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DRAFT EIR PUBLIC MEETING FOR THE PROPOSED COASTAL PROTECTION SCHEME, 

ST FRANCIS BAY, KOUGA LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE 

 

Notes from the Public Meeting held via MS Teams, on the 18th February 2021, at 17:30. 

 

PRESENTERS 
• Mr Gregory Shaw, EAP Representative; and 

• Mr Francois Smit, Advisian Representative.  

 

Mr Shaw welcomed the attendees and requested that those attending the call complete the registration form 

and to submit their name and surname as a question within the forum (See Appendix A for a register). In 

addition, Mr Shaw requested that those submitting a question include their name with the question to ensure 

a response can be provided in writing.  

 

Mr Shaw introduced Mr Smit who proceeded in summarising the proposed solution for the coastal protection 

scheme. Mr Shaw and Mr Smit continued in the answering of questions which have been tabled below. In 

addition to the answers provided during the meeting, further reference to the documentation has been 

included should more information be required.  

 

Appendix B contains a copy of the presentation.  

 

Question/comments raised CES/Applicant Responses Additional information available for 
reference 

1. Rob Hallier - If the groynes 
are built in phases which 
ones will be done first and 
what is the total expected 
time to complete the 
project? 

The first phase is the section along the 
spit, which would then tie into to the 
revetment that's recently been 
installed.  If we’re looking at phasing 
then that’s probably around 12 months 
work, but spread out over time, which 
would be dependent on the availability 
of funding. 

Please refer to Section 3 of the EIR for 
further information on the proposed 
timeframes associated with the 
development of the groynes and the 
dredging for the nourishment of the 
beach.  

2. Ryan Donnelly - How has 
enhancing existing 
offshore reefs been 
compared to groynes? 

We did look at offshore breakwaters 
which would be a form of reef but 
emerged. These would require doing 
things from offshore, which do drive up 
costs and in terms of nourishing the 
beaches would require significantly more 
material than a groyne option or beach 
nourishment only.  

Please refer to Section 5.3 of the report 
(Advisian. 2018. St. Francis Bay Beach 
Long-Term Coastal Protection Phase 2. 
Preliminary Design Report 22/02/2018) 
in Appendix F of the EIR.   
 
Previous Studies and Investigations and 
Assessment of Potential Remedial 
Options have been completed. These 
included a review of the 2006 offshore 
reefs proposal by ASR. 
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reference 

3. Ryan Donnelly - How has 
the bedrock in the bay 
been charted and where 
can we view this data? 

The bedrock has not been charted. 
Satellite derived bathymetry has been 
obtained. 

The data used to prepare the 
preliminary design is listed in Section 2 
(Figure 2-2 which depicts the 
bathymetry data set) of the report 
(Advisian. 2020. St Francis Bay Beach 
Long-Term Coastal Protection Phase 2. 
Supplementary Shoreline Modelling 
Report) in Appendix F of the EIR.    

4. Rod Suter - in the groyne 
layout, what consideration 
has been given to surfing 
requirements as opposed 
to pure sand retention? 

The focus of the scheme is the coastal 
protection aspect.  
 
 

The revised layout addresses inputs 
from the surfing community (the 
southern groyne has been shifted to not 
interfere with the Anne Avenue wave 
and a number of shore-perpendicular 
elements have been incorporated).  See 
Figure 2.6 and Figure 2.7 of the EIR. 

5. Rod Suter - has any 
modelling been done to 
investigate the effects of 
the scheme on the existing 
surf breaks - Huletts and 
Bruces Beauties? 

No impact on the Hullets and Bruce’s 
Beauties surf breaks are foreseen. 

Based on the wave modelling 
undertaken using the detailed 
bathymetry data the groyne structures 
are not anticipated to have an effect on 
the surf breaks. Section 5 of the Advisian 
report (Advisian. 2020. St Francis Bay 
Beach Long-Term Coastal Protection 
Phase 2. Supplementary Shoreline 
Modelling Report) in Appendix F of the 
EIR presents the wave modelling results. 

6. Ryan Donnelly - How will 
the canal and river homes 
be safe from rising sea 
levels and tidal currents 
from the dredging? 

The eventual effect of the dredging 
would be minimal. Once nature takes its 
course in terms of the movement and the 
estuary morphology, we do not expect 
any long term trends and actual 
increased elevations and adverse flow 
conditions in the estuary and river, other 
than that related to sea level rise. 
Dredging will not have any effect at all on 
sea level rise. 

 

7. Ryan Donnelly - Where can 
we see the work on 
enhancing offshore reefs? 
What is telling you that it 
can only be done from 
offshore? 

Francois could not remember the specific 
reference to the documentation – he 
would have to come back to us.  
 
 

The report (Advisian. 2018. St. Francis 
Bay Beach Long-Term Coastal Protection 
Phase 2. Preliminary Design Report 
22/02/2018) in Appendix F of the EIR 
considers this option. Option 3 considers 
offshore breakwaters some 300 m off the 
nourished shoreline. The cost and 
construction duration associated with 
this option led to it being discarded. 
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reference 

 
Groynes can be constructed with land-
based equipment while offshore 
breakwaters require marine based 
equipment. Phasing of this option is also 
less feasible due to high establishment 
costs. 

8. Rod Suter - Apart from the 
two schemes investigated 
by ADVISIAN - groynes or 
reefs - have any other 
methods or type of 
groynes been investigated 
as possible alternative 
solutions? 

Geotextile options were considered, but 
eventually the concept developed into a 
basic rock armoured groyne solution. 

The preliminary design considered the 
historical engineering investigations for 
this frontage. Previous methods were 
considered and modified to meet the 
objective. Refer to the report (Advisian. 
2018. St. Francis Bay Beach Long-Term 
Coastal Protection Phase 2. Preliminary 
Design Report 22/02/2018) in Appendix F 
of the EIR. 

9. Ryan Donnelly - How has 
the famous wave at Ann 
avenue been considered in 
project design? What is 
telling you there will be no 
effect to this wave? The 
groyne is going through 
the middle of the wave it 
cuts it in half. 

We did take into account the comments 
received. We compared the earlier 
layout and the revised one in terms of the 
expected shoreline response and made 
layout adjustments in conjunction with 
the SFPO. During detailed design one can 
make minor adjustments.  

The revised layout addresses inputs from 
the surfing community (the southern 
groyne has specifically been shifted to 
not interfere with the Anne Avenue wave 
and a number of shore-perpendicular 
elements have been incorporated) See 
Figure 2.6 and Figure 2.7 of the EIR.   

10. Ryan Donnelly - How can 
costings be legitimate 
without the survey of the 
bedrock? 

It is as good as we can get it at this stage 
with the available information. The 
bathymetric survey gives us a very good 
idea of the sea-bed. But prior to 
commencing construction detail surveys 
would be done. And there will definitely 
be adjustments to the cost estimates. 
You typically do further surveys during 
detailed design stage, once the option 
has been approved and moves forward, 
and that allows you to then refine your 
cost estimates. 
The groynes will be placed on sand and 
the structure will be designed to allow 
protection against scour, e.g. a falling 
apron design for the toe. No anchoring to 
bedrock foreseen. 

 

11. Gregory Shaw - What 
confidence levels have you 

This would typically at this stage be 
around +- 40 to 50% 

The intention of the response was to 
indicate a 40-50% confidence range. The 
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got at the moment in your 
cost estimate? 

 
 

accuracy of the capital infrastructure 
works cost estimate is 15-20%. The 
uncertainty about when sufficient 
funding will be available for each phase 
to commence leads to a confidence level 
of 40-50% at this stage 

12. Louis Fouche - From where 
in the river will dredging 
commence to provide the 
required material to 
replenish the beach? 

The intention is to dredge the priority 
areas first and then to move on to the 
secondary areas. Sand sourcing report 
has identified priority and secondary 
areas. Specialist report contained in EIR 
(Appendix J). 

 

13. Ryan Donnelley - All of the 
beach solutions proposed 
over the years have the 
same requirement which is 
a permanent beach 
nourishment program. 
How is the sand sourcing 
from the Kromme river 
sustainable? 

Availability of material in Kromme. 
Priority areas (channels) can be dredged 
by 1 m and secondary areas (sandbanks) 
by 2 m to provide overall volume for 
scheme. Maintenance requirement will 
always be there since the conditions 
along the frontage persist. The 
protection scheme will retard the 
movement of sediment from the 
frontage, but material will continue to 
move. Some of that material will end up 
back in the estuary while some will 
continue onto the beaches to the north.  

 

14. Ryan Donnelly - What 
makes the Kromme river 
an infinite sand source? 

Not an infinite source of sand. Some 
material will end up back in estuary, 
some transported to the north. 
Estimated maintenance requirement 
(6,000-10,000 m3/yr) deemed 
sustainable over the design life of the 
scheme. 

Further information is contained in the 
Sand Sourcing Report (Appendix J) of the 
EIR.  

15. Rod Suter - Would it not be 
beneficial for the designs 
by ADVSIAN to be 
submitted to a peer 
review? 

Advisian do not have a problem with an 
external peer review being undertaken. 
 

This would typically be done at detailed 
design stage. 

16. Chris Attwood - Some time 
ago we were told that 
there is considerable 
dredging at the harbour 
which could be a source of 
sand. Is this still an option? 

The harbour was considered as a 
potential source for capital nourishment 
as part of the sand sourcing study. 
However, it was discounted as the 
volume is relatively small, there are 
potential risks with using material from 

It is not discounted completely. If the 
material is tested in future and it is 
found that it does not hold any risks and 
that it is of a suitable grain size, then it 
can be used for maintenance purposes. 
This will be subject to additional 
Environment Impact Assessment.  
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harbour (possible pollutants), and grain 
size was possibly to be too small. 

17. Ryan Donnelley - Which 
sand source would be 
suitable for Option 1? 

Considering Phase 1 of the scheme. 
Material needs to be compatible with 
beach (i.e. similar grain size). Alternatives 
considered included: Offshore - offshore 
dredging costly;  
Harbour – as discussed limited volume 
and pollution risks; 
Sand river – designated nature reserve; 
and  
Kromme Estuary – suitable source 
(compatibility of material with beach) 
and contains the volume required 
(discussed in Appendix J of the EIR). 
 
Considering Option 1 Engineering 
Alternative (i.e. nourishment only). 
Maintenance requirement would go up 
considerably since there would be no 
structures to slow down the movement.
  

 

18. Rob Hallier - Has any 
further work been done 
that quantifies the 
consequences of doing 
nothing 

From engineering point of view – 
eventual removal of spit and 
undermining of revetments along the 
rest of the shoreline. 
Potential for movement of sand 50,000 
to 100,000 m3/yr. 
Historical analysis of shoreline 
movement - spit retreat and undermined 
revetment illustrates what would 
continue to occur. 
System will require sand from wherever 
available. 

 

19. Ryan Donnelley - If there 
were no obstacles to any of 
the sand sources which 
one would be preferred? 

Source would need to match the beach 
material. Investigation focused on areas 
which are feasible. Kromme was 
identified as the preferred option. 

 

20. Lisa Wegner - How visible 
will the groynes be? 

Groyne crest is designed at 2.1 m CD. At 
mid-tide the crest of the groynes will be 
approximately 1 m above the water level. 
There would be visibility of structures. 
Compared to offshore breakwaters they 
would not obstruct the horizon. 

Engineering drawings for the design of 
the groynes are contained within the 
report (Advisian. 2018. St. Francis Bay 
Beach Long-Term Coastal Protection 
Phase 2. Preliminary Design Report 
22/02/2018) in Appendix F of the EIR 
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21. Chris Attwood - The dunes 
and vegetation along 
Shore Road has built up 
over the years obstructing 
the view of the houses on 
Shore Road of the river and 
mouth. You would be 
doing the residents of 
Shore Road a favour by 
using these dunes as a 
source of sand. 

Economies of scale – available volume of 
material that would allow plant to be set 
up and run from a location for an 
extended time.  Questionable how much 
material would be usable and available. 
Going for Environmental Authorisation 
with predictive impacts of current 
feasible option in terms of moving large 
volumes of material on to the frontage. 
 

 

22. Rod Suter - Has DEDEAT 
formally approved the new 
timeline included in the 
presentation of this New 
Application 

DEDEAT will look at draft documentation 
and comment as an IAP would. CES would 
then respond to comments and submit to 
dept. for consideration the Department 
for consideration. Not expecting any kind 
of approval at this stage prior to the 
formal submission.  

Slide 56 of the presentation provided the 
legislated timeframes associated with 
each of the phases.  

23. Rod Suter - What 
consideration has been 
given to the environmental 
aspects of infrastructure - 
eg. permanent sand 
pumping stations, 
pipelines, etc for the 
maintenance phase 

No fixed/permanent infrastructure 
associated with dredging to be 
implemented. Machinery would have to 
move within identified source areas. 
Pipelines to be moved to reach dredging 
equipment and pipeline would have to 
move along frontage as required. Only 
fixed infrastructure is the groynes. 
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Appendix A – Attendees 

 

Attendee Email address 

Rod Suter Rod.suter@gmail.com 

Gregory Miller Greg_miller@live.co.za 
Craig Northwood craignorthwood@gmail.com 

Deon Pienaar deonpienaar@gipinternational.com 

Norman Dyer dyerndd@gmail.com 

Louis Fouche Louis.fouche@telkomsa.net 

Cilla cilla@tileandbrick.co.za 

Chris Attwood attwoods@tiscali.co.za 

Lisa Wegner lwegner@uwc.ac.za 

Ryan Donnelley ryazion@gmail.com 

Ana Domingo ANA.DOMINGO@advisian.com 

Funanani Ditinti FDitinti@environment.gov.za 

Zia Mylne didi@mylne@gmail.com 

Wayne Furphy wayne@furphyventures.com 

Anon.   
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Appendix B - Presentation 



PROPOSED COASTAL PROTECTION SCHEME,
ST FRANCIS BAY, KOUGA LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE
DEDEAT REFERENCE NUMBER: EC08/C/LN2/M/01-2021.

SCOPING AND EIR FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION 

Image Source:
Brian Colloty

18th February 2021



Appointed Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP)
Environmental Consultancy Firm, established in 1990
Specialise in Environmental Impact Assessments and 

Social Advisory Services

INTRODUCTION



CONTENTS
•Project Overview

•Why is an EIA Process Required?

•How does the EIA Process Work?

• Specialist Studies

• Identification of Potential Impacts

•Public Participation Process

•Way Forward

•Questions and Comments

1. Beach Nourishment

2. Coastal Structures

3. Sand Material Sourcing

1. Heritage

2. Estuarine and Dune Ecology

3. Beach Nourishment Source 
Material



PROJECT OVERVIEW



MAIN DIFFERENCES FROM THE PREVIOUS 
APPLICATION

•Groyne positioning and orientation have been amended

•Additional bathymetry data has been collected in the 
coastal and estuarine environment

• That data has been used to re-run the coastal model of 
the groynes and beach nourishment

• The estuarine data has been used to run a 
hydrodynamic model of the pre- and post-dredge 
scenario





Image Source:
Advisian Preliminary 

Design, 2018

Longshore sediment 
transport



COASTAL PROTECTION ALTERNATIVES



PROJECT OVERVIEW

Coastal Protection Scheme:
1. Beach nourishment of St Francis Bay 

beach
2. Coastal structures to retard the 

erosion of St Francis Bay beach
3. Sand material sourcing from the 

Kromme River



1. Beach nourishment of
St Francis Bay Beach –

How much sand is required?
How long will it take?

PROJECT OVERVIEW



Nourishment Phase Initial Sand Required (m3) Maintenance Sand Requirement (m3) - cumulative

From To

Phase 1 259 000 - 361 000 8 000 16 000

Phase 2 166 000 - 247 000 13 250 26 550

Phase 3 167 000 - 205 000 17 550 35 200

Phase 4 78000 - 134 000 20 350 40 850

Phase 5 182 000 - 235 000 24 950 50 050

PROJECT OVERVIEW



PROJECT OVERVIEW

Planned Shoreline



PROJECT OVERVIEW

Capital Dredging Duration:

Assuming that dredging will take place 8 hours per day, 5 days per week, the expected duration 
of this part of the work is:
• For Phase 1: 8 Months
• For Phase 2: 5 Months
• For Phase 3: 4 Months
• For Phase 4: 3 Months
• For Phase 5: 5 Months

Should the complete solution be implemented without phasing (highly unlikely): 16 Months.

Maintenance Dredging Duration:

• At completion of Phase 1: Between 2 and 4 weeks
• At completion of Phase 2: Between 3 and 5 weeks
• At completion of Phase 3: Between 4 and 7 weeks
• At completion of Phase 4: Between 4 and 8 weeks
• At completion of Phase 5: Between 5 and 10 weeks



2. Coastal Structures to
Retard the Erosion of
St Francis Bay beach

PROJECT OVERVIEW





PROJECT OVERVIEW

This activity will most probably be affected by tides and is expected to be limited to approximately 6 to 8 
hours per day. The rate of construction is expected to be in the order of 240 m3/day. The expected duration 
of this part of the work is:
• For Phase 1: 3 Months
• For Phase 2: 2 Months
• For Phase 3: 3 Months
• For Phase 5: 2 Months
• Should the complete solution be implemented without phasing (highly unlikely): 8 Months



3. Sand Material Sourcing
from the Kromme River

PROJECT OVERVIEW





PROJECT OVERVIEW



WHY IS AN EIA PROCESS 
REQUIRED?



NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT ACT

Listing 
Notice 2 -
GN R 984

(GN R 325)
(Full 

Scoping & 
EIR)

14
The development and related operation of—(iii) any
other structure or infrastructure — on, below or along
the sea bed.

Stub groynes will be developed
along the sea bed.

23 The reclamation of an island or parts of the sea.
Part of the sea will be reclaimed
by the proposed development.

26

Development – (i) In the sea; (ii) In an estuary; (iii)
Within the littoral active zone; (iv) In front of a
development setback; or (v) If no development
setback exists, within a distance of 100 metres inland
of the high-water mark of the sea or an estuary,
whichever is the greater. In respect of – (c) Inter- and
sub-tidal structure for entrapment of sand.

The positioning of the stub
groynes, for the entrapment of
sand will, occur within the littoral
active zone and within 100m of
the HMW of the sea.

WHY IS AN EIA 
PROCESS REQUIRED?



NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT ACT (NEMA) LISTED 
ACTIVITIES

• Listing Notice 2 is triggered by the proposed development and therefore the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) process to be applied is a Full Scoping and EIR process.

• The competent authority will be the Eastern Cape Department of Economic Development Environmental 
Affairs and Tourism (DEDEAT).

• The previous application (DEDEAT reference number EC08/C/LN2/M/42-2019) was issued on 12 August 
2019) was allowed to lapse in March 2020 to accommodate further engineering investigations.

• The new application (DEDEAT reference number EC08/C/LN2/M/01-2021) was issued on the 26 January
2021. The Final Scoping Report, approved by DEDEAT on the 25 October 2019, is considered to be valid
for this application. 

• This PPP period facilitates comments on the Draft EIR.   

WHY IS AN EIA 
PROCESS REQUIRED?



HOW ARE THE IMPACTS 
ASSESSED?



IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
HOW ARE THE 

IMPACTS ASSESSED?

 

EF
FE

C
T 

Temporal scale 

Short term Less than 5 years 

Medium term Between 5 and 20 years 

Long term Between 20 and 40 years (a generation) and from a human perspective almost permanent. 

Permanent Over 40 years and resulting in a permanent and lasting change that will always be there 

Spatial Scale 

Localised At localised scale and a few hectares in extent 

Study area The proposed site and its immediate environs 

Regional District and Provincial level 

National Country 

International Internationally 

Severity Benefit 

Slight / Slightly Beneficial Slight impacts on the affected system(s) 
or party (ies) 

Slightly beneficial to the affected system(s) or party (ies) 

Moderate / Moderately 
Beneficial 

Moderate impacts on the affected 
system(s) or party(ies) 

An impact of real benefit to the affected system(s) or 
party (ies)  

Severe / Beneficial Severe impacts on the affected system(s) 
or party (ies) 

A substantial benefit to the affected system(s) or party 
(ies) 

Very Severe / Very Beneficial Very severe change to the affected 
system(s) or party(ies) 

A very substantial benefit to the affected system(s) or 
party (ies) 

LI
K

EL
IH

O
O

D
 Likelihood 

Unlikely The likelihood of these impacts occurring is slight 

May Occur The likelihood of these impacts occurring is possible 

Probable The likelihood of these impacts occurring is probable 

Definite The likelihood is that this impact will definitely occur 



IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
Li

ke
lih

oo
d

  

Effect 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

2 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

3 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

4 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

 Significance 
Rate 

Description Score  

Low An acceptable impact for which mitigation is desirable but not essential.  The impact by itself is insufficient 
even in combination with other low impacts to prevent the development being approved. 
These impacts will result in either positive or negative medium to short term effects on the social and/or 
natural environment. 

4-8 

Moderate An important impact which requires mitigation.  The impact is insufficient by itself to prevent the 
implementation of the project but which in conjunction with other impacts may prevent its 
implementation. 
These impacts will usually result in either a positive or negative medium to long-term effect on the social 
and/or natural environment.  

9-12 

High A serious impact, if not mitigated, may prevent the implementation of the project (if it is a negative 
impact).   
These impacts would be considered by society as constituting a major and usually a long-term change to 
the (natural &/or social) environment and result in severe effects or beneficial effects.  

13-16 

Very High A very serious impact which, if negative, may be sufficient by itself to prevent implementation of the 
project.  The impact may result in permanent change.  Very often these impacts cannot be mitigated and 
usually result in very severe effects, or very beneficial effects.  

17-20 

 

HOW ARE THE 
IMPACTS ASSESSED?



ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITIES HOW ARE THE 
IMPACTS ASSESSED?



ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITIES HOW ARE THE 
IMPACTS ASSESSED?



SPECIALIST
STUDIES



Estuarine and Dune Ecology Impact Assessment
• Dr Chantel Bezuidenhout (CES)
• Dr Ted Avis (CES)
• Mr Gregory Shaw (CES)

Source Material Study: High-level Conceptual Study
• Dr David Brew (RHDHV)
• Mr Roberto Almanza (CES)
• Mr Gregory Shaw (CES)

Heritage and Archaeological Assessments
• Mr Neels Kruger (Exigo)

SPECIALIST STUDIES



1. Heritage
Specialist Assessment

SPECIALIST STUDIES







Heritage Findings

• Low impact on archaeological sites.

• Small possibility of damage to archaeological sites buried under 
soil surface.

• One wreck identified on records as occurring in the vicinity of the 
mouth of the Kromme – buffer recommended.

• Contractors to remain of aware of the following:
• Dense accumulation of marine shells
• Stone tools and preserved bone
• Burial sites
• Buried structures in the mouth of the Kromme

SPECIALIST STUDIES



2. Estuarine and Dune Ecology
Specialist Assessment

SPECIALIST STUDIES





Salt Marsh –
High Sensitivity



SPECIALIST STUDIES

MITIGATION MEASURES
➢ Only the correct size material (course) will be dredged for beach nourishment.

➢ Sensitive habitats will be identified and avoided.

➢ Only the required volume of sediment will be dredged.

➢ Associated equipment will be placed in areas that are deemed not to be sensitive.

➢ Development and publication of the intended programme of works including work areas.

➢ Identification and publication of buffer areas/safety zones around dredging equipment.

➢ Development of a dredging programme that takes navigation and peak times into
account.

➢ Noise attenuation of pumps/pipes associated with the transport of material.

➢ Consideration of operating dredging equipment during daylight hours only.

➢ Consider improvement of access to an alternative walking route along the length of the
frontage along the beach and estuary.

➢ Development and publication of water safety procedures and enforcement to ensure
safety to all users of the estuary.

➢ Development of an adaptive management plan.

➢ Enforcement all provisions contained in the Construction EMP

➢ Do not allow any laydown areas within the sensitive foredune area.

➢ Limit access across the foredunes to four access points in total, where each groyne will be
located. The access points will need to serve the groynes in proximity. From North to
South, they are expected to be the Aldabara Road parking area, Peter Crescent, George
road and Ralph Road parking area. These parking areas must also be used as laydown
areas.

➢ Limit pedestrian access to these same points.

➢ Disallow workers from accessing the remaining and intact foredune areas.

PHASES OF DEVELOPMENT & POTENTIAL IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE

WITHOUT MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION

EXISTING IMPACTS
Estuary Bank Erosion MODERATE-

NOT APPLICABLE

Increased Siltation HIGH-

Deterioration in Water Quality LOW-

Increased Salinity HIGH-

Impact on Submerged Macrophytes MODERATE+

Impact on Submerged Salt Marsh MODERATE-

Impact on fauna - increase in sandbank habitat as a result of the impoundments
upstream

MODERATE+

Impact on fauna - shift to a marine dominated system HIGH-

Impact on Social Amenities MODERATE+

Impact on Ecosystem goods and services LOW-

Impact on infrastructure and dune habitat as a result of a breach in the spit HIGH-

Ongoing erosion to the beaches to the north MODERATE-

CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL PHASE
Increase in Sedimentation and Turbidity MODERATE- LOW-

Loss of Estuarine Vegetation Communities MODERATE- LOW-

Loss of Estuarine Faunal Communities MODERATE- LOW-

Impacts on the Estuarine Functional Zone MODERATE- MODERATE-

Improvements to the Recreational Amenities Offered by the Kromme MODERATE+ HIGH+

Loss of Access to Particular Sites and Restrictions on the use of the Estuary
during Dredging Operation

LOW- LOW-

A Reduction / Loss of Sandbanks Supporting Fauna LOW- LOW-

Visual Intrusion of Dredging Equipment and Pipelines MODERATE- LOW-

Noise Disturbance Impacts MODERATE- LOW-

Impact on Navigation and Boating Safety MODERATE+ MODERATE+

Loss of Dune Vegetation on The Vegetated Sand Bank at The Sand River Mouth
MODERATE- MODERATE-

Disturbance to dune vegetation on the sand spit and other foredunes during
construction

LOW- LOW-

Effects of Groyne Construction on The Beach and Nearshore Area
MODERATE- MODERATE-

Accretion and Resultant Widening of The Beaches as A Result of Beach
Nourishment Scheme

MODERATE- HIGH+

Stabilisation of The Shoreline and Protection from Storm Surges and Sea-Level
Rise

VERY HIGH+

Long to Improvement to Recreational Amenities Offered by The Beaches
VERY HIGH+

Acceleration of erosion as a result of the groynes MODERATE- LOW-

Restriction of Sediment Transport to the North MODERATE- LOW-

DECOMMISSIONING PHASE
None - -

CUMULTIVE IMPACTS
Increased Estuary Bank Erosion MODERATE- LOW-



Estuarine Specialist Assessment Findings
• Sensitive habitats will be lost: small area lost and small area of their 

overall distribution.

• Benthic organisms will be directly lost linked to sandbank habitat: Not 
sensitive and will return and inhabit newly-dredged areas. 

• Damage and loss of foredune vegetation along the spit: not 
indigenous and localized loss. Recent breaches in spit have also 
resulted in a loss of habitat.

• No effect on the beaches to the north (i.e. erosion or reduction of 
sediment supply) or to the northern bank of the estuary.

• Beach nourishment: additional habitat for dune species; stabilise and 
protect foredunes. 

SPECIALIST STUDIES



3. Beach Nourishment
Source Material Study

SPECIALIST STUDIES







Spatial variation of currents during normal conditions. Higher current speeds are at the mouth (Advisian, 2020)

SPECIALIST STUDIES



SPECIALIST STUDIES

Spatial variation of currents during high flow conditions (Advisian, 2020)



Beach Nourishment
Source Material Findings

• Compatible particle size distribution 
(down to 2m).

• 1 074 000m3 of available sand 
material (1m depth in intertidal areas 
and 2m depth in the channel).

• Increased tidal prism resulting in 
lower water levels at low water.

• No significant increase in current 
velocity other than at the mouth, 
likely to return to pre-dredge 
scenario within a short time period.

SPECIALIST STUDIES

Mitigation Measures
• Only the correct size material (course) will be dredged for 

beach nourishment; 
• Sensitive Zostera habitats will be avoided where possible;
• Only the required volume of sediment will be dredged; 
• Associated equipment will be placed in areas of low 

sensitivity only; and
• Monitoring of sensitive habitats in close proximity to 

dredging activities must be implemented during both the 
construction and operational phases of the project. 



IDENTIFICATION OF 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS



IDENTIFICATION OF 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS
CONSTRUCTION
- 17 construction impacts prior to mitigation, were considered to have 
moderate negative significance 
- 9 impacts had low significance
- 3 of the impacts were seen as moderately beneficial as a result of the 
construction. 
- 1 impact had no significance attached to it’s assessment. 

- All but three impacts identified as moderately negative were reduced to low 
negative significance. In these three cases, it is not possible to carry out the 
construction of the project without loss or damage to estuarine and dune 
ecology. 

- The beneficial impacts are associated with the potential increase in available 
habitat for both marine flora and fauna and socio economic benefits. 
- The construction activities will lead to temporary and permanent job 
opportunities both directly associated with this project and indirectly through 
hospitality. 



IDENTIFICATION OF 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS
OPERATION
- 5 impacts of negative significance have been identified. However, all have 
been reduced to low impacts following the implementation of the mitigation 
measures
- The changes to the hydrodynamics of the Kromme estuary are not 
considered to be significant other than in the mouth area temporarily 
following the dredging activity. 
- The visual impact of the groynes are anticipated to result in a negative 
impact since they will result in an altered landscape and seascape. 
- The presence of the groynes may also result in rip tides. These rip tides are 
often in close proximity of the groynes structures themselves. 

- 5 beneficial impacts have been identified resulting in moderate to very high 
beneficial impacts. 
- Beneficial impacts are associated with the nourishment of the beach 
providing additional local amenity and coastal protection. 
-2 socio-economic benefits are of HIGH positive significance (Increased boat 
access during all tidal cycles and  potential increased tourism). 
- The protection of Coastal Public Property is seen as a benefit of VERY HIGH 
significance, as the no-go option will eventually result in the loss of almost all 
beach amenities, and quite possible infrastructure and property along the 
length of the frontage.  



Environmental Management 
Programme (EMPr)



WHAT IS AN EMPr?
Objectives:
• Ensure that there is sufficient allocation of resources on the project budget so that the scale of EMPr-related 

activities is consistent with the significance of project impacts;
• Verify environmental performance through information on impacts as they occur;
• Respond to unforeseen events; 
• Provide feedback for continual improvement in environmental performance;
• Identify a range of mitigation measures which could reduce and mitigate the potential negative impacts to minimal 

or insignificant levels;
• Detail specific actions deemed necessary to assist in mitigating the environmental impact of the project.

Monitoring and Evaluation:
• Baseline data collection:

• Sediment contaminant testing 
• Bathymetry 
• Ground-truth vegetation distribution 

• Construction and Operation:
• Beach profiles (along the nourished areas, to the north of the project and in areas along the northern bank of 

the estuary)
• Sediment contaminant testing based on outcome of baseline studies
• Ongoing Bathymetry 
• Habitat distribution 



DEVELOPMENT AREAS



DEVELOPMENT AREAS



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
PROCESS AND WAY 

FORWARD



PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS (PPP)

*Scoping Report accepted by DEDEAT on 25 October 2019

Phase Requirement Date

Inception Phase

Site notices Placed on 21 December 2018 and 9 April 2019.

Pre-Assessment Public Meetings Held on 20 December 2018.

Pre-Assessment consultation with DEDEAT Held on the 18 April 2019 and 1 March 2019.

Scoping Phase (30 day Pre-Assessment PPP period)

Newspaper Adverts 

Placed in the Herald on the 27th of March 2019, Kouga express on the 28th of March 2019
and the St Francis Chronicle on the 4th of April 2019.

Notifications 
Sent at the commencement of the PPP period on the 1st of April 2019.

Commenting Period 29th of March 2019 until the 29th of April 2019.

Public Meeting Held on the 15th of April 2019.

Scoping Phase (Formal Mandatory 30 day PPP Period) 

Newspaper Adverts 

Placed in the Herald on the 20th of August 2019, Kouga Express on the 22nd of August 2019
and the St Francis Chronicle on the 19th of August 209.

Notifications
Sent at the commencement of the PPP period on the 20th of August 2019.

Commenting Period 20th of August 2019 until the 18th of September 2019.

Public meeting Held on the 27th of August 2019.
Ongoing consultation meeting with DEDEAT Held on the 29th of August 2019.
Site visit by Department of Environmental Affairs – Oceans and Coasts 5th September 2019.

EIA Phase 2019/2020 (Formal Mandatory 30 day PPP Period) 

Newspaper Adverts

Placed in the Herald on the 18th December 2019.
Kouga Express 19th December 2019.

Notifications
Sent at the commencement of the PPP period – 19th December 2019.

Commenting Period 19th December 2019 – 5th February 2020.

Public Meeting 19th December 2019

Newspaper Adverts Placed in the Herald 17th January 2020.

Notifications Sent out on the 16th January 2020.

Public Meeting 29th January 2020



SCOPING
PHASE

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT (EIA) PHASE

Project Planning and Initial Stakeholder 
Engagement

Drafting of Scoping Report and Initial 
Engagement with the DEDEAT

Pre-Application Public Review Period

Submission of the DEDEAT Application Form 
and Mandatory Public Review Period (30 days)

Accepted

Competent Authority Review Period (43 
days)

Final Scoping Report (44 days following 
submission of the Application)

Amendments 
Required

Draft Environmental Impact Assessment 
Report and Environmental Management 

Programme

Mandatory Public Review Period (30 days)

Accepted

Competent Authority Review Period (107 
days)

Final EIA Report (106 days following the 
acceptance of the Final Scoping Report)

Amendments 
Required

Notification of Environmental Authorisation 
(14 days following EA decision)

Appeals Period (20 days following notification 
of EA decision)



QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

1. The inclusivity of the PPP process for all members of the
community.

2. Concern over the lack of specific ecological data collected to
inform the EIA process.

3. Alignment of the project with the national, district and local
planning policies.

4. Erosion of the bank of the estuary through increased vessel
traffic.

5. The impacts to the Kromme Properties Shareblock.
6. The validity of the information used to inform the impacts.



QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Mr Gregory Shaw
67 African Street, Grahamstown / Makhanda, 6139
Tel: +27 (0) 46 622 2364
Email: g.shaw@cesnet.co.za

www.cesnet.co.za/st-francis-bay-coastal-protection-scheme-eia




