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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The project area consists of three farm portions: portion 3 of 226, remaining extent of 590, and 
portion 1 of 300 located within the Nelson Mandela Bay Metropolitan Municipality. The project area 
is 1,800 hectares in extent. The project area lies on both sides of the R335, which runs between 
Motherwell and Addo. The nearest urban settlement, Motherwell, is situated 3.3km south of the 
project area. The project area is currently used for low-intensity game farming. No established 
agricultural infrastructure (i.e. irrigated fields, canals, crushes, sheds, etc.) exist in the project area. 
 
The project area is planned to host: 

 Up to nine wind turbines with a hub-height of between 95-100m, and three blades of between 
40-45m in length (maximum height of 140m in total); 

 Foundations (up to 400m2) for each wind turbine; 

 3,500 m2 crane hardstand per turbine; 

 Internal access roads of between 8m (during operation) and 14m (during construction, to be 
partially rehabilitated) wide to each turbine;  

 Medium voltage cabling between turbines and the switching station, to be laid underground 
where technically feasible; 

 Overhead medium voltage powerlines between turbine rows where necessary; 

 An on-site switching-station of up to 400m2; 

 Connecting at medium voltage (22kV) to the municipal grid option 1: Coega Main substation 
and option 2: Motherwell Main substation 

 An up to 7,500 m2 office building for control, communications, maintenance and storage;  

 Temporary infrastructure including a site camp and a laydown area of approximately 30m2 

per turbine (all to be rehabilitated post construction). 
 
A site visit was undertaken on the 13th of February 2017 by an EOH consultant, Ms Rosalie Evans, 
to assess the visual character of the area and visit potentially sensitive viewpoints. The study area 
(which refers to the area within 10km of the project area) is a modified, peri-urban, mixed land use 
area. Quarries, workshops, and storage facilities are present in a patchy agricultural environment. 
Disturbed areas, rubble heaps, and cleared bush areas are common throughout the study area. A 
substation is present on the eastern border of the project site, and a number of high voltage power 
lines are present in the study area. The Coega Industrial Development Zone is located approximately 
4km to the south-east of the project area. The study area contains the following roads: 

 The R335 running north/south connecting Motherwell and Addo; 

 The R334 running east /west connecting the R102 and Uitenhage; 

 Numerous unpaved district roads including farm tracks. 
 
The study area varies in height between 0 metres above sea level (masl) and 380 masl. The study 
area is therefore a typical flat coastal plain. The study area is drained by three rivers, all running in 
a south-easterly direction towards the coast: Swartkops; Coega and Sundays. The vegetation of the 
area consists of grassland with islands of thicket patches. The height of the thicket patches does not 
exceed about 3 metres. Tall trees are rare. The vegetation of the area therefore will not screen views 
of the wind turbines. 
 
In terms of identified sensitive receptors: 

 No objections to the project were received at the time of writing (July 2017). No Interested 
and Affected Parties (I&APs) had raised concerns about the visual impact of the project. 

 The Swartkops Valley Local Authority Nature Reserve is located 8.5km from the nearest 
Wind Turbine Generator (WTG 06. Turbines will be visible from sections of the northern 
portion of this park. This is considered a sensitive visual receptor. 

 No heritage resources relevant to the Visual Impact Assessment were identified in the project 
area.  
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The following impacts were identified: 
 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

Impact Without mitigation With mitigation 

Impact 1: Visual impact of construction activity MOD - MOD - 

OPERATIONS PHASE 

Impact 1: Impact of wind turbines on sensitive visual 
receptors 

LOW - LOW - 

Impact 2: Shadow flicker LOW - LOW - 

DECOMMISSIONING PHASE 

Impact 1: Visual impact of decommissioning activity MOD - MOD - 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Impact 1: Visual impact of facility construction and 
operation 

MOD - MOD - 

NO-GO IMPACT 

 NONE NONE 

 
Concluding points: 
 

 120 turbines have already been constructed, or have been approved to be constructed, within 
30km of the position of the proposed turbines. The project’s 9 proposed turbines are not 
considered to add any significant negative visual impacts to the study area. 

 The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) process relies heavily on the obections and comments 
received from Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs), as visual impacts are ultimately 
determined based on the perception of these structures by people from the surrounding 
community. No comments or objections on the proposed turbines have been received to date 
(July 2017), therefore the VIA has focused more heavily on describing the scenic character 
of the study area, the area from which turbines will be noticeably visible (considered to be 
within 10km of the turbines in this particular area). The scenic character of the region is 
insensitive to the development of wind turbines, for the following reasons: 

o It is located on the edge of an Industrial Development Zone (the Coega IDZ); 
o It is on the urban edge, in an area already highly modified by human activities. 

 Two buildings (one a residence and the other an office) were found to be potentially impacted 
by shadow flicker. 

 In light of the points above, from a visual impact perspective, there are no reasons why the 
project should not be approved.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Coastal and Environmental Services (CES) has been appointed by InnoWind (Pty) Ltd, as 
independent environmental assessment practitioners to undertake an Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) of a proposed Wind Energy Facility (WEF) in the Eastern Cape Province. The 
project is known as the “Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility”. 
 
One of the required specialist studies is a Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) of the proposed 
development.  
 
This report is based on guidelines for visual assessment specialist studies as defined by Oberholzer 
(2005).  
 

1.1 Objective 
 
The Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP) have issued South 
Africa’s only guidelines for visual impact assessments, which have been followed in the preparation 
of this report. According to the DEA&DP guidelines (Oberholzer 2005), the following specific 
concepts should be considered during visual input into the EIA process:  
 

 An awareness that 'visual' implies the full range of visual, aesthetic, cultural and spiritual 
aspects of the environment that contribute to the area's sense of place. 

 The consideration of both the natural and the cultural landscape, and their inter-relatedness. 

 The identification of all scenic resources, protected areas and sites of special interest, 
together with their relative importance in the region. 

 An understanding of the landscape processes, including geological, vegetation and 
settlement patterns, which give the landscape its particular character or scenic attributes. 

 The need to include both quantitative criteria, such as 'visibility', and qualitative criteria, such 
as aesthetic value or sense of place. 

 The need to include visual input as an integral part of the project planning and design 
process, so that the findings and recommended mitigation measures can inform the final 
design, and hopefully the quality of the project. 

 The need to determine the value of visual/aesthetic resources through public involvement. 
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2 BACKGROUND 
 

2.1 Location and site description of the proposed development 
 
InnoWind (Pty) Ltd proposes to develop a WEF in the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa. The 
WEF falls within the Nelson Mandela Bay Metropolitan Municipality. The closest urban area is 
Motherwell (Port Elizabeth), situated 3.3km south of the project area. The project area can be 
accessed via the R335 that connects Motherwell and Addo.  
 
The proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF falls across three (3) farm portions. These land portions, collectively 
referred to as the project area for the Scarlet Ibis WEF, are currently used for low-intensity game 
farming. 
 

2.2 Detailed description of the Scarlet Ibis WEF 
 
The proposed 20 MW Scarlet Ibis WEF will consist of the following infrastructural components: 
 

 Up to 9 wind turbines with a rotor diameter of up to 90 m, a hub height of up to 100 m and 
blade length of up to 45 m; 

 Foundations (up to 400 m²) for each wind turbine; 

 3,500 m2 crane hardstand per turbine 

 Internal access roads of between 8 m (during operation) and 14 m (during construction, to 
be partially rehabilitated) wide to each turbine;  

 Medium voltage cabling between turbines and the switching station, to be laid underground 
where technically feasible; 

 Overhead medium voltage powerlines between turbine rows where necessary; 

 An on-site switching-station of up to 400m2; 

 Connecting at medium voltage (22kV) to the municipal grid option 1: Coega Main substation 
and option 2: Motherwell Main substation 

 An up to 7,500 m2 office building for control, communications, maintenance and storage;  

 Temporary infrastructure including a site camp and a laydown area of approximately 30m2 

per turbine (all to be rehabilitated post construction). 
 
The location and layout of the WEF is provided in Figure 2.1 below. 
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Figure 2.1: Location of the proposed Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility. 
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Figure 2.2: Conceptual view of a 120m high turbine, with 140m rotor diameter. 
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3 APPROACH TO STUDY 
 

3.1 Terms of Reference 
 
The overall aim of a Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) is to determine the current landscape quality 
(scenic views, visual sensitivity) and the visual impact of the proposed development. The terms of 
reference of the VIA includes the following tasks:  

 Undertake a desktop survey using 1:50 000 survey maps, 1:10 000 orthophotos, any digital 
colour aerial photography and any other high resolution images.  

 Conduct a site reconnaissance visit and photographic survey of the proposed project site. 
The focus of this survey should be on natural and cultural features, protected areas, coastal 
views and landscape, view sites, and scenic routes.  

 Conduct a desk top mapping exercise and develop a Digital Elevation Model to establish 
visual sensitivity:-  

o Describe and rate the scenic character and sense of place of the area and site.  

o Establish extent of visibility by mapping the view-sheds and zones of visual influence.  

o Establish visual exposure to viewpoints.  

o Establish the inherent visual sensitivity and visual absorption capacity of the site by 
mapping slope grades, landforms, vegetation, special features and land use and 
overlaying all relevant map layers to assimilate a visual sensitivity map.  

 Review relevant legislation, policies, guidelines and standards.  

 Preparation of a Visual Baseline/Sensitivity report which shall include, inter alia:  

o Assessing visual sensitivity criteria such as extent of visibility, the sites inherent 
sensitivity, visual sensitivity of the receptors, visual absorption capacity of the area 
and visual intrusion on the character of the area.  

o Prepare photomontages of the proposed development.  

o Assess the proposed project against the visual impact criteria (visibility, visual 
exposure, sensitivity of site and receptor, visual absorption capacity and visual 
intrusion) for the site.  

o Assess impacts based on a synthesis of criteria for each site (criteria = nature of 
impact, extent, duration, intensity, probability and significance).  

o Establish mitigation measures/recommendations with regards to minimizing visual 
impacts. 

 

3.2 Methodology 
 
3.2.1 Site visit 
 
A site visit was undertaken on 13 February 2017. The purpose of the site visit was as follows: 

 To obtain a sense of the character and “sense of place” of the region; 

 To take photos from selected viewpoints, this included particularly sensitive receptors and 
viewpoints that had a clear view of the project area; 

 To determine the nature of the buildings identified from aerial imagery prior to the site visit;  

 To take note of the existence of other infrastructure, tourist areas, natures reserves, heritage 
features, etc. 

 
3.2.2 Data sources: project specific data 
 
Scarlet Ibis WEF provided spatial data showing the layout of planned infrastructure. Scarlet Ibis WEF 
also provided an estimate of the height of the specific infrastructure components. These heights are 
used to calculate the viewshed of the infrastructure. The following heights have been used in the 
calculation of viewsheds: 
 

 Turbine hub height = 100m; 
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 Rotor diameter = 90m (this means that a rotor tip height of 145m was used to calculate 
viewsheds). 

 
An observer in the surrounding landscape was assumed to be 2m tall. 
 
3.2.3 Data sources: the surrounding area 
 
Data on the surrounding area were collected during a site visit. The consultant visiting the site 
identified and recorded the geographic location of: 
 

 Dwellings within a fixed distance of the development edge; 

 Roads and railways; 

 Potentially sensitive visual receptors such as: 
o Wildlife reserves; 
o Tourist areas; 
o Landmarks; 
o Or any other area deemed to be important in the particular environment and that could 

be expected to be sensitive to the proposed development. 
 
Data on the surrounding areas was also digitised from the most recent aerial imagery available. 
Typically, dwellings are digitised in this manner.  
 
Data was also downloaded from online, or supplied by other consultants. All data was checked for 
accuracy. 
 
3.2.4 Data sources: elevation data 
 
The calculation of viewshed is based on the use of a Digital Elevation Model (DEM). The DEM was 
created from 20 metre contour data. Each pixel of the DEM was 10m x 10m. Therefore each pixel of 
the DEM covers an area of 10 m x 10 m (100 m²), and is assigned a single height value.  
 

3.3 Legislative context 
 
A Scoping and Environmental Impact Assessment is being undertaken in accordance with 
Government Notice Regulation 982 published on 4 December 2014. 
 
This visual impact assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the Department of 
Environmental Affairs and Development Planning’s Guideline: “Guideline for involving visual and 
aesthetic specialists in EIA processes” (Oberholzer, 2005). 
 
Spatial Development Frameworks (SDFs) are considered and discussed in the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Reports.  
 
3.3.1 Seasonal changes 
 
In terms of Appendix 6 of the 2014 EIA Regulations, a specialist report must contain information on 
“the date and season of the site investigation and the relevance of the season to the outcome of the 
assessment”. The site visit was undertaken in summer. The season in which the site visit was 
undertaken does not have any considerable effect on the significance of the impacts identified, the 
mitigation measures, or the conclusions of the assessment since the vegetation cover does not vary 
significantly over the seasons. 
 

3.4 Assumptions and limitations 
 
The calculation of viewsheds does not take into account the screening effect of vegetation or 
buildings. 
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3.5 Author’s Details 
 
3.5.1 Mr Thomas King, author 
 
Thomas holds a BSc degree with specialisation in Zoology from the University of Pretoria and an 
Honours degree in Biodiversity and Conservation from Rhodes University. As part of his Honours 
degree, Thomas was trained in Geographical Information Systems (GIS) in addition to the required 
biological sciences courses. With CES, he has been primarily in charge of all GIS related work, 
including database and software management. He has been the lead author of four Visual Impact 
Assessments. He has assisted in the compilation of numerous others. He is fully competent with the 
use of ArcGIS 10 including ArcMap, ArcCatalog, and ArcScene. He is also familiar with the use of 
supporting GIS software such as Oruxmaps, Quantum GIS, DNR Garmin, SketchUp, to name a few.  
 
  



Visual Impact Assessment 

Coastal & Environmental Services 13 Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility 

4 BASELINE DESCRIPTION 
 

4.1 Land use activities 
 
The project area is used for low-intensity game grazing. There is no agricultural infrastructure i.e. 
irrigated lands, crushes, etc.  
 

4.2 Built environment 
 
The study area (1,800 ha) is a modified, peri-urban, mixed land use area. Quarries, workshops, and 
storage facilities are present in a patchy agricultural environment. Disturbed areas, rubble heaps, 
and cleared bush areas are common throughout the study area. A substation is present on the 
eastern border of the project site, and a number of high voltage power lines are present in the study 
area. A number of other Wind Energy Facilities (WEFs) are planned in the area, including: 
 

 Dassiesridge Wind Energy Facility 

 Grassridge Wind Energy Facility 

 Ukomeleza Wind Energy Facility 

 Motherwell Wind Energy Facility 
 
These WEFs will be described further in the cumulative impacts section of this report. The Coega 
Industrial Development Zone is located approximately 4km to the south-east of the project area. The 
study area contains the following roads: 

 The R335 running north/south connecting Motherwell and Addo; 

 The R334 running east /west connecting the R102 and Uitenhage; 

 Numerous unpaved district roads including farm tracks. 
 

4.3 Topography and drainage 
 
The study area considered (the project area and the area within 10km of the project area boundary) 
varies in height between 0 metres above sea level (masl) and 380 masl. The study area is therefore 
a typical flat coastal plain. The study area is drained by three rivers, all running in a south-easterly 
direction towards the coast: Swartkops; Coega and Sundays. 
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Figure 4.1: Topography and drainage 
 

4.4 Vegetation 
 
The vegetation of the area is better described in the Ecological Report for this project. From a visual 
impact assessment perspective, the most important features of the vegetation of the area are its 
height and density. The vegetation of the area consists of grassland with islands of thicket patches. 
The height of the thicket patches does not exceed about 3 metres. Tall trees are rare. The vegetation 
of the area therefore will not screen views of the wind turbines. 
 

4.5 Identified sensitive receptors 
 
Sensitive receptors are considered to be: 

 The property of Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) that have lodged an objection to the 
WEF during the impact assessment process, 

 Areas of cultural or heritage significance, 

 Protected areas, 

 Tourist areas and guesthouses which cater for tourists visiting the area for its aesthetic 
qualities.  

 
There have been no objections to the WEF received to date (July 2017). One protected area is 
located within 10km of the project turbines. This is the Swartkops Valley Local Authority Nature 
Reserve, and is located 8.5km from the nearest Wind Turbine Generator (WTG) 06. However this 
nature reserve is in a low-lying area, and only small sections of the reserve’s northern border will be 
able to see some of the project turbines.  
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The Phase 1 Archaeological Impact Assessment conducted for the project area (Booth, 2017) did 
not identify any heritage resources relevant to the Visual Impact Assessment. 
 

 
 

Plate 4.1: The vegetation of the study area consists of open grassland interspersed with 
clumps of thicket 
 

 
 

Plate 4.2: The project area is on the urban edge and has been modified by human activities 
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Plate 4.3: Roads, quarries, buildings and power lines reduce the visual appeal of the area 
 

 
 

Plate 4.4: Erosion is not uncommon 
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5 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
A detailed description of the process involved in selecting the preferred alternative, and other 
alternatives considered, is provided in the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) for this 
project. For the purposes of this Visual Impact Assessment, the following alternatives have been 
assessed. 
 

5.1 Fundamental alternatives 
 
5.1.1 Location alternative 
 
No other locations have been assessed.  
 
5.1.2 Technology alternatives 
 
A solar energy facility has been assessed as a technology alternative. 
 

5.2 Incremental alternatives 
 
5.2.1 Turbine layout alternatives 
 
One turbine layout of 9 positions has been assessed. 
 

5.3 No-go alternative 
 
The no-go alternative is considered in the assessment of impacts chapter. 
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6 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

6.1 Design phase impacts 
 
Activities associated with the design and pre-construction phase pertain mostly to background 
studies, surveys and data collection. The visual impact in this phase is considered insignificant.  
 

6.2 Construction phase impacts 
 
The visual impacts during the construction phase of a wind farm are considered less significant than 
the impacts during the operations phase, due to the fact that: 

 The construction phase has a much shorter duration than the operations phase, 

 The size of the viewshed is much smaller, due to the fact that the construction equipment is 
much shorter than the erected wind turbines. 

 
The construction of a wind farm of the size proposed will require a large extent of construction 
activity, which will not be a strong contrast to the current activity levels in the area. Therefore, some 
level of impact significance is expected and has been assessed. 
 
6.2.1 Construction Phase Impact 1: Visual impact of construction activity 
 
Cause and comment 
 
There are various activities which will take place during the construction phase which will have 
impacts on sensitive visual receptors: 

 Large areas of vegetation will need to be cleared to make way for digging of the turbine 
foundations, hardstand areas, substation footprints, access roads, laydown areas, 
workshops and storage yards. 

 Construction of wind turbines will potentially draw attention if they are exposed above the 
skyline. 

 There will be a large increase in the movement of vehicles in the area: large trucks delivering 
supplies and construction material; graders, excavators and bulldozers; light vehicle 
movement around site; large trucks hauling rubble and construction waste, etc. 

 Soil stockpiles and heaps of vegetation debris. 

 Dust emissions from construction activity. 
 
Mitigation measures 
 
The following mitigation measures are proposed: 

 The construction contractor should clearly demarcate construction areas so as to minimise 
site disturbance. 

 Treat roads to reduce dust emissions. 

 The site should be kept neat and tidy. Littering should be fined and the ECO should organise 
rubbish clean-ups on a regular basis. 

 
Significance statement 
 
The duration of the construction phase impacts will be “Short Term”. The extent is “Regional” as 
construction activity will be visible beyond the immediate environs of the site. The severity of the 
impact is expected to be “Moderate” should mitigation measures not be employed. If they are, the 
impact is expected to be “Slight”. The likelihood of surrounding farmers having their views impacted 
by construction activity is “Definite”. 
  



Visual Impact Assessment 

Coastal & Environmental Services 19 Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility 

 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Moderate Definite MOD -  

With 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

 

6.3 Operation phase impacts 
 
6.3.1 Operations Phase Impact 1: Impact of wind turbines on sensitive visual receptors 
 
Cause and comment 
 
The hub of the turbines proposed will be 100m above the ground. The three blades will each be 45m 
long. Therefore the viewshed calculation has calculated the 9 turbines’ viewshed using a blade tip 
height of 145m. The turbines will be visible primarily from the area to the south-east of the WEF. 
Notable features in this area include: Motherwell, the Coega Industrial Development Zone, the N2 
national highway, and the Port of Ngqura (Figure 6.1 and 6.2). None of these areas is considered to 
be sensitive to the presence of the wind farm.  
 
Mitigation and management 
 
Other than avoiding the site completely there are no mitigation measures that will reduce the visual 
intrusion of the wind turbines due to their size, height and visibility, and the lack of screening 
opportunities in the landscape. 
 
Significance Statement 
 
The duration of the impact will be “Permanent”. The extent is “Study Area”. The severity of the impact 
is expected to be “Slight”. The likelihood of surrounding farmers having their views impacted is 
“Definite”.  
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Permanent Study area Slight Definite LOW -  

With 
Mitigation 

Permanent Study area Slight Definite LOW -  
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Figure 6.1: Viewshed of the Scarlet Ibis Design Layout Rev1 – elevation basemap 
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Figure 6.2: Viewshed of the Scarlet Ibis Design Layout Rev1 – land use base map 
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6.3.2 Operations Phase Impact 2: Shadow Flicker 
 
Cause and comment 
 
Shadow flicker results from the shade cast by a wind turbine and its rotating blades. The shade cast 
by the blades “flicker” from the point of view of a stationary observer as the blades rotate. This is 
most pronounced when the shadow is cast through a building’s opening, such as a window, 
especially when the window is one of the main sources of light in a room. 
 
The most research on shadow flicker has been conducted in Europe, and Europe has the most 
thorough set of regulations and best-practise guidelines relating to shadow flicker. England’s 
Companion Guide to PPS22 (2004) and BERR (2007), and Northern Ireland’s Best Practice 
Guidance to PPS18 (2009) state that only properties within 130 degrees either side of north of a 
particular turbine can be affected by shadows (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2011). We assume therefore 
that the situation in South Africa is opposite i.e. only properties within 130 degrees either side of 
south of a particular turbine can be affected by shadows. These guidelines also state that shadow 
flicker only occurs within ‟10 x rotor diameters” of a turbine. There is general consensus amongst 
the European nations that this is the potentially affected shadow flicker zone. The area potentially 
affected by shadow flicker in the southern hemisphere is indicated in Figure 6.3.The rotor diameter 
for the proposed Scarlett Ibis WEF turbines is 90m. This means that the area within 900m of the 
turbines, in the appropriate direction range, is potentially affected by shadow flicker.  
 

 
Figure 6.3: Potential shadow flicker zone 
 
Although this rule-of-thumb is useful, local conditions also need to be taken into account. These 
include: 
 

1. The latitude of the sight. Turbines at lower latitudes will cast longer shadows because the 
sun spends more time closer the horizon. The Scarlet Ibis WEF is located at 33 degrees 
south, while most countries surveyed in the Parsons Brinckerhoff (2011) study – the UK, 
Germany, Sweden, Norway – are located at 47 degrees north and above (the southern tip of 
Germany lies at approximately 47 degrees north). From this we can infer that the shadows 
cast by turbines in South Africa will be shorter, since we lie closer to the equator than these 
European countries. In fact, in Australia the South Australian Planning Bulletin (2002) notes 
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that shadow flicker is unlikely to be a significant issue at distances greater than 500 m. 
Australia lies within approximately the same lines of latitude as South Africa (South Africa: 
22°S to 35°S; Australia: 10°S to 44°S). 

2. The hub height. When the hub is higher, the same shadow will be spread over a larger area 
resulting in a reduced intensity of shadow in the vicinity of the turbine. The turbines to be 
used in the Scarlett Ibis WEF have a hub height of 100m, which is about the middle of the 
range for various turbine designs. 

3. Uses of the affected buildings. See Table 6.1 below for a description of the various potentially 
impacted buildings. 

4. Window widths. Shadow flicker will be less pronounced when windows are wider. 
5. Intervening topography. If buildings are located at lower altitudes than turbines, then the 

shadow cast be turbines are more likely to affect them. Turbines are almost always located 
at the highest altitudes in the local environment in order to capture the stronger winds at the 
higher altitudes. Table 6.2 below provides elevation data for the turbines and buildings 
potentially affected. 

6. Intervening vegetation. Vegetation may screen shadows. In the study area, vegetation is not 
dense or tall enough to reduce potential shadow flicker impacts. 

 
Shadow flicker only needs to be considered relevant to buildings that are occupied most of the time: 
residential dwellings and places-of-work. It is not relevant to unoccupied structures, such as storage 
sheds. Furthermore, shadow flicker is only relevant to occupied buildings that have a window which 
faces the turbine. Shadow flicker cast against a wall will not impact occupants. As stated previously, 
it will only be a nuisance to occupants when that shadow temporarily blocks light streaming through 
a window, resulting in the “flicker” effect. 
 
Table 6.1: Potentially affected buildings 
 

Building Use masl 
Potentially 

Impacted by 
(distance) 

Potentially 
Impacted by 
(distance) 

1 Residence – JR Snyman 163 
WTG07 
(692m) 

n/a 

2 Office / Storage – Airedale Brick  82 
WTG01 
(900m) 

n/a 

3 Unknown 76 
WTG01 
(626m) 

n/a 

4 Storage 74 
WTG09 
(510m) 

WTG01 
(737m) 

5 Residence - Unknown 67 
WTG04 
(461m) 

WTG09 
(655m) 

6 Residence - Unknown 70 
WTG04 
(477m) 

WTG09 
(686m) 

7 Unknown 61 
WTG04 
(884m) 

n/a 

8 Office – Brick Works 61 
WTG04 
(686m) 

n/a 

9 Factory – Brick Works 65 
WTG04 
(622m) 

WTG02 
(880m) 

10 Factory – Lloyd’s Brick Works 57 
WTG06 
(855m) 

n/a 

11 Factory – Lloyd’s Brick Works 56 
WTG06 
(818m) 

n/a 

12 Factory – Lloyd’s Brick Works 54 
WTG06 
(860m) 

n/a 
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Table 6.2: Elevation of the wind turbines 
 

WIND TURBINES 

Wind turbine masl 

WTG 01 100 

WTG 02 99 

WTG 03 93 

WTG 04 104 

WTG 05 87 

WTG 06 83 

WTG 07 161 

WTG 08 162 

WTG 09 103 

 
The four buildings highlighted by the red cells are potentially at risk of experiencing shadow flicker 
based on their location in relation to turbines and their characteristics. 
 
Buildings 5 and 6 have been found to be abandoned, as shown in the plates below. 
 

 
Plate 6.1: Building 5 (369941; 6267092) and 6 (369909; 6267073) from a distance 
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Plate 6.2: Building 5 and 6 from up close 
 
Therefore, only buildings 1 and 8 remain at risk of experiencing shadow flicker. 
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Figure 6.3: Shadow flicker 
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Mitigation and management 
 
The following mitigation measures are possible: 
 

1. Careful site design; 
2. Temporary turbine shut-down. This can be done when a particular turbine is causing shadow 

flicker at a particular time of the day; 
3. Installation of blinds; 
4. Landscaping and vegetation screening. 

 
We recommend that the potential for shadow flicker on the two potentially-affected buildings be 
assessed. A building should not be affected for more than 30 hours per year, or for longer than 30 
minutes in a day (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2011). 
 
Trees can be planted, but will take a few years before they grow tall enough to provide a screen. In 
the meantime, blinds may be installed on the affected windows. 
 
Significance Statement 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Permanent Local Slight May occur LOW -  

With 
Mitigation 

Permanent Local Slight Unlikely LOW -  

 

6.4 Decommissioning phase impacts 
 
6.4.1 Decommissioning Phase Impact 1: Visual impact of decommissioning activity 
 
Cause and comment 
 
Wind farms are typically designed for a 25 year life. After 25 years, the proposed Scarlet Ibis Wind 
Farm may either be refurbished (re-powered) or decommissioned. If it is decommissioned, the 
impacts during the decommissioning phase will be very similar to those identified in the construction 
phase. The mitigation measures applicable to the construction phase will be applicable during the 
decommissioning phase as well. 
 
Significance statement 
 
The duration of the decommissioning phase impact will be “Short Term”. The extent is “Regional” as 
activity will be visible beyond the immediate environs of the site. The severity of the impact is 
expected to be “Moderate” should mitigation measures not be employed. If they are, the impact is 
expected to be “Slight”. The likelihood of surrounding farmers having their views impacted by is 
“Definite”. 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Moderate Definite MOD -  

With 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Slight Definite MOD -  
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6.5 Cumulative Impacts 
 
6.5.1 Cumulative Impact 1: Visual impact of facility construction and operation 
 
Cause and comment 
 
There are three other Wind Energy Facilities within 30km of the proposed project. These are: 
 

- Dassiesridge WEF 
- Grassridge WEF 
- Grassridge II WEF 

 



Visual Impact Assessment 

Coastal & Environmental Services 29 Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility 

 
Figure 6.4: The location of other wind energy facilities within 30km of the Scarlet Ibis WEF 
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Figure 6.5: Comparable cumulative viewshed 
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The area is not located within a Renewable Energy Development Zone as identified by the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment undertaken by the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR) 
and the Department of Environmental Affairs. 
 
As can be seen in Figure 6.5, turbines are already visible from most of the study area. The addition 
of the nine Scarlet Ibis turbines will not increase the viewshed significantly.  
 
Mitigation and management 
 
There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the cumulative visual impact of the wind farms. 
If each wind farm implements the mitigation measures suggested in their individual Visual Impact 
Assessments and Environmental Management Programmes, this will serve to reduce the cumulative 
impact. 
 
Significance Statement 
 
The duration of the impact will be “Permanent”. The extent is “Regional”. The severity of the impact 
is expected to be “Slight”. The likelihood of the impact occurring is “Definite”.  
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Permanent Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

With 
Mitigation 

Permanent Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

 

6.6 No-Go Impacts 
 
6.6.1 No-Go Impact 1: Impact of wind turbines on sensitive visual receptors 
 
Cause and comment 
 
There are already wind turbines established in the region. The study area is on the urban edge and 
adjacent to an industrial development zone. If the project did not proceed, the skyline would be 
slightly less clustered, but not noticeably so due to the low number of turbines proposed. There are 
no positive visual impacts that are associated with not proceeding with the project i.e. there are no 
pristine visual resources to conserve in the area. Not proceeding with the project will also not result 
in any negative visual impacts.  
 
Mitigation and management 
 
Not applicable to the no-go option. 
 
Significance Statement 
 
The duration of the impact is “Permanent”. The extent is “Regional”. The severity of the impact is 
expected to be “Moderate”. The likelihood of the impact occurring is “Definite”.  
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

N/A N/A N/A N/A NONE 

With 
Mitigation 

N/A N/A N/A N/A NONE 
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7 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

7.1 Conditions that should be included in the EMPr 
 
7.1.1 Construction Phase 
 

 The construction contractor should clearly demarcate construction areas so as to minimise 
site disturbance. 

 Treat roads to reduce dust emissions. 

 The site should be kept neat and tidy. Littering should be fined and the ECO should organise 
rubbish clean-ups on a regular basis. 

 
7.1.2 Operations Phase 
 

 We recommend that the potential for shadow flicker on the two potentially-affected buildings 
be assessed. A building should not be affected for more than 30 hours per year, or for longer 
than 30 minutes in a day (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2011). 
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8 CONCLUSIONS 
 

8.1 Summary of impacts 
 
8.1.1 Construction Phase Impacts 
 

 Impact 1: Visual impact of construction activity 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance Temporal Scale Spatial Scale 
Severity of 

Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Moderate Definite MOD -  

With 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

 
8.1.2 Operations Phase Impacts 
 

 Impact 1: Impact of the layout on sensitive visual receptors 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Permanent Study area Slight Definite LOW -  

With 
Mitigation 

Permanent Study area Slight Definite LOW -  

 

 Impact 2: Shadow flicker 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Permanent Local Moderate Possible LOW -  

With 
Mitigation 

Permanent Local Slight Possible LOW -  

 
8.1.3 Decommissioning Phase Impacts 
 

 Impact 1: Visual impact of decommissioning activity 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance Temporal Scale Spatial Scale 
Severity of 

Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Moderate Definite MOD -  

With 
Mitigation 

Short term Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

 
8.1.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 

 Impact 1: Visual impact of facility construction and operation  
 

Impact 
Effect Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance Temporal Spatial Scale Severity of 
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Scale Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

Permanent Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

With 
Mitigation 

Permanent Regional Slight Definite MOD -  

 
8.1.5 No-Go Impacts 
 

 Impact 1: Impact of wind turbines on sensitive visual receptors 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 
Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 
Impact 

Without 
Mitigation 

N/A N/A N/A N/A NONE 

With 
Mitigation 

N/A N/A N/A N/A NONE 

 

8.2 Concluding points 
 

 120 turbines have already been constructed, or have been approved to be constructed, within 
30km of the position of the proposed turbines. The project’s 9 proposed turbines are not 
considered to add any significant negative visual impacts to the study area. 

 The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) process relies heavily on the obections and comments 
received from Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs), as visual impacts are ultimately 
determined based on the perception of these structures by people from the surrounding 
community. No comments or objections on the proposed turbines have been received to date 
(July 2017), therefore the VIA has focused more heavily on describing the scenic character 
of the study area, the area from which turbines will be noticeably visible (considered to be 
within 10km of the turbines in this particular area). The scenic character of the region is 
insensitive to the development of wind turbines, for the following reasons: 

o It is located on the edge of an Industrial Development Zone (the Coega IDZ); 
o It is on the urban edge, in an area already highly modified by human activities. 

 In light of the points above, from a visual impact perspective, there are no reasons why the 
project should not be approved.  
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APPENDIX A - CURRICULUM VITAE 
 
THOMAS KING 
 
QUALIFICATIONS 

 

 BSc Honours Biodiversity and Conservation (Rhodes University)  

 BSc Zoology (University of Pretoria) 
 
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

 
Registrations 

 

 South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions (Professional Natural Scientist) 
 
Training 
 

 CES short course: Conducting Environmental Impact Assessments – Completed and passed 
March 2011 

 CFA Level II Candidate - June 2016 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 
January 2006 – December 2006: Field assistant (Remote Exploration Services) 
 
January 2011 – April 2011: GIS technician (Conservation Support Services) 
 
April 2011 – Present: Environmental consultant (EOH Coastal & Environmental Services) 
 
SELECTED CONSULTING EXPERIENCE 

 
Environmental consulting experience as a project manager, report writing and GIS manager for 
various development types. Specific experience includes the following: 
 
Forestry 
 

 Lurio Green Resources Forestry Environmental and Social Impact Assessment. 

 Niassa Plantation Environmental and Social Impact Assessment. 

 Equatorial Palm Oil Liberia Environmental, Social and Health Impact Assessment. 

 Ugandan Palm Oil Environmental and Social Impact Assessment. 
 
Renewable energy 

 

 EIA for Richards Bay Wind Energy Project, EAB Astrum Energy 

 EIA for Hluhluwe Wind Energy Project, Kimocode (Pty) Ltd 

 EIA for Plan 8 Wind Energy Project, Infinite Plan 8 

 EIA for St Lucia Wind Farm, St Lucia Wind Farms (Pty) Ltd 

 EIA for Coega Wind Farm, InnoWind (Pty) Ltd 

 EIA for Brakkefontein Wind Farm, Terra Power Solutions 
 
Agriculture and waste management 
 

 Basic environmental assessment for the development of a chicken rearing facility in the 
Paterson district of the Eastern Cape, Eco Pullets (Pty) Ltd. 
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Mining 
 

 Pre-feasibility risk assessment for the development of a heavy minerals mine on the West 
Coast of South Africa, Zirco Resources (Pty) Ltd.  

 Environmental Control Officer for the Kenmare Heavy Mineral Mine, Nampula Province, 
Mozambique. 

 Baobab Iron Ore Mine, Tete Province Mozambique. 

 Alphamin Bisie Tin Project, Nord Kivu, Democratic Republic of the Congo. 

 Syrah Resources Graphite Project, Cabo Delgado, Mozambique. 

 Zirco Heavy Minerals Mine, Northern Cape, South Africa. 
 
SPECIALIST ASSESSMENTS 

 
Visual Impact Assessments: 

 Syrah Resources Graphite Mine, Cabo Delgado, Mozambique. Completed: August, 2013. 

 Zirco Roode-Heuwel Mine in the Northern Cape of South Africa. Completed: March, 2014. 

 Baobab Iron Ore Mine, Tete, Mozambique. Completed: April 2014. 

 Triton Minerals Nicanda Hills Graphite Project. Completed August 2015. 
 
Traffic Impact Assessments: 

 Trans-Caledon Tunnel Authority (TCTA) Mooi-Mnegi transfer scheme. Completed June 
2012. 

 Syrah Resources Graphite Mine, Cabo Delgado, Mozambique. Completed: August, 2013. 

 Baobab Iron Ore Mine, Tete, Mozambique. Completed: April 2014 

 Triton Minerals Nicanda Hills Graphite Project. Completed August 2015. 

 Alphamin Bisie Tin Mining Project, Nord Kivu, DRC. Completed September 2015. 
 
RESEARCH & TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

 
I have completed a study on the rate at which Sub-tropical Thicket (an Eastern Cape vegetation 
type) recovers after heavy grazing by ostriches. This study was done as part of my honours degree 
at Rhodes University. 
 
  



Visual Impact Assessment 

Coastal & Environmental Services 38 Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility 

APPENDIX B - SPECIALIST DECLARATION 
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APPENDIX C - CONTENTS OF A SPECIALIST REPORT (GNR 982) 
 

Section NEMA 2014 Regulations - Appendix 6  Requirement Section Check 

1 1 
A specialist report prepared in terms of these Regulations must 
contain— 

  

 (a) details of-   

  (i) the specialist who prepared the report; and 3.5   

  (ii) the expertise of that specialist to compile a specialist report; Appendix A   

 (b) 
a declaration that the person is independent in a form as may be 
specified by the competent authority; 

Appendix B   

 (c) 
an indication of the scope of, and the purpose for which, the report 
was prepared; 

3.1   

 (d) 
a description of the methodology adopted in preparing the report or 
carrying out the specialised process; 

3.2   

 (e) 
a description of any assumptions made and any uncertainties or gaps 
in knowledge; 

3.4   

 (f) 
a description of the findings and potential implications of such findings 
on the impact of the proposed activity, including identified 
alternatives, on the environment; 

6.1 – 6.6   

 (g) 
recommendations in respect of any mitigation measures that should 
be considered by the applicant and the competent authority; 

7   

 (h) 
a description of any consultation process that was undertaken during 
the course of carrying out the specialist report; 

N/A   

 (i) 
a summary and copies of any comments that were received during 
any consultation process; and 

N/A   

 (j) any other information requested by the competent authority. N/A   

 2 

Where a proposed development and the geographical area within 
which it is located has been subjected to a pre-assessment using a 
spatial development tool, and the output of the pre-assessment in the 
form of a site specific development protocol has been adopted in the 
prescribed manner, the content of a specialist report may be 
determined by the adopted site specific development protocol 
applicable to the specific proposed development in the specific 
geographical area it is proposed in. 

N/A   

 
Notes: 
 

 Point H: The EAP undertakes a public participation process in terms of the NEMA EIA 
regulations. The Issues and Response Trail was provided to the author who reviewed it, and 
the issues raised therein were considered in this study. No objections or concerns about the 
project’s visual impacts had been received at the time this report was prepared. 

 Point I: Comments on the EIA and the specialist studies are submitted to the EAP, who 
captures these in an Issues and Response Trail. The original copies are also provided in the 
EIA documents. 

 Point J: No additional information has been requested by the competent authority. 

 Point 2: The site is not within a renewable energy development zone as identified in the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment undertaken by the CSIR and DEA. 

 


