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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

In 2013, Urban-Econ was appointed by EOH Coastal and Environmental Services (EOH CES) in order to 

develop a Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA) for the development of the Plan 8 Grahamstown 

Wind Energy Facility in the Eastern Cape as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

process. Subsequent to receiving environmental authorisation in 2015, technological developments 

in wind turbine design has resulted in the developer changing the turbines as well as reducing the 

number of turbines of the proposed development. This change includes an increase in hub height 

(from 91.5m to up to 125m) and rotor diameter (from 100 - 117m to up to 150m) and additionally, a 

reduction in the number of turbines from 22 to 14. 

 

It is observed that marginal changes have occurred in the demographics and economies of the local 

and district municipality which are unlikely to have an impact on the previous SEIA conclusions and 

recommendations. Additionally, the amendments proposed by the developer have made very few 

changes to the construction and operational phases of the project and are unlikely to have any 

noticeable effect on the qualified and quantified impact ratings presented in the previous SEIA. All the 

previously proposed mitigation measures still stand.  

 

Concluding statement – It is thus concluded that the proposed amendments will not materially alter 

any of the previously quantified and qualified socio-economic impacts identified in previous reporting 

for this study, nor introduce any new impacts that will present any fatal flaws from a socio-economic 

impact perspective. 

 

This document serves as an amendment to the previous SEIA for Plan 8 Grahamstown Wind Energy 

Facility, which was compiled in November 2018 and should be read in conjunction with the previous 

SEIA. This document serves only to corroborate the previous SEIAs findings and no information is 

repeated. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

In 2013, Urban-Econ was appointed by EOH Coastal and Environmental Services (EOH CES) in order to 

develop a Socio-Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA) for the development of the Plan 8 Grahamstown 

Wind Energy Facility in the Eastern Cape as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 

process. Subsequent to receiving environmental authorisation in 2015, technological developments 

in wind turbine design has resulted in the developer changing the turbines as well as reducing the 

number of turbines of the proposed development. This change includes an increase in hub height 

(from 91.5m to up to 125m) and rotor diameter (from 100 - 117m to up to 150m) and additionally, a 

reduction in the number of turbines from 22 to 14. 

 

These changes, however, fall outside the ambit of the existing approved authorisation. The result of 

this is a Part 2 Amendment in terms of Regulation 31 of the National Environmental Management Act 

(NEMA) Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations (GN R 982). 

 
2. SCOPE OF STUDY 

 

The changes proposed by the developer require that Urban-Econ Development Economists provide 

an Amendment Report to the previous SEIA for the Plan 8 Grahamstown Wind Energy Facility, based 

on the new design specifications set out in Section 3. 

 

This Amendment Report to the SEIA forms an integral part of the supporting documentation required 

for the Amendment application to the Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries. 

 

Specific objectives for this amendment are as follows:  

 

1. Update to the socio-economic profile - Provide any demographic or economic changes based 

on the latest available data 

2. CAPEX and OPEX assumption updates - Provide any changes to the stated assumptions based 

on the amendments proposed by the developer 

3. Remodelling and recalculation of the economic impacts based on the latest available 

economic multipliers and inflation adjusted values 

4. Provide comments to any changes to specific impacts if any are noted as a result of the 

amendments proposed by the developer 

 
3. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHANGES 

 
The following sub-section provides an outline as to the socio-economic changes of the study area 
that have occurred between the previous SEIA report and the current proposed amendments.   
 

Table 1: Overview of the primary study areas population structure between the 2018 report and 

the 2020 amendment 

Indicator 
Sarah Baartman DM Makana LM 

2017 2019 2017 2019 

Area (km2) 58 243 4 376 

Population 471 366 477 874 91 471 88 658 

Number of Households 131 451 132 672 23 919 23 269 

Population density (km2) 8,1 8,2 20,9 20,3 

Average household size 3,6 3,6 3,8 3,8 
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Population growth rate 
(2017-2019) 

1,3% -3,2% 

Average monthly household 
income (2020) 

R 9 508 R 10 784 R 11 572 R 13 125 

Source: Quantec (2020) 

 

The table above indicates that minimal changes have occurred in the local and district municipality 

between 2017 and 2019. There has been an increase in the general population of the Sarah Baartman 

District by 1.3% while in Makana there has been a decrease in the population by -3,2%. Population 

density, household size and number of households have fluctuated slightly in both areas.  

 
Table 2: Employment profile of the primary study 

Indicator 
Sarah Baartman DM Makana LM 

2017 2019 2017 2019 

Employed 80% 80% 68% 70% 

Unemployment Rate 20% 20% 32% 30% 

Not Economically 
Active 

37% 37% 43% 42% 

Labour force 
participation rate 

63% 62% 57% 58% 

Source: Quantec (2020) 

 

An examination of the changes in the employment profile of the area indicate that there has not been 

a notable change between 2017 and 2019 in the Sarah Baartman District, while only small positive 

changes in Makana Municipality. Generally, the rate of employment, and labour force participation 

has increased while the unemployment and the ‘not economically active’ rate has decreased in 

Makana. When examining the population data along with the employment data, there appears to be 

outward migration from Makana to surrounding areas. It should be noted that the impacts of the 

COVID-19 pandemic have not been taken into account in this latest available demographic data. 

 
Table 4: GDP-R structure between 2017 and 2019 in Constant 2010 prices 

Sector 2017 2019 CAGR 2017-2019 

Primary Sectors 2,4% 2,0% -5,7% 

Agriculture and hunting 2,3% 1,9% -5,8% 

Mining and quarrying 0,1% 0,1% -1,9% 

Secondary Sectors 17,4% 17,6% 0,7% 

Manufacturing 12,3% 12,7% 1,5% 

Electricity, gas and water 1,0% 0,9% -1,2% 

Construction 4,1% 4,0% -1,1% 

Tertiary Sectors 80,2% 80,4% 0,5% 

Trade 18,8% 18,9% 0,5% 

Transport and communication 8,0% 8,2% 1,4% 

Finance and business services 20,0% 20,6% 1,5% 

Community services 24,6% 24,0% -0,4% 

General government 8,8% 8,7% -0,3% 

TOTAL REAL GDP-R R 3,769 bil R 3,811 bil 0,4% 

Source: Quantec (2020) 
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An examination of the GDP-R structure provided in the table above indicates that there have been 

fairly notable changes in the primary sector revealing a notable drop in the contribution of the mining 

and quarrying sector, as well as agriculture (which includes game farming) to the local economy. 

Manufacturing has been buoyant in the secondary sector growing by 1,5% annually while the 

construction and utilities industries have declined by -1,1% and -1,2% year-on-year respectively. 

Tertiary sectors have largely remained stagnant but, there have been increases in transport and 

communication (1,4% growth annually) and finance and business services (1,5% growth annually). 

Overall, the total real GDP-R for Makana grew marginally from R 3,769 billion to R 3,811 billion 

between 2017 and 2019.  

 
Table 3: Employment structure  

Sector 2017 2019 Change 2017-2019 

Primary Sectors 11,1% 10,8% -2,5% 

Agriculture and hunting 11,0% 10,8% -2,5% 

Mining and quarrying 0,0% 0,0% -40,0%1 

Secondary Sectors 13,2% 12,9% -2,7% 

Manufacturing 7,3% 7,4% 1,1% 

Electricity, gas and water 0,3% 0,3% -9,8% 

Construction 5,7% 5,3% -7,7% 

Tertiary Sectors 75,7% 76,3% 0,2% 

Trade 23,8% 24,4% 1,9% 

Transport and communication 3,7% 3,9% 4,9% 

Finance and business services 11,8% 12,1% 2,4% 

Community services 17,3% 17,3% -0,7% 

General government 19,1% 18,6% -3,4% 

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 24 505 24 398 -0,4% 

Source: Quantec (2020) 

 

Examining the results of each sectors contribution to the local economy’s formal employment, reveals 

that overall, fewer people are employed in Makana in 2019 compared to 2017 with a decrease of 0,4% 

from 24 505 to 24 398. The reduction in employment was largely led by the large reductions in 

employment in formal agriculture and construction in the municipality. This has likely led to an 

increase in outward migration for the working aged population from the municipality. 

 

Overall, the socio-economic changes do not indicate large departures from what was previously 

indicated in the SEIA and are not likely to change or invalidate the recommendations of the previous 

report.  

 
4. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

 
The details of the proposed amendments to the Plan-8 Grahamstown Wind Energy Facility are 
provided in Table 4 below. 
 

Table 4: Proposed amendments to application 

Technical Aspects to be Amended Authorised Proposed Amendment 

Number of Turbines 22 14 

Overall Capacity 66 MW 76 MW 

 
1 Values for mining are low (between five to seven employed in the sector) and any changes in employment are likely to have a 
large impact on proportional changes. 
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Hub Height 91,5 m Up to 125 m 

Rotor Diameter 100 - 117 m Up to 150 m 

Hard Stand Areas 5,2 ha 6,51 ha 

Roads 16,35 km 10,3 km 

Development Footprint 13,7 ha 9,01 ha 

Substation Footprint 0,65 ha 1,2 ha 

 
 

5. EFFECT OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

 

The following sections outlines the changes to the previous SEIA Report in the EIA. 

 
5.1 ASSUMPTIONS 

 

According to the developer, despite the number of turbines being reduced (see Table 1), the increase 

in the size of the turbines, will raise the cost of each individual turbine. As such, the developer 

estimates that the capital and operational costs of the Plan 8 Grahamstown Wind Energy Facility will 

remain largely unchanged from the estimates presented in the previous SEIA Report. 

 

Consequently, all the direct and indirect impacts identified in the previous SEIA linked to the estimated 

costs associated with the construction and operational phases of the project will remain largely 

unchanged.  

 

The revision of the assumptions (as a result of the proposed larger turbines) as outlined above have 

thus resulted in limited changes to the quantified construction phase and operational phase impacts 

for the proposed development.  

 
5.2 CONSTRUCTION PHASE ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 

The table below provides a comparison of the construction phase impacts in the previous SEIA 

compared to the 2020 amendments. The 2020 Impact values thus represent impact values as be 2020 

 
Table 5: Estimated impact on the national and local economies during construction compared 

between 2018 report and 2020 amendment (R’ million, 2020 prices) 

2020 Values  

Direct Indirect Induced TOTAL 

Impact on Production 

R 1 034,5 R 1 166,10 R 454,10 R 2 654,70 

Impact on Gross Domestic Product per Region 

R 321,24 R 454,48 R 171,67 R 947,40 

2018 Values 

Direct Indirect Induced TOTAL 

Impact on Production 

R 952,03 R 1 030,99 R 401,76 R 2 384,51 

Impact on Gross Domestic Product per Region 
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R 284,02 R 401,83 R 151,78 R 837,64 

 

As per the table above, the likely changes to the economy as a result of the proposed amendment are 

larger but, are unlikely to be snotable in nature and are still in line with the results of the previous 

SEIA. The changes in the values above are largely as a result of the updated multipliers as well as the 

effects of inflation.  

 

It is also likely that the employment indicators will also remain the same as the figures presented in 

the previous SEIA report and no notable changes are likely to occur.  

 
5.3 COMPARISON OF CONSTRUCTION PHASE IMPACTS 

 

The revision of the assumptions (as a result of the proposed larger turbines and reduced number of 

turbines) as outlined above have thus, resulted in no tangible changes to the construction phase 

impacts for the proposed development identified in the previous SEIA.  

 

Likewise, there are no changes to the cumulative impacts as a result of the amendment. 

 

Table 6 below outlines the impacts previously identified and highlights that no changes have taken 

place. 

 

Table 6: Summary of Construction Phase Impacts 
SEIA Ref. Previous Report Amendment Report 

Positive Construction Phase Impacts 

5.2.1 (a) 
Temporary stimulation of national & 

local economy 
Unchanged 

5.2.1 (b) 
Temporary increase in employment in 
national and local economy  

Unchanged 

5.2.1 (c) 
Contribution to skills development in the 
country and in the local economy 

Unchanged 

5.2.1 (d) 

Temporary improvement of the standard 
of living of the positively affected 
households 

Unchanged 

5.2.1 (e) 
Temporary increase in government 

revenue 
Unchanged 

Negative Construction Phase Impacts 

5.2.2 (a) 

Impact on the sense of place 
experienced by the local community as a 
result of visual and noise effects that 
appear during the construction phase 

 

Unchanged 

5.2.2 (b) 

Impact on the local tourism and game 
farming industry that ensue during the 
construction phase as a result of noise 
and visual effects 

Unchanged 

5.2.2 (c) 

Temporary increase in social conflicts 

associated with the influx of 

construction workers and employment 

seekers to the area 

Unchanged 
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5.2.2 (d) 

Added pressure on economic and social 

infrastructure during construction as a 

result of increase in local traffic and in 

migration of construction workers 

Unchanged 

5.2.2 (e) 

Impact on real estate dynamics and 

business activity in the immediately 

affected area 

Unchanged 

 
5.4 OPERATIONAL PHASE ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 

The table below provides a comparison of the operational phase impacts in the previous SEIA 

compared to the 2020 amendments.  

 
Table 9: Estimated impact on the national and local economies during operation compared 

between 2018 report and 2020 amendment (R’ million, 2020 prices) 

2020 Values  

Direct Indirect Induced TOTAL 

Impact on Production 

R 10,32 R 8,00 4,62 R 22,94 

Impact on Gross Domestic Product per Region 

R 5,73 R 2,84 R 1,74 R 10,31 

2018 Values 

Direct Indirect Induced TOTAL 

Impact on Production 

R 9,5 R 7,07 R 4, 08 R 20,65 

Impact on Gross Domestic Product per Region 

R 5,07 R 2,51 R 1,54 R 9,12 

 

As with the construction phase economic impacts, the operational phase economic impacts are also 

noted as being larger than those values presented in the previous SEIA but, while being larger they do 

not change the overall impact ratings that were previously stated as per the initial SEIA report.  

 

Similarly, as with the construction phase impacts, it is likely that no notable changes to employment 

will occur as a result of the amendment.  

 

 
5.5 COMPARISON OF OPERATIONAL PHASE IMPACTS 

 

The revision of the assumptions (as a result of the proposed larger turbines and reduced number of 

turbines) as outlined above have thus resulted in no changes to the operational phase impacts for the 

proposed development identified in the previous SEIA.  

 

Likewise, there are no changes to the cumulative impacts as a result of the amendment. 

 

Table 3 below outlines the impacts previously identified and highlights that no changes have taken 

place. 
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Table 10: Summary of Operational Phase Impacts 

EIA Ref. Previous Report Amendment Report 

Positive Construction Phase Impacts 

5.3.1 (a) 

Sustainable increase in production and 
GDP-R nationally and locally 

 
Unchanged 

5.3.1 (b) 

Creation of sustainable employment 
positions nationally and locally 

 
Unchanged 

5.3.1 (c) 
Skills development of permanently 

employed workers 
Unchanged 

5.3.1 (d) 
Improved standards of living for 

benefiting household 
Unchanged 

5.3.1 (e) 

Sustainable increase in national and local 
government revenue 

 
Unchanged 

5.3.1 (f) 

Local community and social 
development benefits derived from the 
project’s operations 

 

Unchanged 

Negative Operational Phase Impacts 

5.3.2 (a) 

Impact on the sense of place 
experienced by the local community as a 
result of visual and noise effects that 
appear during the construction phase 

Unchanged 

5.3.2 (b) 

Impact on the local tourism, game 
farming and associated activities due to 
the altered visual and aesthetic 
environment experienced during the 
operational phase 

Unchanged 

5.3.2 (c) 

Impact on the livelihoods of households 

dependent on the local tourism, game 

farming and related industries (directly 

or indirectly) 

Unchanged 

 
6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

It is observed that only marginal changes have occurred in both the socio-economic dynamics of the 

area as well as the construction and operational phases between the previous SEIA and the proposed 

amendments. These changes, however, do not have any noticeable effect on the impact ratings of the 

previous SEIA and are thus unaffected. All the previously proposed mitigation measures still stand.  

 

Given that the previous socio-economic findings have not fundamentally altered from the previous 

application, it is recommended that the proposed amendments to the Plan 8 Grahamstown Wind 

Energy Facility should still be approved and will have a net positive impact on the socio-economic 

environment. 

 

Concluding statement – It is thus concluded that the proposed amendments will not materially alter 

any of the previously quantified and qualified socio-economic impacts identified in previous reporting 

for this study, nor introduce any new impacts that will present any fatal flaws from a socio-economic 

impact perspective.   
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