
SCARLET IBIS WIND ENERGY FACILITY: ISSUES & RESPONSE TRAIL 
COMMENT I&AP  

1. The draft Basic Assessment Report for the 
proposed Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy Facility (WEF) 
near the Coega IDZ, dated September 2017 as 
reference. As the Investment Promotion agency 
for the Eastern Cape, the ECDC has engaged with 
InnoWind since 2008 and has always found them 
to strive for best practice in terms of 
environmental and economic sustainability. As 
such, and provided that all relevant legislation is 
complied with, the ECDC supports development 
of the WEF in the interests of energy security and 
climate change mitigation. 

 
2. The energy storage component of the project is 

also of particular interest to the ECDC as it is a 
new development in the South African renewable 
energy industry and is increasingly becoming a 
reality globally. 
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QUESTION I&AP RESPONSE 

1. The Albany adder is a critically endangered 
species 
(http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/22473767/0) 
which has been completely omitted from the 
Ecological Impact Assessment/ Draft BAR. Less 
than 20 individuals have ever been recorded and 
it is known, only, from the Bontveld area where 
this development is proposed.  

 
 
 
2. Based on this, and the OSMP as per Dr Paul 
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1. The proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF site (turbines, roads, cabling, substation, storage area, etc.) 
avoids all Bontveld bushclumps. At this stage Coega Bontveld bushclumps do occur within 
all three powerline alternative corridors. The report has been updated to state that the 
Endangered Wildlife Trust must be consulted during the micrositing of the 12m wide 
servitude and associated pylons within the proposed 500m corridors for the powerline 
alternative which is authorised. This must involve a site visit by the Endangered Wildlife 
Trust, as well as a report and spatial data refining the 12m siting of the powerline within the 
corridor from a herpetology perspective. This assessment will take place once an alternative 
has been selected by the competent authority (DEDEAT), based on the Basic Assessment and 
associated reports. 

 
2. The EAP agrees that the intact Coega Bontveld vegetation should be avoided during the siting 



Martin's comments, the Powerline corridor 
options should be avoided that will disturb any 
intact vegetation which also provides habitat to 
this threatened species.  

 
3. There is no mention of the steps that will be taken 

to ensure that there will be no loss to individual 
snakes of this species, and what will be done to 
ensure no further losses will take place in future 
through poaching or roadkill for example. Ad Hoc 
relocation by a Reptile Expert is insufficient, 
search and rescue prior to commencement is 
preferred. This need to be addressed urgently. 

 
 
 
 
4. We would like to propose that an expert reptile 

assessment be commissioned to determine the 
presence of, and to relocate if need be, the 
Albany adder and other reptiles should the 
development be approved. 
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exercise of the 12m powerline corridor within the proposed 500m corridor. The Endangered 
Wildlife Trust herpetology team will be invited to take part in the micrositing of the 
powerline and all reports will be submitted to the competent authority (DEDEAT). 

 
 

3. The Basic Assessment Report has added an impact, specific to the Albany Adder within the 
siting of the powerline servitude (12m) and associated pylons within the 500m corridor. 
These recommendations have also been added to the Draft Environmental Management 
Programme (EMPr). The additional conditions state the following: 
a) The Endangered Wildlife Trust herpetology unit must be consulted during the siting of 

the powerline route within the authorised powerline corridor. 
b) All Coega Bontveld bushclumps must be avoiding during the siting of the powerline 

route. 
c) The Endangered Wildlife Trust herpetology unit must return prior to construction to 

undertake a search and rescue of the surrounding area of the powerline servitude to 
ensure that roadkills are avoided. 

 
4. The EAP agrees with this recommendation and this has been added to both the Basic 

Assessment Report and the EMPr. This will be done in conjunction with the Endangered 
Wildlife Trust herpetology team, prior to the final siting of the powerline and prior to 
construction, should the development be approved. 

1. It has come to my attention that Grassridge 
Private Nature Reserve was deproclaimed on 19 
Sept 2016. Apparently as a direct consequence of 
the wind farms in the area. This consequence was 
not part of any of the EIAs for the existing 
Innowind Wind Farms and there was no public 
participation or notification about the 
deproclamation. The consequence for the NMBM 
Bioregional Plan is that the cumulative impact of 
wind farms on Bontveld Protected Areas has now 
substantially increased. The protection targets for 
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1. The proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF site (turbines, roads, cabling, substation, storage area, etc.) 
avoids all Bontveld bushclumps. At this stage Coega Bontveld bushclumps do occur within 
all three powerline alternative corridors. The report has been updated to state that all Coega 
Bontveld bushclumps must be avoided during the final siting of the powerline servitude 
(12m) and associated pylons within the approved powerline corridor (currently three 
alternatives that are 500m wide each).  
 
The Nature reserve was on a property owned by mining company (PPC) and upon which 
mining rights were granted to PPC. It is also worth noting that the property did not have an 
Environmental Management Plan as this was never submitted with the original request for 
proclamation by the previous landowner. The deproclamation of the nature reserve was 



Bontveld now need to be re-calculated and 
additional areas will need to be identified for 
protection of Bontveld - so Biodiversity Offsets 
are required if there is any further greenfield 
disturbance of Bontveld . The Coega IDZ 
developments and Open Space Management Plan 
were based on the fact that there was protection 
for Bontveld outside of the IDZ and it seems this 
is no longer the case. 
 

2. I could not see any mention of Albany Adder in 
the Draft BAR. 

  
3. Some Figures (e.g. Fig. 2.2) have in the legend a 

land use called "Donut" that is not explained. 
 
 
4. Powerlines: It is unacceptable that this project is 

considering powerline corridors many kilometres 
in length when the Eskom Grassridge Sub-station 
is located approximately 1.5km from the turbines 
that are located next to an existing powerline 
corridor. Your maps fail to mark where the 
Grassridge sub-station is located and the BAR fails 
to consider this as an alternative. From Grassridge 
there is powerline infrastructure to Dedisa SS and 
thence to the NMBM Coega SS. The argument 
that Eskom SOE and NMBM, two tiers of 
government, cannot agree or accept each other's 
power is not an excuse and the environment must 
not suffer because of politics and the inability of 
Eskom and NMBM to negotiate. 
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undertaken by PPC with the support of InnoWind who has secured a positive environmental 
authorisation to build 8 wind turbines in on the property. To our knowledge the 
deproclamation process was advertised and managed according to the legislation by the 
legal department of DEDEAT.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The Basic Assessment Report and the EMPr has been updated to reflect the Albany Adder, 

as per the comments above (responses to the Endangered Wildlife Trust.  
 

3. The Nelson Mandela Metropolitan Municipality (NMBM) MOSS Plan (2009) classifies 
“donut” as “natural areas/vacant land” or “no-man’s land” which has not yet been 
developed.   

 
4. The Grassridge substation is a high voltage transmission substation, which serves as the main 

source of power for the NMBM. The power transmitted through Eskom’s 400kV power lines 
is then stepped down to 132kV to feed the Metro’s network at the Chatty substation.  It is 
not technically or commercially feasible to connect a project of this size (<20MW at 22kV) to 
the Grassridge substation considering the voltage levels. In addition to the technical 
constraints, the Grassridge substation is physically saturated which means that there is no 
available space for additional infrastructure at the substation. If there was capacity available 
at the Grassridge substation then this would have been the preferred option for the 
proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF. The alternatives table has been updated to reflect the Grassridge 
substation in the powerline section and states the reasons stated above for not assessing 
this as an alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 



5. For the powerline corridors the BAR fails to take 
the Coega IDZ Open Space Management Plan 
(OSMP) into consideration. There are strict 
guidelines (obtainable from CDC) governing what 
is and isn't allowed in the OSMP. Both alternative 
powerline routes to Coega sub-station go through 
undisturbed portions of the OSMP area outside of 
existing recognised corridors. For example it 
seems between Coega Hotel and the Coegakop 
Quarries, a new corridor will be bulldozed 
through undisturbed intact thicket in the OSMP - 
this is a Fatal Flaw. No bushclearing or 
infrastructure is allowed in the OSMP outside of 
existing corridors. If there is any disturbance, 
Biodiversity Offsets are required. NMBM's 
method of creating powerline routes - they 
always clear all the vegetation along the route 
and keep it so that they can drive a vehicle along 
- further fragmenting the habitat and allowing 
human access, snare laying, etc. to areas that 
otherwise were not accessible to humans. 
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5. The CDC Open Space Management Plan states the following: “The objectives of the OSMP 
and the goals of the Management Guidelines need to be considered in the context of an 
industrial development zone. While all reasonable efforts will be made to limit development 
within the Critical Biodiversity Area – IDZ (previously known as Primary Open Space/Primary 
Network) defined in the OSMP, the primary land use is that of an industrial development 
zone. Future development in the open space cannot be ruled out, particularly in the 
provision of infrastructure and services. Linear developments will often need to traverse the 
open space in order to provide the necessary infrastructure and services to allow the IDZ to 
operate efficiently. In such cases the CDC would need to demonstrate the application of cost 
effective mitigation strategies and that they have explored all possible alternatives prior to 
development within the open space of the IDZ”. As it stands six (6) powerline corridor 
alternatives have been considered in this application. Of the six powerline corridor options 
only three options have been found to be technically feasible (Powerline Alternatives 1, 2 
and 3). Of the three technically feasible powerlines only two have been found to be 
environmentally feasible (Powerline Alternatives 1 and 2). As per the OSMP all linear 
alternatives have been considered in this application and the most technically and 
environmentally suitable alternative is Powerline Alternative 1. On condition that the strict 
siting guidelines and construction guidelines are adhered to, we believe that this is the most 
suitable connection line for the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF. Based on this assessment, in 
conjunction with the OSMP we do not believe this to be a fatal flaw. 
 
The following section highlights the summary of each of the powerlines: 
a) Powerline Alternative 1 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 

in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a southeastly direction) was assessed in the report due to 
its proximity to the Coega substation and due to low avifaunal sensitivity. It has also been 
stipulated in the BA and the EMPr that should this powerline alternative be selected then 
various condition would have to be met prior to finalising the 12m servitude within the 
corridor. These stipulations include, herpetology ground truthing, botanical ground 
truthing, avoidance of all Coega Bontveld Bushclumps and the prioritisation of previously 
disturbed land for the siting of the powerline pylons. This powerline corridor traverses 
the following in terms of the OSMP: zone 14, zone 5, intact mesic succulent thicket, 
1:100 year floodline and the Coega River and its associated riparian vegetation. We 
believe that by ensuring strict micrositing and cooperative decision-making by including 
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the various specialists mentioned above the 12m servitude can be placed within this 
corridor. In addition to the decision-making process of the actual powerline siting, the 
vegetation clearance required for the pylon positions will have to take place under the 
supervision of a suitably qualified herpetologist and botanist.  

b) Powerline Alternative 2 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 
in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a northeast and then southerly direction) was assessed in 
the report due to its proximity to the Coega substation and due to low avifaunal 
sensitivity. The same conditions stated above would apply to the siting of the 12m 
powerline servitude within powerline corridor 2. Powerline alternative 2 has sensitive 
heritage sites which will also require circumvention during the siting of the 22kV 
powerline. This powerline corridor traverses the following in terms of the OSMP: zone 
14, zone 5, intact mesic succulent thicket, intact Coega Bontveld (can be circumvented), 
rare butterfly habitat (can be circumvented), sensitive heritage sites (can be 
circumvented), 1:100 year floodline and the Coega River and its associated riparian 
vegetation. This powerline corridor is less attractive (from an environmental 
perspective) than powerline corridor 1 as it is longer and will therefore require more 
clearing for pylons. In addition to its length this powerline also has the potential of 
traversing intact Coega Bontveld, sensitive butterfly habitat and sensitive heritage 
features.  

c) Powerline Alternative 3 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Motherwell Substation 
located in a southwestly direction) was assessed due to its proximity to the Motherwell 
substation. This alternative has subsequently been excluded as a feasible option due to 
high avifaunal sensitivity along the powerline corridor. In addition to the avifaunal 
impacts there are potential security issues along this route due to its proximity to the 
Motherwell Residential area. 

d) Powerline Alternative 4 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Grassridge Substation) was 
not assessed or considered during the Basic Assessment process due to the fact that 
there is no available capacity for additional infrastructure at the Grassridge Substation. 
In addition to this, a 22kV powerline would not be feasible at the Grassridge Substation 
due to technical constraints.  

e) Powerline Alternative 5 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 
in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a northeast and then southerly direction) was assessed 
during the Basic Assessment process and was highlighted as having a high avifaunal 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. There is an existing powerline route over 
Coegakop close to the Coega SS. If it is essential 
to use this corridor (but see my comments on the 
use of Grassridge SS - i.e. it is not essential to use 
this corridor), the new powerline infrastructure 
must be put along the existing route with no 
further bushclearing or disturbance of the OSMP 
being allowed. There is a small area of alien 
rooikrans on the Coegakop portion of the route 
that must be removed as part of the project. All 
corridors must be monitored during the 
operations period and any alien vegetation must 
be removed. 

 
7. It is noted that the cumulative impacts are not yet 

included in the Draft BAR - I look forward to 
receiving this section in due course. 
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sensitivity due to the presence of Martial Eagle and Secretarybird nesting sites. In 
addition to the avifaunal sensitivity there are also numerous wetland situated along this 
route and the proposed 12m servitude will not be able to circumvent the wetland 
buffers. Finally, this powerline is approximately double the length of the preferred 
powerline which makes it unfeasible from an economic development perspective. This 
powerline was therefore considered to be unfeasible as an alternative. 

f) Powerline Alternative 6 (runs from the proposed WEF to a newly proposed substation 
situated near Grassridge) was not considered a feasible alternative due to the fact there 
is no guarantee that the CEA project will proceed and no clear timelines for this project. 
There is also no guarantee that CEA will accommodate the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF on 
their proposed substation. 

 
6. The powerline referred to in this question related to Powerline Alternative 5 (suggested by 

CDC). Powerline Alternative 5 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 
in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a northeast and then southerly direction) was assessed during 
the Basic Assessment process and was highlighted as having a high avifaunal sensitivity due 
to the presence of Martial Eagle and Secretarybird nesting sites. In addition to the avifaunal 
sensitivity there are also numerous wetland situated along this route and the proposed 12m 
servitude will not be able to circumvent the wetland buffers. Finally, this powerline is 
approximately double the length of the preferred powerline which makes it unfeasible from 
an economic development perspective. This powerline was therefore considered to be 
unfeasible as an alternative. It is not technically feasible to connect at the Grassridge 
substation as there no space available for additional infrastructure. In addition to this fact 
there is no capacity available at this substation for an additional connect point. 

 
 
7. Please note that the cumulative impacts appear in the Draft Basic Assessment. Each impact 

listed has a cumulative element (local cumulative impact) and then there is a cumulative 
assessment “CUMULATIVE IMPACT STATEMENT (COMPULSORY FOR WEF DEVELOPMENTS 
IN SOUTH AFRICA)” which was also undertaken to assess the cumulative impact of the 
proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF in conjunction with WEFs within 30km of the site. 

1. Although the servitude width for the powerline 
will be 12m, it is understood that a corridor of 

Coega IDZ 
Project 

1. This is correct. The 12m servitude will be selected, within the approved corridor, post-
authorisation. The placement of the 12m servitude will take place in conjunction with 



500m is being assessed. When and how will the 
12m servitude be selected within the 500m 
corridor? Is approval being sought for the 500m 
corridor or the 12m servitude within that 
corridor? 

 
2. No campsites/accommodation allowed in the 

Coega IDZ. Construction office/site areas are 
allowed. 

 
3. Bontveld is a critical vegetation type. How is this 

mitigated from a high to a low? Are off-sets going 
to be considered where Bontveld will be 
disturbed? 

 
4. Will the powerlines not be decommissioned? 

 
5. What is meant by "clearing footprint"? Will the 

natural vegetation under each of the proposed 
towers be cleared totally? Is there any 
requirement for trimming the vegetation under 
the powerlines? Is this area the entire corridor 
(500m) or the servitude (12m) or just the actual 
footprint of the pylons? 

 
6. Based on meetings held with the CDC & Scarlet 

Ibis/ InnoWind, it was proposed that the 
alternative of placing the powerline within the 
existing services corridor, identified and approved 
in the CDC's Open Space Management Plan 
(OSMP) must be investigated. This is the 
preferred option for the CDC. The preferred 
Option 1 in this draft BAR will impact on the Open 
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numerous specialists who will have to ground truth technically feasible routes within the 
corridor to ensure that Coega Bontveld is avoided and to ensure that previously disturbed 
land is used as a priority.  

 
 
 
2. The construction office will be situated on the WEF site and not near the powerline, 

therefore no campsites/ accommodation/construction offices/ site areas will be situated in 
the Coega IDZ. 

 
3. Coega Bontveld has been mitigated from high to low by avoiding all Coega Bontveld 

bushclumps within the WEF site. The mitigating factor is therefore avoidance. In terms of 
the powerline corridor options, the final siting of the 12m servitude must avoid Coega 
Bontveld bushclumps as a priority. 

 
4. The powerline will be decommissioned with the decommissioning of the WEF. 

 
5. The total clearing footprint refers to the actual 12m servitude rather than the 500m 

servitude displayed in the documents. The 12m wide servitude is stipulated by the Nelson 
Mandela Bay Metropolitan. The vegetation disturbance for the powerline is as follows: 
a) Vegetation will have to be cleared at each pylon position; 
b) Vegetation will be trimmed (but not entirely removed) beneath the overhead cabling; 
c) Vegetation will need to be cleared/trimmed to form a jeeptrack from which access must 

be available for each pylon for maintenance purposes.  
 

6. The CDC proposed powerline corridor (powerline alternative 5) within the existing services 
corridor was investigated after the meetings mentioned. The route proposed by CDC was 
investigated by our Avifaunal Specialist and was found to be of high avifaunal sensitivity. This 
was due to the presence of Martial Eagle and Secretarybird nesting sites. The route has many 
wetlands which the powerline will not be able to circumvent which will result in the 
construction of the powerline within 500m of the wetlands, the presence of both wetlands 
and a riverine system means that this route is indeed environmentally sensitive. The 
proposed route is also not financially feasible from a development perspective as it is 



Space in the IDZ and hence, in line with the OSMP 
Guidelines, alternative options must be 
investigated. There was a second alternative 
proposed at the meetings - the much shorter 
powerline from the WEF to a new proposed 
substation near Grassridge. This would be the 
most feasible from an ecological and cost 
perspective; however, the timing of the 
construction of the substation must be 
confirmed. Is there an option of Scarlet Ibis 
constructing the substation? 

 
 

7. Hence Option 1 route alternative not preferred, 
as impact on biodiversity high when compared to 
routing in existing corridor. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8. No mention is made of the approved Coega 
OSMP. We recommend that this be incorporated 
into this section, with the relevant map and 
guidelines for development. 

 
9. Although the Bioregional Plan was gazetted with 

the previous version of the Coega OSMP, it does 
refer to the current version of the OSMP, which, 
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significantly longer (14km versus 7.4km) than the routes proposed in the Basic Assessment 
report. This powerline alternative is double the CAPEX of the preferred powerline alternative 
which combined with the length of the powerline (high electrical losses due to the low 
voltage rating of the line) cannot be absorbed by the proposed project, thus making the 
project economically unviable. 
 
The 6th powerline alternative (powerline from the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF to the new 
proposed substation near grassridge) has been ruled out because this substation is yet to be 
constructed. The construction of this substation is proposed by another developer named 
CEA and there are no guarantees that the projects will eventually materialise. Moreover 
even if it was to materialise this substation would be owned by CEA and there is no guarantee 
that CEA will accommodate the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF on their proposed substation. 

 
7. Powerline Alternative 1 is preferred when compared to Powerline Alternative 2 and 3 

assessed in the Basic Assessment Report. The existing services corridor (powerline 
alternative 5) has a high sensitivity in terms of avifauna due to the presence of Martial Eagle 
and Secretarybird nesting sites. In addition to the avifaunal sensitivities, there are also 
numerous wetlands present along the proposed route which means that there is no clear 
route along this corridor along which to avoid impacting on wetlands. Powerline 1 can be 
routed in such a way that sensitive areas are avoided during the siting of the powerline 
pylons. The route is also acceptable from an avifaunal perspective, will avoid wetlands (and 
their 500m buffers) and does not contain sensitive heritage features. By implementing the 
strict mitigation measures contained in this report during the siting and construction of the 
powerline the sensitivity of powerline route is less than Powerline Alternative 5. 

 
8. The Coega OSMP has been incorporated into the relevant sections and includes the relevant 

map and guidelines for development. 
 
 
 
9. Thank you for the clarification. This has been incorporated as per the above comment. 

 
 



once approved (and it is now), supersedes the 
previous version and is the management tool for 
decision-making in the IDZ. 

 
10. Need to review / include the CDC's Heritage 

Impact Assessment and SAHRA's guidelines for 
development in the IDZ. 

 
11. Poaching is an environmental crime. Impact 

without mitigation recommended to be high. 
Poaching in the IDZ increases exponentially with 
construction. Snare checks should occur daily or 
at least twice weekly. 

 
12. Will spoil need to be disposed of? If so, where will 

it be disposed of? 
 
 

13. What type of treatment will be implemented? 
Chemical or water? 

 
14. Does this 8-month period cover construction of all 

wind turbines and the power line? 
 

15. The Coega Development Corporation has a 
Labour Database. Consider approaching the CDC 
to consult as regards labour availability. 

 
16. If the construction period will be 8 months, as 

indicated earlier in the document, this means 2 
steering committee meetings & EMC meetings. Is 
this feasible? 
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10. The CDC’s Heritage Impact Assessment SAHRA’s guidelines for development in the IDZ have 
been included in the report for the powerline alternatives. 

 
 
11. The insight from the CDC into poaching within the IDZ is useful and we acknowledge that 

this information has been acquired through experience in the area. The pre-mitigation 
impact has been amended to “high” to reflect this knowledge. The mitigation measure 
referring to checking for snares has been updated to reflect the timescale of the checks – 
twice weekly for the duration of construction. 

 
12. Yes, spoil will need to be disposed of. This will be in accordance with the legislation in an 

agreement between a waste service supplier and the contractor during the construction 
period. 

 
13. Water will be used to reduce dust on the roads. The water will be obtained through the 

NBMB in an agreement between the contractor and the NMBM. 
 
14. Yes, that is correct. 

 
 

15. Thank you for the insight. This has been added into the mitigation section along with the 
NMBM. 

 
 
16. Yes, this is correct. The EMC will consist of the ECO and ESO, while the steering committee 

will consist of the various contractors and project developers. The ESO will have weekly 
meetings, while the ECO will undertake monthly construction audits. The steering 
committee and EMC will have two main meetings during the construction period, unless the 
ECO or ESO requests that these meetings happen more frequently. 



1. Wayne Hector (DEA) – Alternative 2 only flagged 
graves as sensitive. Isn’t there more? Will there 
be buffer zones around the sensitive heritage 
areas? 

 
 
 
 
2. Thandi Mmachaka (DWS) – Are wetlands included 

in the sensitive areas and is the development 
within 500m of any wetland or within 100m from 
a river/drainage line?  

 
3. Dayalan Govender (DEDEAT) – Do you have an 

agreement with the NMBM or an SLA?  
 

4. Dayalan Govender (DEDEAT) – 14m wide road – is 
that along the full length of the road or only at the 
turning point (widest point)? 14m is the 
maximum/worst-case width. 

 
 
 
 
 

5. Wayne Hector (DEA) – How does this application 
differ from the previous approval and have those 
specialist studies been taken into account in this 
application? 

 
 
 
 

DEDEAT/ 
DWS/CDC 
Meeting – 

 
Various 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Powerline Corridor 2 has ecological and archaeological sensitivities identified. The 
presentation specifically highlighted the graves as a point of interest, but did not state that 
this was the only sensitivity found on site. The sensitivity maps illustrate the sensitive 
vegetation, wetlands, drainage lines, bushclumps and heritage features of the proposed 
powerline corridor. All heritage features have been buffered (50m) and must be 
demarcated prior to construction (should any heritage areas be in the proximity of any of 
the WEF infrastructure).  

 
2. Yes, wetlands are included in the high sensitive zones, with a 500m buffer. The plan is to 

ensure that all wind turbines and powerlines avoid areas within 500m of any wetland. 
 
 
 

3. There is currently no agreement or SLA in place with NMBM. 
 
 

4. 14m wide turbine circles are required for the transportation of the turbines. 14m wide roads 
are worst case scenario (for turbines which are 4.5MW in size). Should a smaller turbine 
model be used, then the road width may decrease. All roads will be rehabilitated to 8m post-
construction. The area is currently used for mining purposes which means that there are 
existing roads. These roads will be used where feasible. Please note that these roads are only 
relevant to the turbine component of this application. The powerline route will require a 
jeeptrack for construction and maintenance purposes and does NOT require a 14m wide 
road. 

 
5. The previous authorisation (Coega Wind Energy Facility) which had turbines authorised on 

the proposed WEF property has subsequently been amended. The amendment entailed 
splitting the WEF into three parts – 1) Grassridge WEF (constructed); 2) Ukomeleza WEF; and 
3) Motherwell WEF. Motherwell WEF (which had 3 turbines located on the currently site) 
was then reduced in size through an amendment process and this process excluded the three 
turbines. Thus no valid authorisation for a WEF exists for the current site. The specialists who 
undertook the previous studies on the Coega Wind Farm where used for this application as 
far as possible. This report also contains a cumulative impacts assessment for neighbouring 



 
 
 

6. Msimelelo Buhlungu (NMBM) – What is the 
distance to the closest residential area? Concern 
regarding the effects of radiation. 

 
 

7. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – How can WTG area 
be moderate sensitivity but the powerline 
route/corridor is high sensitivity? Consider 
moving some of the WTG’s that are close to the 
sensitive areas. Is this possible?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – The sensitivity map – 

must give the context – add open space and IDZ 
boundary to give context. 

 
9. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – The sensitivity map omits 

the Coega Open Space. This must be added. 
 

 
10. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – The 14m wide road – 

are you also applying for authorisation for the 
road?  

 
11. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – What activities will 

take place in the 12m power line corridor?  

DEDEAT/ 
DWS/CDC 
Meeting – 

 
Various 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WEFs to indicate what impact the addition of the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF will have on the 
surrounding area.  

 
6. There is no scientific proof confirming wind farms cause radiation effects. The SANS 

legislation requires a minimum 500m meters distance from residences and this has been 
adhered to, specifically by the Noise Specialists. The closest formal residential area is 3.86 
km from the WEF (turbine 6). 

 
7. The buffers around high sensitive areas were established based and various specialist studies 

(agriculture & soils, avifauna, bat, ecological, heritage, noise, palaeontology and visual) and 
determined by these specialists. No turbines are situated within high sensitive areas or 
within high sensitivity buffers. There are road and cabling routes which occur within high 
sensitive areas (cabling between turbines). These high sensitive areas are high due to 
avifaunal and/or drainage line sensitivities. By burying the cabling in high sensitive bird areas 
(instead of having overhead connecting lines) the risk of bird collisions is mitigated. The 
drainage lines will require water use licencing (GA/WULA) prior to construction. These 
applications will be applied for once DEDEAT has issued a decision, as the layout may have 
to change based on their feedback. 

 
8. This has been added as per the original comments by CDC (previous section of comments). 

Please refer to the additional section which appears in the Basic Assessment Report, and in 
the updated sensitivity maps in the final sections of the Basic Assessment Report. 

 
9. This has been added as per the original comments by CDC (previous section of comments). 

Please refer to the additional section which appears in the Basic Assessment Report, and in 
the updated sensitivity maps in the final sections of the Basic Assessment Report. 

 
10. Yes, that is correct. 

 
 
 

11. The 12m wide servitude is a Nelson Mandela Bay Metropolitan requirement for a 22kV line. 
A jeep track (for maintenance purposes) will be required along the servitude, specifically to 



 
 

12. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – Need to indicate the 
distance between each power line pylon 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13. Dayalan Govender (DEDEAT) – Is the number of 
WTG’s the minimum required to be sustainable? 
The authorities may suggest fewer WTG’s which 
may make the project unsustainable. 
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access the powerline pylons. 
 
12. We cannot indicate the final positioning of the powerline pylons as this will require 

groundtruthing in conjunction with a herpetologist (EWT), botanists and other specialists. 
The routing will also require a geotechnical study to ensure that the positioning of the pylons 
are suitable from a stability perspective. We strongly motivate that the authorisation of the 
powerline corridor be done based on the following activities taking place prior to the 
placement of the powerline and associated pylons with the corridor: 
a) A herpetologist must undertake a survey to determine the presence of the Albany Adder. 

The herpetologist should also create a sensitivity map within the selected corridor based 
on their walk through of the corridor. The conditions stipulated in the EMPr must be 
updated based on the outcome of this study. 

b) A botanist must undertake a survey to determine species of conservation concern. 
Species of conservation concern must be documented along with the coordinates of the 
plants. The powerline route must aim to avoid species of conservation concern, where 
feasible. Where this is not possible, permits must be obtained for the removal of the 
plants. The EMPr must be updated based on the outcome of the botanical micrositing. 

c) The CDC must be consulted during the positioning of the powerline and associated 
pylons. 

d) A wetland specialist must be do a walk through during the positioning of the powerline 
and associated pylons. Wetlands must be avoided where feasible. Where this is not 
feasible DWS must be consulted for permitting purposes. The EMPr must be updated 
based on the results of the walkthrough.  
 

13. Due to ongoing technological advancements in the turbine development industry, the range 
of output for the proposed WEF has been set between 2.0MW and 4.5MW. As it stands, the 
preferred turbine model for this development is a 2.0MW turbine. Based on the current 
economics of the proposed project a minimum of eight (8) 2.0MW machines would be 
required to make the project economically viable. However, since the wind turbine market 
is rapidly evolving, should 4.5MW machines become more competitive for the project, the 
developer would like to retain flexibility on the maximum output of each turbine authorised. 
If the developer were to end up using larger turbines, InnoWind would amend the authorized 
layout with fewer turbines while taking into consideration all the environmental constraints 



 
 
 
 

14. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – Explain why it is not 
possible to tie into the Grassridge substation, 
which is much closer, as opposed to either the 
Motherwell or Coega substations?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – Will tying into the Zone 5 
substation take away capacity at the substation or 
compromise the CDC’s access to the substation in 
future?  

 
16. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – CDC recommended that 

the power lines be routed into the CDC’s Services 
Corridor, as shown in the Open Space 
Management Plan for the IDZ.  

 
17. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – Must explain in the EIA 

how the power lines will be maintained, will there 
be a requirement to cut or trim bush in the 
servitude? 

 
18. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – The preferred powerline 

corridor crosses developable land in the Coega 
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highlighted by the specialists in the BA. The final revised layout would then be submitted to 
DEDEAT for approval with any additional supporting information that may be required. The 
total output of the project will not exceed 20MW. 

 
14. The Grassridge substation is a high voltage transmission substation, which serves as the main 

source of power for the NMBM. The power transmitted through Eskom’s 400kV power lines 
is then stepped down to 132kV to feed the Metro’s network at the Chatty substation.  It is 
not technically or commercially feasible to connect a project of this size (<20MW at 22kV) to 
the Grassridge substation considering the voltage levels. In addition the technical 
constraints, the Grassridge substation is saturated which means that there is no available 
capacity in the substation for additional infrastructure and connection. If there was capacity 
available at the Grassridge Substation then this would have been the preferred option for 
the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF. The alternatives table has been updated to reflect the 
Grassridge Substation in the powerline section and states the reasons stated above for not 
assessing this as an alternative. 

 
15. Studies have shown that there is sufficient capacity at the Zone 5 (Coega) substation. It is 

the NMBM’s preferred option, and there is the possibility of battery power storage. 
 
 
 
16. The proposed route through the CDC Services Corridor is not suitable from an avifaunal 

perspective and is not economically viable. This route would also mean that wetland buffers 
(500m) would be affected by the proposed powerline. 

 
 
17. The powerline pylons will require access via a jeeptrack style road. In order to maintain 

access these roads will have to be maintained too.  
 
 
 
18. Zone 14 is currently earmarked as the proposed Airport site within the CDC, however, 

according to the OSMP plan “the trade-off Bontveld areas are now developable, as for the 



IDZ. Need to make sure this development is not in 
conflict with the CDC’s Development Framework 
Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 

19. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – Development in the 
Open Space is not allowed, or can only be 
considered if all other alternatives are not viable. 
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foreseeable future, an airport cluster will not be developed.” We therefore believe that the 
preferred powerline can be placed within zone 14 (and zone 5) as long as it avoids Coega 
Bontveld bushclumps (including the additional conditions stipulated, e.g. herpetology, etc.). 
The routing of the powerline must also include input from the CDC. Clearing of vegetation 
must occur for the siting of the powerline pylons and existing roads must be used as a guide 
for the powerline where feasible. This is to ensure minimal use of jeeptracks for the servicing 
of the proposed powerline. 

 
19. All alternatives have been assessed (please refer to the alternatives table – powerline 

alternatives – contained in this report. In summary:  
a) Powerline Alternative 1 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 

in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a southeastly direction) was assessed in the report due to 
its proximity to the Coega substation and due to low avifaunal sensitivity. It has also been 
stipulated in the BA and the EMPr that should this powerline alternative be selected then 
various condition would have to be met prior to finalising the 12m servitude within the 
corridor. These stipulations include, herpetology ground truthing, botanical ground 
truthing, avoidance of all Coega Bontveld Bushclumps and the prioritisation of previously 
disturbed land for the siting of the powerline pylons. 

b) Powerline Alternative 2 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 
in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a northeast and then southerly direction) was assessed in 
the report due to its proximity to the Coega substation and due to low avifaunal 
sensitivity. The same conditions stated above would apply to the siting of the 12m 
powerline servitude within powerline corridor 2. Powerline alternative 2 has sensitive 
heritage sites which will also require circumvention during the siting of the 22kV 
powerline. 

c) Powerline Alternative 3 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Motherwell Substation 
located in a southwestly direction) was assessed due to its proximity to the Motherwell 
substation. This alternative has subsequently been excluded as a feasible option due to 
high avifaunal sensitivity along the powerline corridor. In addition to the avifaunal 
impacts there are potential security issues along this route due to its proximity to the 
Motherwell Residential area. 

d) Powerline Alternative 4 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Grassridge Substation) was 
not assessed or considered during the Basic Assessment process due to the fact that 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20. Thandi Mmachaka (DWS) – Will any drainage lines 
be crossed?  

 
 
 

21. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – Must specify the 
available WTG models between 2 and 4.5 MW 
that can viably generate power or be used in this 
application. 
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there is no available capacity for additional infrastructure at the Grassridge Substation. 
In addition to this, a 22kV powerline would not be feasible at the Grassridge Substation 
due to technical constraints.  

e) Powerline Alternative 5 (runs from the proposed WEF to the Coega Substation located 
in Zone 5 of the Coega IDZ in a northeast and then southerly direction) was assessed 
during the Basic Assessment process and was highlighted as having a high avifaunal 
sensitivity due to the presence of Martial Eagle and Secretarybird nesting sites. In 
addition to the avifaunal sensitivity there are also numerous wetland situated along this 
route and the proposed 12m servitude will not be able to circumvent the wetland 
buffers. Finally, this powerline is approximately double the length of the preferred 
powerline which makes it unfeasible from an economic development perspective. This 
powerline was therefore considered to be unfeasible as an alternative. 

f) Powerline Alternative 6 (runs from the proposed WEF to a newly proposed substation 
situated near Grassridge) was not considered a feasible alternative due to the fact there 
is no guarantee that the CEA project will proceed and no clear timelines for this project. 
There is also no guarantee that CEA will accommodate the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF on 
their proposed substation. 

 
20. Drainage lines will be crossed by roads (and underground cable routes) and there is a 

possibility that the Coega River will be crossed by the 22kV powerline should the preferred 
alternative be authorised. The hydrological map in the report has been updated to reflect 
these crossings in more detail. 

 
21. The following alternatives are available for the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF. This table lists the 

number of turbine models available per output category (2-4.5MW) and how many turbine 
would be required per category to ensure that the Scarlet Ibis WEF remains economically 
viable. 

Number of turbine models per output 
available on the market at present 

Turbine output 
capacity 

Number of 
turbines required 

54 models available from various manufacturers 2.00MW 9 

14 models available from various manufacturers 2.05MW 9 

4 models available from various manufacturers 2.10MW 9 

4 models available from various manufacturers 2.20MW 9 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22. Andrea Shirley (CDC) – What is the lifespan of this 
project?  
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18 models available from various manufacturers 2.30MW 8 

4 models available from various manufacturers 2.35MW 8 

4 models available from various manufacturers 2.40MW 8 

49 models available from various manufacturers 2.50MW 7 

1 model available from various manufacturers 2.52MW 7 

2 models available from various manufacturers 2.60MW 7 

2 models available from various manufacturers 2.65MW 7 

2 models available from various manufacturers 2.70MW 7 

5 models available from various manufacturers 2.75MW 7 

1 model available from various manufacturers 2.78MW 7 

3 models available from various manufacturers 2.85MW 7 

58 models available from various manufacturers 3.00MW 6 

1 model available from various manufacturers 3.05MW 6 

1 model available from various manufacturers 3.10MW 6 

3 models available from various manufacturers 3.15MW 6 

16 models available from various manufacturers 3.20MW 6 

1 model available from various manufacturers 3.23MW 6 

11 models available from various manufacturers 3.30MW 6 

9 models available from various manufacturers 3.40MW 5 

2 models available from various manufacturers 3.43MW 5 

11 models available from various manufacturers 3.45MW 5 

5 models available from various manufacturers 3.50MW 5 

12 models available from various manufacturers 3.60MW 5 

1 model available from various manufacturers 3.63MW 5 

1 model available from various manufacturers 3.64MW 5 

1 model available from various manufacturers 3.83MW 5 

2 models available from various manufacturers 3.90MW 5 

1 models available from various manufacturers 3.96MW 5 

5 models available from various manufacturers 4.00MW 4 

7 models available from various manufacturers 4.20MW 4 

4 models available from various manufacturers 4.50MW 4 

 
22. The lifespan of the project is 20 years. 
 
 



23. Thandi Mmachaka (DWS) – Where will 
construction water be obtained? Have water use 
licences been applied for yet? 

 
 
 
 
 

24. Andries Struwig (DEDEAT) – Must consider all 
these comments as part of the public 
participation process 
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23. Construction water will be obtained through an agreement with the NMBM. Water use 
licences have not been applied for at this stage as an authorisation has not been secured 
yet. In previous experience we have found that DWS will not process WULAs for a site on 
which the layout is not yet finalised as this would be a huge task which could ultimately have 
to be redone post authorisation. The WULAs will be submitted once DEDEAT has made their 
decision in order to ensure that the submission to DWS is the final layout (of both the 
proposed WEF and powerline). 

 
24. All queries raised during the meeting have been included as per this issues and response trail 

which forms part of the Basic Assessment public participation process. 

1. My concerns at this stage include the cumulative 
effects of all the wind farms in the Grassridge 
area. Please make sure the BAR has a map 
showing this facility, as well as all the other 
existing and proposed WEFs in the area. 

 
2. There should now be operational bat and 

avifauna monitoring data available from the 
existing WEFs in the area to indicate the actual 
effects of WEFs on bats and birds, including 
mortality rates and whether there is any 
displacement (e.g. have Denham's Bustard, Blue 
Crane, Secretarybird been displaced from the 
adjacent WEF areas?). The BAR must use 
operational bird & bat monitoring data from the 
nearby WEFs to inform what is the likely impact 
of the proposed facility in the same area & 
habitat. 

 
3. Who will the energy be sold to seeing that Eskom 

is not keen to buy renewable energy at present? 

Environmental 
Control 
Officer 

Coega IDZ 
 

Paul Martin 
 
 
 
 

1. The BAR (currently being finalised for release to the public) does include a cumulative 
impacts section which takes into account existing and proposed wind farms within a 30km 
radius of the proposed Scarlet Ibis WEF. Maps indicating the location of the adjacent WEFs 
will be available in the documentation. 

 
 
 
2. Please note that the avifaunal and bat specialists who undertook the monitoring for the 

Scarlet Ibis WEF are the same specialists who were/are involved in the pre-construction 
and operational monitoring for the adjacent WEFs. Both specialists have used site specific 
information combined with their local knowledge based on the outcome of the adjacent 
projects. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. The energy will be sold to a private off-taker within the NMBM, however due to ongoing 

negotiations with the off-taker this information is currently confidential and as such cannot 
be disclosed by the developer at this stage in the process. 



1. Please provide me with an explanation of how 
this project differs from all the other wind energy 
EIAs done by Innowind in and around the Coega 
IDZ? Are the Environmental Authorisations for 
the others still valid? 

Coega IDZ 
Project 

Manager – 
Operations 

 
Andrea Shirley 

 

1. In August 2011, InnoWind secured an Environmental Authorisation (EA) to build 75 wind 
turbines in NMBM across various properties, including but not limited to Zone 14 of the 
Coega IDZ and the property upon which the Scarlet Ibis WEF has been proposed. After 
submitting a first phase of the project in the Department of Energy’s Renewable Energy 
Independent Power Producer Procurement Program (REIPPPP), the Environmental 
Authorisation was split, with phase 1 comprising of the 20 wind turbines that were built by 
InnoWind on the RE of Farm Grassridge 227 and Farm Grassridge 228 (i.e. The operational 
Grassridge WEF). The remainder of the Environmental Authorisation was then amended to 
only focus on the construction of infrastructures on the properties owned by PPC (i.e. RE of 
Farm Grassridge 227, Farm Grassridge 228, RE of Farm Grassridge 190 and portion 1 of 
farm Grassridge 190) with the total number of authorized wind turbines being 30 in this 
amended EA. As such the initial number of wind turbines authorized by DEA was eventually 
downscaled from 75 to 50. There is currently no Environmental Authorisation to build wind 
turbines in zone 14 of the IDZ or on the Scarlet Ibis properties. 



 



 

 



 



 

 


