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RE: Amendment Application for the Kokerboom 1 Wind Energy Facility 

This statement letter is in reference to the authorized Kokerboom 1 Wind Energy Facility (DEA Ref. 

14/12/16/3/3/2/985) and the request from Aurecon South Africa (Pty) Ltd (Aurecon) for comment on the 

ecological implications of the proposed changes to the layout and turbine specifications that would be 

included in the amendment application to the Department of Environmental Affairs.   

The changes to the technical specifications of the turbines include the following: 

 Increase in turbine capacity from 4MW to 6.5MW; 

 Increase in rotor diameter from a maximum of 150m, to a maximum of 180m; 

 Blade tip height from 225m to 240m; 

 A new substation location is proposed approximately 850m south east (30°28'6.42"S 

19°26'15.88"E) of the authorised substation location.  

 The total footprint of the amended layout would be similar to the authorised layout and would 

not increase. 

 In addition to the changes to the turbines, there will also be a small reduction in the total footprint of the 

access roads and approximately 32km of MV overhead lines may be overhead and not buried.  

Furthermore, the two construction camps/ laydown areas (combined footprint of approximately 34,100m2) 

will be relocated to the most practical location/s determined by the contractor, closer to the time of 

construction. The number of construction camps/ laydown areas will be restricted to up to two sites with 

a combined footprint not exceeding 34,100m2. These locations will remain outside sensitive areas and must 

be approved by the Environmental Control Officer prior to construction commencing.  

As the turbines and associated infrastructure will change position, Aurecon have requested confirmation 

regarding the assessed impacts in term of the following: 

  



1. Discussion on the change in impact, if any 

2. Additional mitigation measures, if any 

3. Any disadvantages and advantages that may result due to the amendment 

1. Change in Impact Due to Proposed Amended Layout 

The amended layout was reviewed in reference to both the original assessed layout as well as the sensitivity 

of the site.  The ecological sensitivity map of the site, depicting the amended layout is presented below in 

Figure 1.   

 

Figure 1. Sensitivity map of the Kokerboom 1 WEF site, depicting the amended layout of the facility.   

The ecological impact of the current proposed turbine layout would be similar to the original 64 turbine 

layout.  The total footprint of the layouts is similar and the extent of the footprint within the different 

sensitivity categories would be similar.  The larger turbines that could be used are not considered to 

generate additional terrestrial ecological impact compared to the use of smaller turbines.  Where larger 

turbines are used, this would result in fewer turbines being required to achieve the required output and 



this is seen as having potentially positive impacts as there would be larger gaps between the turbines, 

which may have some beneficial consequences for fauna1. 

An aspect that requires some attention is the distribution of underground vs. overhead cabling at the site.  

The current amendment allows for the extent of internal overhead lines to be increased compared to the 

assessed layout.  While this is not seen as having significant direct impacts on terrestrial ecology, there are 

some potential consequences of this that should be considered.  Most importantly, this is likely to have 

some implications for avifauna and as such, the recommendations of the avifaunal specialist in this regard 

should take precedence.  There are no parts of the site, within the development footprint, that are 

considered very high sensitivity and where cable trenches are considered unacceptable.  As such, there are 

no ecological reasons to justify the use of overhead lines above trenches at the site, given the potential 

negative effects on avifauna.  As such, the extent of overhead lines on the site should be guided by avifaunal 

considerations and not ecological ones.   

2. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Proposed Amendment 

Although it does not result in a significant decrease in impact, there are likely to be some advantages of the 

reduced number of turbines potentially associated with the amended layout (see Footnote 1), such as 

reduced noise or increased average distance between wind turbines.  As such, the amended layout has a 

similar impact or is potentially a slight improvement on the original layout in terms of ecological impacts.  

The significance of impacts as assessed in the original studies are considered still valid and applicable for 

the current assessment.  No upward or downward adjustment of impacts is justified based on the changes 

to the layout and the turbine size and number.  As such, the amendment is supported from an ecological 

perspective as it would not increase or change any impacts associated with the development.   

Conclusions & Summary Findings 

• The findings of this statement are contingent of the layout as provided for the assessment.  There 

are a variety of sensitive features at the site, which are currently outside of the development 

footprint, but which could be impacted by any changes to the road or turbine layout.  As such any 

changes to the road or turbine positions should be checked by the specialist.   

• The amendment allows for the extent of internal overhead lines to be increased.  From an ecological 

standpoint, this has little direct consequence.  However, as this may have implications for avifauna, 

the recommendations in that regard must take precedence.  There are no parts of the development 

footprint where trenches should not be allowed.   

• Should the development proceed to construction, the final development footprint should be subject 

to a preconstruction walk-through to locate and identify species of conservation concern that are 

within the development footprint.  Some search and rescue of plant species of conservation concern 

may be required.   

                                                             
1 The actual number of turbines constructed will depend on the available turbine technology in South Africa at the 
specific point in time that construction commence, i.e. the larger the turbine that is utilised, the fewer turbines 
required. The generation capacity of the WEF will however be capped at 256MW, as authorised by the Department 
of Environmental Affairs (DEA).  



• The Kokerboom 1 Amended layout is well supported in terms of terrestrial ecology impacts.  Overall 

the impact of the amended layout on fauna and flora would be low and there are no fatal flaws or 

critical issues associated with the proposed changes.  As a result, the amendment is supported from 

an ecological perspective as it will not result in an increase in the significance in any of the assessed 

ecological impacts. 
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