water during peak flow periods.

S9. | DWA [now DWS] does not object to the proposed activity from ( 17 January Bukelwa The requirements of DWS are noted. A Water Use Au
subject to the following tiongi 2014 Mtandana application has been stibthito DWS for activities reql

f  No pollution of surface water or ground water resources (Department o] authorisation associated with the loss of wetlands dus
due to the proposed development. Water and earthworks in the area to the east of the existing airport boy
1 No abstraction of surface water or ground water may 1 Sanitation) necessary |nformat|on has been submitted to DWS in this ap
without prior authorisation from this Department, unle their cosideration. Stormwater management measures hz
Schedule 1 use or aisting Lawful Use. incorporated into the EMP.
1 Any development within 500m from the boundary of ar
requires authorisation, a
before the proposed activity may commence.
1 A storm water management plan must be in place.
1 All relevant g#ans and regulations of the National Watel
of 1998 regarding water use must be adhered to.
S10.| DWA [now DWS] requires: 10 March | Bikelwa Noted. The Water Use Authorisation application has been s
1. A WULA in terms of Section 21 (c) and (i) for the infil] 2014 Mtandana DWS with the release of the EIA Report for public rey
wetlands on the property. (Department o] application included a draft wetland offset study, proposi
2. Mitigation offsets for the loss of the wetlandsropeting g5 Water and ofet options. Based on subsequent discussions with DWS,
result of the proposed development. Sanitation) offset report has been revised and the final wetland offset re
3. An update of property ownership. 2016) has been submitted to DWS.
4. The following WULA forms must be completed and for
the Department as part of the application:
1 DW?758 or DW756;
1 Dwoo0i;
T DWwoo0z;
1 DW768;
1 DW?768; and
1 Dw78Ll.
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S11, It is noted that storm water quality management will be addre| 1 August | Dimitri The impact of the development on stormwater has been
impactdue to the increase inaffifrom the airport site and large sq 2014 Georgeades | baed on the input provided by the freshwater ecology spe
proposed earthworks east of the airport runway to provide for fill (CoCT) groundwater specialist. Please refer to Section 6.5 and Se

the EIA Report.

S12.| The Draft EIA Report has shown that the impact on CoCT bulk| 4 June Dimitri It is Airports Company Sout
services is mostly concesdran roads and storm water. The imj 2015 Georgeades | thus the rehabilitation) of wetlands on site as far as possible
storm water should be managed on site as far as possible, an (CoCT) attract birds, posing a safety risk to aircraft.
with an approach to rehabilitate wetlands and biodiversity that
the development project.

Aquatic Ecology Impacts and Specialist Study

T1. | The ToR foaquatic ecology are comprehensive. Reference ni 30 May Janet The specialist has been informed of this information w
however, be made to the CoCT2013;25 | Bodenstein considered in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study (Ap
includes information on wetlands. There is, however, no mentio June 2013| (CoCT The scope of the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study does
of any kind of hydrological/stormwater/draihage &ty consideratio hydrological / stormwater/ drainage or groussueseihese ha
the impacts on the underlying aquifer/groundwater. This omiss been taken into consideration by Project Engineers RHDHYV|
addressed. Reference may be made to the CoCT SDP for SSI) in the Preliminary Drainage Design Report and will be
(Baseline and Technical Reports). The link to the Technical Re separately in the EIA Report.

Tygerberg Miect is Potential impacts on groundwater have been assess

http://www.capetown.gov.za/en/sdf/Pages/LatestNewWwhaspaselin Hydrogeolodspecialist Study (Appendix 6E). The ToR for inp

report will have to be obtained directly from the CoCT. groundwater specialist is included in Section 7.7.10 of th
Report.

T2. | The ToR for the aquatic specialist study are supported. Add 17 Rhett Smart | A stormwater management plan has not yet beenatvefted;the
should include: December| (CapeNature) | Preliminary Drainage Design Report which has informed the
f The stormwater management pradsinform the aquatic sped 2013 des?gn of the stormwater drajngge system fpr the airport was

study (and the initial stormwater management plan shou aval!abl_e to the aquatic specialist to determln_e whether this h

informed by the findings of the aquatic specialist study). implications for the assessment ofsrpajuatic ecology.
Recommendations of the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Stug
inform the design of the final stormwater management systen
airport.

1 The bulk earthworks on site are likely to affect the drainage The effects of bulk earthwork on drainage patterns as well as
site significaythnd this should be assessed in the aquatic S groundwater quality and levels have been assessed in the El
study. (see Sections 6.5 and 6.6)

1 The potential impacts (watalitguand quantity) on the va The potential impact on the various catchments into which st
catchments into which stormwater drains needs to be drains was considered in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist §
Although the natural drainage systems have been highly all (Appendix 6F).
are important wetlands linked to the catchments e.g. K
floodplain, Zeekoevlei.

T3. | Section 6.2 (page 114) of the draft Scoping Report under th 12 Dimitri As indicated in Section 4.1.8 of the EIA Report, the freshwa
Aquatic Ecology, arrives at amalifigd and premature judge| December| Georgeades | baseline was based on information provided by the shig
statement that the wetland on the airport site is degraded b 2013 (CoCT) information was supplemented by information gathered du
conservation value. This statement should not be made so ¢ assessment undertaken in winter.
before it can be arrived at through a specialist research study. The aquatic ecology specialists (SAS) have confirmed that {
Numerous Duner&tdveld natural and seamiral wetlands oc of the wetland features within the study area are in a s
throughout the site. The wetlands occurring adjacent to the exi degraded odition and the Present Ecological State and E
infrastructure are indicated as Critical Ecological Support Areg Importance and Sensitivity of the features is considered low
Ecological Support Area wetlands and are desceaheitlydsansform two wetland features, one occurring within the south easter
due to infilling, storm water discharge, alien infestation and fr the site and one located within the centre of tlecsitesidered
through road construction. Wetlands occurring within the e be in an improved Present Ecological State and are conside
northern portions of the site are less transformed and are cl an increased Ecological Importance and Sensitivity. The reh
Category 2 Crifi&iodiversity Area wetlands but are threatened by these features may result in testablishment of indigenous
alien vegetation. species and it is therefdeemed likely that the future state

features can be further improved. These features are dig
further detail in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study (Apy

The study area within which the proposed runway and { 17 Rhett Smart | This error (Kuils River as an NFEPA)nexded in the Final Sco

infastructure are situated does contain areas classified g December| (CapeNature) | Report.

Biodiversity Area 2 (Restorable Irreplaceable Sites) and Oth 2013 The scope of the EIA includes bulk earthworks and speci

Vegetation. This is stated in the Scoping Report. assessed potential impacts in their fields of study related to

The Scoping Report does however incorrectly state that tei&nid activities on the land to the east of the airport.

a National Freshwater Priority Area (NFEPA). Several sections

River floodplain are classified as an NFEPA. There are also seve

identified on site, as listed in the Scoping Report.

It is evident that the project propiisaiclude a significant amou

earthworks, which will increase the disturbance footprint signif

needs to be adequately assessed in the specialist studies.

T4. | Aquatic Ecology Impakctss of CBA Category 2 wetlands. 1 August | Dimitri The freshwater ecology specialist identified and characterig

T5. | A studv foh 4 ACSA Precinct 3 devel lud 2014 Georgeades | features that_ may be affected by the proposed project. Thg

' study € propose .recmct evelopment concluds (CoCT) also determined wetland function, RESand Recommeng
wetlands on site are found to be: Ecological Category of the identified features. The potential
fiédune slack wetlands <charagd the development on the affected wetland features were asse
importance, because, although fairly limited in extent, it is in specialist. See the Freshwater Specialist Study as Appendi
natural statend may support a range of threatened fauna, fron EIA Report.

zooplankton communities endemic to the Cape Flats. It is alsg

broader area of high botanical importance, and thus forms

component of the natural landscape. As such itporayasignge

animals that use wetlands transiently or for specific life stages

(e.g. insect breeding). o

This conclusion corroborates the Biodiversity Network and its ca|

wetlands in the south eastern corner as CBA category 2.

T6. | Maximise the use of natural vegetation in dealing with the exceg 15 July Laurine Platzky The ecology spdisarecommended that water bodies that are
wetlands should be nurtured wherever possible, particular| 2014 (Department o] attract avifaunal species to the site should be removed to
unsuitable for human habitation. the Premier) | mortalities (and due to the safety risk that birds pose to ai

specialist has further recommended the use of indigeteitics|
wherever possible, but that habitat creation for faunal specie
avoided to mitigate the loss of faunal species from colli
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construction and operational vehicles and aircraft.

T7. | There have been suggestions of an offsetfetlahds on site. Sha 6 August | Rhett Smart | The loss of wetlands is unavoidable given that they are locs
this be considered, it must be clearly demonstrated that the 2014 (CapeNature) | in line with the runway, creating an unacceptable bird strik
hierarchy has been followed before the offset was considered therefore will be dite affected.
minimise, mitigate and only then offset the residual impact), and Various mitigation measures that could eliminate the need fq
prowncial and national offset guidelines must be used. offset were identified by the specialists, including the rehab

recreation of wetlands on site with the mitigation hierar
followed in the iderdtfan of mitigation solutions. These mit
measures were considered by Airports Company South Afrig
due to safety concerns associated with the potential for W
attract birds to the area (increasing the risk of bird strikes)
concerns raised by the Airp
accessibility to the airfield, Airports Company South Af
confirmed that they are not able to implement these mitigatio
and an offsite wetland offset would tteagiived.

DWA recommended that Airports Company South Africa er
appropriate wetland offset or stewardship program in order
the impact and loss of wetland resources, since other
mechanisms higher up in the mitigatioohlieage unlikely to
viable (i.e. with the bulk earthworks and future developm
eastern portion of the site, the loss of these wetlands is un
The process of identifying suitable wetland offsets was und
the freshwater ecolapecialists (SAS) in consultation with the
Cape Town, CapeNature and DWS and various offset op
presented to DWS for consideration. Following feedback fr
final wetland offset report (dated March 2016) was submitteqg
Apri 2016.

T8. | An additional specialist study has been included in the Plan of S| 6 August | Rhett Smart | Please refer to Appendix 6E and Section 6.5 of the EIA Regj
namely a hydrogeological specialist study. While not in itsell 2014 (CapeNature) | with groundwater impacts. The freshwater ecologists have
biodiversirelated issue, the geohydrology impacts on surfa that the findings of this study have informed the freshwat
hydrology, which imtimpacts on freshwater ecology. The additiof assessment (the groundwater assessment findings informed
is therefore welcomed and the outcomes must be used to assessments as well as the conclusions draadditiom th
freshwater ecological study. groundwater assessment informed the impact assessment as

recommended mitigation measures finally developed.

T9. | It is noted that all wetland features to the east of the existing ru 25 May Melanse Noted, the mitigation measures identified in the Freshwater
the site will be lost through bulkweskis and construction rel 2015 Schippers Assessment Report are included in Tlablaldle-3 and Table4
activities. Two wetlands (south- eastern and central wetlands) ar (DEA&DP) of the EMP.
to be of ecological significance. The recommendations as cont
Freshwater Ecological Assessment Report (dated March 2015 a
by Scientific Aquatic Services) to compensate for the unavoidabl
wetland habitat and to prevent erosion and sedimentation of th
located to the west of the existing runway must be implemented
in the EMP.

T10.| I am concerned about the wetlands. 7 May Mike TheEIA Report acknowledges the loss of wetlands and assg

2015 Hoffmeester, | impact. This is however unavoidable and various options fo
(Ward 24) offset have been identified in consultation with the O
CapeNature. These were presented to DWS for considevatioj
feedback from DWS a final wetland offset report (dated M
was submitted to DWS in April 2016, who will take a decis
most suitable offset option when taking a decision on the ap

the Water Use Licence (required theddsg of wetlands).

T11.| The freshwater ecological assessment and a terrestrial | 26 May Rhett Smart | The area isharacterised by a high groundwater table with
assessment have provided a sufficient inventory, description and 2015 (CapeNature) | presence determined by the position of calcrete lenses in the
information of the wetlands and biota occurring on the site, h landscape. Should the elevation of the area be decreas
studies have nadequately considered and assessed all of the a earthworks, additional standing water may occur in loesgitms
impacts of all the aspects of the proposed development, particul ground level is lowered below the current groundwater tabl
of the larger study area. water will be catered for in the stormwater management syste
It is stated that the fixed vertical level profile for the earthworks result in an increase in stormwater leaving the project footpr
been determed, however, this will impact on the future surface have an impact on downstremturés.The impact of increas
surface hydrology and therefore also potentially on the biodiversi stormwater runoff from the airport was included in the
area which is proposed for sourcing of fill material will be assessment reportmpact 4: Impacts on freshwater features
elevation, which is likely to result iexplosure of a high numbe outside of the project footfirive impact assessment is conside
wetlands, due to the relatively high groundwater table. It is stated the freshwateecologists to be an accurate assessment
be catered for within the stormwater management system at downstream affects given the consideration of the cro
which will consist of channels, pipes and culverts, detention information from the hydrogeologists, ecologists and the
subsurface drains. It is stated that the detention ponds will development plans
through the subsurface drains, in some cases using pumps, in
the amount of standing water which would create suitable habita|
fauna and flora, in partidvitals which would then result in a hazar
operations of the airport. The result of these interventions
significantly increased level of stormwaitfrfraom the property of
airport.

T12.| A geohydrological specialist study has also been undapaieartur The groundwater assessment focussed on groundwater chalr
recommended that this should be used to inform the freshwat within the context of the propusgect as well as the impacts (
study, however this has not occurred. The gecohydrological spe project on groundwater levels and groundwatéritogialityot focu
has assessed the potential impacts as a result of the propos on water usage as stated in the comment.
however, the focus fisveater usage, not ecological impact (which The specialist has confirmed that to estimate the groundwat
have been included in the freshwater ecological assessment). due to alien vegetation cigaamumerical model will need {
CapeNatureds freshwater e csorfacs established with relatively accurate inputs and various
connection of the wetlands on site, and therefore the h modelled.The scope of this study did not require that a n
functionality may have been underestimated. An additional imp model be establishdthe qualitative assessment by the grour
been identified is the elevation of the groundwater level from th¢ specialist wasatithe elevation of the new runway would ensur
the dense alien invasive plant infestation. The geohydrologic: flooding does not occur due to high winter groundwater levels
study has concluded tha foject engineer must consult W The project engineers have confirmed that it is not possible t
geohydrologist regarding the proposed elevations. This should the final ground levels after cut and fill operationags, thiscst th
within the EIA Phase of this project. exact volumes of suitable material available in the area &
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existing airport boundaries is unknown. The volumes of cut
thus not yet be accurately determined.

Both the groundwater specialists as well as the frestiogitd
have confirmed that the findings of their specialist assessm
not be affected by the final ground levels and that this inforn
considered essential. The freshwater ecologist has further
that the findings of the gneatel study have been taken
consideration in assessing the impacts on freshwater ecology

T13.| A key mitigation that has been listed is the implementation of a w 26 May Rhett Smart | Various mitigation measures that could eliminate the netahfd
to compensate for all of the wetlands which will be lost. It is apes 2015 (CapeNature) | offset were identified by the specialists in line with the
wetland offset will be dealt with through the water use license hierarchy, including the rehabilitation and recreation of wetla|
process as authorised by DWS. Wetlands are important both in { as well as the revegetation of disturbed areas with Cape
function of providing ecosystem services as well as their Strandveld, rather than grassespddiese mitigation measures
importance and therefore shaldd be considered in termg considered by ACSA, however due to safety concerns assq
environmental processes. the potential for wetlands to attract birds to the area (increag
CapeNature has been engaged by DWS regarding the wet of bird strikes) as well a
process, and have requested to continue being a key stakehd Rescuedepartment in terms of accessibility to the airfield,
process. It should also be noted that the areas whiath teoreatrie Company South Africa have confirmed that they are ng
biodiversity were directly adjacent to the two least degraded w implement these mitigation measures and a wetlang
therefore this should be factored in to the offset calculation. conservation offset would thus be required while no wetland

offset is deemed necessary.

Impacts on terrestrial biodiversity have further been addreg
terrestrial ecological assessment report, in which the spe
confirmed that an offset is not required for terrestrial biodivers

T14.| Another ingptant factor to consider in terms of the offset is the co| 26 May Rhett Smart | Stormwater will decant to the west of the airport into existing
increase in ruff from the property and the impact that this will hg 2015 (CapeNature) | attenuation ponds, and then ultimately into the Lotus Rive
hydrology of the greater Capei Rlegsend points of the stormwater stormvater will discharge to the Kuils River as a result of this |
Zeekoevlei and the KuilerRivoth of ecological importance. Whi
agreed that the stormwater catchments are already highly imp4
quality, hydrology and ecology) this should not be worsened a
should be made to improve the current situation. Wtite getaide
of the stormwater management system to Zeekoevlei via the
canal, there is no detail provided of the stormwater manageme
the east that ends up in the Kuils River. The significant increas#f
from the site alild form an additional and separate component of
study.

T15.| Is the DWS the competent authority for the wetland offset? 12 May Rhett Smart | The wetland offset study was called for by DWS in terms o

2015 (CapeNature) | Use Licence Autisation process. Initial discussions have be
with DWS, CoCT and CapeNature to identify potentially sui
options (including offset g
continue to be involved as a commenting authority.

T16.| The methadbgy used in the fresh water ecological specialist | 4 June Dimitri Freshwater ecology specialists, SAS confirmed that they e
assessing the Strandveld seasonal dune slack wetlands ¢ 2015 Georgeades | the methods used are the most recent /up to date/ industr
inappropriate. More information in respect of the biodiversity (CoCT) methods. Consideration was also afforded to diffecult ditesd
contained in the attached technical review of tlesféRialist reports caseb wetl ands as Applfcdtionead th

Department of Water Affairs and Forestry wetland delineatio
soils of the Western Cdjw commenting authority did not pro
indication of the reasons why thedsatised by the specialist
considered inappropriate or what they would deem more
methods.

T17.| The site supports Strandveld seasonal dune slack wetlands, | 4 June Dimitri Noted. This information is inclodgection 4.1.8 of the EIA Re

been impacted by alien acacia invasion. The wetlands in the q 2015 Georgeades | The Water Use Licence Application has been submitted to t
footpint area are depicted on the Biodiversity Network as CBA2 \ (CoCT) required by the National Water Act.
in more disturbed areas of the current airport as Critical Ecolog
Area or Other Ecological Support Area wetlands.
All wetland features located east of the existingirruimeagrojeq
footprint will be infilled and lost as a result of the proposed deve
will require a Water Use Licence in terms of the National Water
of 1998).

T18.| An accurate delineation of the wetlands was not possible oV 4 June Dimitri Noted. This information is included in Section 4.1.8 of the EIA
invaded state of the site. The consultadttbasassessment on | 2015 Georgeades
Prioritization of City Wetlands Map (2009) which is continuously (CoCT)
incorporated into the Biodiversity Network. The wetlands were
be Western Strandveld Depressional Wetlands, considered Endg
No evidenasf connected surface flow was encountered. Howeve
for suksurface flow and connectivity among wetlands was noted
impermeable rock feature located 50cm below the soil surface.

The consultants considered the wetlands to be inralgitnaifisBorme
Present Ecological State. Only the south eastern and central wg
calculated to have an Ecological Importance and Sensitivity
fimoderate sensitivityo, all o

T19.| The wetlands were assessed for wetland function, but there is n| 4 June Dimiti The methodology used for assessment of wetland function i

the methodology as to how the scores were calculated for each § 2015 Georgeades | in Appendix 6F (Freshwater Ecology Assessment). The ass
(CoCT) the ecosystem services supplied by the identified wetl
conducted according to the guidelneescribed by Koeteal

(2008).

T20.| The rehabilitation of transformed, brush cut and mowed d¢ 4 June Dimitri Noted. The specialist assessment has been amended in r
wetlands from their current state was not deemed feasib| 2015 Georgeades | this comment (see Sectiont8dyever, it is noted thdmstatemen
consultants. This is disputed, as these wetland communities, wh (CoCT) of the wetland PES is not compatible vitbhpbsed land use 8
of theoverall Strandveld vegetation type, are highly resilient, as therefore it was recommended that Airports Company South
adapted over millennia to sand and dune movements. These into an appropriate wetland offset or stewardship program
dynamics reconfigure the dune slack areas, and species res mitigate the impact and loss of wetland resources that will
quickly to the changes in hydrological aniderecolonize those ar since other mitigatrmachanisms higher up in the mitigation hi
presenting wetland conditions. In the study site area, removal are unlikely able to be pursued if the project proceeds.
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watefusing alien acacias would elevate the water table and g
sunlight to reach the ground. These conditions would stimulate
wetlangblant species from soil seed banks and dispersal and est
of smalleseeded species into the area. Similarly, halting of
combined with alien control would allow recovery of the we
communities, provided the hydrological somditiosupport wetld
vegetation.

T21.| The impact rating methodology provided by SRK resulted in a H 4 June Dimitri Noted.
significance rating for the loss of wetland habitat and ecotogic{ 2015 Georgeades
however the specialist argues that this should be decreased (CoCT)
negative significance due to the current level of transformation o
habitat. All other ratings were between Insignificant or Low negg
for impacts on frestevafeatures located outside of the project {
area, considered Medium negative or Low negative with mitigatiq

T22.| Only the two wetland features are considered worthy of mitigatio| 4 June Dimitri Noted. Airports Company South Afnias already started
eastern andentral wetlands. Because in situ restoration is not 2015 Georgeades | investigation for a suitable offset, by doing so they are att
within the proposed development, which will destroy all wetland (CoCT) implement best practiagoop in line with the mitigation hierarc
proposed that Airports Company South Africa enter into an act as responsibly as possible within the available frarfiesl
wetland offset or stewardship programmier ito enitigate the impact wetland offset report (dated March 2016) was submitted to [
loss of wetland resources. 2016.

Terrestrial Ecology Impacts and Specialist Study

Ul. | CapeNate supports the three biodiversity specialist studies prq 9 April Rhett Smart Noted. Please note that the outcomes of the avifauna stud
the EIA process. 2013 (CapeNature) | been reported on in a separate report, but rather incaigpoie

Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6G).

U2. | CapeNature takes note of the proposed specialist studies to be 17 Rhett Smart Potential impacts on avifauna were included in an integrate
as listed in the Plan of Study for EIA, of which the proposed December| (CapeNature) | Ecology Specialist Report (Appendix 6G).
Ecology Specialist Study and Aquatic Ecao@lisBistudy are | 2013
relevance to potential impacts on biodiversity. It is also not
additional study was listed in the Authority Focus Grouy
presentation, namely an Avifauna Specialist Study. This must b
whether this will bouched within the Terrestrial Ecology Specialis|

U3. | The ToR for the Terrestrial Ecologial&petudy are supported, incl| 17 Rhett Smart | The ToR for the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study were 3
focussing on the larger region and not only the study site. December| (CapeNature) | reflecthe suggested additional ToR.
additional ToR must include: 2013
1 The vegetation component of the study must include a detail A detailed field assessment was undertaken in spring (Augusg

to be undertaken in spring to identify potential threatened pla
1 The conservation value of the site must be evaluated in té The conseriian value of the site relative to surrounding natu
conservation value relative to the surrounding natural areas and current potential conservation areas and conservation ta
and potential conservation areas and conservation targe vegetation type occurring on site were considered in the
vegetation type occurring on site. assessment. This has been undertaken by the apdaiafisime
the drafting of the Scoping Report. This information is also f
and informed the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appen
1 The avifauna component of the study must assess the im The impact of the collision risk on birds has been asses
collision risk for birds. Irapotiird flight paths need to be dete Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study. However, the danger
and also how these intersect with the proposed aeroplane f pose to operations on the sigenetiincluded in the scope o
The study must assess both the danger that birds pose to of Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study, but Airports Company §
the site and the impact on bird populations on a regional is aware of this issue (at all of their aifigrta}s Company So
would also link to the Aquatic Ecology Specialist Study ir Africa has a comprehensive Bird & Wildlife Management Pla
wetland habitat. arports, which is regularly revised and updated in responst
hazards and their associated risks to airport operations.
The EIA Report includes a section (Section 3.8) deg
environmental factors affecting the design of the proasehlic
includes the danger birds pose to aircraft.
1 The Wildlife Management Plan currently in place must be re The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan is updated regularly: a
the potential changes that may occur need to be assessed. in risk will be assessedingorts Company South Afnidanitigatio
incorporated in the updated Bird & Wildlife Management Plar

U4. | The Avifauna Specialist Study must consider the risk posed by| 9 April Rhett Smart | The risk posed by avifauna to operations does not form a
operations, but also the impact of detexmenten to avert the risk o] 2013 (CapeNature) | scope of the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (includ
regional avifaunal populations. assessment),olvever this assessment investigated the im

avifauna flight paths. The risks which avifauna pose to oper,
airport are discussed in Section 3.8 of the EIA Report (En
Factors Influencing Project Design).

Airports Company Sodtitéhas developed and implemented §
at the airport. The WMP identifies wildlife hazards and their
risks to airport operations and outlines steps for m
documenting, and reporting potential wildlife hazards and wi
atthe airport.

U5. | The proposed project will be mainly located in natural vegets Noted, this was taken into consideration in the Terrestrig
highly degraded. According to the Biodiversity Network for the C Specialist Study (Appendix 6G).
proportion of this vegetatio
However, the b eastern section consists of a Critical Biodiver
(CBA). Although the vegetation on site is degraded, due to the ¢
high levels of threat on the False Baypsutf Endangered Cape |
Dune Strandveld occurring on site, evergtiaeled areas are
conservation importance. The botanical specialist must therefq
the regional context of the site in terms of conservation, ang
should be made to strategic conservation planning for the Metrd
area. The ghment of the runway must take into consideration
and recommendations of the specialists.

U6. | The site falls within the Cape Flats Dune Streghtatibn type. T| 12 Dimitri Noted. The terrestrial ecology specialists undertook a field 4
vegetation type is listed in the National List of Threatened| December| Georgeades | of the entire area to be affected by constrtivties as well as {
Ecosystems as Endangered, and is endemic to Cape Town, n] 2013 (CoCT) surrounding zone of influence in spring (August 2013) to ide
national conservation targets must be met within City boung types, conservation importance and ecological state.
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proposed developmenotgdrint is described as highly disturbe The specialist determined the ecological importance and s
degraded due to sand excavation, frequent fires, construction, the project area and recommeprdeticable mitigation measur
alien plant infestation, livestock grazing and other anthropogen avoid and/or minimise/reduce impacts and enhance benefits,
Despite these impacts, vegetation remnants of bigaificatice ms The occurrence of degraded remnants as well as CBAs wit
still occur and strandveld is relatively resilient andgegeir seite th were considered as part of the Terrestrial Ecology Speci
degrading influences are halted. The Biodiversity Network (BioN (Appendix 6G).
the site containing areas classified as CBA2. Although thesg
consideredegraded primarily due to invasive alien plant infesta
habitat that is required towards minimum national conservation t
restorable.
The development footprint falls within CBAs (wetlands and
vegetation). The implicatiohthe loss of these areas are likely
significant and this needs to be assessed and mitigated. It is re
that a winter or spring botanical assessment be conducted
accurately reflect the botanical significance of the site.tf®inGiBA
wetlands need to be assessed by a suitably qualified fresh water

U7. | Under @rrestrial Vegetation (in the draft Scoping Report) it is stats The rescue and relocation of bulb species as well as indiges
fihese areas are severely degraded which has contributed gr¢ occurring within the subject property is a recommendati
siteds rapid infestation by a Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6G).
of the indigenous vegetatidnésliy t o remain. 0
If this is properly confirmed from a specialist study, it would be ¢
if there are any bulbs or species that could be rescued and re
suitable area.

U8. | It is evident that a relatively small proportion of the study a| 9 April Rhett Smart Noted, this was taken into consideration in various specia
required for the runway, however, the managemeatrainder of th 2013 (CapeNature) | concerned with impacts on biodiversity. For the putEotepad
site must also be considered in terms of the impact on biodiversi Assessment it was assumed that the entire site will be distur}

U9. | How are moles currently managed and how will they be manj 6 August | Toinette van d{ A mole barrier has been installed aneupedrimeter of Cape T
proposed project area? 2013 Merwe (DEA) | International Airport which has reduced mole activity in the vi

runways and taxiways. It is likely that a similar mole bary
installed around the new Airport perimeter. The impact of thq
fauna (icluding moles) was assessed in the EIA by the speg
Section 6.7 of the EIA Report).

U10.| Eight mammalian species have been listed in the Cape Flats ar¢ 12 Dimitri These mammalian species were identified by the specid

the airport site; however none are listed as of conservation concqg December| Georgeades | desktop studies. Additional species were identified during
208 (CoCT) assessment by the specialist. All species identified includ
conservation concern weeeorded in the Terrestrial Ec

Specialist Study (Appendix 6G).

U11, 52 reptilian species have been listed in the Cape Flats area, i 12 Dimitri This was recorded in Section 4.1.11.2 of the Scoping Report
airport site. One spedi@snprophis fusqirellovbellied House Snake| December | Georgeades
listed as Near Threatened. 2013 (CoCT)

U12,| 13 amphibian species have been listed in the Cape Flats area, i 12 Dimitri The impact on all fauna species was assessed by the spec
airport site. Of these, one spadiesybatrachella cape(idisro frog), | December| Georgeades | and presented in the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study
listed as a Critically Endangered, one spémegus gil{Cape| 2013 (CoCT) 6G).

Platanna), is listed as Endangered and two Bpeciesps gibbos The specialist has, however rroedfithat no threatened ampH
(Cape Rain Frog) @atosternum capefSape Caco) are listed as | species were identified at the time of the assessment and nd
Threatened. amphibian species are likely to occur within the study area d
The large number of wetlandishendune environment present to th of suitable habitat and due to the temporary nature of wetla
of the airport may therefore provide the habitat to support these within the study area.

loss of open field habitat will reduce foraging ground availabl

vertebrate species, and therefore this will haveeacurgalivive effe

on biodiversity.

Ul3/Many bird species could occur 12 Dimitri Noted. The specialist (SAS) identified and recorded all avifal
proximity to wetlands and stormwater detention ponds which { December| Georgeades | that could potentially occur on site as well as those specie]
numbers of birds, particularly-badjed and is important for comr 2013 (CoCT) during the field assessment.
breeding

Ul4.| Terrestrial Ecology Impacts:dfdS8BAs, nationally endangered veg( 1 August | Dimitri The ecological impacts, as identified by the CoCT, have bee
and habitats. 2014 Georgeades | by the specialist in the Freshwater Ecology Specialist Stu
Avifauna Impacts: Potential impact on avifauna owing to strik (CoCT) Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study. Please refer to Sectig
with aircraft. Section 6.7 of the EIA Report and ttialispeeports attached
Vertebrate fauna Impacts: Loss of terrestrial habitat and breeding Appendix 6F and 6G.

U15. According to the 2012 Biodiversity Network, some of the vegetat The state, condition and conservation potential of the veget
classified as iAot her Natur al east of the airport has beensasdeby the terrestrial eco
comprises Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) requeet ratiomg specialist in a regional and local context. Refer to Section 4
biodiversity targets (south eastern section). The vegetation EIA Report.
described as degraded, owing to heavy infestation of inve The rehabilitation of disturbed remnant areas may resuk
vegetation. It should, however, be noted that although the site establishment of indigenous floral species and it is therefo
percentage of invasive aloser, Strandveld is a vegetation type an likely that the future state and EIS of the features can
to restoration once the invasive alien vegetation is cleared. M improved. However, rehabilitated areas will be isolated and
Townds [l owland nature reser\y by highly transformed and developed areas and the main
invasive alien plants, but have been successfully restbotanidd these areas will be impractical. Furthermore,alfilitatien ¢
consultant must consider the restoration potential of the CBAs i disturbed remnants is not deemed possib|e as the entire proj
current condition when considering mitigation requirements. will be disturbed and later developed. This impact is reflecte

U16. It is necessary to clarify whether the larger future developrite Report.
impacts on critical biodiversity areas (suggest different colours i All vegetation located to the east of the existing runwg
current proposed versus future extended development footprints permanently remdvieom the project footprint or disturbed du
part of this application). Construction Phase and the area covered by the project foot
Pg. 32: fdAl mmediately eas?}pordno maintained as a grass lawn during the operational phase.
derelict land, heavily infested with alien vegetation. Small sand
isolated patches of indigenous vegetation on the dune ridges ang
degraded wetl ands also occur
Not enough recognition is given to therhaghto nationally Endang
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld vegetation, particularly the FatgpeB
for which even degraded areas have conservation importance.
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Ul7, It is requested that within the Terms of Reference, the biodiversi
cansider both local and regional biodiversity conservation prio
assessment. The terrestrial ecology (botanical) assessment sh
both current habitat condition and restoration potential in ord
potential mitigation options iGaiviersity impacts and loss. The
national, provincial and local biodiversity plans and tools should
in assessing the site.

U18. | would like to state that | am totally against any form of interfere 1 August | Rose Marie The specialist has made recommendations for the manage
natural habitat aroundatngort, and would like to know what you f| 2014 Coetzee impacts othe terrestrial and freshwater ecology on the land t
to do about it. Do you envisage moving plants and replanting (Private) of the airport. These mitigation measures include the re
suitable area? relocation of indigenous and protected fauna and flora

encountered during the Construction Phase to suitablelimg
outside of the project footprint boundary.

U19, The effect on flora and fauna should not be an issue dictating § 1 August | Martin Harris | Due to the large development footprint and the propd
this magnitude. 2014 (Private) earthworks the vacant area to the east of the airport, the dev

will negatively impact on the remaining patches of Cape |
Strandveld vegetation in the dune system as well as on the
avifauna in the area. A Terrestrial Ecology SpecialadSal
Freshwater Ecology Specialist Study have assessed the
impacts on the ecology of the area. These impacts (along \
will need to be weighed up against the benefits of the
development by the relevant authorities, ia thdisjpon on whetl
or not the project is granted Environmental Authorisation.

U20. Birds pose a significant hazard to the safe operation of aircraft| 18 May Albert The safety threat posed by birds is noted. The specialist fag
are required by local and international legislation to implement r 2015 Froneman that disturbed areas be rehabilitated making use of grass sp
plans that effa@tly address this risk. Although the reports compilg (Specialist will not specifically attract birds to the area. Although rehabi
note and discuss the bird hazard management aspect, it is he| Environmental| Cape Flats Dune Strandveld was considered, Airports Com
that further consideration should be given to the following aspect & Ornithologici Africa has indicated that switchargt@wa new landscape spe
f Rehabilitation plamevegetation of the proje¢pfiod and how tk Consultant) raises potential safety concerns in terms of access and visibi

will affect future aviation safety risk profiles as a result of bi Company South Africa however intends commissioning a t
on the airfield. determine whether this vegetation type can be used on s
o Choice of vegetation for rehabilitationcipenational areas posing safetisks. However, this will not be completed in time
earmarked for future development. the EIA process.
0 Methods ofstablishing vegetatiorthe airfield.
1 Management of bird and wildlife hazards during the constru
of the project.

U21.| The report suggests that short growing indigenous grass specig 18 May Albert Although rehabilitation with Cape Blate Strandveld w
used to revegetate areas of open ground. This is not an ideal 5 2015 Froneman considered, Airports Company South Africa has indicated th
explained below. (Specialist over to a new landscape species raises potential safety ¢
The aort is located within the Cape Flats Dune Strandveld vegg Environmental| terms of access and visibility. Airports Company South Afri
which, according to the National List of Threatened Terrestrial & Ornithologic{ intends commissioningeastudy to determine whether this veg

(2011), is endangered within the region. The report further sta
False Bay form of Cape Flats Drarad®eld in which the project fog
falls, is rapidly approaching critically endangered status.

Most of the bird safety hazards and bird strike occurrences reco
at Cape Town International Airport have been with bird speq
associted with grasslands. In order to minimise the available
habitat on the future expanded airfield, it would therefore make |
to consider establishing other short growing vegetation types ¢
nonoperational areas and areasaratarked for future developmen
the future secondary runway footprint area). It is therefore sug
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld be considered as a substitute for
areas mentioned above. It may however be necessary todoigs
composition of the vegetation to shorter growing variants in cert
consider trimming taller vegg
Stunted growth of fynbos type herbs could even also be conside
to runways and tege. Small shrubs would also require far I
infrequent mowing management which in turn will also reduce
expenses and risks as birds are frequently attracted to mowing a

Fynbos shrub vegetation already exists on the curtgmopipy b
establishment and spread is hampered by regular mowing and
more aggressive grass species. More mature stands of fynbos
are however already in existence and present on other Airport
South Africa airports.

The establishment of Cape Flats Dune Strandveld will also
towards the conservation of this endangered vegetation type al
considered as a positive contribution made by the runway
project towards biodiversity conservatioregiaheThe statements in
reports that floral diversity in the area would be permanently los
also be amended and the associated impacts revised. It may th
not be necessary to relocate plant species but rather retain tesh
as part of the revegetation process on the airport.

Fynbos vegetation will not attract the bird species currently posi
at Cape Town International Airport and is not likely to harbou
many species of potential concern to theesatieropf aircraft.

The methods used to establish vegetation on the airfield could
significant safety hazards. Hydro seeding is a relevant example
and has in the past led to a significant threat when large n
Speckled Piges were attracted to the hydro seeded areas adjac|
runway (i.e. 20122013 runway refurbishment project). Careful
and post establishment management in terms of trimming g
seeding must be in place if any hydro seeding basdméred.

Input from strandveld and fynbos vegetation specialists should b

order to achieve the quickest possible cover given the soil type

Consultant)

type can be used on site without posing safety risks. Howe
not be completed in time to inform the EIA process.

° Albert Froneman is currently a consultant to Airports Company South Africa.
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# | Issues / Comments Date Stakeholder | Response
and ultimate vegetation cover and structure required. Requiren
respect shallbe included in the design specifications of the co
projects and be managed and monitored closely by all relevant p

U22| Numerous activities associated with the construction phase of| 18 May Albert The EMP has been amended to include a requiremer
could Bso attract hazardous bird species to the area. Most notewq 2015 Froneman Contractor, ECO and airport wildlife control officer to rgmai
be temporary areas of standing water created during constructi (Specialist contact regarding potential hazards posed by wildlife ¢
and potential feeding areas created when initial vegetation cle Environmental| Construction Phase (see Section 3.3 of the EMP).
place (i.e. when topsoil is désturhd invertebrates are exposed). & Ornithologic
areas could rapidly attract large numbers of birds e.g. water birds Consultant)
standing water and other scavenging species when vegetation ¢
place. Birds could easily fly over or move over onstinpeaiefielq
Close liaison must therefore be established between the con
environmental control officer and the airport wildlife control staf
this ongoing process during the entire construction phase. Speci
to this amponent should be included in an updated EMP.

U23, In terms of the terrestrial ecological assessment, the only areas 26 May Rhett Smart | The identification of Babianapecies aBabiana stricteas base
not considered to be transformed were around thansisodestiribg 2015 (CapeNature) | on a species list obtained from members of CREW who w
above (it would appear that the transformed areas have been attendance at the site assessment undertaken in Auguszxl
soil disturbance although this has not described as such in confirmed with the use of a Bayesian key whighbliatedstricte
reports). There was a higher incidence of naturally occurring spe| the most likely species to occur in the area. However, the s
areas. This inckdlone Species of Conservation Concern Badniaely listed asBabianacf strictawithin the CREW generated specig
strictawhich is listed as Near Threatened. CapeNature is surpr There is therefore a possibilityhagtlant encountered may
occurrence of this species on site, as it is normally associated different species Bébianwhich could be confirmed during
clays (i.e. more typically in renosterveldri@atradndveld). rescue and relocation operations. However, regardless, all

Babianaare listed as protected under the Western Capeg
Conservation Laws AmentrAen (all species within the Irida
family are protected) and an attempt should therefore bg
rescue and relocate all individuals encountered.

U24,| In terms of impacts on fauna, CapeNature recommended that The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan has not been inclug
Wildlife Management Plaeviewed. It would have been preferreg document is not subject to the current stakeholder engagems
could have been provided as an attachment to the Draft EIA | The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan is one of many
primary concerns related to fauna is the risk they impose on the documents which Airports Company South Africa will amen
the airport and measures in place to address thigkely ithahlthe si to incorporate relevant conditions of authorisation, should thi
contains irreplaceable faunal habitat. authorised.

The Bird & Wildlife Management Plan is updated regularly, &
in risk will be assessediljyofts Company South Africa and mit
incorporated in the updated Bird & Wildlife Management Plar

U25. The references to occurrence within a quarter degree square is 1 The specialist has confirmed that atiornobtained from Q
assessment of potential faunal habitat on the site (e.g. thenif species lists was supplemented with information obtained
contain suitable habitat for Micro NMimgkatrachella capgnaisich is onsite assessment as well as information obtained from pre
Critically Endangered and listed in the report as occurring in studies in the area (Harrison 2007 and Rattevtain 2012). T
degree square, although the closest known locality is Western Leopard Toddmetophyrus pantherinusias nof
Racecourse; but the Western Ledparti Amietophyrus panthelin encountered within the project footprint at the time of the g
which is Endangered could potentially breed in larger wetlands t and was not indicated for the area in previous reports consid
site, although the closest known locality is Edith Stevens We Two avifaunal species of coné@lemaetus bellicos{Martia
(closer than Kenilworth Racecourse) and is not listed in the Eagle) anfalco pegginugPeregrine Falcon) are highlighted
ocairring in the quarter degree square (A. de Villiers pers. comn South African Bird Atlas Project 2 (SABAP2) apiéaigsmlist f¢
it is highly unlikely that Martial ERglesn@etus bellicgsumuld occy the QDS 3118DC. However, neither were encountered on
on the site (this could be verified by an ornithologist). the site assessment and neither were listed within

assessmenta the area (Harrison, 2007 and Patbrstat, 2012
In the Terrestrial Ecology Specialist Study (Appendix 6H) it ig
that frhe diet dfolemaetus bellicofsirtial Eagle) is not likely
maintained by the limited abundance chlarresent within
project footprint and the project footprint is not likely to prov,
nesting habitat for this siy
AAlthough the project footp
form a pa of theFalco peregrinu®eregrine Falcon) diet,
transformed habitat provided by the project footprint is n
suitable to support the breeding as well as foraging hab
specieso. The probabil i tligjonstis
therefore considered to be low.

U26.| The primary species of concern would be flying species (birds a See response to commid above regarding the Bird & W
the proposed impacts are likely to be similar to the current impag Management Plan.
that this information would have been includediidlifie Managem The strike hisyopresenteth the Bird & Wildlife Management
Plan and would have been useful to reference. It is stated that (Patterseabrolat, 201®)r raptors (which is presumed to incly
which have the highest aircraft strike rates are common specie protected speci€ircus ranivory@frican Mar¢tarrier)) and f
SparrowRasser melanuypsiadeda IbiBdstrychia hagedpash shoulg waterfowl (which is presumed to include the pRekstadu
be confirntewhether there are any Bird Species of Conservatiof onocrotalugGreat White Pelican)) is listed as low. Given
that are impacted by collisions (there are two confirmed for the s alignment of the runway by only 11.5 degrees, the impag
interest to CapeNature is to review the deterrent measures paths of aircraft on avifaunal species are not expected
implemented for fauna and compliance wittingenequiremen significantly from the existing situation.

Therefore CapeNature requests that the Wildlife Manageme
included as an appendix in the Final EIA Report or submitted to U

U227, We are conoeed about the fauna in the area (snakes) go| 14 May Attendees of | One of the essential mitigation measures listed for the ¢

communities close to the airport because of the development. 2015 Delft Public phase of the developniethat thorough walk through of the p

Open Day footprint must be undertaken prior to vegetation clearing and
species encountered during the walk through must be re
relocated to suitable habitat falling outside of the projeq
boundary. Rescue and relocation of faunal species will i
rescue and relocation of snakes, which should prevent the
into surrounding communities.

U28. The specialist studies did not adequately assess the receiving { 4 June Dimitri The assessment was undertaken by a suitably qualifieg
and the impacdf development. The ecological impact has bee| 2015 Georgeades | ecologists who provided an opinion on the impacts associat
valued. As such, insufficient mitigation for biodiversity loss is pr (CoCT) proposed development. Extensive detitigation was not provi
CoCT cannot support the findings of the ecological impact asse as mitigation options are limited and hence the need for
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technical review of the specialist studiesekplairrors and omissior offsets being investigated.
more detail.

U29., The vegetation assessment needs to reflect the impact on the lo¢ 4 June Dimitri Noted. The specialist has considered these comments and th
endangered False Bay Cape Flats Dune Strasfdweltdch largi 2015 Georgeades | assessment has been ameimdeponse.
restorable areas remain on site. The specialist agrees that the (CoCT)
type is restorable and not replaceable. In most cases where rem
type of vegetation are found in this condition, the habitat valu
reported adigh. Yet the assessment of impact is rated as |
Vegetation Index Score (VIS) methodology of assessment u
appropriate for the vegetation type. It is accepted that large area
due to mass earthworks, but the value of thiabitst must K
represented accurately as a potentially restorable and valuablg
type, if managed correctly.

U30., There were also errors in the flora and fauna studies that fuf 4 June Dimitri Noted. The specialist hasidered these comments and the sp
impact on the habitat value and assessment of the development | 2015 Georgeades | assessment has been amended in response and these chg
The specialists use the assun (CoCT) also been reflected in Sections 4.1.9 and 6.7 of the EIA Repq
initiative in thewtbeast of Cape Town metropolitan area is justifig
sacrificing the restorable and valuable biodiversity on this site.
that the site will be developed, but the conservation initiative beir|
is unfunded, the smaller remrdyt wide are not secured/manage
the national target of 24% for the affected vegetation type is th
applicable. The Draft EIA Report should reflect these facts correqg

U31,| Translocation proposals in the mitigation measures are not deen 4 June Dimitri The specialist agrees that rescue and relocation will not
or feaible. 2015 Georgeades | successful, however with proper planning prior to rescue an

(CoCT) the most favourable host site can be identified, which

estabihment of additional species in an area that has been d
the past. The specialist agrees that relocation into habitat t
been subjected to some form of disturbance will result in u
disturbance within that area. The specialést of the opinion 1
any form of rescue of indigenous individuals that will be p
lost from the construction footprint is worth investigation i
avoid a decrease in numbers of already declining spsités
relocation of indivals could potentially provide an option t
avoid concerns raised associated it odfocation.

U32.| It is accepted that this development project will need to take pli 4 June Dimitri Various mitigation measures were identified by the special
CoCT proposes that the specialists and environmental prastitiag 2015 Georgeades | with the mitigation hierarchy, including the rehabilitation ang
an EIA Report that addresses the aspects raised in the technig (CoCT) of wetlands aiite, as well as the revegetation of disturbed ai
the specialist studies and thessesses the impact based on ¢ Cape Flats Dune Strandveld, rather than grass specig
information. This should then lead to a proper mitigation strateg mitigation measures were considered by Airports Comp
involve ogite migjation and management of impact, or appropete Africa, however due to safety concerns associated with the

wetlands to attract birds to the area (increasing the risk of [
as wel |l as concerns raised

in terms of accessibility to the airfield, Airports Company S
have confirmed that they are notcabigplement these mitigg
measures and a wetland habitat conservation offset wou
required while no wetland functionality offset is deemed neceg

U33,| The comments on the Final Scoping Report, refer. Many of thh 4 June Dimitri The specialist istrie agreement with the opinion of the CoC]
relating to the physical impacts of this development remain, an|{ 2015 Georgeades | regard.
not to have been adequately addressed by the specialists. It is (CoCT) The Specia"st has confirmed that the assessment was ba
emphasize that the natural dune system is still in place and tH presentecological state of the vegetation on site. The projeg
diversity of habitats (dune ridges, slopesnanslatks) also are int is currently significantly degraded as a resyitadifénation of ali
except for small areas of Ievelling or |IlegaI sand removal. The afl and invasive species, brushcutting activities and dummiesemn
the site as densely invaded by alien acacias has biased the as state the vegetation cannot be considered representati
conservation value. Note that control of listed invader specig Vegetation type for the area. The impact calculated as a r¢
Acacia salignas occurs at this site) is a requirement by law. Th loss of this alien inéesvegetation was therefore calculated to |
management or inappropriate management (e.g. brush cuttin However, the impact as a result of the jiosendifilly restorabl
managers to controll inyasive specie§, should not _be conflat Cape Flats Dune Strandveld habitat would likely be highe
assessment of the site in terms of céinsewaue and impacts of associated with the loss of the currently degraded habitatttie
development. Doing so results in a seriongaluidgrof this and m vast majority of the project footprint. The impact on terresf
other natural areas across the Cape Floristic Region (CH has been reassessed by the specialist taking these com
biodiversity hotspot. The walaing of ecosystems and biodiversity| account.
resultsn a lack of adequate mitigation for development. Ongoing
is the major threat to biodiversity in the CFR and the cause o
threat status of its vegetation types and species.

U34.| The terrestrial ecology specialist concludes that the developmen 4 June Dimitri The specialist has confirmed that the assessment of this i
Low negative impaat terrestrial ecosystems, flora and fauna, wh 2015 Georgeades | based on theresentecological state of the vegetation on sit
mitigation, would result in a Very Low negative impact for florg (CoCT) project footprirst currently significantly degraded as a resul
These findings are presented with scant evidence and based on proliferation of alien and invasive species, brushcutting ac|
of understanding of the ecosystem conceritedarstrvation value dumping. In igresentstate the vegetation cannot be cons
misconstruing of the information. representative of the vegetation type for the area. Tdsddohgiag

as a result of the loss of this alien infested vegetation wa
calculated to be low.

However, the impact as a result of the pogsntifilly restorabl
Cape Flats Dune Strandveld habitat would likely be highe
associatedith the loss of the currently degraded habitat that
vast majority of the project footprint. The impact on terresi
has been reassessed by the specialist taking these com
account.

U35, The comments below refer to the areas rmmppddral remnant on| 4 June Dimitri The specialist assessment has been amended in respon
Biodiversity Netwaeddr to written comrh&ritich comprise about 44 2015 Georgeades | comment.
of the proposed development area. (CoCT)

The vegetation type is correctly identified as Cape Flats Dune
(CFDS) which is endemic to Cape Town argeEsttat a National le
However, the subtype is False Bay CFDS which is distinctive frq
Coast subtype and is locally Critically Endangered (<24% remai
many recent largeale developments in the Metro Southeast.
JONS/DALC 445354 _C and R Table_for Final EIR_July 2016_v2.docx July 2016








































































