
 

Comments and Responses Table 

E-Mail Correspondence Received 

Note: E-mails received solely for the purpose of registration as an I&AP are not included in the 

comments and responses table. Comments are presented as received with no changes in typing or 

related errors. Contact details are redacted for privacy reasons. 

Comments Response 

From: Dr J Kemper 

Date: 19 August 2025 

In particular, I am concerned about potential environmental 
impacts during the construction activities of both phases - 
especially if dredging and/or blasting is envisaged, and how 
associated noise (especially during blasting) could affect birds 
nesting on the two harbour islands (Penguin and Seal islands). 
Dredging harbour muds which probably contain elevated levels 
of heavy metals (and possibly of chemicals like anti-fouling 
agents etc), are likely to affect the mariculture ventures nearby, 
as well as the natural benthic biota associated with the shoreline 
and the two islands. This, in turn, could affect organisms that 
feed on these, including other invertebrates, but also higher 
trophic levels such as waders and oystercatchers. Other potential 
pollution sources, especially during construction activities, 
could include plastic/rubbish, oil, cement (and possibly others) 
that may affect both mariculture and the natural environment 
downstream. 
I assume that you will have a specialist assessing the risk that 
any pollutants that may be released during the 
construction/reclamation phases may pose, and also trust that 
there are practical mitigation measures that can be applied to 
minimise the risk to mariculture and to the natural environment, 
including the two harbour islands. I hope that there is already a 
long-term baseline study in place that monitors pollution levels 
in the existing port, including from manganese and lead loading 
activities that you could draw on, as well as any baseline studies 
on heavy metal accumulation in shellfish in the port area 
(compared to "control" areas outside the port area).  

No blasting will be conducted for 
this project. Dredging will be 
conducted in line with the existing 
EIA and EMP for dredging in the 
Port of Lüderitz. This includes real-
time monitoring for increased 
turbidity and pausing of dredging 
activities if suspension of sediments 
exceeds set limits. Long term 
baselines on water and sediment 
contamination levels are not 
available, but with previous 
dredging exercises, baselines were 
determined as presented in 
section 9.6. Dredging of these 
seabed sediments in the form of 
periodic maintenance dredging have 
been ongoing in this area of the port 
for as long as the port existed to date, 
on a 5 to 10 year cycle and has been 
occurring without any issues and in 
harmony with the existing 
mariculture industry. 

From: Lazarus Kairabeb (Nama Traditional Leaders Association) 

Date: 26 August 2025 

Nama Traditional Leaders Association, herewith put to record 
that we are an interested party having historical ties with not 
only the park but Shark Island itself and all areas where mass 
graves are identified through archaeological site discovery. 

Please contact Mabos Ortman. 

Noted 

From: Manfred Anderson 

Date: 01 September 2025 

Thanks for your reply and prospective registration as an I&AP. 

I will study the in attached bids received and will soon file some 
input as I&AP. 

Looking forward to some positive intervention in these 
worthwhile projects. 

Noted 

From: Fritz A Katjiruru (Ovaherero Traditional Authority) 

Date: 02 October 2025 

Your email is well received and forwarded to the relevant 

office for a reply. 
Noted 
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From: Lenishwa Engelbrecht 

Date: 02 October 2025 

Thank you for your invitation to NHC to participate in the public 
consultation process for the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Study for the Port of Lüderitz / Robert Harbour Expansion, 
scheduled for 3 October in Lüderitz. 

Unfortunately, due to a high volume of pre-scheduled and 
prioritized commitments during this period, and with our limited 
capacity, NHC will not be able to attend the meeting. Please 
accept my sincere apologies for the delayed response.  

We remain interested in the project and its outcomes, and we 
would appreciate receiving any materials (minutes, reports, 
presentations) that emerge from the consultation process. 
Should there be another opportunity for engagement at a later 
date, please do not hesitate to invite us. 

Thank you for your understanding. 

Noted 

From: Daniel T Frederick (Manfred Anderson in Copy) 

Date: 25 September 2025 

I wish to register as an interested and affected member of the 
community in //Kharas Region.  

Kindly afford me the opportunity to be part of this meeting.  

Trust that you would not panelize me for late registration. I live 
in Keetmanshoop and would make the efforts to travel and 
attend.  

Thank you for your mail and I will 
definitely register you for the 
project. You are also more than 
welcome at the meeting. 

Looking forward to seeing you there. 

From: Manfred Anderson (Daniel T Frederick in Copy) 

Date: 06 October 2025 

Kindly let me know the date of the meeting and when 
submissions will be closing. 

The meetings were unfortunately 
already finalized last week and over 
the weekend. You are however still 
welcome to send 
comments/questions. I would like to 
finalise the report by latest next 
week. 

From: Daniel T Frederick (Manfred Anderson in Copy) 

Date: 06 October 2025 

This is very much unfortunate as I regarded the meeting as a 
platform for engagement on issues that are seriously overlooked 
and in our opinion excluding those who matter and also being 
denied to be heard.  

I definitely am definitely disappointed. 

It was my impression from your 
original email, included in the below 
email trail, that you are aware of the 
meeting details and the 
misunderstanding is very 
unfortunate. I can however 
guarantee you that we are not 
excluding anyone or denying anyone 
to be heard. That is why I have 
specifically notified, among others, 
the !Aman TA, the NTLA and the 
OTA of the environmental 
assessment process and the meeting 
details. Once I have finalized the 
minutes of the meetings, I will 
circulate it to all registered 
interested and affected parties. You 
are then welcome to submit to me, 
any other aspects that you feel were 
not addressed, and I can promise you 
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that we will take it into consideration 
and engage with you further, should 
there be a need. All reports produced 
during the assessment process will 
also be shared for your review and 
comment. 

I trust that we can still engage in a 
fruitful manner to hear and address 
your comments and concerns. 

From: Daniel T Frederick (Manfred Anderson in Copy) 

Date: 07 October 2025 

Thank you for your concideration and encouraging. I surely 
would be happy to receive the minutes.  

I will definitely have input or comments.  

Noted 
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From: Nama Traditional Leaders Association 

Received via E-Mail: 26 January 2026 

Comment Response 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

(EIA) FOR THE PROPOSED PHASE 1 LAND 

RECLAMATION AND PORT EXPANSION AT 

LÜDERITZ - FORMAL OBJECTION BY THE 

NAMA TRADITIONAL LEADERS 

ASSOCIATION  

We write in response to the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) for the proposed Phase 1 land 

reclamation and port expansion in Lüderitz, and 

further to previous submissions made by the Nama 

Traditional Leaders Association (NTLA).  

This letter formally reiterates and substantiates, in 
greater detail, the NTLA’s unequivocal position: the 

proposed port expansion must not proceed in the 

vicinity of Shark Island and its surrounding waters.  

Despite the scale, permanence, and extreme 

sensitivity of the proposed development, the EIA fails 

to engage with the project’s most fundamental and 

non-mitigable impact: Shark Island and its 

surrounding waters as a site of genocide, mass burial, 

and enduring cultural, spiritual, and environmental 

heritage for the Nama people. The EIA treats Shark 

Island as a technical constraint rather than as a living 
landscape of ancestral harm, remembrance, and 

obligation.  

This failure constitutes a violation of the collective 

rights of the Nama people as Indigenous peoples, 

including their right to self-determination and their 

right to freely decide how sites of ceremonial, 

historical, and spiritual significance, particularly a 

former genocidal concentration camp are protected, 

managed, and commemorated.  

The opening section of the letter is noted and is 

addressed as part of the comments provided for items 

1 to 7 below. 

1. Fundamental flaws in the underwater 

archaeological assessment  

The underwater archaeological assessment is 

conceptually, methodologically, and ethically 
deficient. Its central premise that the absence or non-

confirmation of discrete, identifiable human remains 

would mitigate heritage concerns is fundamentally 

flawed.  

Historical, archival, and oral evidence is unequivocal: 

large numbers of Nama and Ovaherero people who 

perished at Shark Island were thrown into the sea or 

walked into the water in desperation to escape the 

conditions of the concentration camp. The 

surrounding waters are therefore not adjacent to 

heritage; they are themselves a burial site and mass 
grave. 

The EIA acknowledges high turbidity, strong 

currents, and severe seabed disturbance, yet 

paradoxically relies on these very conditions to justify 

a narrow and inconclusive archaeological survey. 

The underwater archaeological assessment was 

conducted by a very competent and impartial, 

international maritime archaeology specialist. The 

statement “Its [the underwater archaeological 
assessment] central premise that the absence or non-

confirmation of discrete, identifiable human remains 

would mitigate heritage concerns is fundamentally 

flawed,” is a false conclusion drawn from the report.  

The report clearly state:  

ñDiver searches of magnetic anomalies and the Shark 

Island shoreline revealed no significant 

archaeological material, but poor visibility and silt 

cover may have obscured buried objects. 

It is unlikely that human remains will be found off 

Shark Island due to the high-energy marine 
environment, the presence of predators and 

scavengers, and the absence of rapid burial in 

anaerobic conditions. Despite this, the rocky areas 

near the shoreline—particularly the bay adjacent to 

where prisoners were held—may contain buried 
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These conditions are not neutral environmental 

variables; they are precisely why it is irrelevant 

whether skeletal remains remain recoverable in an 

identifiable form.  

Over more than a century of turbulence, erosion, and 

industrial intervention, the bodies of genocide victims 

have become materially incorporated into the marine 

environment. Sediment, seabed, and water cannot be 

separated from human remains; they are materially 

and spiritually entangled.  

Any assessment framework that recognises 

“evidence” only in the form of recoverable remains 

fundamentally misunderstands genocide, burial 

practices, and heritage. Such logic would render many 

sites of mass death globally unprotectable. The waters 

surrounding Shark Island must therefore be 

recognised as a continuous heritage and memorial 

landscape, not as an empty or degraded zone available 

for industrial sacrifice.  

The archaeological assessment was, by the 

archaeologist’s own admission, inconclusive due to 

the limitations of the technology deployed during the 

diving exercise, as confirmed in a meeting with the 

NTLA immediately thereafter. The assertion that no 

remains were found and that a 20-metre buffer zone 

therefore suffices constitutes a denial of historical fact 

and a profound disrespect to the victims. This is 

particularly egregious in light of the documented 

removal of ancestral remains by German authorities 

for racist experimentation in European institutions. 

Continued reference to a “lack of evidence” in this 

context amounts to a form of genocide denial. 

artefacts related to the colonial-era concentration 

camp or earlier human occupation. 

Further terrestrial development on Shark Island is not 

recommended due to the risk of disturbing 

unexcavated archaeological sites. 

Based on the locations of known terrestrial sites 

(Kinahan & Kinahan 2024) and areas where 

prisoners were held (Forensis and Forensic 

Architecture 2024), a marine buffer zone (Figure 68) 

is recommended around the northern end of the 

island. This would help preserve any artefacts 

embedded in sediment and protect the underwater 

extension of the concentration camp landscape.” 

In response to the comment by NTLA, the maritime 

archaeology specialist edited the concluding summary 

of her report and issued a clarification note as 

presented at the end of this table. 

The statement is made that “Sediment, seabed, and 

water cannot be separated from human remains; they 

are materially and spiritually entangled.” No 

suggestion, recommendation or accepted standard is 

however provided on what the cut-off is for the area 

to be protected. The water and sediment at Shark 

Island today, will be further north on the Namibian 

coastline in a few days. Based on the premise that 

victims are materially incorporated into the marine 

environment (i.e. sediment, seabed, and water), no 

development should thus take place further north of 

Lüderitz, or in any area along the coast of Namibia and 

western Africa. The 20 m buffer is not denial, but is 

the actual recognition of historical fact. Denial would 

have been no buffer zone at all.  

2. Existing land use, cumulative erasure, and 

disregard of prior research  

The EIA fails to engage meaningfully with extensive, 

publicly available research produced by Forensic 

Architecture and Forensis, undertaken in direct 

collaboration with the NTLA and the Ovaherero 

Traditional Authority and previously shared with 

Namport.  

This research establishes conclusively that Shark 

Island functioned as a spatially complex land-sea 

system of incarceration, forced labour, exposure, and 

killing; that its rock formations, shorelines, winds, and 

surrounding waters are carriers of forensic and 

historical evidence; and that the sea served as a 

primary site of body disposal and therefore as a mass 

grave.  

The limited engagement by Namport and the absence 

of engagement by its consultants with this body of 

evidence underscores the narrow and technocratic 

scope of the EIA. Rather than constituting a good-

faith assessment of impacts, the EIA operates as a pro 

forma instrument aimed at rationalising an 

The environmental assessment does not fail to 

“acknowledge that Shark Island has already been 

subjected to extensive historical alteration through 

prior land reclamation and infrastructure 

development,” nor does it rely “on the islandôs current 

footprint as a baseline for impact assessment or fail to 

recognise cumulative and irreversible harm already 

inflicted.” 

Section 9.8 of the EIA begins with “Lüderitz has a 

rich history related to the discovery of diamonds, but 

also one of colonial trauma and genocidal legacy and 

further states Today, very little physical evidence of 

the tragic history of Shark Island remains. Some areas 

were backfilled and the area developed as a camping 

and recreational site.” The terrestrial archaeology 

also states “Six of the sites seems to be remains of the 

Shark Island concentration camp and appear to be the 

only visible physical remains of the concentration 

camp surviving the extensive landscaping of Shark 

Island.” 

The report by Forensic Architecture and Forensis was 

regarded and referenced 11 times in the terrestrial and 

marine archaeological assessments which form part of 
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infrastructure project irrespective of the severity or 

irreversibility of its harms.  

The EIA further fails to acknowledge that Shark 

Island has already been subjected to extensive 

historical alteration through prior land reclamation 

and infrastructure development, including 

reclamation undertaken by Namport in the early 

1990s. Research by Forensic Architecture and 

Forensis demonstrates that the present-day size, 

shape, and surface of Shark Island do not reflect its 

form during the period of the concentration camp. 

Significant portions of the island were terraformed, 

infilled, reshaped, and physically connected to the 

mainland, resulting in the destruction or burial of 

material traces of incarceration and killing.  

Notably, this research confirms that existing port 

infrastructure occupies land that once formed part of 

the concentration camp landscape, contradicting the 

EIA’s implicit treatment of Shark Island as a bounded 

heritage site external to port operations.  

Against this backdrop, the EIA’s reliance on the 

island’s current footprint as a baseline for impact 

assessment is fundamentally flawed. By failing to 

recognise cumulative and irreversible harm already 

inflicted, the EIA reproduces a logic of erasure rather 

than mitigation and undermines its credibility as a 

good-faith heritage assessment.  

the complete EIA. However, its focus is on the 

onshore environment and not offshore where the 

development takes place. The onshore environment is 

considered as stated above and the fact that a 

terrestrial archaeology assessment was commissioned 

is proof of that. The underwater archaeological study 

specifically reference Forensis and Forensic 

Architecture’s report in a section titled “Zones 

Associated with Human Activity During the 

Concentration Camp Period.ò Both specialist reports 

extensively referenced “Forensis and Forensic 

Architecture, 2024”. 

Given the consideration of the importance of Shark 

Island and its surrounds, among others, the following 

are recommended in the assessment:  

1. That no construction or access to the onshore 

environment of Shark Island take place. 

2. That a 20 m buffer, as recommended by the 

specialist maritime archaeologist, be 

maintained as indicated in Figure 11-1. 

3. Namport, together with the various 

authorities (NHC, LTC, etc.) must work 

together to protect what remains of Shark 

Island as a heritage site and implement 

measures to recognise its past and inform the 

public and tourists likewise. 

The terrestrial archaeology assessment further 

recommended “that the National Heritage Council of 

Namibia should consider proclamation of Shark 

Island as a National Monument in view of its 

historical and cultural significance.” This is however 

not incorporated into the EMP as this is not an action 

that can be taken by the Proponent, but is supported 

by the Proponent. 

3. Sonic and visual impacts  

The EIA’s treatment of noise impacts is inadequate 

and technocratic. Noise is assessed exclusively 

through decibel thresholds and residential 

disturbance, without recognition of sound as a 

cultural, spiritual, and heritage dimension.  

Shark Island is a place of mourning, prayer, and 

ceremonial practice, where Nama descendants gather, 

often before sunrise, to commune with their ancestors. 

The proposed expansion would introduce continuous 

industrial noise from dredging, pile-driving, vessel 

traffic, and port operations into a landscape that 

requires solemnity and quiet. These impacts are not 

mitigable.  

Historically, sound formed part of the regime of terror 

imposed at Shark Island. Superimposing industrial 

noise on this landscape constitutes further desecration.  

Visual impacts are equally significant. Continued 

development obstructs sightlines between Shark 

Island and Lüderitz town, integral to remembrance 

and historical reckoning. Oral histories record public 

The noise assessment indicates that construction 

noise, which is temporary, will have a higher impact 

than operational noise. Both construction and 

operational noise (excessive) producing activities can 

be scheduled to daytime hours in order to respect 

“mourning, prayer, and ceremonial practice, where 

Nama descendants gather, often before sunrise, to 

commune with their ancestors”. Visual impacts can 

also be reduced by implementing the measures 

proposed by the visual impact specialist. 

It is the consultants’ believe that amicable 

compromise is possible. While the NTLA objects to 

any development near Shark Island, the !Aman 

Traditional Authority and many of the !Aman 

community and local Lüderitz population support the 

development (!Aman Petition and L and Appendix G), 

since the //Kharas Region and Lüderitz have high 

unemployment and poverty levels. The NTLA has 

made a number of objections against development. 

These objections are not disregarded, but nowhere 

does the NTLA indicate the members of the various 

traditional authorities that supports their views as an 
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executions carried out in full view of the town, 

refuting claims of ignorance regarding the genocide.  

Nama rituals such as //Goa #Nobos, conducted at 

sunrise facing east, rely on unobstructed relationships 

between sea, horizon, wind, and sound. Industrial port 

infrastructure within this field constitutes a direct 

violation of Nama spiritual practices. 

association. Neither has any input or communication 

been received from the OTA, who the NTLA and 

Forensis and Forensic Architecture include in their 

communication as having the same views as 

themselves. 

4. Failure to recognise intangible, spiritual, and 

relational heritage  

The EIA’s heritage framework is incompatible with 

Indigenous understandings of land, sea, and memory. 

Shark Island is a relational landscape constituted 

through visual, sonic, atmospheric, spiritual, and 

historical relationships extending well beyond its 

present footprint.  

The proposed 20-metre buffer zone is conceptually 

meaningless and fails to protect this continuity. The 

expansion would permanently sever these 

relationships and represent the culmination of decades 

of erasure. 

In a previous letter received from Forensis and 

Forensic Architecture, certain demands were made. 

These are presented here with comments to the 

demands in brackets: 

“NTLA, OTA, FA and Forensis strongly object to the 

planned construction activity. We demand:” 

“1. An immediate and permanent moratorium on all 

construction whether on top of or in direct vicinity of 

Shark Island.” ((The boundaries of direct vicinity is 

vague and clearly left open for own interpretation. 

Furthermore, no construction activities have 

occurred on or next to Shark Island, save for 

projects within the existing commercial harbour.)  

“2. A holistic, non-invasive, archaeological study of 

the entire area of Shark Island and its vicinity, 

including the surrounding seabed, which constitutes a 

burial place for many victims of the genocide.” (These 

have been commissioned and are included in the 

environmental assessment. International experts 

with extensive experience in their respective fields 

have been used.) 

“3. Preservation of Shark Island as a Heritage Site in 

the true meaning of the term, as well as related burial 

places.” (This is a recommendation of the 

environmental assessment.) 

“The undersigned parties request that the following 

concrete demands be met:” 

“4. The development of an alternative plan for the 

Phase 2 expansion of the Lüderitz Port, as required 

under the Environmental Management Act and 

informed by the outcomes of the environmental 

impact assessment, to be shared with the above 

parties.” (Alternatives have been considered and 

are presented in section 7. Based on this alternative 

assessment, two options were designated as no-go 

alternatives due to their impact on Shark Island. 

Even the current location for development which is 

one of the alternatives in Figure 7-1, was changed 

to be completely offshore instead of the original 

onshore component, in order to limit impacts on 

Shark Island. The environmental assessment 

states: “some options like Option 2 and 3 in Figure 

7 1 are not considered feasible due to the impact it 

will have on Shark Island, a site of National Heritage 

Importance. Similarly, Option 1 as presented in 

Figure 7 1, is also no longer feasible due to the 
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proposed extent of onshore development 

encroaching on Shark Island.)” 

“5. NTLA and OTA to be included in all forthcoming 

consultation processes pertaining to this development, 

in line with international human rights law protecting 

the rights of indigenous and tribal peoples.” (The 

NTLA and OTA have been included in all public 

participation notifications since the commissioning 

of the project specific environmental assessment in 

early 2025. They have been allowed the 

opportunity to provide information, concerns and 

input and to attend a meeting specifically arranged 

to meet with them, the National Heritage Council, 

the Regional Council, the Town Council and 

Namport). 

“6. The full and up to date report on the environmental 

and cultural impacts of the project be sent to the signed 

parties.” (The reports were shared on 17 December 

2026 and review and commenting on the reports 

were allowed until 26 January 2026.) 

“7. A representative of Namport to attend an event 

organised by NTLA and OTA in April 2024 in 

Lüderitz – details will be provided in an invitation to 

follow.” (Namport attended the meeting.) 

5. Absence of Free, Prior, and Informed Consent 

(FPIC)  

The Nama people have never given Free, Prior, and 

Informed Consent to this development, as required 

under the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and the Namibian 

Constitution.  

Consultation occurred only after key project decisions 

had already been taken and cannot be characterised as 

consent. Treating the NTLA as merely an “interested 

and affected party” mischaracterises its status as an 

Indigenous rights-holding authority and as the 

representative body of descendants of genocide 

victims 

The environmental assessment was conducted in 

terms of the Environmental Management Act of 2007 

and its Regulations of 2012. The term “Interested and 

Affected Party” is the standard term defined and used 

in the Act and Regulations to refer to all consulted 

parties. Furthermore, the environmental impact 

assessment process is the tool used to engage with all 

interested and affected parties regarding a listed 

activity that requires assessment. The term interested 

and affected party does thus not undermine any party, 

whether it be an indigenous peoples or a minister in 

the public sector. 

We are not aware of any key decisions that have been 

taken or any approvals that have been obtained for the 

proposed development. Disclosure of information 

about risks and impacts, which is the role of the 

environmental assessment process, is required prior 

to, and in order to obtain, FPIC. The environmental 

assessment is thus a tool used to inform and engage 

with interested and affected parties, including 

indigenous people, and to assess a specific project, 

plan or programme. To do this assessment, you will 

then of course need some information regarding what 

is planned for the project. This does not mean these 

plans are final and approved.  

6. The EIA failed to address the Socio-economic 

and Cultural rights  

The EIA is non-exhaustive in that it fails to address 

the undisclosed 2011 feasibility study and a previous 

rejection by the Heritage Council. It further neglects 

The feasibility study is not an undisclosed study. It is 

unfortunate that the NTLA, save for a legal 

representative, did not attend the meeting specifically 

arranged to engage with the traditional, regional and 

local authorities in Lüderitz, regarding the proposed 

development. The feasibility study’s alternatives were 

addressed at this meeting and in many previous 

Page 422 of 517

Geo Pollution Technologies (Pty) LtdPhase 1 Port of Lüderitz Expansion - EIA/EMP - Feb 2026



 

Comment Response 

to rationalise its findings in light of the structural 

designs proposed for the port expansion.  

Despite the evident adverse environmental impacts, 

the EIA fails to engage with the economic, social, and 

cultural rights of the communities represented by the 

NTLA. These rights are integral to human dignity and 

include, inter alia, compensation for surface rights and 

meaningful engagement regarding contractual 

benefits, set-asides, or alternative compensation 

mechanisms. 

Furthermore, the EIA is impermissibly divisive in that 

it fails to acknowledge, or actively suppresses, the 

NTLA’s jurisdiction over ancestral land in the 

//Kharas Region, arising from customary law and 

long-established Indigenous governance systems.  

The uncompensated loss of these rights includes:  

6.1 The //Kharas Region, including Shark Island and 

its subsoil; and 

6.2 The territorial sea adjacent to the coast, including 

its seabed, subsoil, associated resources, and the 

airspace above its land and territorial sea. 

studies. The alternative locations of the feasibility 

study are also incorporated into this report (Figure 

7-1). Furthermore, no application by the Proponent 

was made with the Heritage Council for consent for 

the project. Their previous rejection was thus 

premature and of no-relevance. They have not 

received all documentation and studies to fairly 

evaluate the project and reach an objective conclusion. 

The EIA does not fails to engage with the economic, 

social, and cultural rights of the communities 

represented by the NTLA.  

Compensation for surface rights and meaningful 

engagement regarding contractual benefits, set-asides, 

or alternative compensation mechanisms are 

mentioned. The area earmarked for development is 

within offshore waters that have been placed under 

jurisdiction of Namport for decades. The statement 

that compensation for surface rights and meaningful 

engagement regarding contractual benefits, set-asides, 

or alternative compensation mechanisms are required 

for this particular development (even for the “airspace 

above”), infers that for each and every development 

within the //Kharas Region, whether it be 

development of a shopping centre in Keetmanshoop, 

or a residential house in Lüderitz, compensation for 

surface rights and meaningful engagement regarding 

contractual benefits, set-asides, or alternative 

compensation mechanisms are required. 

At no point does the EIA fail to acknowledge 

Traditional Authorities. It does however not recognise 

the NTLA as having jurisdiction over ancestral land 

since the NTLA is an association and not the 

Traditional Authority. Furthermore, the !Aman 

Traditional Authority, is the custodian of the Lüderitz 

area. This has also been confirmed by the 

representative of the NTLA to the public meetings in 

Lüderitz. The !Aman have been engaged with and 

have attended the public meetings in Lüderitz. 

7. Clear position and demand  

The NTLA reiterates its position that the proposed 

Lüderitz port expansion constitutes an existential 

threat to Shark Island as a site of genocide 

remembrance.  

The NTLA formally demands that Namport halt the 

proposed expansion and cease all related reclamation, 

dredging, and construction activities in and around 

Shark Island and its surrounding waters.  

Alternatively, the NTLA calls upon Namport to 

pursue accommodation and common ground through 

good-faith, substantive engagement on compensation 

for surface rights and related compensatory and 

reparative measures, including meaningful and 

enforceable contractual set-asides for communities 

under the auspices of the NTLA. 

The clear position and demand is noted and are 

addressed in the responses provided above. It is 

however again stated that the !Aman Traditional 

Authority, is the custodian of the Lüderitz area. This 

has also been confirmed by the representative of the 

NTLA to the public meetings in Lüderitz. To quote 

from the minutes of the meeting held on  03 October 

2026 as accepted by the attendees of the meeting as 

being an accurate representation of the meeting: 

Mr. Lucius Murorua, representing the NTLA, 

acknowledged that there is overall positive feedback 

from the community and that they embrace the 

project. He further stated that he was asked by the 

NTLA to observe the proceedings of the meetings and 

he is happy that the custodians of the land [the 

!Aman] are present and that they have a positive 

sentiment towards the project. He also reiterated the 

importance of the LTC to provide input on the 
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aesthetics when the designs are finalised in order to 

preserve the memory of Shark Island. He said society 

has to move forward, but communities must not be 

alienated. He said he is happy, he has seen the 

positive sentiment towards the project with his own 

eyes. He mentioned the !Aman is the custodians of 

the land and as such they are also the “owners” of 

Namport which is a national asset. He further noted 

that all aspects of the project must be harmonized in 

order move forward in a unified manner. 

It furthermore seems as if compensation will resolve 

the problems posed by the NTLA. This in itself is a 

major concern and places a question mark on the real 

objectives of the NTLA objections. 

Please find attached to this submission: 

Forensic Architecture Report 

Namport CEO Letter 

National Heritage Council Rejection Letter 

Failure to do so will compel the NTLA to pursue 

national and international legal, heritage, and human 

rights remedies. 

Attachments included in Appendix G. 
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Clarification from Maritime Archaeologist 

  

 

Privacy Block 
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Appendix G Other Correspondence and Documentation 
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Additional Communication and Correspondence Received in Relation to the Port 

Expansion Project  
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Petition in Favour of Port Expansion: 06 November 2025 
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Forensis and Forensic Architecture Report  
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NTLA Nomination to Declare Shark Island as World Heritage Site: 11 March 2025  
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Lüderitz Port Extension endangering sites  
of the 1904–1908 genocide 

               13 February 2024 

  

 

To whom it may concern,  

 

Re: urgent need for an immediate moratorium on all planned construction in the 
immediate vicinity of Shark Island, and archaeological study and preservation of 

Shark Island and related sites. 
 
We write in light of two years of research conducted with and for the Nama Traditional 

Leaders’ Association (NTLA) and the Ovaherero Traditional Authority (OTA). That 

research, conducted by Forensis and Forensic Architecture (FA), examined key sites of 

historical relevance to the 1904-08 genocide perpetrated by German colonial troops 

against the Nama and Ovaherero indigenous peoples. 
 

As part of this research, Forensis and FA have conducted archaeological analysis on Shark 

Island, the site of a concentration camp run by the German colonial administration 

between 1905-1908. During this period, Ovaherero and Nama prisoners were subjected 

to detention, brutal intimidation, forced labour, torture, sexual abuse and execution. As 
such, Shark Island is a place of utmost historical and cultural significance, not only for the 

descendant communities but for the Namibian society as a whole, and one that must be 

preserved in its entirety for generations to come.  

 
Shark Island and its surroundings are within the ancestral lands of the Nama people. As 

historical inhabitants and stewards of this land, the Nama people, represented by the 

NTLA, are entitled to exercise their right to free, prior and informed consent as defined in 

the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. As such, the Nama 

are entitled access to the full and up to date plans for all construction on this land and the 
relevant studies and reports for any of these projects. Thus far, NTLA has not been 

consulted. 

 
We hope that this letter paves the way for a relationship of transparency between 
Namport and the NTLA and OTA, and we hope to identify together a fair and just course 

of action regarding all infrastructural development planned on ancestral Nama land. No 

development should be taking place at the expense of the memory and dignity of the 

victims of the genocide. 
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Research Findings 
 

Our team has gathered new testimonies from descendants of genocide victims, archival 

materials, historical aerial imagery, contemporary drone footage, and colonial records.  

 

Our findings to date reveal the following: 
 

1- Present-day infrastructure, including tourist facilities, roads, residential 

development and port infrastructure have been built atop the former concentration 

camp, irreversibly compromising it as a place of historical significance.  
2- The proposed extension of Lüderitz port in Robert Harbour, poses an imminent 

risk of further desecrating the heritage site directly and indirectly, as well as 

disturbing burial places within the jurisdiction of Namport and adjacent waters. 

3- In collaboration with archaeologists, the team has identified and surveyed 

unmarked graves linked to the genocide perpetrated against the Ovaherero and 
Nama, located on the outskirts of Lüderitz. These burial places are within areas 

slated for development by Hyphen, whose activities related to green hydrogen 

production and export are among the main motivations for the port expansion. 

 
Impact of proposed construction plans  
 

Informed by the research findings, we believe an immediate moratorium is needed for 

the following reasons: 

 
1- Cultural impact  

 

The port expansion will interfere with the ability of the Nama and Ovaherero peoples to 

commemorate the site of the former concentration camp. It will do so by: 

a. Interfering with the ability for peaceful memorialisation on the Island due to high 
levels of noise and visual pollution. The port’s structure is likely to pose a heavy 

physical and visual presence on the Island immediately adjacent to where the 

former concentration camp was located, and where descendants commemorate 

their ancestors. 

b. Posing a high risk to damage the Island, its future memorial structures, and its 
burial places due to the handling of highly toxic and flammable materials. The 

descendants of Shark Island’s victims are unable to accept any amount of risk to 

the site or the burial places on and around the Island. 

c. Blocking the line of sight of the Island, particularly the sites of the former camps, 
from the town centre. Descendants of Shark Island prisoners testify that their 
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ancestors were executed on a high point of the island, adjacent to the lighthouse 

(see centre of map, Figure 1) - a brutal and intentional act of public humiliation and 

intimidation of the indigenous population. This line of sight is therefore central to 
the Heritage Site of Shark Island and as such must be preserved to retain the site’s 

historical and cultural value.  

 

We highlight Namport’s obligations towards the protection and conservation of 
heritage sites under the National Heritage Act. 

 
2- Destruction of potential underwater human remains & gravesites 

 

Written and oral testimonies speak to the likely presence of human remains in the waters 
around Shark Island extending beyond the mean low water mark. Many prisoners that 

were killed or died in the camp were never buried, but instead thrown into the waters now 

within Namport’s jurisdiction. Therefore, there is a credible and substantial risk that human 

remains lie within the bounds of the proposed expansion. 

  
The terraforming, quay wall construction and land reclamation (including the dredging of 

material from the seabed close to Shark Island), entailed by the present plans run a serious 

risk of disturbing human remains and burial places. These sites are protected under 

Namibia’s Burial Place Ordinance 27 of 1966.1 
 
 
Demands 

 
Based on the outlined concerns, NTLA, OTA, FA and Forensis strongly object to the 

planned construction activity. We demand: 

 
1. An immediate and permanent moratorium on all construction whether on top of or 

in direct vicinity of Shark Island. 

2. A holistic, non-invasive, archaeological study of the entire area of Shark Island and 

its vicinity, including the surrounding seabed, which constitutes a burial place for 

many victims of the genocide. 
3. Preservation of Shark Island as a Heritage Site in the true meaning of the term, as 

well as related burial places. 

 

 
1 Burial Place Ordinance Law 27 of 1966: 
https://www.lac.org.na/laws/annoSTAT/Burial%20Place%20Ordinance%2027%20of%201966.pdf 
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The undersigned parties request that the following concrete demands be met: 

 

4. The development of an alternative plan for the Phase 2 expansion of the Lüderitz 
Port, as required under the Environmental Management Act and informed by the 

outcomes of the environmental impact assessment, to be shared with the above 

parties. 

5. NTLA and OTA to be included in all forthcoming consultation processes pertaining 
to this development, in line with international human rights law protecting the 

rights of indigenous and tribal peoples. 

6. The full and up to date report on the environmental and cultural impacts of the 

project be sent to the signed parties. 

7. A representative of Namport to attend an event organised by NTLA and OTA in 
April 2024 in Lüderitz – details will be provided in an invitation to follow. 

 

 

NTLA, OTA, FA and Forensis have begun to inform stakeholders, decision makers and 

human rights organisations on national and international level regarding the planned 
construction and reserve the right to further intervene in this process. We have also shared 

our research findings with local and international media outlets and journalists. 
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Fig. 1 - Spatial analysis by Forensis/FA reveals how key sites of the concentration camp have been overbuilt and 

how the proposed port extension threatens to further disrupt and continue the erasure of traces.  
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Fig. 2 - Camp infrastructure visible on Shark Island in archival images retrieved from the Namibian Scientific 

Society, showing the view from the bay and part of Lüderitz towards Shark Island.  
 
 

 

 
Fig. 3- Using precise 3D models and plans released by Geo Pollution Ltd. of the Namport extension, the 700m 

extension with potential build-up infrastructure for storage and processing disturbs the line of sight onto the island.  
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Fig. 2 - Forensis/FA have confirmed known and identified new mass graves around Radford Bay that likely hold 
the human remains of executed prisoners from Shark Island concentration camp (marked as site 1,2 & 3). Many 
more sites are suspected in adjacency (marked in tainted red on the map) to these sites of which only a small 

sample was analysed by forensic archaeologists. 
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About Forensis and FA 
 
Forensic Architecture (FA) is a research agency, based at Goldsmiths, University of 
London since 2011. Forensis was founded in 2021 in Berlin by members of FA, as a not-

for-profit association (e.V.). The two agencies work for and in collaboration with individuals 

and communities affected by human rights violations, to support their demands for justice, 

reparations and accountability. 

 
Our investigations employ cutting-edge techniques in spatial and architectural analysis, 

open-source investigation, digital modelling, immersive technologies, as well as 

documentary research, interviews and academic collaboration. Our findings have been 

presented in national and international courtrooms, truth commissions, parliamentary 

inquiries in Germany and around the world, and exhibitions at world-leading cultural 
institutions and in international media. 
 

 
 
We sincerely thank you for considering the issues raised herein and look forward to 

hearing from you. We hope to receive a response on this urgent matter within 14 days. 
 

 

 

Sincerely yours,

 
 

Paramount Chief Mutjinde Katjiua, Ovaherero Traditional Authority 

Sima Luipert, Nama Traditional Leaders Association 

Eyal Weizman, Forensic Architecture/Forensis 
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Letter from European Center for Constitutional and Human Rights: 26 January 2026  
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Letter from Forensic Architecture: 26 January 2026  
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ECCHR e.V., ZOSSENER STR. 55-58, 10961 BERLIN, GERMANY    

       
Chief Executive Officer: Mr. Andrew Kanime 
The Namibian Ports Authority (Namport) 
No. 17, Rikumbi Kandanga Road 
Walvis Bay, Namibia 
 
Berlin, 26.01.2026 
 
RE: Support for the Formal Objection of the Nama Traditional Leaders 
Association (NTLA) to the Proposed Phase 1 Land Reclamation and 
Port Expansion at L¿deritz 
 
Dear Mr Kanime, 
 
ECCHR is an independent, non-profit legal and educational organization 
dedicated to enforcing civil and human rights worldwide. It was founded in 
2007 to protect and enforce the rights guaranteed by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, as well as other human rights declarations and 
national constitutions, through legal means. Together with those affected and partners worldwide, 
ECCHR uses legal means to end impunity for those responsible for torture, war crimes, sexual and 
gender-based violence, corporate exploitation and fortressed borders. 
 
Since 2018, ECCHR has worked with the Nama Traditional Leaders Association and other groups 
representing the Ovaherero on reparations and justice for the genocide and other crimes committed 
during German occupation and colonialism of then German South-West Africa. Together, we have 
made submissions to different Special Rapporteurs and other human rights mechanisms of the United 
Nations and conducted other advocacy initiatives in Germany and Namibia in order to advance the full 
recognition of the crimes committed and reparations for the affected communities and descendants of 
victims. 
 
In 2022, we introduced our long-standing partners, Forensic Architecture and Forensis to the NTLA to 
conduct joint research on the history of the genocide and other sites and events of importance to Nama 
resistance against colonial oppression, dispossession and exploitation. Until today, they have carried 
out investigations on Shark Island, Swakopmund, Hornkranz and other locations. 
 
Drawing on this extensive body of research,  

- we express our full and unequivocal support for the submission made by the Nama Traditional 
Leaders Association (NTLA) regarding the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the 
proposed L¿deritz port expansion;  

- we support the NTLAôs objection to the proposed Phase 1 land reclamation and port 
expansion at L¿deritz. 

 
We are concerned that the current EIA process does not adequately involve the NTLA as an 
indigenous group and custodian of Shark Island and its surrounding land and water in order to get their 
Free, Prior and Informed Consent as demanded by International Law.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Anne Schroeter 

EUROPEAN CENTER FOR 
CONSTITUTIONAL AND  
HUMAN RIGHTS e.V. 
_ 
 
ZOSSENER STR. 55-58 
AUFGANG D 
10961 BERLIN, GERMANY 
_ 
 
PHONE +49.(030).40 04 85 90 
FAX   +49.(030).40 04 85 92 
MAIL  INFO@ECCHR.EU 
WEB   WWW.ECCHR.EU 
 

 
 
AMTSGERICHT 
BERLIN-CHARLOTTENBURG 
VR 26608 B 
_ 
 
VORSTAND: 
DIETER HUMMEL 
ALBERT KONCSEK 
LOTTE LEICHT 
TOBIAS SINGELNSTEIN 
_ 
 
GENERALSEKRET R: 
WOLFGANG KALECK 
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London, 26 January 2026 

 
 
To:  André Faul  

Geo Pollution Technologies (Pty) Ltd  
PO Box 11073  
Windhoek, Namibia  

 
 
Re: Support for the Formal Objection of the Nama Traditional Leaders Association (NTLA) to the 

Proposed Phase 1 Land Reclamation and Port Expansion at Lüderitz 
 
 
Forensic Architecture (FA) is an investigative research agency based at Goldsmiths, University of 
London. The agency undertakes advanced spatial and media research into cases of human rights 
violations, working with communities affected by political violence, human rights organisations, 
international prosecutors, and environmental justice groups. Our research has been admitted as 
evidence before courts and tribunals around the world—including in the United States, United 
Kingdom, Germany, Greece, Israel, Colombia, and Guatemala—and our investigations have been 
submitted to the International Court of Justice, European Court of Human Rights, and presented before 
the United Nations General Assembly. 

Since 2022, Forensic Architecture and our partner organisation Forensis has worked in close 
partnership with the Nama Traditional Leaders Association (NTLA). Under their leadership, our 
research process has been grounded in community expertise, oral histories, and cultural knowledge. 
The interdisciplinary team I have led has carried out multi-year investigations into key sites of colonial 
genocide across Namibia, including Shark Island, Swakopmund, Hornkranz and other locations central 
to the history of violence and dispossession. In my capacity as Advanced Researcher and Researcher-
in-Charge of this portfolio of projects, I have applied my expertise in spatial analysis and environmental 
reconstruction to support the NTLA’s heritage claims and ensure the technical robustness of our 
findings. 
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Drawing on this extensive body of research, I write to express our full and unequivocal support for the 
submission made by the Nama Traditional Leaders Association (NTLA) regarding the Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposed Lüderitz port expansion.  

Based on this long-term, collaborative research relationship and our full confidence in the NTLA’s 
standing as the Traditional Authority representing descendants of genocide survivors, FA strongly 
supports the NTLA’s objection to the proposed Phase 1 land reclamation and port expansion at 
Lüderitz. In my capacity as Researcher-in-Charge and  

We are concerned that the current EIA process does not adequately reflect the historical, spatial and 
cultural significance of Shark Island and its surrounding waters, nor the established rights of the NTLA.  

Given the gravity of these concerns and the irreversibility of potential harm, FA supports the NTLA’s 
call for all reclamation, dredging, and construction activities in this area to be halted.  

Should Namport seek alternative pathways, we also support the NTLA’s demand for meaningful, good-
faith engagement grounded in Free, Prior and Informed Consent and in reparative, enforceable 
mechanisms. We reiterate that any development affecting this landscape must proceed only with the 
NTLA’s full and informed consent. 

 
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Agata Nguyen Chuong 
Researcher-in-Charge 
 
On behalf of Forensic Architecture 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 510 of 517

Geo Pollution Technologies (Pty) LtdPhase 1 Port of Lüderitz Expansion - EIA/EMP - Feb 2026



Correspondence Prior to onset of the Environmental Assessment Process for the Phase 2 

Port Expansion Project  
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-------- Forwarded Message --------  

Subject:  Namport Extension Shark Island 

Date:  Mon, 29 Jan 2024 17:07:56 +0000 

From:  Jasper Julius Humpert <jh@counter-investigations.org> 

To:  pierre@thenamib.com, customercare@namport.com.na, Agata Nguyen Chuong 

<anc@forensic-architecture.org>, Ashkan Cheheltan <ach@counter-investigations.org>, 

Tobechukwu Onwukeme <tdo@counter-investigations.org>, mm@counter-

investigations.org 

To whom this may concern,  

I am writing to you as part of the research and investigation team from Forensic Architecture, 

Goldsmiths College, University of London and its Berlin-based sister agency Forensis (here in CC).  

As a joint investigative research agency, we research together with and on behalf of victim 

communities suffering human rights abuses through state, corporate and environmental acts of 

violence. As an internationally acclaimed human rights research group our work has featured 

prominently in international and national courts, parliamentary inquiry committees around the 

globe and different cultural forums.  

I am getting in touch with you as we have carried out critical research activities together with our 

partner organisations NTLA and OTA, representing the Nama and Ovaherero nations in Namibia, 

with specific attention to colonial sites of atrocities in Lüderitz. Our research has focused on the in-

depth forensic and archaeological analysis of the former concentration camp operated by German 

colonial troops on Shark Island. Using spatial research techniques we have located the precise 

locations of former camp infrastructure as well as located sites of burial and mass graves around 

Shark Island linked to the concentration camp.  

These sites represent important cultural heritage and need urgent protection. We are aware of the 

ongoing planning of the Namport extension as well as the environmental impact assessment that is 

being carried out by your organisations. The planned constructions are putting these sites in 

significant danger and risk destruction, obstruction and the further reinforcement of a disputed 

status quo on how the heritage sites are dealt with.  As far as we and our partners are concerned 

there has not been  any attempt of genuine consultation of the relevant communities regarding this 

project.  

I am writing to you to kindly request a statement and all relevant information regarding the 

protection of endangered heritage sites linked to planning permissions and the timeline as well as 

processes of participation within the environmental impact assessments.  

Forensic Architecture and Forensis remain available for conversation to be informed about the 

precautionary measures and community engagement planned in relation to the port extension.  

We are looking forward to hearing from you.  

Best,  

Jasper Julius Humpert (he/him) 

Research - Communications  

FORENSIS // INVESTIGATIVE COMMONS 

jh@counter-investigations.org  

Page 512 of 517

Geo Pollution Technologies (Pty) LtdPhase 1 Port of Lüderitz Expansion - EIA/EMP - Feb 2026



klkjk 

 

Trustees of the Legal Assistance Trust: 
Clement Daniels (Chairperson)               Norman Tjombe                      Taamba Iithete                  

Tangeni Amupadhi        Toni Hancox (ex officio)        Gladice Pickering 

Toni Hancox (Director) 

 

Corinna van Wyk 
Chloe Ashley Brandt 

 

 

 

P O Box 604 

4 Marien Ngouabi Street  

Windhoek 

Namibia 

 

Tel: Int +264 61 223356 

Fax: Int +264 61 234953 

E-mail: info@lac.org.na 

Web: www.lac.org.na 

 

LEGAL ASSISTANCE CENTRE 
 

Recipient of the UNICEF Maurice Pate Human Rights Award – 1997 

JP Karuaihe Human Rights Excellence Award – 2008, 2010, 2014, 2016 and 2020 and Social Responsibility Award – 2013 

21 June 2024      Our Ref: GH_cultural / heritage rights_cjvw 
 
 
NAMPORTS AUTHORITY 
Executive Committee 
Namibia  
 
Attention: Mr Elzevir W. Gelderbloem Pr. Eng. (Namport) <******@namport.com.na > 
 
 
Dear Sir 
 

 

Namport - Urgent request for specific items  
 
 
We act herein on behalf of NTLA, OTA, FA, Forensis (referred to as “our clients” hereinafter). 
 
We have been instructed to respond to your reply of 14 February 2024 to a letter addressed on 13 
February 2024. While our clients understand that you are in the process of conducting environmental 
and heritage studies, our clients remain extremely concerned that the existing and new research on 
Shark Island, along with the likely impact this expansion will have on the cultural and environmental 
character of Shark Island have largely not been acknowledged. We also wanted to bring to your 
attention that our clients have still not received any of the requested documents from their 
correspondence dated 13 February 2024 letter. 
 
We are instructed to reiterate the principle demands of NTLA, OTA, FA, and Forensis: 
 
An immediate and permanent moratorium on all construction whether on top of or in direct 
vicinity of Shark Island. 
 
Furthermore, we are also instructed to request on an urgent basis, which we hereby do, the following 
from Namport: 
 

a. The Archaeological / Heritage study which Andre Faul from Geo Pollution Technologies said 
was to be completed by February 2024. 

b. Confirmation that the NTLA and OTA are included in all forthcoming decision-making 
processes, not just as an interested/affected party for the impact assessments but as decision 
making parties with full transparency to all plans and discussions on the planned port 
expansion. 

c. All and any environmental impact assessments conducted to date and in the future. 
d. All up to date construction plans and drawings. 
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e. Minutes from all previous community consultation meetings. 
f. The development of an alternative plan for the Phase 2 expansion of the Lüderitz Port, as 

required under the Environmental Management Act and informed by the outcomes of the 
environmental impact assessment, to be shared with the above parties. 

g. All previously published documents shared publicly and with the registered interested and 
affected parties. 

h. A response to the statement shared in this article, claiming that the Luderitz Port expansion is 
envisaged as a temporary measure before the larger new port facility at Angra Point is 
completed, rendering this expansion unnecessary. 

Furthermore, the history of Shark Island is well known, and documentation published in this report, 
available since 12 April, affirms and reinforces what the affected communities and descendants of 
the genocide victims and survivors have informed us about the atrocities that were carried out at 
Shark Island. We note that you attended the event in April organised by NTLA, which summarised 
these findings and addressed the importance of preserving this site.  
 
From a cultural heritage perspective alone, no further study needs to be conducted to conclude that 
construction immediately adjacent to the island followed by the operation of heavy machinery and 
toxic materials there would be unacceptable for any cultural heritage site and for the communities 
which claim it. As we mentioned in our clients previous letter, also includes the disturbance and 
desecration of underwater human remains adjacent to the island. 
 
Kindly respond to our correspondence urgently and include a detailed address to this demand for a 
moratorium on construction as well as to our clients requests for the above items within 7 days of 
date hereof. 
  
It is our wish and intention to resolve this matter amicably however, should we not receive a 
comprehensive and affirmative response to our demand and requested items we will refer this matter 
to the Office of the Ombudsman for further investigation. 
 
We sincerely hope that this will not necessary. 
 
Best regards, 
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Project Coordinator (Land, Environment and Development (LEAD) 
Legal Practitioner 
Legal Action Center  
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