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INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY 
 
The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations, promulgated in terms of the National 
Environmental Management Act (NEMA, Act no. 107 of 1998 as amended) dated 8th of December 2014, were 
amended in April 2017. In terms of Appendix 1 (3) of the EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 2017 
amendments), a Basic Assessment Report (BAR) must contain the information that is necessary for the 
competent authority to consider and come to a decision on the application, and must include –  

SCOPE OF ASSESSMENT & CONTENT OF BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORTS 

(a) Details of - 
(i) The EAP who prepared the report; and 
(ii) The expertise of the EAP, including a curriculum vitae. 

Chapter 1 & 
Appendix A 

(b) The location of the activity, including –  
(i) The 21-digit Surveyor General code of each cadastral land parcel; 
(ii) Where available, the physical address and farm name; and 
(iii) Where the required information in items (i) and (ii) is not available, the coordinates of 

the boundary of the property or properties. 

Chapter 2 

(c) A plan which locates the proposed activity or activities applied for as well as associated 
structures and infrastructure at an appropriate scale, or, if it is –  
(i) A linear activity, a description and coordinates of the corridor in which the proposed 

activity or activities is to be undertaken; or 
(ii) On land where the property has not been defined, the coordinates within which the 

activity is to be undertaken. 

Chapter 2 

(d) A description of the scope of the proposed activity, including –  
(i) All listed and specified activities triggered and being applied for; and 
(ii) A description of the activities to be undertaken, including associated structures and 

infrastructure. 

Chapter 3 

(e) A description of the policy and legislative context within which the development is proposed 
including 
(i) An identification of all legislation, policies, plans, guidelines, spatial tools, municipal 

development planning frameworks and instruments that are applicable to this activity 
and have been considered in the preparation of the report; and 

(ii)   How the proposed activity complies with and responds to the legislation and policy  
        context, plans, guidelines, tools frameworks and instruments.  

Chapter 3 

(f) A motivation for the need and desirability for the proposed development including the need 
and desirability of the activity in the context of the preferred location. 

Chapter 4 

(g) A motivation for the preferred site, activity and technology alternative. Chapter 6 

(h) A full description of the process followed to reach the proposed preferred alternative within 
the site, including –  

(i) Details of all the alternatives considered; 
(ii) Details of the public participation process undertaken in terms of regulation 41 of the 

Regulations, including copies of the supporting documents and inputs; 
(iii) A summary of the issues raised by interested and affected parties, and an indication of 

the manner in which the issues were incorporated, or the reasons for not including them; 
(iv) The environmental attributes associated with the alternatives focusing on the 

geographical, physical, biological, social, economic, heritage and cultural aspects; 
(v) The impacts and risks which have informed the identification of each alternative, 

including the nature, significance, consequence, extent, duration and probability of such 
identified impacts, including the degree to which these impacts – 
aa. Can be reversed; 
bb. May cause irreplaceable loss of resources; and 
cc. Can be avoided, managed or mitigated; 

(vi) The methodology used in identifying and ranking the nature, significance, consequences, 
extent, duration and probability of potential environmental impacts and risks associated 
with the alternatives; 

Chapter 6 & 
Chapter 7 
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(vii) Positive and negative impacts that the proposed activity and alternatives will have on 
the environment and on the community that may be affected focusing on geographical, 
physical, biological, social, economic, heritage and cultural aspects; 

(viii) The possible mitigation measures that could be applied and level of residual risk; 
(ix) The outcome of the site selection matrix; 
(x) If no alternatives, including alternative locations for the activity were investigated, the 

motivation for not considering such; and 
(xi) A concluding statement indicating the preferred alternatives, including the preferred 

location of the activity. 

(i) A full description of the process undertaken to identify, assess and rank the impacts the 
activity will impose on the preferred location through the life of the activity, including –  

      (i)  A description of all environmental issues and risks that were identified during the 
               environmental impact assessment process; and 
     (ii)    An assessment of the significance of each issue and risk and an indication of the extent to 
              which the issue and risk could be avoided or addressed by the adoption of mitigation 
              measures. 

Chapter 8 

(j) An assessment of each identified potentially significant impact and risk, including –  
(i) Cumulative impacts; 
(ii) The nature, significance and consequences of the impact and risk; 
(iii) The extent and duration of the impact and risk; 
(iv) The probability of the impact and risk occurring; 
(v) The degree to which the impact and risk can be reversed; 
(vi) The degree to which the impact and risk may cause irreplaceable loss of resources; and 
(vii) The degree to which the impact and risk can be avoided, managed or mitigated. 

Chapter 8 

(k) Where applicable, a summary of the findings and impact management measures identified 
in any specialist report complying with Appendix 6 to these Regulations and an indication as 
to how these findings and recommendations have been included in the final report. 

Chapter 7 

(l) An environmental impact statement which contains –  
(i) A summary of the key findings of the environmental impact assessment; 
(ii) A map at an appropriate scale which superimposes the proposed activity and its 

associated structures and infrastructure on the environmental sensitivities of the 
preferred site indicating any areas that should be avoided, including buffers; and 

(iii) A summary of the positive and negative impacts and risks of the proposed activity and 
identified alternatives.  

Chapter 9 

(m) Based on the assessment, and where applicable, impact management measures from 
specialist reports, the recording of the proposed impact management outcomes for inclusion 
in the EMPr. 

Chapter 8 

(n) Any aspects which were conditional to the findings of the assessment either by the EAP or 
specialist which are to be included as conditions of the authorisation. 

None to date 

(o) A description of any assumptions, uncertainties, and gaps in knowledge which relate to the 
assessment and mitigation measures proposed. 

Chapter 9 

(p) A reasoned opinion as to whether the proposed activity should or should not be authorised, 
and if the opinion is that it should be authorised, any conditions that should be made in 
respect of that authorisation. 

Chapter 9 

(q) Where the proposed activity does not include operational aspects, the period for which the 
environmental authorisation is required, the date on which the activity will be concluded, 
and the post-construction monitoring requirements finalised. 

Not Applicable 

(r) An undertaking under oath or affirmation by the EAP in relation to –  
(i) The correctness of the information provided in the reports; 
(ii) The inclusion of comments and inputs from stakeholders and I&APs; 
(iii) The inclusion of inputs and recommendations from the specialist reports where 

relevant; and 
(iv) Any information provided by the EAP to interested and affected parties and any 

responses by the EAP to comments or inputs made by interested and affected 
parties. 

Appendix B 
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(s) Where applicable, details of any financial provision for the rehabilitation, closure, and 
ongoing post-decommissioning management of negative environmental impacts. 

None to date 

(t) Any specific information that may be required by the competent authority.  Appendix G 

(u) Any other matters required in terms of section 24 (4)(a) and (b) of the Act. None to date 
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1. PROJECT TEAM 
 

1.1 CES COMPANY PROFILE (OVERVIEW)  

 
CES has its head office in Grahamstown, where it was founded in 1990, to service a then fledging market in 
the fields of Environmental Management and Impact Assessment. CES now has offices in South Africa (Cape 
Town, Port Elizabeth, East London and Johannesburg), the United Kingdom (Romsey) as well as a wholly 
owned subsidiary in Maputo, Mozambique (Coastal & Environmental Services LDa., registered as an 
Environmental Practitioner with the Mozambican authorities). 
 

The Company has grown apace with the increased market demand for environmental and social advisory 
services in Southern Africa and further afield. Our principal area of expertise lies in assessing the risks and 
impacts of the development process on the natural, social and economic environments through, among other 
instruments, the environmental impact assessment (EIA) process. We believe that by offering these services, 
we contribute meaningfully towards sustainable development. 
 

We adopt a scientific approach to our studies, underpinned by an informed and holistic view of the 
environment and a pragmatic approach to sustainable development. This results in deliverables that are 
robust, defensible and credible. This is important for both the development and EIA processes, and as a 
result, the outputs of our studies demonstrate objectivity, sincerity and professionalism. We believe that a 
balance between development and environmental protection can be achieved by skilful and careful planning 
and that our outputs reflect this. Our track record across twenty (20) African countries as well as in the Middle 
East and Asia is evidence of the value add we bring to the environmental and social advisory services we 
provide and has contributed to our deep understanding of the environmental and social challenges 
associated with establishing and operating facilities and infrastructure in emerging markets. 
 

1.2 CES PROJECT TEAM 

 
Please refer to Appendix A for full Curriculum Vitae of the project team. 
 

DR ALAN CARTER 
EAP, Project Leader and Report Reviewer 

 

Dr Alan Carter is an Executive and the East London Branch Manager at CES. He has extensive training and 
experience in both financial accounting and environmental science disciplines with international accounting 
firms in South Africa and the USA. He is a member of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
(licensed in Texas) and holds a PhD in Plant Sciences. He is also a certified ISO14001 EMS auditor with the 
American National Standards Institute. Alan has been responsible for leading and managing numerous and 
varied consulting projects over the past 25 years. He is a registered professional with the South African 
Council for Natural Scientific Professionals (SACNASP) and through Environmental Assessment Practitioners 
Association of South Africa (EAPASA). 
 

MS CAROLINE EVANS 
Report Reviewer 

 

Ms Caroline Evans is a Principal Environmental Consultant with eight (8) years’ experience, and she is based 
in the Makhanda (Grahamstown) branch. She holds a BSc with majors in Environmental Science (distinction) 
and Zoology, as well as a BSc (Hons) in Environmental Science (distinction) both from Rhodes University. Her 
undergraduate degree included both commerce and natural sciences. Caroline's honours dissertation 
evaluated the economic impacts of degradation of the xeric subtropical thicket through farming practices, 
focusing on the rehabilitation potential of the affected areas in terms of carbon tax. She has a broad academic 
background including statistics, economics, management, climate change, wetland ecology, GIS, 
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rehabilitation ecology, ecological modelling and zoology. Caroline has a strong focus on renewable energy 
and South African policy and legislation related to development. 
 

MS ROSALIE EVANS 
Project Manager, Lead Report Writer and GIS Mapping 

 

Ms Rosalie Evans is a Senior Environmental Consultant with seven (7) years’ experience and she is based in 
the Gqeberha (Port Elizabeth) branch. She holds a BA Honours Degree in Geography and Environmental 
Studies and a Degree in Social Dynamics with majors in Geography and Psychology, both from Stellenbosch 
University. Rosalie's honours dissertation analysed the role of small grains in soil carbon sequestration in the 
agricultural sector of the Western Cape. In 2016, Rosalie completed the Introduction to Environmental 
Impact Assessment Procedure Short Course by Coastal and Environmental Services and the Department of 
Environmental Science Rhodes University as well as the Estuary Management Short Course by Nelson 
Mandela University (NMU). In addition, Rosalie is a member of the Land Rehabilitation Society of Southern 
Africa (LaRSSA) and a member of the International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA). Rosalie’s key 
focus areas include renewable energy developments, linear developments, residential developments and 
agricultural developments. Her main focuses include Project Management, Basic Assessment Processes, 
Scoping and EIA Processes, Part 1 and Part 2 Environmental Authorisation (EA) Amendment Processes, 
Reviewing Reports, the Public Participation Process (PPP), NEMA Section 24 (G) Applications and associated 
reports, MPRDA Section 53 Applications and GIS Mapping.  
 

1.3 EXPERTISE OF THE PROJECT TEAM 

Table 1.1 consist of the expertise of the project team and Table 1.2 consists of a few projects which indicate 
the project team’s relevant experience.  
 
Table 1.1: Expertise of the Project Team. 

NAME 
POSITION IN 
COMPANY 

HIGHEST QUALIFICATION 
YEARS’ 

EXPERIENCE 
ROLE ON PROJECT 

DR ALAN CARTER Executive 
PhD in Plant Science (Rhodes 
University) 

25+ 
• EAP 
• Project Leader 
• Report Reviewer 

MS CAROLINE EVANS 
Principal 
Environmental 
Consultant 

BSc Honours in Environmental 
Science (Rhodes University) 

8 • Report Reviewer 

MS ROSALIE EVANS 
Senior 
Environmental 
Consultant 

BA Honours in Geography and 
Environmental (Stellenbosch 
University) 

7 
• Project Manager 

Lead Report Writer 
• GIS Mapping 

 
Table 1.2: Project Team’s Relevant Experience. 

 PROJECT NAME PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1. 

Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Umsobomvu Wind Energy Facility 
in the Eastern and Northern Cape 
Provinces 

Umsobomvu Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a subsidiary of EDF Renewables 
(Pty) Ltd., intend to construct the Umsobomvu Wind Energy Facility 
(277 MW) and associated infrastructure (400 kV and 132 kV 
powerlines, roads, switching stations, etc.) in the Northern and 
Eastern Cape Provinces of South Africa. CES was appointed to 
conduct the Scoping and EIA Process to obtain Environmental 
Authorisation for this project. This process included the 
management of nine (9) specialist assessments, four (4) of which 
were conducted using in-house consultants. This project received 
full Environmental Authorisation (EA) in 2016. Subsequent to 
obtaining EA, CES was appointed to undertake a Part 2 Amendment 
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 PROJECT NAME PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

of the EA to split the EA into three (3) separate EAs, namely the 
Umsobomvu WEF, Coleskop WEF and Eskom MTS Infrastructure.  

2. 
Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Dassiesridge Wind Energy Facility 
in the Eastern Cape Province 

CES was appointed by Dassiesridge Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a 
subsidiary of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Scoping 
and EIA Process for the proposed Dassiesridge Wind Energy Facility 
(140 MW) and associated infrastructure (33 kV and 132 kV 
powerlines), situated near Uitenhage in the Eastern Cape.  

3. 
Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Bayview Wind Farm in the Eastern 
Cape Province 

CES was appointed by Bayview Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a subsidiary 
of Engie Africa (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Scoping and EIA Process 
for the proposed Bayview Wind Farm and associated powerlines, 
situated near Uitenhage in the Eastern Cape.  

4. 
Basic Assessment for the Scarlet Ibis 
Wind Energy Facility in the Eastern 
Cape Province 

CES was appointed by Motherwell Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a 
subsidiary of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Basic 
Assessment Process for the proposed Scarlet Ibis Wind Energy 
Facility and associated powerlines, situated near Uitenhage in the 
Eastern Cape.  

5. 
Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Albany Wind Energy Facility in the 
Eastern Cape Province 

CES was appointed by Albany Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a subsidiary of 
EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Scoping and EIA Process 
for the proposed Albany Wind Energy Facility and associated 
powerlines, situated near Makhanda (Grahamstown) in the Eastern 
Cape.  

6. 
Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Waaihoek Wind Energy Facility in 
the KwaZulu-Natal Province 

CES was appointed by Mainstream Renewable Power (Pty) Ltd to 
undertake the Scoping and EIA Process for the proposed Waaihoek 
Energy Facility, situated near Utrecht in KwaZulu-Natal.  

7. 
Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Boulders Wind Farm in the 
Western Cape Province 

CES was appointed by Vredenburg Windfarm (Pty) Ltd to undertake 
the Scoping and EIA Process for the proposed 140 MW Boulders 
Wind Energy Facility in Saldanha Bay Local Municipality in the 
Western Cape Province.  

8. 
Basic Assessment for the Chaba 
Battery Energy Storage System in the 
Eastern Cape Province 

CES has been appointed by Great Kei Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a 
subsidiary of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Basic 
Assessment Process for the proposed Chaba Battery Energy Storage 
System, south of the Chaba Wind Energy Facility project site on the 
Great Kei Wind Energy Facility project site, near Komga in the 
Eastern Cape Province. 

9. 

Part 2 Amendment of the Motherwell 
Wind Energy Facility Environmental 
Authorisation in the Eastern Cape 
Province 

CES was appointed by Motherwell Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a 
subsidiary of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Part 2 
Amendment of the Motherwell Wind Energy Facility EA. 

10. 

Part 2 Amendment of the Ukomeleza 
Wind Energy Facility Environmental 
Authorisation in the Eastern Cape 
Province 

CES was appointed by Ukomeleza Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a subsidiary 
of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Part 2 Amendment 
of the Ukomeleza Wind Energy Facility EA. 

11. 

Part 2 Amendment of the Dassiesridge 
Wind Energy Facility Environmental 
Authorisation in the Eastern Cape 
Province 

CES was appointed by Dassiesridge Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a 
subsidiary of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Part 2 
Amendment of the Dassiesridge Wind Energy Facility EA. 

12. 

Part 2 Amendment of the Great Kei 
Wind Energy Facility Environmental 
Authorisation in the Eastern Cape 
Province 

CES was appointed by Great Kei Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a subsidiary 
of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, to undertake the Part 2 Amendment 
of the Great Kei Wind Energy Facility EA. 

13. 
Part 2 Amendment of the Haga Haga 
Wind Farm Environmental 

CES has been appointed by WKN Windcurrent SA (Pty) Ltd to 
undertake a Part 2 Amendment of the Haga Haga Wind Energy 
Facility EA. 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

17 

 PROJECT NAME PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Authorisation in the Eastern Cape 
Province 

14. 

Part 2 Amendment of the Golden 
Valley Wind Energy Facility 
Environmental Authorisation in the 
Eastern Cape Province 

CES was appointed by BioTherm Energy (Pty) Ltd to undertake a Part 
2 Amendment of the Golden Valley Wind Energy Facility EA. 

15. 
Environmental Impact Assessment for 
the Grahamstown Wind Energy 
Facility in the Eastern Cape Province 

CES was appointed by Plan 8 Infinite Energy (Pty) Ltd to undertake 
the Scoping and EIA Process for the proposed 66 MW Grahamstown 
Wind Energy Facility near Makhanda (Grahamstown) in the Eastern 
Cape Province. 

 
 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

2.1 PROJECT LOCALITY 

Coleskop Wind Power (Pty) Ltd, a subsidiary of EDF Renewables (Pty) Ltd, (the Applicant) is proposing the 
development of infrastructure, associated with the Coleskop Wind Energy Facility (WEF), near Noupoort and 
Middelburg in the Pixley Ka Seme District Municipality (Northern Cape Province) and the Chris Hani District 
Municipality (Eastern Cape Province).  
 
Table 2.1 below lists the proposed properties which will be affected by the proposed infrastructure.  
 
Table 2.1: 21-Digit Surveyor General (SG) Codes of the affected properties. 

FARM NAME 21 DIGIT SG NUMBER PORTION AND FARM NUMBER LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 

Uitzicht 

C04800000000000300000 Remaining Extent of Farm 3 

Umsobomvu Local Municipality and 
Inxuba Yethemba Local Municipality 

C04800000000000300002 Portion 2 of Farm 3 

C04800000000000300007 Portion 7 of Farm 3 

C04800000000000300008 Portion 8 of Farm 3 

Elands Kloof C03000000000013500000 Remaining Extent of Farm 135 Umsobomvu Local Municipality 

Winterhoek C03000000000011800000 Remaining Extent of Farm 118 Umsobomvu Local Municipality 

 

2.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development includes the following (Figure 2.1): 

→ Creating a new access point and upgrading existing jeep tracks and farm roads of approximately 7.1 km in 
length to create new access road routes. This includes the construction of a new section of road of 
approximately 1.4 km in length and the upgrade of roads of approximately 5.7 km in length. These roads 
will be expanded to 12 m in width during the construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 m in width during 
the operational phase; 

→ The construction of three (3) concrete batching plants, temporary laydown areas and construction areas. 
Each will consist of a concrete and/or steel batching plant of approximately 11 250 m2, a temporary 
laydown area of approximately 22 500 m2 and a construction compound area of approximately 11 250 m2 
within the red polygons indicated in Figure 2.1 below. The combined total area to be cleared for these 
three (3) concrete batching plants, temporary laydown areas and construction areas is approximately 
45 000 m2 (4.5 ha) within the 135 000 m2 (13.5 ha) assessed area; 
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→ The construction of electrical infrastructure which includes an Operation and Maintenance Services (OMS) 
building of up to 60 m x 60 m, requiring the clearance of up to 3 600 m2 (0.36 ha); and 

→ Two (2) 500 m corridors for the construction of a 132 kV overhead line of approximately 7.6 km in length, 
which will be routed from the Coleskop Substation to the MTS Substation. This will include a double circuit, 
twin Tern 132 kV conductor. The overhead line will connect the proposed infrastructure to the existing 
electrical grid. 

 

Figure 2.1: Layout Map of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 
Preliminary technical specification of the overhead transmission and distribution with approximate values. 
Please note that all electrical infrastructure to be built to Eskom specifications, which will be determined 
post-preferred bidder status. The below are indicative. 

→ Length: ± 7.6 km 

→ Tower parameters: Wooden Poles  

→ Number and types of towers:  
o Angle strains: 7 
o In-line strains: 4 
o Suspensions: 23 
o TOTAL: ± 34 

→ Tower spacing: ± 230 m  

→ Tower height: ± 21 m (for most common structure), with a possible range of approximately 15 – 55 m in 
height.  

→ Conductor attachment height  
o OPGW: ± 20.8 m 
o Top phase: ± 17.2 m 
o Mid-phase: ± 15.2 m 
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o Bottom phase: ± 13.2 m 

→ Minimum ground clearance: ± 6.3 m (@ 70°)  
 
 

 

Figure 2.2: Examples of Common Suspension (left), In-Line Strain (middle), and Angle Strain (right). 
 
Table 2.2: Coordinates of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure. 

1. Feature: Batching Plant 1 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Red Polygon (north)  

Corner Point Coordinates  
(degrees, minutes, seconds): 

1. 31°18'4.48"S, 24°52'14.21"E 

2. 31°18'5.85"S, 24°52'25.43"E 

3. 31°18'15.51"S, 24°52'23.73"E 

4. 31°18'14.03"S, 24°52'12.64"E 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°18'9.65"S, 24°52'18.81"E 

 

2. Feature: Batching Plant 2 
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Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Red Polygon (middle) 

Corner Point Coordinates  
(degrees, minutes, seconds): 

1. 31°23'37.34"S, 24°49'2.21"E 

2. 31°23'45.74"S, 24°49'7.68"E 

3. 31°23'50.51"S, 24°48'57.79"E 

4. 31°23'41.97"S, 24°48'52.31"E 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°23'43.37"S, 24°49'0.05"E 

 

3. Feature: Batching Plant 3 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Red Polygon (south) 

Corner Point Coordinates  
(degrees, minutes, seconds): 

1. 31°24'27.67"S, 24°47'45.51"E 

2. 31°24'25.76"S, 24°47'56.58"E 

3. 31°24'35.33"S, 24°47'58.83"E 

4. 31°24'37.15"S, 24°47'47.72"E 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°24'31.09"S, 24°47'52.06"E 

 
 
 
 

4. Feature: Onsite Substation 
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Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Purple Polygon 

Corner Point Coordinates  
(degrees, minutes, seconds): 

1. 31°24'15.35"S, 24°47'48.00"E 

2. 31°24'13.52"S, 24°47'59.17"E 

3. 31°24'23.07"S, 24°48'1.30"E 

4. 31°24'24.88"S, 24°47'50.17"E 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°24'18.88"S, 24°47'54.77"E 

 

5. Feature: 132 kV Overhead Line Corridor Option 1 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Orange Polygon (proposed linear development buffer – the line 
will be routed within this corridor based on pre-construction 
ground truthing) 

Corner Point Coordinates  
(degrees, minutes, seconds): 
Feature: 

1. 31°21'3.52"S, 24°49'24.77"E 

2. 31°21'28.86"S, 24°49'47.02"E 

3. 31°21'59.27"S, 24°49'4.98"E 

4. 31°23'37.25"S, 24°48'41.73"E 

5. 31°24'11.87"S, 24°48'16.99"E 

6. 31°24'16.52"S, 24°47'39.38"E 

7. 31°23'27.53"S, 24°48'4.13"E 

8. 31°21'46.60"S, 24°48'29.38"E 
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6. Feature: 132 kV Overhead Line Corridor Option 2 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Yellow Polygon (proposed linear development buffer – the line 
will be routed within this corridor based on pre-construction 
ground truthing) 

Corner Point Coordinates  
(degrees, minutes, seconds): 
Feature: 

1. 31°20'54.65"S, 24°49'28.22"E 

2. 31°21'57.16"S, 24°50'16.20"E 

3. 31°22'55.44"S, 24°50'4.84"E 

4. 31°24'27.08"S, 24°48'20.94"E 

5. 31°24'30.46"S, 24°48'3.61"E 

6. 31°23'58.36"S, 24°47'55.21"E 

7. 31°22'41.08"S, 24°49'28.73"E 

8. 31°22'3.92"S, 24°49'36.64"E 

9. 31°21'12.81"S, 24°48'57.07"E 

 

7. Feature: Amended Access Roads 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Green Line 1 

Starting Point Coordinates: 31°18'1.36"S, 24°52'1.61"E (location of access point) 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°18'54.62"S, 24°51'52.64"E 

End Point Coordinates: 31°19'34.28"S, 24°50'51.69"E 
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8. Feature: Amended Access Roads 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Green Line 2 

Starting Point Coordinates: 31°19'32.60"S, 24°50'47.38"E 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°19'14.49"S, 24°50'31.68"E 

End Point Coordinates: 31°19'4.36"S, 24°50'6.26"E 

 

9. Feature: Additional Access Road 

Colour in Layout Map (Figure 2.1): Green Line 3 

Starting Point Coordinates: 31°18'17.10"S, 24°52'2.46"E 

Centre Point Coordinates: 31°18'15.75"S, 24°52'23.66"E 

End Point Coordinates: 31°18'27.89"S, 24°52'45.26"E 
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3. RELEVANT LEGISLATION 
 

Table 3.1 below consists of the legislation, policies and guidelines relevant to the proposed Coleskop 
Infrastructure Development near Noupoort and Middelburg. Please note that this list is not exhaustive.  
 
Table 3.1: Relevant Legislation, Policies & Guidelines. 

LEGISLATION, POLICIES AND GUIDELINES RELEVANCE TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The Constitution Act (Act No. 108 of 1996) 

The Developer is obligated to ensure that the development of the 
proposed Coleskop Infrastructure will not result in pollution and 
ecological degradation. In addition, the Developer must ensure that 
the Coleskop Infrastructure is ecologically sustainable and that it 
contributes to economic and social development.  

National Environmental Management Act 
(NEMA) (Act No. 107 of 1998 and 
subsequent amendments) Environmental 
Impact Assessment Regulations (2014 and 
subsequent 2017 amendments) 

The construction of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure triggers 
listed activities in terms of Listing Notice 1 and Listing Notice 3 of the 
NEMA EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 2017 amendments). 
Environmental Authorisation (EA) is required from the National 
Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) prior 
to the commencement of construction. 

National Environmental Management: 
Biodiversity Act (NEM:BA) (Act No. 10 of 
2004) 

The proposed development of the Coleskop Infrastructure will 
require the clearance of sections of vegetation, specifically 
Besemkaree Koppies Shrubland and Eastern Upper Karoo (Mucina 
and Rutherford, 2018/9) which will impact on the biodiversity of the 
area. The relevant permits must be obtained prior to the clearance of 
vegetation. 

National Water Act (NWA) (Act No. 36 of 
1998) 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure occurs within 100 meters of a 
few watercourses and within 500 m of wetlands. Water use 
authorisation is required from the Department of Water and 
Sanitation (DWS) prior to the commencement of the construction 
phase. 

Mineral and Petroleum Resources 
Development Act (MPRDA) (Act No. 28 of 
2002) 

The Department of Mineral Resources (DMR) should be made aware 
of the proposed development and, should any activities associated 
with the construction of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure require 
the excavation/extraction of sand or hard rock for construction 
purposes, the necessary approvals and/or permits must be obtained 
from the DMR prior to the commencement of these activities. 
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Table 3.2 provides the relevant listed activities, in terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 
2017 amendments), which are likely to be triggered by the activities associated with the proposed Coleskop 
Infrastructure Development in the Northern Cape and Eastern Cape Provinces.  
 
The NEMA EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 2017 amendments) allow for a Basic Assessment Process 
for activities with limited environmental impact (GN R. 983 and 985, 2014 or GN R. 327 and 324, 2017) and a 
more rigorous two (2) tiered approach to activities with potentially greater environmental impact (GN R. 984, 
2014 or GN R. 325, 2017). This two (2) tiered approach includes both a Scoping and EIA Process. The proposed 

National Heritage Resources Act (NHRA) (Act 
No. 25 of 1999) 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure could impact sensitive heritage 
resources. The South African Heritage Resource Agency (SAHRA) and 
the Eastern Cape Provincial Heritage Resources Authority (ECPHRA) 
must be informed of the proposed development and the relevant 
authorisation and/or permits must be obtained prior to the 
commencement of the construction phase. 

National Environmental Management: 
Waste Act (NEM:WA) (Act No. 59 of 2008) 

The Developer must ensure that all activities associated with the 
proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development address waste-
related matters in compliance with the requirements on the 
NEM:WA. The Developer should communicate with the affected Local 
Municipalities (LMs) to ensure that waste is disposed of at a suitable 
registered landfill site.   

National Forestry Act (NFA) (Act No. 84 of 
1998) The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure development footprints could 

contain Species of Conservation Concern (SCC), specifically protected 
trees. The necessary permissions and/or permits must be obtained 
prior to the clearance of vegetation. 

Provincial Nature and Environmental 
Conservation Ordinance (No. 19 of 1974) 

Northern Cape Nature Conservation Act (Act 
No. 9 of 2009) 

Conservation of Agricultural Resources Act 
(CARA) (Act No. 43 of 1983) 

The Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) must be 
informed of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development. An 
invasive species monitoring, control and eradication plan for 
land/activities under their control should be developed as part of the 
environmental plans in accordance with CARA. 

Electricity Regulation Act (Act No. 4 of 2006) 
The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure must be in line with the 
Electricity Regulation Act. 

Occupational Health and Safety Act (OHSA) 
(Act No. 85 of 1993) 

The Developer must be mindful of the principles and broad liability 
and implications associated with the OHSA and mitigate any potential 
impacts which are identified prior to the construction phase. 

National Environmental Management: Air 
Quality Act (NEM:AQA) (Act No. 39 of 2004) 

No major air quality issues are expected due to the proposed 
Coleskop Infrastructure Development; however, the Developer 
should be mindful of the impacts associated with increased dust 
generation during the construction phase. 

National Road Traffic Act (NRTA) (Act No. 93 
of 1996) 

The Developer must comply with all the requirements in terms of the 
NRTA during the construction and operational phases of the proposed 
Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

National Veld and Forest Fire Act (NVFFA) 
(Act No. 101 of 1998) 

The Developer must ensure that appropriate fire-fighting equipment, 
protective clothing, and trained personnel (for extinguishing fires) are 
present onsite during the construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure.   

Pixley Ka Seme District Municipality 
(Northern Cape) 

The Coleskop Infrastructure Development must comply with/be in 
line with all relevant municipal by-laws, the Spatial Development 
Frameworks (SDFs) and the Integrated Development Plans (IDPs). 
Representatives from the affected District Municipalities and Local 
Municipalities must be informed of the proposed development. 

Umsobomvu Local Municipality (Northern 
Cape) 

Chris Hani District Municipality (Eastern 
Cape) 

Inxuba Yethemba Local Municipality 
(Eastern Cape) 
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Coleskop Infrastructure triggers the Basic Assessment (BA) Process, due to the Listing Notice 1 and Listing 
Notice 3 activities, which will require an EA from the National DFFE. 
 
Table 3.2: Listed Activities triggered by the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure. 

Activity No(s): Provide the relevant Basic Assessment 
Activity(ies) as set out in Listing Notice 1 (GN 
R983) 

Describe the portion of the proposed project 
to which the applicable listed activity relates. 

11(i) 

The development of facilities or 
infrastructure for the transmission and 
distribution of electricity –  
(i) outside urban areas or industrial 
complexes with a capacity of more than 33 
but less than 275 kilovolts. 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development includes the construction of a 
132 kV overhead line, which will be routed 
from the proposed Coleskop Onsite Substation 
to the authorised MTS Substation. This will 
include a double circuit, twin Tern 132 kV 
conductor. The overhead line will connect the 
proposed infrastructure to the electrical grid.  

19 

The infilling or depositing of any material of 
more than 10 cubic metres into, or the 
dredging, excavation, removal or moving of 
soil, sand, shells, shell grit, pebbles or rock of 
more than 10 cubic metres from a 
watercourse. 

The construction of the Coleskop 
Infrastructure requires the removal and/or 
moving of more than 10 m3 of material from a 
watercourse, specifically for the expansion of 
farm roads and jeep tracks, and the 
construction of new roads which traverse 
watercourses. In addition, material could be 
deposited into watercourses during the 
construction of the overhead line pylons. 

24(ii) 

The development of a road –  
(ii) with a reserve wider than 13,5 meters, or 
where no reserve exists where the road is 
wider than 8 meters. 

The Applicant is proposing the construction of 
a new section of road of approximately 1.4 km 
in length which will be 12 m in width during 
the construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 
m in width during the operational phase. In 
addition, approximately 5.7 km of roads will be 
upgraded to 12 m in width during the 
construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 m in 
width during the operational phase. 

27 
The clearance of an area of 1 hectare or 
more, but less than 20 hectares of 
indigenous vegetation. 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development includes the construction of 
three (3) concrete batching plants, temporary 
laydown areas and construction areas, as well 
as the construction of electrical infrastructure 
which includes an onsite substation and an 
OMS building. This infrastructure requires the 
clearance of more than 1 ha but less than 20 
ha of vegetation. 

56 

The widening of a road by more than 6 
metres, or the lengthening of a road by more 
than 1 kilometre where the existing reserve 
is wider than 13,5 metres or where no 
reserve exists, where the existing road is 
wider than 8 metres. 

The Applicant is proposing the construction of 
a new section of road of approximately 1.4 km 
in length which will be 12 m in width during 
the construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 
m in width during the operational phase. In 
addition, approximately 5.7 km of roads will be 
upgraded to 12 m in width during the 
construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 m in 
width during the operational phase. 

Activity No(s): Provide the relevant Basic Assessment 
Activity(ies) as set out in Listing Notice 3 (GN 
R985) 

Describe the portion of the proposed project 
to which the applicable listed activity relates. 

4 
The development of a road wider than 4 
meters with a reserve less than 13.5 metres. 

The Applicant is proposing the construction of 
a new section of road of approximately 1.4 km 
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in length which will be 12 m in width during 
the construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 
m in width during the operational phase. In 
addition, approximately 5.7 km of roads will be 
upgraded to 12 m in width during the 
construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 m in 
width during the operational phase. 

10(a)(i)(bb)(ee) 
(ii) and 
10(g)(ii)(iii)(bb)(ee) 

The development and related operation of 
facilities or infrastructure for the storage, or 
storage and handling of a dangerous good, 
where such storage occurs in containers with 
a combined capacity of 30 but not exceeding 
80 cubic metres. 
a. Eastern Cape 
(i) Outside urban areas: 
(bb) National Protected Area Expansion 
Strategy Focus Areas;  
(ee) Critical biodiversity areas as identified in 
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by the 
competent authority or in bioregional plans; 
and 
(ii) Areas on the watercourse side of the 
development setback line or within 100 
metres from the edge of a watercourse 
where no such setback line has been 
determined. 
g. Northern Cape 
(ii) Areas within a watercourse or wetland; or 
within 100 metres from the edge of a 
watercourse or wetland; and 
(iii) Outside urban areas: 
(bb) National Protected Area Expansion 
Strategy Focus Areas; and 
(ee) Critical biodiversity areas as identified in 
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by the 
competent authority or in bioregional plans. 

During the construction phase and the 
operational phase of the proposed Coleskop 
Infrastructure Development, the combined 
storage of a dangerous good, such as fuel, is 
likely to exceed 30 m3 within Eastern Cape and 
Northern Cape CBAs, within 100 m from the 
edge of a watercourse and within the Karoo 
Escarpment Grassland Focus Area. 

12(a)(ii) and 
12 (g)(ii) 

The clearance of an area of 300 square 
metres or more of indigenous vegetation. 
a. Eastern Cape 
(ii) Within critical biodiversity areas 
identified in bioregional plans. 
g. Northern Cape 
(ii) Within critical biodiversity areas 
identified in bioregional plans. 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development includes the construction of 
three (3) concrete batching plants, temporary 
laydown areas and construction areas, as well 
as the construction of electrical infrastructure 
which includes an onsite substation and an 
OMS building. This infrastructure will require 
the clearance of vegetation which will exceed 
300 m2 within Eastern Cape CBAs (ECBCP, 
2019) and Northern Cape CBAs (2016). 

14(ii)(a)(c) 
(a)(i)(bb)(ff) and 
(g)(ii)(bb)(ff) 

The development of –  
(ii) Infrastructure or structures with a 
physical footprint of 10 square metres or 
more; 
Where such development occurs –  
(a) Within a watercourse; and 
(c) If no development setback has been 
adopted, within 32 metres of a watercourse, 
measured from the edge of a watercourse. 
a. Eastern Cape 

The construction of the 132 kV overhead line 
pylons, batching plants, and roads and road 
upgrades are situated within 32 m of 
watercourses. This infrastructure is being 
proposed outside urban areas, within the 
Eastern Cape and Northern Cape Provinces in 
areas which are classified as CBA 1 and CBA 2 
as well as within the Karoo Escarpment 
Grassland NPAES Focus Area. 
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(i) Outside urban areas: 
(bb) National Protected Area Expansion 
Strategy Focus Areas; and 
(ff) Critical biodiversity areas or ecosystem 
service areas as identified in systematic 
biodiversity plans adopted by the competent 
authority or in bioregional plans. 
g. Northern Cape 
(ii) Outside urban areas: 
(bb) National Protected Area Expansion 
Strategy Focus Areas; 
(ee) Critical biodiversity areas as identified in 
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by the 
competent authority or in bioregional plans; 
and 
(ff) Critical biodiversity areas or ecosystem 
service areas as identified in systematic 
biodiversity plans adopted by the competent 
authority or in bioregional plans. 

18(a)(i)(bb)(ee)(ii) 
and 
18(g)(ii)(bb)(ee)(ii) 

The widening of a road by more than 4 
meters or the lengthening of a road by more 
than 1 kilometre.  
a. Eastern Cape 
(i) Outside urban areas: 
(bb) National Protected Area Expansion 
Strategy Focus Areas;  
(ee) Critical biodiversity areas as identified in 
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by the 
competent authority or in bioregional plans; 
and 
(ii) Areas on the watercourse side of the 
development setback line or within 100 
metres from the edge of a watercourse 
where no such setback line has been 
determined. 
g. Northern Cape 
(ii) Outside urban areas: 
(bb) National Protected Area Expansion 
Strategy Focus Areas; 
(ee) Critical biodiversity areas as identified in 
systematic biodiversity plans adopted by the 
competent authority or in bioregional plans; 
and 
(ii) Areas within a watercourse or wetland; or 
within 100 metres from the edge of a 
watercourse or wetland. 

The Applicant is proposing the construction of 
a new section of road of approximately 1.4 km 
in length which will be 12 m in width during 
the construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 
m in width during the operational phase. In 
addition, approximately 5.7 km of roads will be 
upgraded to 12 m in width during the 
construction phase and rehabilitated to 5 m in 
width during the operational phase. These 
roads traverse Eastern and Northern Cape 
CBAs, fall within 100 m from the edge of a 
watercourse and are situated within the Karoo 
Escarpment Grassland Focus Area. 

Activity No(s): Provide the relevant Scoping and EIR 
Activity(ies) as set out in Listing Notice 2 (GN 
R984) 

Describe the portion of the proposed project 
to which the applicable listed activity relates. 

No Listing Notice 2 Activities have been identified for the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 
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4. PROJECT NEED AND DESIRABILITY 
 
Increasing pressure is being placed on countries internationally to reduce their reliance on fossil fuels, such 
as oil and coal, which contribute towards Greenhouse Gases (GHG) being emitted into the atmosphere and 
therefore contributing to climate change. Renewable energy resources, such as Wind Energy Facilities (WEFs) 
and Photovoltaic (PV) Solar Energy facilities, are being implemented as alternative sources of energy at both 
a global and national scale. 
 
South Africa has recognised the need to expand electricity generation capacity within the country. This is 
based on national policy and informed by ongoing planning undertaken by the Department of Mineral 
Resources and Energy (DMRE) [previously the Department of Energy (DoE)] and the National Energy 
Regulator of South Africa (NERSA). The draft South African Integrated Resource Plan (IRP, 2018) was released 
for public comment in August 2018, setting out a new direction in energy sector planning. The plan includes 
a shift away from coal, increased adoption of renewables and gas, and an end to the expansion of nuclear 
power. The South African Government has not yet communicated a timeline for the final adoption of the 
plan. The previous two (2) proposed IRP updates (in 2013 and 2016) were not adopted by Cabinet. 
 
The revised plan, if adopted, would mark a major shift in energy policy. The policy aims to decommission a 
total of 35 GW (of 42 GW currently operating) of coal generation capacity from Eskom by 2050, starting with 
12 GW by 2030, 16 GW by 2040 and a further 7 GW by 2050. The draft IRP (2018) also proposes a significant 
increase in renewables-based generation from wind and solar as well as gas-based generation capacity by 
2030 and beyond, with no further new nuclear capacity being procured. Implementing the IRP update (2018) 
could bring South Africa close to meeting the upper range of its 2030 Nationally Determined Contribution 
(NDC) target. The implementation of the IRP (2018) would constitute significant progress in the 
transformation of the South African energy sector. To be in line with the Paris Agreement goals for mitigation, 
South Africa would still need to adopt more ambitious actions by 2050, such as expanding renewable energy 
capacity beyond 2030, fully phasing out coal by mid-century, and substantially limiting unabated natural gas 
use. 
 
Eskom currently has a net output of 47 201 MWp, and it produces 85% of South Africa’s electricity, which is 
equivalent to 40% of Africa’s electricity. Renewable energy contributes to 5% of South Africa’s electricity. 
This is mainly due to the targets set in the IRP (2010-2030) which aimed to change the electricity landscape 
from high coal (91.7%) to medium coal (48%) using electricity produced by the Independent Power Producers 
(IPP), with the utility company, Eskom, as the single buyer of the electricity. 
 
The Renewable Energy Independent Power Producers (REIPPP) programme procured over 6.3 GW by 2017 
and of this, 3.8 GW was already feeding into the grid. A further 2.4 GW was procured in 2018, which included 
twenty-seven (27) projects signed by the minister. The REIPPP attracted $14.4 billion investment by 
December 2017. The concept is based on the public-private partnership model to increase new generation 
capacity. It also encourages industrialisation as it requires that at least 40% of the technologies involved 
should have local content. This results in job creation for the local communities, where manufacturing takes 
place. 
 
The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development is required to supplement the development of the 
Coleskop Wind Energy Facility, which forms part of a separate Scoping and EIA Process. The proposed 
Coleskop WEF has been authorised (DFFE Reference No.: 14/12/16/3/3/2/730/1/AM2) and received an 
amended EA on the 18th of November 2019. Therefore, the project need and desirability also relates to the 
need and desirability of renewable energy on a local, district, provincial, national and international level. 
 

4.1 LOCAL AND DISTRICT LEVEL 
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The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, as well as the proposed Coleskop WEF, aim to promote 
local economic growth and development through the creation of direct and indirect employment 
opportunities. 
 

4.1.1 Chris Hani District Integrated Development Plan (IDP), 2019-2020 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development is in line with the Chris Hani District IDP as it will 
contribute to the creation of employment opportunities, which is a key issue as per the Chris Hani District 
IDP: 

“In 2017, there were a total number of 71 400 people unemployed in Chris Hani, which is an 
increase of 12 700 from 58 700 in 2007. The total number of unemployed people within Chris 
Hani constitutes 10.73% of the total number of unemployed people in Eastern Cape Province. 
The Chris Hani District Municipality experienced an average annual increase of 1.98% in the 
number of unemployed people, which is better than that of the Eastern Cape Province which had 
an average annual increase in unemployment of 2.84%.” 

 

“When comparing unemployment rates among regions within Chris Hani District 
Municipality, Intsika Yethu Local Municipality has indicated the highest unemployment rate of 
39.9%, which has increased from 38.6% in 2007. The Inxuba Yethemba Local Municipality had 
the lowest unemployment rate of 18.5% in 2017, which decreased from 20.0% in 2007.” 

 

4.1.2 Pixley Ka Seme District Integrated Development Plan (IDP), 2017-2022 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development is in line with the Pixley Ka Seme District IDP possible 
competitive advantages, which include transport infrastructure, the central location of the municipal area, 
the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) project, and favourable conditions for renewable energy generation. 
 

4.1.3 Umsobomvu Municipality Integrated Development Plan (IDP), 2017 - 2022 

The Umsobomvu Municipality IDP highlights sections of the National Development Plan (NDP) which impact 
the local government and to which the Municipality can contribute. These include: 
 

“The proportion of people with access to the electricity grid should rise to at least 90% by 
2030, with non-grid options available for the rest.” 

 

“At least 20 000 MW of renewable energy should be contracted by 2030.” 
 
The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development will indirectly contribute to the achievement of the 
abovementioned goals. 
 

4.2 PROVINCIAL LEVEL 

4.2.1 Northern Cape Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF), 2012 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development is in line with the Northern Cape Provincial Spatial 
Development Framework (PSDF) (2012) as the Coleskop Infrastructure Development will contribute to the 
development of infrastructure in the energy sector, and it will assist in the distribution of energy from a 
renewable source, the Coleskop WEF. 
 
According to Section C7 of the Northern Cape Provincial Spatial Development Framework: 
 

“The development of the energy sector holds huge benefit for the Northern Cape which would 
have significant multipliers in the local economy. It is important that innovative planning be 
undertaken to provide the necessary infrastructure and associated amenities to accommodate 
the industry in an efficient manner. Therefore, in order to ensure the sustainability of the current 
and future economic sectors and to maximise synergies, it is imperative that industrial 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

31 

development be undertaken in a manner that promotes the principles of environmental integrity, 
human wellbeing and economic efficiency.” 

 
In addition, Section C7.3 of the Northern Cape Provincial Spatial Development Framework states that: 
 

“b) Renewable energy sources (e.g. wind, solar thermal, biomass, and domestic 
hydroelectricity generation) are to comprise 25% of the province's energy generation capacity by 
2020.” 

 
Section 8.2.3 states the following energy objectives: 
 

“a) Promote the development of renewable energy supply schemes. Large-scale renewable 
energy supply schemes are strategically important for increasing the diversity of domestic energy 
supplies and avoiding energy imports while minimising detrimental environmental impacts.”  

 

“d) Develop and institute innovative new energy technologies to improve access to reliable, 
sustainable and affordable energy services with the objective to realise sustainable economic 
growth and development. The goals of securing supply, providing energy services, tackling 
climate change, avoiding air pollution and reaching sustainable development in the province 
offer both opportunities and synergies which require joint planning between local and provincial 
government as well as the private sector.” 

 

4.2.2 Eastern Cape Vision 2030 Provincial Development Plan, 2014 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development includes the development of infrastructure which will 
supplement the Coleskop WEF. This is in line with the Eastern Cape Vision 2030 Provincial Development Plan 
as it will contribute to the electricity transmission and distribution networks which will accommodate the 
generation capacity and strengthen the grid capacity. 
 
The Eastern Cape Vision 2030 Provincial Development Plan states the following as a development focal point: 
 

“New investments in the electricity transmission and distribution networks are required to 
accommodate new generation capacity and strengthen grid capacity. This will improve network 
performance, network flexibility and the quality of supply for both economic and social 
activities.” 

 

4.3 NATIONAL LEVEL 

4.3.1 National Development Plan (NDP): Vision 2030, 2012 

The National Development Plan (NDP) aims to promote sustainable and inclusive development in South 
Africa to reduce and ultimately eliminate poverty. Of the twelve (12) key focus areas of the NDP, the 
proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development will contribute to (1) an economy which will create more 
jobs, (2) improving infrastructure, and (3) transition to a low carbon economy.  
 
The NDP prioritises the following infrastructure investments: 
 

“Procuring at least 20 000MW of renewable electricity by 2030, importing electricity from the 
region, decommissioning 11 000MW of ageing coal-fired power stations and stepping up 
investments in energy-efficiency.” 

 

4.3.2 National Climate Change Response White Paper, 2012 

Climate change has been identified as one (1) of the greatest threats to sustainable development in South 
Africa. The National Climate Change Response White Paper obligates the country to make a fair contribution 
to the global effort to achieve the stabilisation of GHG concentrations in the atmosphere.  
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The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, required for the Coleskop WEF Development, is in 
accordance with the National Climate Change Response White Paper as it will provide an alternative source 
of electricity, to fossil fuel-derived electricity, which will contribute to climate change mitigation. 
 

4.4 INTERNATIONAL LEVEL 

4.4.1 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), 1994 

The UNFCCC is a framework convention which was adopted at the 1992 Rio Earth Summit. South Africa signed 
the UNFCCC in 1993 and ratified it in August 1997. The stated purpose of the UNFCCC is to:  
 

“…achieve… stabilisation of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at concentrations 
at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system”, and 
to thereby prevent human-induced climate change by reducing the production of greenhouse gases 
defined as, “those gaseous constituents of the atmosphere both natural and anthropogenic, that 
absorb and re-emit infrared radiation.” 

 
The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, required for the Coleskop WEF Development, is in line 
with the UNFCCC as the developments will contribute to the reduction in the production of GHG by providing 
an alternative energy source to fossil fuel-derived electricity in South Africa. 
 

4.4.2 The Kyoto Protocol, 2002 

The Kyoto Protocol, which was adopted in Kyoto (Japan) in 1997 and enforced in 2005, is an international 
agreement which is linked to the UNFCCC. The Protocol contains internationally binding emission reduction 
targets, as an instrument to reduce climate change. “Under the Protocol, countries' actual emissions have to 
be monitored and precise records have to be kept of the trades carried out.”  
 
The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, associated with the Coleskop WEF, is in line with the 
Kyoto Protocol as the developments will provide an alternative energy source to fossil fuels. 
 
 

5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
 
A Public Participation Plan was submitted to the Competent Authority, the National DFFE, for approval on 
the 26th of November 2020 and approved on the 8th of December 2020. Please refer to Appendix I for a copy 
of the approved Public Participation Plan. 
 

5.1 ACTIVITY ON LAND OWNED BY A PERSON OTHER THAN THE APPLICANT 

In accordance with Section 39 (1), stipulated in Chapter 6 of the NEMA EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 
2017 amendments), which states that “If the proponent [Applicant] is not the owner or person in control of 
the land on which the activity is to be undertaken, the proponent must, before applying for an environmental 
authorisation in respect of such activity, obtain the written consent of the landowner or person in control of 
the land to undertake such activity on that land.” 
 
The Applicant has engaged with the landowners and received written consent, to undertake the proposed 
activities on the proposed properties, from the affected landowners. 
 

5.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS  
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In accordance with Section 40 (1), stipulated in Chapter 6 of the NEMA EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 
2017 amendments), the purpose of public participation is to provide all potential or registered Interested 
and/or Affected Parties (I&APs), including the Competent Authority, with the opportunity to access the 
relevant documents and information which could reasonably or potentially influence any decision with 
regards to the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Application for EA. The process aims to –  
 

• Disclose activities planned by the Applicant and steps in the BA Process by the environmental team; 

• Identify concerns and grievances raised by the I&APs;  

• Respond to all the I&APs grievances and enquiries; 

• Identify local expertise, needs and knowledge from the I&APs; 

• Identify additional or new stakeholders and people affected by, or interested in, the proposed 
project; 

• Gather perceptions and comments on the specialist studies; 

• Ensure that all issues raised by I&APs have been adequately addressed and/or assessed; and 

• Share the findings of the BA Process, such as significant impacts, mitigation measures, management 
actions, and monitoring programmes. 

 
The PPP must include consultation with the following key members –  
 

• The Competent Authority: National DFFE; 

• All state departments which have laws relating to the proposed activity or the proposed location of 
the activity; 

• All organs of the state which have jurisdiction relating to the proposed activity or the proposed 
location of the activity; and 

• The registered and potential I&APs. 
 

5.3 LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

In accordance with Section 41 (2) of Chapter 6, the person conducting the PPP must provide notice using the 
following methods –  
 

a) Placing notice boards at visible locations, which are accessible to the public, on the boundary of the 
affected property and within proximity to the affected property must [please see Section 5.5.4 for 
photographs on the onsite signage]. The notice board(s) must – 

• Be at least 60 cm x 42 cm in size; 

• Specify whether a Basic Assessment Process or Scoping and EIA Process is triggered by the proposed 
activity; 

• Indicate the nature and location of the activity to which the application relates; 

• Explain where further information can be obtained; and 

• Stipulate the manner in which and the person to whom correspondence relating to the application 
or proposed application may be made. 

 
b) Providing written notice to [please see proof included as Appendix F] –  
 

• The owner and/or occupiers of the proposed site as well as the owner(s) and/or occupiers of the 
alternative sites; 

• The owners and/or occupiers of the land adjacent to the site as well as the owners and/or occupiers 
of the land adjacent to the alternative sites; 

• The municipal ward councillor of the affected property and the alternative sites (if different to the 
preferred alternative) as well as any organisation of ratepayers that represent the community in the 
affected area; 

• The municipality which has jurisdiction in the area; 
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• All organs of the state which have jurisdiction relating to the proposed activity or the proposed 
location of the activity; and  

• Any other parties as required by the Competent Authority. 
 

c) Placing an advertisement in one (1) local newspaper and/or any official Gazette that is published 
specifically for the purpose of providing public notice of applications or other submissions made in terms 
of these Regulations [please see Section 5.5.10 for proof of advertisements]; 

 

d) If necessary, placing an advertisement in one (1) provincial newspaper or national newspaper if the 
activity has or may have an impact that extends beyond the boundaries of the metropolitan or district 
municipality in which it is or will be undertaken [please see Section 5.5.10 for proof of advertisements]; 
and 

 

e) Using reasonable alternative methods, as agreed to by the Competent Authority, in those instances where 
a person is interested but not able to participate in the process due to illiteracy, disability or any other 
disadvantage. 

 

5.4 INTERESTED AND/OR AFFECTED PARTIES 

According to Sections 42 to 44 of Chapter 6, the Applicant (or the EAP on behalf of the Applicant) must ensure 
the opening and maintenance of a register of I&APs and submit such register to the Competent Authority, 
which register must contain the names, contact details and address of (1) all persons who have submitted 
comments during the PPP on the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, (2) all individuals who have 
requested to register/registered on the project I&AP Database, and (3) all organs of state which have 
jurisdiction in respect of the activity to which the application relates. * Please see sections 5.5.1 (Stakeholder 
Database), 5.5.2 (I&AP Database) and 5.5.3 (Landowners and Surrounding Landowners Database) of this 
report, which contain the databases for the Coleskop Infrastructure Development BA Process. Please note 
that individuals who registered on the original Umsobomvu WEF I&AP Database, the proposed Umsobomvu 
WEF split and the Umsobomvu Infrastructure Development I&AP Database were automatically registered on 
the Coleskop Infrastructure Development I&AP Database due to the proximity of the developments to each 
other and linkages between the developments.  
 
The previous Draft BAR was available for Public Review for a period which exceeded thirty (30) days, from 
the 12th of June 2019 (published on the 6th of June) until the 14th of July 2019. The Draft BAR and associated 
documents were available at http://www.cesnet.co.za/coleskop-and-umsobomvu and hard copies were 
available upon request. In addition, hard copies and/or soft copies were sent directly to the following 
stakeholders/authorities: (a) National DFFE, (b) DEA: Biodiversity and Conservation, (c) Eastern Cape DEDEAT, 
(d) Northern Cape DENC, (e) Eastern Cape DWS, and (f) Northern Cape DWS.  
 
Subsequently, an email notification was sent out on the 10th of September 2019, notifying registered 
Stakeholders and I&APs of the submission of the Final BAR to the National DFFE for decision. The National 
DFFE refused EA for the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development on the 23rd of December 2019 and 
the EA refusal was received by the Applicant and the EAP on the 24th of December 2019. The EAP sent an 
email notification to the registered Stakeholders and I&APs, notifying them of the EA refusal, on the 14th of 
January 2020. 
 
The Draft Amended BAR was made available for public review from the 10th of May until the 8th of June 2021. 
All registered Stakeholders and I&APs were notified via email notification (10 May 2021) or registered mail 
(7 May 2021). In addition, the Draft Amended BAR was uploaded to the SAHRIS site on the 6th of May 2021 
and to the CES website, under Public Documents, on the 6th of May 2021 (http://www.cesnet.co.za/coleskop-
umsobomvu-infrastructure-amended-ba).   
 

http://www.cesnet.co.za/coleskop-and-umsobomvu
http://www.cesnet.co.za/coleskop-umsobomvu-infrastructure-amended-ba
http://www.cesnet.co.za/coleskop-umsobomvu-infrastructure-amended-ba
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Please refer to Appendix F (Proof of PPP) and Appendix G (Comments and response Report) for proof of PPP 
and copies of all comments received to date – as well as the responses to these comments. 
  
In addition, and not included in Appendix F (Proof of PPP) and Appendix G (Comments and Response Report), 
a notice was sent to the registered Stakeholders and I&APs on the 30th of June 2021 in terms of the Protection 
of Personal Information Act (or POPI Act) (Act No. 4 of 2013).  The notice contained the following information: 
 

“NOTICE: POPIA (Protection of Personal Information Act) Disclaimer. All Stakeholder and 
I&AP Databases need to adhere to the Act from 1 July 2021. As the administrators of the 
Umsobomvu Wind Energy Facility (WEF), Coleskop WEF, Umsobomvu Infrastructure 
Development, and Coleskop Infrastructure Development combined Stakeholder and I&AP 
Database, we therefore require your consent to be part of this database. As such you are 
herewith notified that you are entitled to refuse such consent and you may exercise such a right 
by withdrawing from this database in writing. Should you elect to remain in this group, it will be 
accepted that you have consented to being a part of this database and to your personal 
information (being your name, affiliation and contact details) being noticeable to any person 
interested in this project. In this regard, we implore all members of this database NOT to make 
use of such personal information for whatsoever reason without obtaining the consent from the 
relevant person(s). 

 
(1) Should you wish to remove your name and associated details from the aforementioned 

Stakeholder and I&AP Database, please respond to this email requesting the removal of your 
details in writing before 18:00 this Thursday, the 1st of July 2021. Your contact information and 
any correspondence received from you will be removed from any further reports, which are made 
available in the public domain. 

(2) Should you wish to remain as a registered Stakeholder or I&AP on the current (and any 
future) Umsobomvu and Coleskop Infrastructure and WEF related Public Participation Processes, 
then there is no need to respond to this notice. Please note that your contact information and 
any correspondence received from you relating to these developments will be available in the 
project-related reports, which are made available in the public domain. Should you wish remain 
as a registered Stakeholder or I&AP on this combined Database, it is your responsibility to inform 
us of any changes to your contact information.” 

 
Please note that those that responded in terms of option (1) of the above notice have been removed from 
the Stakeholder and I&AP Database and their details have been redacted from this report because the Final 
Amended BAR will be made available in the public domain; uploaded to SAHRIS as per SAHRA request and 
uploaded to the CES website.  
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5.5 PROOF OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

5.5.1 Stakeholder Database 

Table 5.1: Registered Stakeholders (as part of the I&AP Database). 
REGISTERED STAKEHOLDERS 

STAKEHOLDER CONTACT PERSON CONTACT DETAILS 

Department of Forestry, Fisheries 
and the Environment (DFFE) 

Mohammad Essop MEssop@environment.gov.za 

Herman Alberts HAlberts@environment.gov.za  

Zamalanga Langa Zlanga@environment.gov.za  

Bathandwa Ncube BNcube@environment.gov.za 

Azrah Essop AEssop@environment.gov.za 

Salome Mambane SMambane@environment.gov.za 

DFFE: Biodiversity & Conservation 

Portia Makitla PMakitla@environment.gov.za 
Seoka Lekota SLekota@environment.gov.za 
Aulicia Maifo amaifo@environment.gov.za 
Shonisani Munzhedzi smunzhedzi@environment.gov.za  

Simon Malete smalete@environment.gov.za  

BC Admin BCAdmin@environment.gov.za 

Department of Economic 
Development, Environmental Affairs 
and Tourism (DEDEAT) (Eastern 
Cape) 

Nondwe Mdekazi Nondwe.Mdekazi@dedea.gov.za 

Tim De Jongh  Tbone.DeJongh@dedea.gov.za 

Mncedisi Makosonke Mncedisi.Makosonke@dedea.gov.za 

Alan Southwood Alan.Southwood@dedea.gov.za 

Department of Nature Conservation 
and Environmental Affairs (Northern 
Cape) 

Tsholo Makaudi tmakaudi@ncpg.gov.za 

Department of Water and Sanitation 
(DWS) (Eastern Cape) 

Lizna Fourie fouriel4@dw.gov.za 

DWS (Northern Cape) 

Abe Abrahams Abe@dws.gov.za; AbrahamsA@dws.gov.za  

Ntombizanele Feni FeniN2@dws.gov.za 

Lerato Mokhoantle MokhoantleL@dws.gov.za 

Mashudu Kgaphola KgapholaM@dws.gov.za 

Alexia Hlengani  HlenganiA@dws.gov.za 

Gawie van Dyk VanDykG@dws.gov.za 

Department of Mineral Resources  
and Energy (DMRE) (Northern Cape) 

Ntsundeni Ravhugoni Ntsundeni.Ravhugoni@dmre.gov.za 

Brenda Monnapula Brenda.monnapula@dmre.gov.za 

DMRE (Eastern Cape) 
Brenda Ngebulana Brenda.Ngebulana@dmre.gov.za 

Zimkita Tyala Zimkita.Tyala@dmre.gov.za 

Department of Agriculture Forestry 
& Fisheries (DAFF)  

Thoko Buthelezi  thokob@daff.gov.za 

Mashudu Marubini MashuduMa@daff.gov.za 

Department of Energy Mokgadi Mathekgana mokgadi.mathekgana@energy.gov.za  

Eskom Eddie Leach eddie.leach@eskom.co.za 

Eskom: Renewable Energy John Geeringh  GeerinJH@eskom.co.za 

Eskom: Land & Rights Section Michelle Nicol NicolM@eskom.co.za 

Pixley District Municipality (Northern 
Cape) 

Sam Diokpala 
sdiokpala@pksdm.gov.za; 
diokpala.sam5@gmail.com 

Chris Hani District Municipality 
(Eastern Cape) 

Francois Nel fnel@chrishanidm.gov.za 

Funeka Nxesi  fnxesi@chrishanidm.gov.za 

Umsobomvu Local Municipality 
(Northern Cape) 

Amos Mpela mpela@umsobomvumun.co.za  

Inxuba Yethemba Local Municipality 
(Eastern Cape) 

Mzwandile Sydney Tantsi tantsi@isat.gov.za 

Umsobomvu Local Municipality 
Ward 2 Councillor  

DB Jokka mpela@umsobomvu.co.za  

Inxuba Yethemba Local Municipality 
Ward 3 Councillor 

Sydney Goniwe 

PO Box 24, Cradock, 5880 
Inxuba Yethemba Local Municipality 
Ward 6 Councillor 

Siphiwo Njobo 

SALGA Northern Cape 

Thatelo Itumeleng ithatelo@salga.org.za 

Lesang Daniels ldaniels@salga.org.za 

Johannes Mafereka jmafereka@salga.org.za 

mailto:Zlanga@environment.gov.za
mailto:smunzhedzi@environment.gov.za
mailto:smalete@environment.gov.za
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REGISTERED STAKEHOLDERS 

STAKEHOLDER CONTACT PERSON CONTACT DETAILS 

SALGA Eastern Cape 

Aseza Dlanjwa adlanjwa@salga.org.za 

Zamikhaya Mpulampula zmpulampula@salga.org.za 

Zona Cokie zcokie@salga.org.za 

Eastern Cape Provincial Heritage 
Resources Authority (ECPHRA) 

Lennox Zote info@ecphra.org.za 

Sello Mokhanya  smokhanya@ecphra.org.za 

Ngwao Boswa Kapa Bokoni is the 
Provincial Heritage Resources 
Authority of the Northern Cape 
Province 

Timothy Ratha 
rtimothy@nbkb.org.za; 
ratha.timothy@gmail.com 

South African Heritage Resources 
Agency (SAHRA) 

Natasha Higgitt nhiggett@sahra.org.za 

Telkom Raymond Couch CouchRA@telkom.co.za 

Sentech  Alishea Viljoen 
viljoena@sentech.co.za; 
radebej@sentech.co.za  

Vodacom Andre Barnard andre.barnard@vodacom.co.za 

MTN Krishna Chetty krishna.chetty@mtn.com 

Cell C 

Hugo Dippenaar hdippenaar@cellc.co.za 

Rudi Liebenberg RLiebenberg@cellc.co.za 

Wiaan Vermaak wvermaak@cellc.co.za 

Dirk Van Der Walt DVanDerWalt@cellc.co.za 

Joshua Engelbrecht Joshua.Engelbrecht@cellc.co.za 

Noupoort Farmers Association  
(Northern Cape) 

SP van der Walt spvanderwalk@karoomail.co.za 

Molteno Agricultural Union (Eastern 
Cape) 

Meyburgh Erasmus meyburgherasmus@gmail.com 

Marie Pretorius PO Box 4, Molteno, 5500 

Bamboesberg Agricultural 
Association (Eastern Cape) 

WF Terrblanche wilt@nokwi.co.za 

Hendrik Venter hsventer@nokwi.co.za 

Loperberg Agricultural Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

Kotie van Straaten PO Box 63, Molteno, 5500 

Stefan Viljoen viljoen@oddworld.co.za 

Sandfontein Agricultural Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

Seppie Vermaak sep@suurfontein.co.za 

Dries Pienaar driespienaar@gmail.com 

Middelburg District Agricultural 
Union (Eastern Cape) 

Rocco de Villiers divalphen@gmail.com 

Wilna Nel middelburgdistriklbv@gmail.com 

Bo-Suurberg Agricultural Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

Eben du Plessis bosuurberg@gmail.com 

Nooitgedacht Argicultural 
Association (Eastern Cape) 

Andries Bester andries@ajbester.co.za 

Aletta Erasmus bpe@intekom.co.za 

Rooihoogte Farmers Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

TP Voster tp@midkaroo.co.za 

Louzelle Snyman gsnyman@mtnloaded.co.za 

Schoombee Farmers Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

Jonathan Southey 
info@hillstonfarm.co.za 

Riana Southey 

The Willows Agricultural Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

Clift Frewen  clift@vodamail.co.za 

Bettie Borcherds rbv@webmail.co.za 

Hofmeyr Agricultural Association 
(Eastern Cape) 

Gerald Fletcher tafelkop0@gmail.com 

Bronwyn Taljaard hofmeyrboere@gmail.com 

Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) Lizelle Stroh StrohL@caa.co.za 

Air Traffic and Navigation Services 
(ATNS) 

Dylan Fryer camu@atns.co.za 

Roads (SANRAL/Public Works) Nanna Gouws GouwsJ@nra.co.za 

BirdLife South Africa Daniel Marnewick 
daniel.marnewick@birdlife.org.za; 
iba@birdlife.org.za 

BirdLife South Africa Hanneline Smit-Robinson conservation@birdlife.org.za 

BirdLife South Africa: Birds and 
Renewable Energy Manager 

Samantha Ralson energy@birdlife.org.za 

BirdLife South Africa: Policy & 
Advocacy Manager 

Simon Gear advocacy@birdlife.org.za 

Endangered Wildlife Trust: CEO Yolan Friedman yolanf@ewt.co.za 

Endangered Wildlife Trust: Head of 
Conservation Science 

Harriet Davies-Mostert harrietd@ewt.org.za 
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REGISTERED STAKEHOLDERS 

STAKEHOLDER CONTACT PERSON CONTACT DETAILS 

Endangered Wildlife Trust: African 
Crane Conservation Programme 
Manager 

Kerryn Morrison kerryn@ewt.org.za 

Endangered Wildlife Trust: African 
Crane Conservation Programme Field 
Officer 

Glenn Ramke glennr@ewt.org.za 

Endangered Wildlife Trust: Wildlife & 
Energy Programme 

Lourens Leeuwner lourensl@ewt.org.za 

WESSA NC Regional Representative Suzanne Erasmus wessanc@yahoo.com 

WESSA EC Regional Representative Jenny Gon j-gon@intekom.co.za 

Middelburg Agricultural Show 
Stefan Erasmus 

joubertrene@telkomsa.net 
Rene Joubert 

Middelburg Fire Protection Removed due to the POPI Act response. 

Middelburg Tourism Bureau Nettie Kok tourismmid@adsactive.com 

Grootfontein Agricultural 
Development Institute 

Joan Oosthuizen joano@nda.agric.za 

Wildlife Ranching RSA Ankie Stroebel office@wrsa.co.za 

East Cape Game Management 
Association  

  ecgma@telkomsa.net 

INDALO Vanessa Collett vanessa@sa.wild.org 

 

5.5.2 Registered I&AP Database 

Table 5.2: Registered I&APs (as part of the I&AP Database). 

 

5.5.3 Landowners & Surrounding Landowners Database 

Table 5.3: Landowners and Surrounding Landowners (as part of the I&AP Database). 
REGISTERED LANDOWNERS AND SURROUNDING LANDOWNERS 

FARM 
NUMBER/ 
PORTION 

FARM NAME CONTACT PERSON CONTACT DETAILS 

60/1 Klip Krands 
Andre Neser 

andreneser@icloud.com; 
andre@neserattorneys.co.za 3/5 Uitzicht 

REGISTERED I&APS 

REGISTERED I&AP NAME CONTACT DETAILS 

Private Landowner Andries Keun akeun@gmail.com 

Private Landowner Jannie Evans jannievans@vodamail.co.za 

Sherborne Guesthouse Annatjie Moore wolwekop@gmail.com 

CABAC Pierre Jonker tins@telkomsa.net 

Private Bardenhorst toverberg@mweb.co.za 

EWT: Threatened Grassland Species 
Programme 

Bradley Gibbons bradleyg@ewt.org.za 

Department of Environmental Affairs Sonwabile Nkondeshe snkondeshe@environment.gov.za 

Department of Environment and Nature 
Conservation (DENC) 

Jim Bopape jbopape@gmail.com 

Private Landowner Allen Lange allenlange@lantic.net 

ECDC Rory Haschick rory@ecdc.co.za  

Integrated Wind Power Jonathan Visser jonathanv@iwpower.co.za 

Leads 2 Business  Karen Clark  KarenC@l2b.co.za 

G7 Renewable Energies (Pty) Ltd Veronique Fyfe eia@g7energies.com 

Grass Master CC 
Ryan Holmes ryan@grassmaster.co.za 

Wally Holmes wallyholmes@grassmaster.co.za 

Mario's Fencing Works Mario Bratz mario.bratz@yahoo.com 

Abo Wind Mike Mangnall  Mike.Mangnall@abo-wind.com 

Endangered Wildlife Trust Bradley Gibbons bradleyg@ewt.org.za 

Endangered Wildlife Trust Christie Craig ChristieC@ewt.org.za 

mailto:f.sulli@polka.co.za
mailto:f.sulli@polka.co.za
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REGISTERED LANDOWNERS AND SURROUNDING LANDOWNERS 

FARM 
NUMBER/ 
PORTION 

FARM NAME CONTACT PERSON CONTACT DETAILS 

75/4 Schorpioen Kraal 

133/RE Holle Fountain 

Fauntleroy Bartholomew 
Gillmer  

fauntyg@vodamail.co.za  

133/1 Holle Fountain 

133/4 Holle Fountain 

118/1 Winterhoek 

119/RE Vlage Kop 

140/2 Wonder Heuvel 

140/4 Wonder Heuvel 

135/1 Elands Kloof 

Lindo van der Merwe  transkaroo@eik.co.za  

3/2 Uitzicht 

3/3 Uitzicht 

3/7 Uitzicht 

3/8 Uitzicht 

3/RE Uitzicht 

3/4 Uitzicht 

61/2 Leeuw Hoek 

133/3 Holle Fountain 

120/RE Leuwe Kop 

120/1 Leuwe Kop 

3/6 Uitzicht 

61/RE Leeuw Hoek 

Abbott Erasmus 
paardevlei@adsactive.com; 
n.paardevlei@gmail.com 

61/6 Leeuw Hoek 

61/4 Leeuw Hoek 

61/3 Leeuw Hoek 

61/7 Leeuw Hoek 

133/2 Holle Fountain 

62/2 Paarde Valley 

3/1 Uitzicht 

3/11 Uitzicht 

136/RE Winterhoek 
Vivian Stephan van der 
Merwe 

gearboxclinic@telkomsa.net  135/RE Elands Kloof 

118/RE Winterhoek 

113/1 Elands Heuvel 
Jacobus Andries van der 
Merwe 

PO Box 40209, Red Hill, 4071 

4/RE 
Annex Grys Kop 

SJV Wild CC   4/1 

7/2 

Gryse Kop 

7/4 Andries Thertius Barnard PO Box 2081, Pretoria, 0001 

7/3 Hermanus Jacobus Pieterse  PO Box 1761, Louis Trichardt, 0920 

7/9 
Paulus Johannes Jacobus 
Visser 

PO Box 2724, Paarl, 7620 

7/8 Barend Andries Mouton  PO Box 1249, Durbanville, 7551 

7/7 

Hermanus Bernardus Swart PO Box 600, Hoedspruit, 1380 

Allen Mark Lange PO Box 33381, Pretoria, 0001 

Michael Frederick Pretorius PO Box 59, Witrivier, 1240  

59/RE Farm59 
Francois Felix van der Ryst francoisvdryst@gmail.com 

60/7 Klip Krands 

3/10 Uitzicht Andries Jacobus Bester 
(Middelburg Nguni Stud CC) 

andries@ajbester.co.za 
3/9 Uitzicht 

60/9 Klip Krands 
Gideon Jacobus Delport 54 Naude Street, Middelburg, 5900 

78/RE Farm78 

75/2 Schorpioen Kraal   
  
  
  
  

gyssteyn@worldonline.co.za 

76/6 Vogelfontein 

60/8 Klip Krands 

76/3 Vogelfontein 

75/3 Schorpioen Kraal 

mailto:fauntyg@vodamail.co.za
mailto:transkaroo@eik.co.za
mailto:gearboxclinic@telkomsa.net
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REGISTERED LANDOWNERS AND SURROUNDING LANDOWNERS 

FARM 
NUMBER/ 
PORTION 

FARM NAME CONTACT PERSON CONTACT DETAILS 

76/RE Vogelfontein   
  
  
Gys Steyn (GM Steyn Trust) 

75/7 Schorpioen Kraal 

75/5 Schorpioen Kraal 

75/RE Schorpioen Kraal 

60/10 Klip Krands 

Cliff  neusberg@nokwi.co.za 

61/1 Leeuw Hoek 

69/2 Vink Fontein 

131/2 Rietfontein 

131/RE Rietfontein 

140/RE Annex Fonteintjie 

75/8 Schorpioen Kraal 

75/6 Schorpioen Kraal 

60/3 Klip Krands 

60/4 Klip Krands 

67/RE Kapok Hoek Doornvlei Boerdery CC PO Box 378, Middelburg, 5900 

140/3 Wonder Heuvel 

Annette van Lingen 
(Wonderheuwel Trust) 

jj@adsactive.com 
133/5 Holle Fontein 

140/1 Wonder Heuvel 

121/RE Mooi Plaats 

65/2 Zaay Fontein 
Marais Trust (Nick Joubert 
(Miemie) - Van Zyls Rust) 

PO Box 43, Middelburg, 5900 67/5 Kapok Hoek 

67/1 Kapok Hoek 

65/RE Zaay Fontein Sarel David Theron PO Box 19, Middelburg, 5900 

65/1 Zaay Fontein 
Colin Douglas Kingwell PO Box 106, Middelburg, 5900 

63/RE Septembers Kraal 

122/RE Vlak Plaats 
Marthinus Triegaardt du 
Plessis 

PO Box 184, Middelburg, 5900 

146/RE Elandsheuwel Hendrikus Jacobus Visser 
(Visser Familietrust) 

PO Box 123, Noupoort, 5950 
146/1 Elandsheuwel 

7/RE Gryse Kop Martha Johanna van 
Heerden & Daniel Jacobus 
van Heerden 

PO Box 451, Middelburg, 5900 
7/6 Gryse Kop 

8/5 Groote Hoek 
Laurraine Eugene Miller PO Box 548, Middelburg, 5900 

8/2 Groote Hoek 

61/5 Leeuw Hoek Pieter Kuyper Albertyn PO Box 378, Middelburg, 5900 
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5.5.4 Proof of Signage 

 

 
 

Plate 5.1: Proof of signage located at 31°17'49.55"S, 24°51'27.35"E. 
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5.5.5 Proof of Initial Notification 

Please see Appendix F.  
 

5.5.6 Proof of Notification of Public Review of the Draft BAR 

Please see Appendix F.  
 

5.5.7 Copy of Comments Received 

Please see Appendix F.  
 

5.5.8 Comments and Response Report 

Please see Appendix G 
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5.5.9 Copy of Initial BID (sent out in 2019) 
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5.5.10 Proof of Initial Advertisement 

 
VOLKSBLAD NEWSPAPER, 23 MAY 2019  
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DIE BURGER NEWSPAPER, 24 MAY 2019 

 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

33 

 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

34 

5.5.11 Proof Advertisement 
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Die Burger Newspaper, 5 May 2021 

 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

36 

NoordkaapBulletin Newspaper, 6 May 2021 

 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

37 

6. ALTERNATIVES 
 

6.1 REASONABLE AND FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives should include consideration of all possible means by which the purpose and need of the 
proposed activity could be accomplished. In all cases, the no-go alternative must be included in the 
assessment phase as the baseline against which the impacts of the other alternatives are assessed. The 
determination of whether site or activity (including different processes, etc.) or both is appropriate needs to 
be informed by the specific circumstances of the activity and its environment.  
 
“Alternatives”, in relation to a proposed activity, means different means of meeting the general purpose and 
requirements of the activity, which may include alternatives to— 

• The property on which or location where it is proposed to undertake the activity; 

• The type of activity to be undertaken; 

• The design or layout of the activity; 

• The technology to be used in the activity; 

• The operational aspects of the activity; and/or 

• The option of not implementing the activity. 
 

6.2 FUNDAMENTAL, INCREMENTAL AND NO-GO ALTERNATIVES  

6.2.1 Fundamental Alternatives 

Fundamental alternatives are developments which are completely different to the proposed project 

description and usually include the following: 

• Alternative property or location where it is proposed to undertake the activity; 

• Alternative type of activity to be undertaken; and 

• Alternative technology to be used in the activity. 
  

6.2.2 Incremental Alternatives  

Incremental alternatives relate to modifications or variations to the design of a project that provide different 

options to reduce or minimise environmental impacts. Incremental alternatives which can be considered, 

include: 

• Alternative design or layout of the activity; and 

• Alternative operational aspects of the activity. 
 

6.2.3 No-go Alternative 

It is mandatory to consider the “no-go” option in the Basic Assessment Process. The “no-go” alternative refers 

to the current status quo and the risks and impacts associated with it. Some existing activities may carry risks 

and may be undesirable (e.g. an existing contaminated site earmarked for a development). The no-go is the 

continuation of the existing land use, i.e. to maintain the status quo. 

 

6.3 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Table 6.1 illustrates the method used to assess the identified alternatives. The table includes the assessment 

of the advantages and disadvantages and provides further comments on the selected alternatives.  
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Table 6.1. Alternatives which were Considered for the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

ALTERNATIVE LEVEL ALTERNATIVES ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
REASONABLE 
& FEASIBLE 

COMMENT 

PROPERTY OR LOCATION 
This refers to the 
fundamental location 
options, and the 
environmental risks and 
impacts associated with 
such options. 
 

Alternative location 1: 
Current proposed site 
(Preferred alternative). 
 
This site has been 
selected because the 
Coleskop Infrastructure 
is required at this 
location to supplement 
the Coleskop WEF 
Development. 

• Suitably located to 
supplement the 
development of the 
Coleskop WEF; and 

• The primary land uses 
within the properties, 
livestock and wildlife 
grazing would be able to 
continue around the 
development footprints, 
including under the 
overhead line and 
between the pylons.  

• Potential environmental, 
heritage, ecological and 
palaeontological impacts 
due to the development of 
sections of the properties 
which are currently 
undeveloped.  

 

YES 

The main determining factor for 
selecting the proposed location was 
because the proposed site is suitably 
located to supplement the 
development of the Coleskop WEF. 

Alternative location 2: 
No alternative site 
locations have been 
identified. 

N/A N/A N/A 

No alternative site locations have 
been identified because the 
preferred alternative has been 
identified as a suitable location 
alternative to supplement the 
Coleskop WEF. 

TYPE OF TECHNOLOGY 
This refers to the 
fundamental technology 
options and the 
environmental risks and 
impacts associated with 
such options. 
 
    

Alternative technology 
1:  
132 kV Overhead line 
(Preferred alternative). 

• The construction of a 132 
kV capacity overhead line 
is sufficient to evacuate 
the planned energy 
output of the associated 
WEF site; and 

• The construction of a 
linear development 
which requires minimal 
vegetation clearance for 
the placement of pylons 
and a road track to access 
the pylon footprints. 

• The loss of vegetation due 
to the clearance of 
vegetation for pylon 
placement; 

• Potential adverse impacts 
on birds within proximity 
to the overhead line route; 
and 

• Potential impacts on 
sensitive visual receptors. 

YES 

The development of a 132 kV 
overhead line is the preferred 
alternative because it has sufficient 
capacity to evacuate the planned 
energy output from the associated 
WEF site. 
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ALTERNATIVE LEVEL ALTERNATIVES ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
REASONABLE 
& FEASIBLE 

COMMENT 

Alternative technology 
2:  
220 kV Overhead line. 

• The construction of a 220 
kV capacity overhead line 
is sufficient to evacuate 
the planned energy 
output of the associated 
WEF site; and 

• The construction of a 
linear development 
which requires 
vegetation clearance for 
the placement of pylons 
and a road track to access 
the pylon footprints. 

• Increased vegetation 
clearing, and potentially 
unnecessary, in 
comparison to the 
vegetation clearance 
required for the 
placement of overhead 
line pylons in Alternative 
1; 

• More expensive due to 
increased infrastructure 
and installation costs; 

• Potential adverse impacts 
on avifauna within 
proximity to the overhead 
line route; and 

• Potential impacts on 
sensitive visual receptors. 

YES 

Although this overhead line 
alternative is considered reasonable 
and feasible, an overhead line of 220 
kV is not necessary to evacuate the 
planned energy output from the 
associated WEF site; it would be 
more expensive to construct and will 
have a larger development footprint 
which will result in the potential 
adverse environmental impacts 
exceeding those of the preferred 
alternative.   

DESIGN OR LAYOUT 
This relates mostly to 
alternative ways in which 
the proposed 
development or activity 
can be physically laid out 
on the ground to minimise 
or reduce environmental 
risks or impacts 

Alternative layout 1:  
132 kV Overhead line 
Corridor Option 1.  
 

• A shorter route which 
affects a smaller area. 

• Routed through a 
Northern Cape 
Biodiversity Plan (2016) 
CBA 1 and CBA 2, as well as 
ECBCP (2019) CBA 1 and 
CBA 2;  

• Traverses sensitive surface 
water features;  

• The corridor contains 
sensitive heritage 
features; and 

• A section of this corridor 
traverses an area of 
avifaunal sensitivity, the 
Verreaux’s Eagle nest 
buffer and 500 m dam 
buffers. 

YES 

Two 132 kV Overhead Line Corridors 
have been assessed. However, the 
132 kV overhead line will be a linear 
development with a small 
development footprint within these 
corridors. The pylon placement along 
these linear routes should therefore 
largely avoid areas of high sensitivity 
(as listed in the “disadvantages” 
section). Alternative Layout 1 is the 
preferred alternative for the 
Applicant, based on technical 
advantages, whereas, Alternative 
Layout 2 is the preferred alternative 
for the EAP because it avoids the area 
of avifaunal sensitivity. 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

40 

ALTERNATIVE LEVEL ALTERNATIVES ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
REASONABLE 
& FEASIBLE 

COMMENT 

Alternative layout 2: 
132 kV Overhead line 
Corridor Option 2. 

• Avoids the Verreaux’s 
Eagle nest buffers. 

• Routed through a 
Northern Cape 
Biodiversity Plan (2016) 
CBA 1 and CBA 2, as well as 
ECBCP (2019) CBA 1 and 
CBA 2;  

• Traverses sensitive surface 
water features; 

• The corridor contains 
sensitive heritage 
features; and 

• A section of this corridor 
traverses an area of 
avifaunal sensitivity, 500 
m dam buffers. 

YES 

OPERATIONAL ASPECTS 
This relates mostly to 
alternative ways in which 
the development or 
activity can operate in 
order to reduce 
environmental risks or 
impacts 

Alternative 
operational activities 

N/A N/A YES 

Operational management 
recommendations will be informed 
by specialist input and included in the 
Final EMPr to reduce the likelihood of 
adverse environmental impacts 
occurring during the operational 
phase. 

NO-GO OPTION 
This refers to the current 
status quo and the risks 
and impacts associated 
with it. 

The proposed site 
currently consists of 
Besemkaree Koppies 
Shrubland vegetation 
with a small part of the 
proposed 
infrastructure being 
proposed in a section of 
Eastern Upper Karoo 
vegetation to the north 
of the site. The 
condition of the site 

• Should the proposed 
Coleskop Infrastructure 
not be developed, the site 
will remain largely 
undeveloped; and 

• The majority of the 
adverse impacts 
associated with the 
Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development are unlikely 
to occur in the absence of 
the development. 

• Should the Coleskop 
Infrastructure not be 
developed, this would 
have adverse impacts on 
the functioning of the 
Coleskop WEF. 

YES 

The No-Go Option has been assessed 
as an alternative to the proposed 
Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development.  
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ALTERNATIVE LEVEL ALTERNATIVES ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 
REASONABLE 
& FEASIBLE 

COMMENT 

ranges from pristine to 
degraded and 
transformed areas. 
Transformed and 
degraded areas 
currently include farm 
roads, eroded and bare 
areas and areas with 
vegetation containing 
alien vegetation. 
Pristine areas include 
rivers and valleys, 
Koppies, wetland areas 
and areas which 
primarily contain 
indigenous vegetation. 
The primary land uses 
are currently livestock 
and wildlife grazing. 
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7. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
 
The criteria used to assess the sensitivity of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site included 
climate, geology and soils, topography, vegetation, surface water, the Eastern Cape CBAs (ECBCP, 2019) and 
the Northern Cape CBAs (2016), land use and specialist findings. 
 

7.1 CLIMATE 

Tables 7.1 and 7.2 indicate the climate data of Noupoort and Middelburg, the nearest towns to the proposed 
site. 
 
Noupoort has average monthly temperatures which range from 5.2° C in July to 20.6° C in January. On 
average, Noupoort receives the highest amount of precipitation/rainfall during the month of March and the 
lowest amount during the month of July (en.climate-data.org, 2018).  
 
Table 7.1: Average Temperatures and Rainfall Data for Noupoort (Source: en.climate-data.org). 

  JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

Avg. Temperature (°C) 20.6 19.9 17.6 13.6 9.6 5.5 5.2 7.8 11.6 14.7 17.1 19.5 

Min. Temperature (°C) 12.2 12.2 10.3 6.2 2.3 -1.8 -2.4 -0.4 3.2 6.2 8.6 10.9 

Max. Temperature (°C) 29 27.7 24.9 21 17 12.9 12.8 16.1 20.1 23.2 25.6 28.1 

Precipitation / Rainfall (mm) 59 58 72 40 23 14 11 15 14 27 41 43 

 
Middelburg has average monthly temperatures which range from 8.2° C in June and July to 21.7° C in January. 
On average, Middelburg receives the highest amount of precipitation/rainfall during the month of March and 
the lowest amount during the month of July (en.climate-data.org, 2018). 
 
Table 7.2: Average Temperatures and Rainfall Data for Middelburg (Source: en.climate-data.org). 

  JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

Avg. Temperature (°C) 21.7 20.8 18.7 14.7 11.1 8.2 8.2 10.1 13.1 15.6 18.1 20.3 

Min. Temperature (°C) 13.1 13 11.2 7.3 3.6 0.7 0.2 1.8 4.5 7 9.5 11.6 

Max. Temperature (°C) 30.3 28.7 26.2 22.2 18.6 15.8 16.2 18.4 21.8 24.2 26.7 29.1 

Precipitation / Rainfall (mm) 47 56 62 31 16 12 11 14 13 27 36 41 

 

7.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site consists of mudstone and/or arenite of the 
Tarkastad Subgroup (Beaufort Group), as indicated in Figure 7.1. The Tarkastad Subgroup, within the Beaufort 
Group, consists of the Katberg Formation and the Burgersdorp Formation. The Katberg Formation is a 
sandstone-rich layer consisting of light brownish-grey to greenish-grey, fine-to medium-grained sandstones 
containing scattered pebbles of up to 15 cm in diameter. Oval to spherical calcareous concretions, 3-10 cm 
in diameter, and intraformational mud-pellet conglomerates are also common. The alternating mudstone 
units are predominantly red in colour with reptile, amphibian and fish fossils occurring relatively common.  
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Figure 7.1: Geology Map of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 
The soils within the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site primarily consist of shallow profiles 
with minimal development overlying rock. Steeper elevations consist of rock with minimal soil development 
grading into rocky outcrops. According to the World Reference Base (WRB), the international standard for 
soil classification system, the soils of the proposed site have been classified as Lithic Leptosols (LP-li). The 
WRB (2006) describes Leptosols as very shallow soils over continuous rock. These soils are usually extremely 
gravelly and/or stony, and the parent material consists of various types of continuous rock or of 
unconsolidated materials with less than 20 % fine earth (WRB, 2006). These soils generally occur in areas of 
high and/or medium altitude, with strongly dissected topographies. 
 

7.3 TOPOGRAPHY  

Figure 7.2 indicates the elevation of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. The site 
elevation ranges between 1 650 m above Mean Sea Level (MSL) and 1 870 m above MSL.    
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Figure 7.2: Contour Map of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 

7.4 VEGETATION 

The South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) classifies the vegetation, within the proposed site, 
as Besemkaree Koppies Shrubland (light green in Figure 7.3) and Eastern Upper Karoo (green in Figure 7.3), 
according to the Mucina and Rutherford National Vegetation Map (2018/2019).   
 
Besemkaree Koppies Shrubland occurs in the Northern Cape, Free State and Eastern Cape Provinces along 
the slopes of koppies, butts and tafelbergs (Mucina and Rutherford, 2006). This vegetation type consists of 
two (2) layers; the lower layer is dominated by dwarf small-leaved shrubs, and in years with high rainfall, 
grasses. The upper layer is dominated by tall shrubs such as Rhus erosa, Rhus burchelli, Rhus cilliata, Euclea 
crispa, Diospyros austro-africana and Olea europaea subsp. africana. This vegetation type is classified as 
Least Threatened as it is largely excluded from agricultural practices. The conservation target is 28%, with 5% 
being conserved in the various reserves such as the Gariep Dam, Rolfontein, Tussen Die Riviere, Caledon and 
Kalkfontein Dam Nature Reserve. According to the National Vegetation Map (Mucina and Rutherford, 2019), 
this vegetation type dominates the proposed site and occurs on slopes and high lying areas of the ridges. 
Most of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure is located within this vegetation type. 
 
Eastern Upper Karoo occurs in the Northern Cape, Eastern Cape and Western Cape and is associated with a 
flat to gently sloping topography (Mucina and Rutherford, 2006). It is dominated by dwarf microphyllus 
shrubs and grasses belonging to the Aristida and Eragrostis genera. This vegetation type is also classified as 
Least Threatened with a conservation target of 21%. A portion of this vegetation type has been conserved in 
the Mountain Zebra and Karoo National Parks as well as in Oviston, Commando Drift, Rolfontein and Gariep 
Dam Nature Reserves. This vegetation type occurs in the low lying, flat areas of the proposed site and will be 
impacted by the northern sections of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development.  
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Figure 7.3: Vegetation Map of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 

7.5 AVIFAUNAL SENSITIVITY 

The following section has been extracted from the Avifaunal Assessment Report and the associated Cover 
Letter, which were compiled by WildSkies Ecological Services in 2018 and 2019. Over the full year [of pre-
construction bird monitoring] a total of one-hundred and forty-two (142) bird species were recorded on-site 
by all data collection methods. Spring showed the highest species richness (114 species) followed by summer 
(104) and autumn and winter (84 species each). Approximately fifty-five (55) of these species can be 
considered southern African endemic or near-endemic species. 
 
Three (3) pairs of Verreaux’s Eagle were found to breed on or near the site during this study. This was noted 
as the most important avifaunal aspect uncovered by the pre-construction bird monitoring. Most of the site 
is mountainous, with good availability of cliffs and rock lines on the mountain slopes and in the valleys. 
 
Ten (10) target bird species were recorded flying on-site, including seven (7) raptors, two (2) large terrestrials, 
and a water bird. The majority of the recorded flight was that of raptors, particularly Verreaux’s Eagle. Other 
species recorded flying relatively frequently on-site included Rock Kestrel, Jackal Buzzard, Booted Eagle, and 
Lesser Kestrel. 
 
In a national context, this site is believed to be in a position of moderate to high sensitivity for avifauna. On-
site, two (2) categories of sensitivity or constraints for development have been identified: HIGH and MEDIUM. 
The high sensitivity areas are identified based on Verreaux’s Eagle breeding sites, ridge edges, valleys, and 
drainage lines. It is recommended that no infrastructure be placed within the HIGH sensitivity areas. MEDIUM 
sensitivity areas are identified based on farm dams and can be considered soft buffer areas. 
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7.6 SURFACE WATER 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure site contains numerous tributaries and streams, and it falls within the 
500 m regulatory buffers of numerous wetlands and/or farm dams. The overhead line corridor options both 
traverse the 100 m regulatory buffers of numerous tributaries and/or streams as well as the 500 m regulatory 
buffers of wetlands. Water Use Authorisation (WUA), in terms of Section 21(c) and (i) is required from the 
Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS) for the development which occurs within 100 m from the 
tributaries and streams as well as within 500 m from the wetlands. 
 

 
Figure 7.4: Surface Water Map of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 

7.7 LAND USE 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure sites and surrounds are currently used for agricultural practices, 
particularly livestock grazing. In general, small livestock, such as sheep and goats are grazed in the high-lying 
areas, and cattle are grazed in the flat, lower-lying areas. Surrounding land uses include horse breeding and 
horse-riding shows, commercial farming and subsistence farming, breeding, and grazing of cattle, sheep and 
goats, livestock feeding crops (such as Lucerne), and fruit trees/orchards within the farmers’ gardens. 
 
The South African National Land Cover (2018) classifies the majority of the site as natural grassland (light 
brown) as well as scattered patches of low shrubland (light purple), and natural rock surfaces (white), as 
indicated in Figure 7.5 on the following page. In addition, small sections of open woodlands (green), 
herbaceous wetlands/fallow land and old fields (light blue and pink), contiguous and dense plantation forest 
(orange), and other patches are indicated in Figure 7.5.  
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Figure 7.5: National Land Cover Map of the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 

7.8 CRITICAL BIODIVERSITY AREAS 

Eastern Cape Critical Biodiversity Areas 
According to the Eastern Cape Biodiversity Conservation Plan (ECBCP, 2019), the proposed Coleskop 
Infrastructure which is located within the Eastern Cape Province falls within Terrestrial Critical Biodiversity 
Area (CBA) 1 and CBA 2, as indicated in Figure 7.6 on the following page. According to the ECBCP (2019), both 
alternatives for the proposed 132 kV overhead line occur within a Terrestrial CBA 1 and CBA 2. The selection 
of these CBAs is based on the need to conserve a representative portion of these ecosystems to achieve 
national targets. However, only the southern end portion of the 132 kV overhead line Alternative 1 occurs 
within a CBA 1, while the remainder of the development footprint occurs within a CBA 2.  In comparison, the 
132 kV overhead line Alternative 2 covers more of an area classified as a CBA 1. Both 132 kV overhead line 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 traverse an area classified as an ECBCP Aquatic ESA 1, as indicated in Figure 
7.7 on the following page. Aquatic ESAs extend into catchments which are essential for the maintenance of 
CBA rivers and wetlands. 
 
Northern Cape Critical Biodiversity Areas 
According to the Northern Cape Biodiversity Plan (2016), the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development 
occurs within a CBA 1 and CBA 2. However, the 132 kV overhead line Alternative 1 covers the largest area 
classified as a CBA 1,  while the 132 kV overhead line Alternative 2 covers a smaller area of a CBA 1. Both the 
northern portions of 132 kV overhead line Alternative 1 and 132 kV overhead line Alternative 2 occur within 
a CBA 2. The remaining infrastructure, which is situated in the Northern Cape Province, including the 
proposed roads and the northern most batching plant, occur within a CBA 2. 
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Figure 7.6: ECBCP (2019) Terrestrial CBA Map of Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 

Figure 7.7: ECBCP (2019) Aquatic CBA Map of Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 
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Figure 7.8: Northern Cape (2016) CBA Map of Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development site. 

 

7.9 ARCHAEOLOGICAL (HERITAGE) SENSITIVITY 

As per the Heritage Survey (Umlando: Archaeological Surveys and Heritage Management, 2013 - 2021), the 
following identified heritage sites fall within the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development footprint 
(see Figures 7.9 – 7.12): 
 

• UMZ006: The site is located at the head of a valley at ~1800 m asl. The site consists of a flat area with 
several small overhangs just above the stone scatters. These shelters do not have any deposit and 
are less than 1 m in depth. The artefacts are found at the base of the hill towards the edge of the 
cliffs in a sandy soil. The scatters have been slightly affected by an Eskom transmission line. The stone 
tools are all made from hornfels and have similar patination. The tools include duck billed scraper, 
medium end scrapers, utilised flakes, utilised blade, general flakes, bladelet core, and/or irregular 
cores. The stone tools can date between the terminal Pleistocene and early Holocene. The tools are 
located in a secondary context. The site might be affected by the proposed access roads. 
 

• UMZ014: The site is located at the base of a small koppie on the mountain. There is an ephemeral 
scatter of stone tools over an area 60 m x 50 m in size. The tools appear to be in a secondary context 
and are made from hornfels. The tools date to the MSA and consist of irregular cores, flakes (with/out 
a prepared platform) and unifacial points of varying sizes. 

 

• UMZ024: The site is located below the top of the mountain overlooking the valley. The shelter is on 
a sandstone ridge and is 7 m wide, 1.5 m deep and 1.5 m in height. There is a small talus slope in 
front of the shelter which extends for ~10 m. The shelter has a deposit. There is a high density of 
stone tools on the talus slope. The tools are predominantly made from hornfels, although a few 
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silcrete artefacts occur. The tools are typical of a Wilton and post-Wilton complex consisting of 
(small) scrapers, adzes, utilised flakes, re-used MSA flakes, irregular cores, single platform cores, 
and/or flakes. No pottery was observed. 
 
Three (3) paintings occur at the shelter. The main painting is a ‘late white’ eland that appears to be 
more finger-painted than in the fine line tradition. To the right are two (2) faint red antelope which 
are in the fine line tradition. 
 

• Uitsig Farm Complex: The farm is located on the Erf Uitzicht 3. The SGD maps are not available online 
for this farm, although it appears on the 1829 SGD diagrams on the adjacent farm. This is one of the 
first registered farms in the area. The farm complex occurs over an area ~500 m x 150 m wide, with 
a cemetery located 250 m northeast of the main house. The farm complex consists of four (4) areas 
with built structures. All built structures are from local sandstone; from east to west, they are: 

o A shed and abutting kraal walls; 
o The original farmhouse with two (2) mulberry trees at the front entrance. There has been 

additional walling added to the back part of the house. This building dates to 1853 ACE; 
o Labourers’ houses and kraals; and 
o Large kraal. 

 
There are smaller features around these buildings, as well as many artefacts, dating from the 1850s 
onwards. A brewery bottle was also observed near the main farmhouse. There are several boundary 
and fence markers on stone stelae (also referred to as pillars, obelisks, and corners) in the area. Many 
of these have deep weathered grooves on the sides. The cemetery has a low stone wall around it. 
There are three (3) graves, but only one (1) has a headstone. The other two (2) each have ‘capstones’ 
which are partially hidden by bush and sand. The headstone is very weathered. The name is Dorothea 
Regina van der Walt (this is the maiden or married surname), born in 1879 and died 22 February 
(with illegible year date). 
 

• Wilgefontein: Wilgefontein is located on the Erf Leuwe Kop 120. The SGD are not currently available 
online. The farm consists of a main farmhouse, with a shed and large stone-walled kraal, with the 
farm labourers’ houses ~90 m to the east. The farmhouse is in the same architectural style as at 
Winterhoek and are thus probably of similar age. The buildings are surrounded by blue gum trees, of 
which some form a windbreak and a field boundary marker. 

 

 
Figure 7.9: Heritage Sensitivity Map of the Road Upgrades and northern Batching Plant. 
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Figure 7.10: Heritage Sensitivity Map of the northern section of the Overhead Line Corridor Options. 

 

 
Figure 7.11: Heritage Sensitivity Map of the southern section of the Overhead Line Corridor Options, the southern 
Batching Plants (2) and the Onsite Substation and OMS Building. 
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Figure 7.12: Heritage Sensitivity Map of the proposed new Access Road (access to the northern Batching Plant).   

 

7.10 PALAEONTOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY  

As per the Palaeontological Survey (Natura Viva cc, 2015 - 2021), the Palaeontological Specialist indicated 
that based on desktop analysis of satellite imagery, geological maps, published scientific literature as well as 
previous field-based palaeontological heritage assessments of the broader Umsobomvu WEF and Coleskop 
WEF project area (Almond 2015, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2019), it is concluded that the impact significance of 
the proposed ancillary infrastructure regarding local palaeontological heritage resources is LOW (before and 
after mitigation) due to: 

• The general scarcity of fossil remains, especially in the upland areas where the majority of the 
infrastructure will be situated; 

• The moderately high levels of near-surface bedrock weathering and baking of sediments by dolerite 
intrusions; and  

• The extensive superficial sediment cover observed within most of the study area. 
 
The proposed Coleskop WEF project area, which includes the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development, is largely underlain by continental (fluvial, lacustrine) sediments of the Beaufort Group (Karoo 
Supergroup) (See Almond 2015, 2018b for details). These include (1) latest Permian to earliest Triassic rocks 
forming the uppermost portion of the Adelaide Subgroup (equivalents of the Balfour Formation of the 
eastern Main Karoo Basin) that crop out in low-lying, hilly terrain around the periphery of the Klein-
Renosterberg massif, as well as (2) Early Triassic sediments of the Katberg Formation (Tarkastad Group) that 
build the Klein-Renosterberg escarpment and large parts of the upland plateau. The Karoo Supergroup 
sediments have been extensively intruded by Early Jurassic dykes and sills of the Karoo Dolerite Suite that 
have baked the adjacent country rocks and also underlie large areas of the plateau, including a large fraction 
of the ancillary infrastructure footprint. The Beaufort Group and Karoo dolerite bedrocks are extensively 
mantled by a variety of Late Caenozoic superficial deposits such as colluvial rock rubble (scree), alluvium, 
surface gravels, soils and pedocretes. 
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Figure 7.13: *Palaeontological Sensitivity Map of the Proposed Site. 
 

* Extract from 1: 250 000 geology sheet 3124 Middelburg (Council for Geoscience, Pretoria) showing the approximate outline of the 
Umsobomvu 1 WEF and ancillary infrastructure project area in the Klein-Renosterberg region to the northwest of Middelburg, 
Northern and Eastern Cape (green polygon). Scale bar = 4 km. N towards the top of the map. The main geological units represented 
here are: Pa (pale blue-green) = Late Permian to Earliest Triassic Adelaide Subgroup (Lower Beaufort Group, Karoo Supergroup); TRk 
(pale orange with red dots) = Early Triassic Katberg Formation of the Tarkastad Subgroup (Upper Beaufort Group, Karoo Supergroup); 
Jd (red) = intrusive sills and dykes of the Early Jurassic Karoo Dolerite Suite. Pale yellow areas with “flying bird” symbol = Quaternary 
to Recent alluvium. N.B.  Other Caenozoic superficial deposits such as colluvium (scree etc), soils and surface gravels are not depicted 
here. 

 
The upper Adelaide Subgroup and Katberg Formation of the Beaufort Group (Karoo Supergroup) are well-
known for their important continental biotas spanning the Permo-Triassic boundary, including diverse fossil 
vertebrates (therapsids, reptiles, amphibians, fish), trace fossils (e.g. invertebrate and vertebrate burrows, 
trackways) and rarer vascular plants. These fossil faunas provide key data for understanding the impact of 
the catastrophic end-Permian Mass Extinction at 251 Ma (million years ago) on the terrestrial life of 
Gondwana. A number of new fossil sites featuring vertebrate skeletal material, tetrapod burrows, 
invertebrate trace fossils and vascular plants were recorded within the original, much more extensive 
Umsobomvu WEF study area (including the later-defined Coleskop WEF project area) by Almond (2015, 
2018b) who provides tabulated GPS coordinates and details of the fossils concerned. These sites are shown 
(numbered white squares) in the satellite map in Figure 7.14. It is noted that the footprint of the proposed 
WEF ancillary infrastructure does not overlap with any of the known fossil sites shown here. It should be 
emphasised that the recording of sites is far from exhaustive, and there must be numerous other, hitherto 
unrecorded sites within the project area, some of which might lie within the project footprint. However, 
these are likely to be sparsely distributed and unpredictable, while many or most sites can be effectively 
mitigated in the pre-construction phase. 
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It is noted here that (a) much of the proposed ancillary infrastructure will be located in upland areas underlain 
by unfossiliferous dolerite, and (b) the total footprint of the infrastructure, including volume of anticipated 
bedrock excavation, is small. 
 

 
Figure 7.14: *Known Fossil Sites in Relation to the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure.  
 

* Google Earth© satellite image of the Coleskop WEF and ancillary infrastructure project area (orange-shaded polygons) plus several 
adjoining farms involved with the more extensive original Umsobomvu WEF project area assessed by Almond (2015). The location of 
known fossil sites (numbered white squares, from Almond 2015, 2018a, 2018b) is shown in relation to the proposed ancillary 
infrastructure for the Coleskop WEF, viz: new access point (yellow tack symbol), new or existing roads to be upgraded (green lines), 
collector substation (pale blue square), alternative corridors for internal overhead lines from the switching station (small purple 
square) to the collector substation (dark and pale blue polygons) and three concrete batching plants / temporary laydown areas / 
construction areas (red squares). Note that the infrastructure layout does not overlap with any of the known fossil sites (Fossil Site 
161 lies just outside the internal line corridor). 
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8. IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

8.1 CES ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

8.1.1 Pre-Mitigation Evaluation Criteria 

This rating scale adopts four (4) key factors to determine the overall significance of the impact prior to 
mitigation: 
1. Temporal Scale: This scale defines the duration of any given impact over time. This may extend from the 

short-term (less than 5 years, equivalent to the construction phase) to permanent. Generally, the longer 
the impact occurs, the greater the significance of any given impact.   

2. Spatial Scale: This scale defines the spatial extent of any given impact. This may extend from the local area 
to an impact that crosses international boundaries. The wider the impact extends, the more significant it is 
likely to be. 

3. Severity/Benefits Scale: This scale defines how severe negative impacts would be, or how beneficial 
positive impacts would be. This negative/positive scale is critical in determining the overall significance 
of any impacts.    

4. Likelihood Scale: This scale defines the risk or chance of any given impact occurring. While many impacts 
generally do occur, there is considerable uncertainty in terms of others. The scale varies from unlikely to 
definite, with the overall impact significance increasing as the likelihood increases.  

 

For each impact, these four (4) scales are ranked and assigned a score. These scores are combined and used 
to determine the overall impact significance prior to mitigation. 
 
Table 8.1: Pre-Mitigation Evaluation Criteria. 

TEMPORAL SCALE 

Short-term Less than 5 years 

Medium-term Between 5-20 years 

Long-term Between 20 and 40 years (a generation) and from a human perspective also permanent 

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

SPATIAL SCALE  
Localised At localised scale and a few hectares in extent 

Study Area The proposed site and its immediate environs 

Regional District and Provincial level 

National Country 

International Internationally 

SEVERITY SCALE SEVERITY BENEFIT 

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

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

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

Moderately beneficial to the affected system(s) and 
party(ies) 

Severe/ 
Beneficial 

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

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

Very Severe/ 
Beneficial 

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

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

LIKELIHOOD SCALE 

Unlikely The likelihood of these impacts occurring is slight 

May Occur The likelihood of these impacts occurring is possible 

Probable The likelihood of these impacts occurring is probable 

Definite The likelihood is that this impact will definitely occur 
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Table 8.2: Significance Descriptions. 

SIGNIFICANCE RATE DESCRIPTION 

LOW 

NEGATIVE 
LOW 

POSITIVE 

Impacts of low significance are typically acceptable impacts for which mitigation is 
desirable but not essential.  The impact by itself is insufficient, even in combination with 
other low impacts, to prevent the development being approved. These impacts will result 
in negative medium to short term effects on the natural environment or on social systems. 

MODERATE 

NEGATIVE 
MODERATE 

POSITIVE 

Impacts of moderate significance are impacts that require mitigation. The impact is 
insufficient by itself to prevent the implementation of the project but in conjunction with 
other impacts may prevent its implementation. These impacts will usually result in a 
negative medium to long-term effect on the natural environment or on social systems. 

HIGH 

NEGATIVE 
HIGH 

POSITIVE 

Impacts that are rated as being high are serious impacts and may prevent the 
implementation of the project if no mitigation measures are implemented, or the impact 
is very difficult to mitigate. These impacts would be considered by society as constituting 
a major and usually long-term change to the environment or social systems and result in 
severe effects. 

VERY HIGH 

NEGATIVE 
VERY HIGH 

POSITIVE 

Impacts that are rated as very high are very serious impact which may be sufficient by 
itself to prevent the implementation of the project. The impact may result in permanent 
change. Very often these impacts are unmitigable and usually result in very severe effects 
or very beneficial effects. 

 

8.1.2 Post-Mitigation Criteria 

Once mitigation measures are proposed, the following three (3) factors are then considered to determine 
the overall significance of the impact after mitigation. 
1. Reversibility Scale: This scale defines the degree to which an environment can be returned to its 

original/partially original state. 
2. Irreplaceable loss Scale: This scale defines the degree of loss which an impact may cause.  
3. Mitigation potential Scale: This scale defines the degree of difficulty of reversing and/or mitigating the 

various impacts ranges from very difficult to easily achievable. Both the practical feasibility of the measure, 
the potential cost and the potential effectiveness is taken into consideration when determining the 
appropriate degree of difficulty. 

 
Table 8.3: Post-Mitigation Criteria. 

REVERSIBILITY 

Reversible 
The activity will lead to an impact that can be reversed provided appropriate mitigation 
measures are implemented. 

Irreversible 
The activity will lead to an impact that is permanent regardless of the implementation of 
mitigation measures. 

IRREPLACEABLE LOSS 

Resource will not be lost The resource will not be lost/destroyed provided mitigation measures are implemented. 

Resource will be partly 
lost 

The resource will be partially destroyed even though mitigation measures are 
implemented. 

Resource will be lost The resource will be lost despite the implementation of mitigation measures. 

MITIGATION POTENTIAL 

Easily achievable The impact can be easily, effectively and cost effectively mitigated/reversed. 

Achievable The impact can be effectively mitigated/reversed without much difficulty or cost. 

Difficult 
The impact could be mitigated/reversed but there will be some difficultly in ensuring 
effectiveness and/or implementation, and significant costs. 

Very Difficult 
The impact could be mitigated/reversed but it would be very difficult to ensure 
effectiveness, technically very challenging and financially very costly. 

 
The following assumptions and limitations are inherent in the rating methodology:  

→ Value Judgements: Although this scale attempts to provide a balance and rigor to assessing the 
significance of impacts, the evaluation relies heavily on the values of the person making the judgment. 
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For this reason, impacts of especially a social nature need to reflect the values of the affected society. 

→ Cumulative Impacts: These affect the significance rating of an impact because it considers the impact in 
terms of both on-site and off-site sources. This is particularly problematic in terms of impacts beyond 
the scope of the proposed development and the BA. For this reason, it is important to consider impacts 
in terms of their cumulative nature. 

→ Seasonality: Certain impacts will vary in significance based on seasonal change. Thus, it is difficult to 
provide a static assessment. Seasonality will need to be implicit in the temporal scale and, with 
management measures being imposed accordingly (e.g. dust suppression measures being implemented 
during the dry season).  

 

8.2 IDENTIFICATION OF GENERAL AND SPECIALIST IMPACTS AND ASSESSMENT 

The overall impacts associated with the current layout of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development 
as well as the “no-go alternative” have been assessed to evaluate the significance of the “as predicted” 
impacts (prior to mitigation) and the “residual” impacts (that remain after mitigation measures have been 
implemented).
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PLANNING AND DESIGN PHASE 

 

IMPACT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH RELEVANT LEGISLATION 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the planning and design phase, failure to obtain the necessary authorisations and/or permits, as well as failure to adhere to 
existing policies and legal obligations, could lead to the project conflicting with local, provincial and national policies and legislation. This could result in a lack of institutional 
support for the project, overall project failure and undue social and environmental impacts. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not require authorisation or permitting. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Activities, which trigger listed activities in terms of the NEMA (Act No. 107 of 1998, as amended) EIA Regulations (2014 and subsequent 2017 amendments), must not 
commence prior to receipt of an EA from the national DFFE.  

→ All identified water uses in terms of Section 21 of the NWA must not commence prior to receipt of the necessary water use authorisation(s) from the DWS.  

→ All additional permitting and authorisation requirements, including plant removal permits, must be obtained prior to the commencement of any vegetation clearance 
and/or construction activities. 

→ A suitably qualified Environmental Control Officer (ECO) must be appointed prior to the commencement of the construction phase to monitor the Applicant’s compliance 
with the conditions of all the relevant permits and authorisations.  

→ All phases of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development must comply with the relevant municipal by-laws and should consider the available best practice guidelines.  

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term  
Regional/ 
National   

Severe   May Occur HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource could be 

lost  
Achievable  LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

 

IMPACT 2: INCREASE IN AIR EMISSIONS 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the construction phase, the dust created as a result of the construction activities, such as vegetation clearance, grading and 
levelling of the exposed land and the transport of construction materials could be a nuisance during the construction phase. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increase in air emissions in the form of dust. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Exhaust emissions from construction vehicles must be minimised by ensuring that all vehicles are properly equipped and serviced. 

→ Vegetation clearance must be limited to approved and demarcated infrastructure development footprints. 

→ If fine building materials, such as sand, are to be transported on the back of trucks, they must be adequately covered. 

→ Excavations and other clearing activities must only be done during the agreed-upon working hours and days.       
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→ A speed limit of 40 km per hour must not be exceeded on gravel roads.   

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term  Localised  Moderate  Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will not be 

lost  
Achievable  LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 3: INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Noise will be created on the site during the construction phase due to the operation of construction equipment, noise generated by 
construction vehicles both on-site and during travel to and from the site as well as noise generated by the construction workers which are all likely to result in an increase in 
noise levels and potentially be a nuisance to individuals in proximity to the site. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increase in noise levels. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All construction vehicles must be in sound working order and meet the necessary noise level requirements. 

→ All relevant municipal by-laws, with regards to noise control, must apply. 

→ Construction workers must not make use of portable radios, vehicle radios, whistles, and other items which generate excessive noise, while they are on the construction 
site. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term  Localised  Slight Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will not be 

lost  
Easily 

Achievable  
LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 4: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Sediment is likely to be created during the construction phase of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. This could be carried 
into nearby watercourses during rainfall events due to increased runoff as a result of the increase in impermeable surfaces. In addition, inadequate stormwater management 
could result in increased soil erosion within the proposed site and surrounds. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the need for stormwater management. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ A Stormwater Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the construction phase. 

→ Vegetation must be retained, where possible, to avoid soil erosion.  

→ If slopes are cleared during construction, they must be rehabilitated as soon as possible to minimise soil erosion losses. 

→ Development footprints must be demarcated and vegetation clearing and topsoil removal (if required) limited to these areas. 
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→ Stockpiled materials must not be stored within 100 m of a watercourse. 

→ Stockpile areas must be suitably bunded to prevent waterborne erosion of exposed soils where there is a likelihood that the soils will be washed into nearby watercourses. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Medium-
Term  

Localised  Moderate Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   

Resource will not be 
lost  

Achievable  LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 5: SITE CONTAMINATION DUE TO THE STORAGE AND HANDLING OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the construction phase, onsite maintenance of construction vehicles and/or machinery and equipment could result in oil, 
diesel and other hazardous chemicals contaminating surface and groundwater. Surface and groundwater pollution could arise from the spillage or leaking of diesel, lubricants 
and cement during the storage and handling of hazardous substances for construction activities. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the storage or handling of hazardous substances within the site. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The storage of fuels and hazardous materials must be located away from all identified sensitive water resources.  

→ All hazardous substances, including fuel, oil, and cement, must be stored in a bunded area.  

→ The recommendations of the Stormwater Management Plan must be implemented throughout the construction phase. 

→ Spill kits must be readily available on site throughout the construction phase. 

→ Drip trays must be placed under all stationary plant. 

→ If a spill occurs on a permeable surface (e.g. soil), a spill kit must be used to reduce the potential spread of the spill immediately.  

→ If a spill occurs on an impermeable surface such as cement or concrete, the surface spill must be contained using oil absorbent materials. 

→ Contaminated remediation materials must be carefully removed from the area of the spill, to prevent the further release of hazardous chemicals to the environment and 
stored in adequate containers until appropriate disposal at a suitably licenced landfill site. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Medium-
Term  

Localised  Moderate Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   

Resource will be 
partly lost  

Achievable  LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 6: LOSS OF RIPARIAN VEGETATION  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the construction phase, the upgrade of the existing roads could require the removal of riparian vegetation, which is likely to 
have adverse effects on the associated aquatic ecosystems. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the loss of riparian vegetation. 
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Mitigation Measures:  

→ Should the removal of riparian vegetation be required, it should take place under the supervision of the ECO and must be demarcated prior to removal. The clearance of 
riparian vegetation should be restricted to the amount required for the upgrade of the existing roads and the construction of the new road.  

→ Avoid placing the OHL pylons within 20 m from wetlands, rivers, and tributaries.  

→ The removal of the alien invasive vegetation must be prioritised. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term  Localised  Severe Probable HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will be 

partly lost  
Achievable  

MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 7: FIRE RISK  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The proposed construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development could increase the risk of fires, which could potentially result 
in the loss of crops, grazing and livestock during the construction phase. In addition, fires could result in injury to employees within the site and the potential damage to or loss 
of property. 
No-Go Alternative: The risk of fires, particularly during the drier months, exists in the absence of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Open fires must not be permitted within the proposed site during the construction phase. 

→ Smoking must be restricted to designated smoking areas which have easy access to fire-fighting equipment. 

→ The Contractor, or the appointed fire marshal, must take all responsible steps to prevent the accidental occurrence and the spreading of fires. 

→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that there is always fire-fighting equipment available on-site during the construction phase. 

→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that all site personnel are aware of the risk of fires, the procedure to be followed in the event of a fire and 
that all site personnel have access to the relevant contact details of the nearest Fire and Emergency Services. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Short-Term  
Study 
Area 

Severe Probable HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   
Resource will be 

partly lost  
Difficult 

MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term 
Study 
Area 

Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 8: SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure will create short-term employment opportunities. These employment opportunities 
will contribute to the skills development of individuals and a short-term income which will benefit individuals and their families.    
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the creation of additional socio-economic benefits. 
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Mitigation Measures:  

→ Where suitable, preference should be given to the employment of individuals residing in the communities which are located close to the site. 

→ A Community Liaison Officer (CLO) should be appointed for the duration of the construction phase. This individual should have knowledge of the local communities and 
assist with the employment processes. The CLO should be available and accessible to the general public, the developer and all individuals employed by the developer during 
the construction phase. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term  Regional Moderate Definite LOW POSITIVE (+) N/A N/A 
Easily 

Achievable  
MODERATE POSITIVE 

(+) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 9: LOSS OF AGRICULTURAL LAND DUE TO DEVELOPMENT  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The vegetation clearing required for the construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure will result in the loss of grazing land, which is 
currently used for livestock and wildlife grazing.     
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will result in the loss of agricultural land in the area due to the development of the authorised Coleskop WEF and associated 
infrastructure. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Vegetation clearance must be limited to the demarcated development footprints. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Cumulative 

Long-Term Localised Moderate Definite 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 
Reversible 

Resource will be 
partly lost 

Achievable 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term 
Study 
Area 

Moderate Definite 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 10: WASTE MANAGEMENT  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The inadequate management of waste which is produced during the construction phase is likely to result in the pollution of the study 
area and immediate surrounds.      
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not require waste management measures. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ Waste must not be burned on site. 

→ Construction workers must be informed that littering is prohibited within the construction site and surrounding areas. 

→ A Waste Management Plan should be compiled and implemented for the duration of the construction phase. 

Significance Assessment: 
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Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term 
Study 
Area 

Severe Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible 

Resource will not be 
lost 

Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 11: VISUAL AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The construction activities associated with the development of the Coleskop Infrastructure are likely to have an adverse impact on 
the visual and aesthetic quality of the study area and immediate surrounds. However, the construction site will only be visible to a limited number of individuals due to the 
location of the development.      
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not adversely impact the visual and aesthetic quality of the area. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ Vegetation clearance must be limited to the demarcated development footprint. 

→ Temporary disturbed areas must be rehabilitated as soon as practically possible. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term 
Study 
Area 

Slight Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible 
Resource will be 

partly lost 
Difficult LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 12: LOSS OF NATURAL VEGETATION DUE TO VEGETATION CLEARING 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Vegetation clearance for the construction of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development will result in the direct loss of 
indigenous vegetation, including Besemkaree Koppies Shrubland and Eastern Upper Karoo Vegetation. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative has been classified as Low Negative as vegetation has already been lost due to the clearance of vegetation for access roads. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The clearance of vegetation at any given time should be kept to a minimum and vegetation clearance must be strictly limited to the development footprint. 

→ Employees must be prohibited from making fires and harvesting plants. 

→ As far as practically possible, existing access roads should be utilised. 

→ The development footprint/construction area must be demarcated to prevent encroachment of construction activities into surrounding areas. 

→ Ensure that roads on slopes incorporate storm water diversion. 

→ Where possible, reserve and store natural vegetation for re-vegetation post-construction. 

→ Only indigenous plant species must be used for rehabilitation purposes. 

→ Topsoil must be carefully removed and used to rehabilitate the site. 

Significance Assessment: 
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Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Permanent  
Study 
Area 

Moderate Definite 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Irreversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Permanent Localised Slight Definite LOW NEGATIVE (-) N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 13: LOSS OF PLANT SPECIES OF CONSERVATION CONCERN (SCC)  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The clearance of vegetation for the construction of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development could result in the loss of 
plant Species of Conservation Concern (SCC). 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not require vegetation clearance and will therefore not result in the loss of plant SCC. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Layout must be surveyed by a qualified botanical specialist in peak flowering season, prior to construction. Where feasible, minor 
realignment should be considered to preserve the species in situ. Where this is not feasible, all identified SCC must be translocated to the nearest appropriate habitat, 
preferably a protected portion of the property. 

→ Permits for the removal/translocation of all SCC must be obtained prior to vegetation clearance for the construction phase.  

→ In the unlikely event that a protected tree species must be removed, a permit to do so must be attained from the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF). 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Cumulative 

Permanent  
Study 
Area 

Severe May Occur HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 14: DISTURBANCE OF FAUNAL SPECIES AND LOSS OF FAUNAL HABITAT  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the construction phase, vegetation clearance and associated construction activities (including noise and vehicular movement) 
could result in the disturbance of faunal species and the subsequent movement of species out of the area. Additionally, the loss of vegetation coincides with the loss of faunal 
habitat, reducing feeding, breeding, and rearing locales. Faunal populations could become locally extinct or diminish in size. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the disturbance of faunal populations or the loss of faunal habitat. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ A faunal Search and Rescue should be conducted prior to the commencement of construction activities. 

→ Search and clear the area directly prior to vegetation clearance. 

→ Vehicle speed must be limited to 40km/hr to reduce faunal collision mortality. 

→ Construction activities must be restricted to the approved layout plans. 

→ Permit only limited construction activities before sunrise or after sunset. The ECO must be notified in this instance. 

→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development and presence of construction staff. 

→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding properties by construction staff. 
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Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Short-Term  Localised Moderate Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 15: WILDLIFE POACHING  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the construction phase, the increase in individuals accessing the project area for the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development could result in an increase in wildlife poaching.   
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative has been classified as Low Negative as wildlife poaching has been identified as an existing impact in the project area. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All individuals should sign a register prior to accessing the construction site, including construction workers. 

→ Construction workers must not be housed on-site. 

→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development and presence of construction staff. 

→ The appointed Environmental Control Officer (ECO) should inquire and undertake an overview inspection of the site for the evidence of snares during the construction 
phase. 

→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding properties by construction staff. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Short-Term  Localised Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term Localised Slight Definite LOW NEGATIVE (-) N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 16: DISTURBANCE OF SENSITIVE AREAS [IN TERMS OF ECOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY]  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the construction phase, the construction of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, could erode and degrade 
watercourses and the associated riparian vegetation due to negligent construction practises. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the disturbance of sensitive areas. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The relevant Water Use Authorisation (WUA) must be obtained prior to construction within the 100 m regulatory buffers of all rivers and tributaries as well as within  
500 m of all identified wetlands. 

→ Construction must take place within the smallest possible construction footprint, where construction is required within the regulatory buffers of watercourses. 

→ Construction within the regulatory buffers of watercourses should take place during the dry season, where reasonable and feasible. 

→ Construction within the regulatory buffers of watercourses must be followed by erosion stabilisation and re-vegetation.  

Significance Assessment: 
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Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Short-Term  Localised Severe Definite HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 17: ESTABLISHMENT OF ALIEN PLANT SPECIES  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The removal of existing natural vegetation creates ‘open’ habitats which favours the establishment of undesirable vegetation in 
areas that are typically very difficult to eradicate which could pose a threat to surrounding ecosystems. Failure to successfully rehabilitate land to its natural state will exacerbate 
this impact. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative has the risk of alien plant species establishment in the absence of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ An Alien Vegetation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the Construction Phase. 

→ A Rehabilitation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the Construction Phase.   

→ Any alien vegetation which establishes during the construction phase should be removed from site and disposed of at a registered waste disposal site. Continuous 
monitoring for seedlings should take place throughout the construction phase. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Long-Term  Localised Moderate Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term Localised Moderate Definite 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 18: FOSSIL HERITAGE RESOURCES  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Disturbance, damage, destruction or sealing-in of fossil remains preserved at or beneath the ground surface within the development 
area, especially during ground clearance or bedrock excavations during the construction phase. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not require ground clearance or bedrock excavations.  

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Monitoring of all substantial bedrock excavations for fossil remains by the ECO, with reporting of new palaeontological finds (notably fossil vertebrate bones and teeth) to 
ECPHRA (Eastern Cape) or SAHRA (Northern Cape) for possible specialist mitigation.   

→ A Chance Fossil Finds Procedure is recommended by the Palaeontological Specialist and appended to Appendix 1 of the Palaeontological Cover Letter and Impact 
Assessment. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 
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Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Permanent Localised Severe Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 19: SENSITIVE HERITAGE RESOURCES  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The Archaeological Specialist identified the following sites of heritage significance within the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure study 
area: UMZ006 (LSA scatter, SAHRA Rating 3C), UMZ014 (stone tools, SAHRA Rating 3C), UMZ024 (rock art and stone tools, SAHRA Rating 3B), UITSIG (Uitzicht farm buildings, 
SAHRA Rating 3A), and WILGEFONTEIN (farm buildings, SAHRA Rating 3B). 
 

→ The UMZ006 heritage site falls within the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Corridor Option 2. The site is of low significance. All of the tools are in a secondary context and 
have little research value. 

→ The UMZ014 heritage site is situated within the proposed access road upgrade. The site is of low significance. 

→ The UMZ024 heritage site falls within the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Corridor Option 2. The site is of medium significance. 

→ The UITSIG heritage sites fall within the southern section of both of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Corridor Options. The farm complex dates to 1853 and is in relatively 
good condition, besides falling into ruin. The farm can give insight into early farming life in the area. The farm complex is thus of high significance. 

→ The WILGEFONTEIN sites fall within the boundary of proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Corridor Option 1. The buildings will need to be assessed by an architect historian for 
its full significance. 

 

No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in potential damage to the identified heritage sites.  

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Should the routing of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Option 2, within the assessed corridor, affect the UMZ006 heritage site, a permit will be required prior to the 
commencement of the construction phase.   

→ Should the proposed road upgrade affect the UMZ014 heritage site, a permit will be required prior to the commencement of the construction phase.   

→ The UMZ024 heritage site must not be affected by the routing of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Option 2. 

→ There must be no damage to the UITSIG buildings. These sites must be monitored during construction and possible excavations.  

→ There must be no damage to the WILGEFONTEIN buildings. These sites must be monitored during construction and possible excavations. 

→ The necessary permits must be obtained from SAHRA prior to the commencement of vegetation clearing. 

→ Any houses and/or walling which is situated within 50 m of the infrastructure development footprints must be demarcated before the commencement of construction-
related activities. 

→ No infrastructure may occur within 20 m of walling. 

→ All identified sites, which have been identified in the Archaeological Assessment Report, must be monitored by an archaeologist during the construction phase. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Permanent Localised Severe Probable HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 
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OPERATIONAL PHASE 

 

IMPACT 20: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND SOIL EROSION  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The creation of impermeable surfaces during the operation of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development could contribute to increased 
runoff during rainfall events. The increased runoff and inadequate stormwater management could lead to increased soil erosion within the proposed site and surrounds. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increase in impermeable surfaces. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The Stormwater Management Plan, compiled and implemented during the construction phase, must include operational phase management measures for implementation 
throughout the operational phase. 

→ The site must be monitored regularly for signs of erosion by the ECO. Remedial action must be taken at the first signs of erosion. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Long-Term 
Study 
Area 

Slight May Occur LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will be 

partly lost 
Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 21: FIRE RISK  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The operation of the Coleskop Infrastructure could increase the fire risk in the area. 
No-Go Alternative: The risk of fires, particularly during the drier months, exists in the absence of the operation of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The maintenance personnel, or the appointed fire marshal, must take all responsible steps to prevent the accidental occurrence and the spreading of fires. 

→ The maintenance personnel and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that there is always fire-fighting equipment available on site during the operational phase. 

→ The maintenance personnel must be aware of the risk of fires, the procedure to be followed in the event of a fire and they must have access to the relevant contact details 
of the nearest Fire and Emergency Services. 

Significance Assessment: 
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Long-Term  Study Area Severe Probable HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   
Resource will be 

partly lost  
Difficult 

MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term Study Area Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 22: SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS  
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Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The operation of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development will create long-term employment opportunities. These will primarily be 
employment opportunities involving general maintenance and servicing of the infrastructure. These employment opportunities will contribute to the skills development of 
individuals and a long-term income which will benefit individuals and their families. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the creation of additional socio-economic benefits. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Where suitable, preference should be given to the employment of individuals residing in the communities which are located close to the site. 

Significance Assessment: 
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term  Regional Moderate Definite 
MODERATE POSITIVE 

(+) 
N/A   N/A 

Easily 
Achievable 

MODERATE 

POSITIVE (+) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 23: WASTE MANAGEMENT  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The inadequate management of waste, which is produced during the operational phase, including litter, is likely to result in the 
pollution of the study area and immediate surrounds.      
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not require waste management measures. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Maintenance staff must be informed that littering is prohibited within the construction site and surrounding areas. 

Significance Assessment: 
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term  Study Area Slight May Occur LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will not be 

lost 
Easily 

Achievable 
LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 24: VISUAL AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The operation of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development could have an adverse impact on the visual and aesthetic quality of the 
study area and immediate surrounds. However, the Coleskop Infrastructure Development will only be visible to a limited number of individuals due to the location of the 
development.      
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not adversely impact the visual and aesthetic quality of the area. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All general waste, including litter, must be stored in windproof/sealable containers before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ The rehabilitation of disturbed areas must be monitored to ensure successful rehabilitation and the resultant decrease in the visual impact. 

→ The Coleskop Infrastructure must be maintained frequently to reduce the risk of degradation of the infrastructure. 

Significance Assessment: 
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact 
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Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term  Study Area Slight May Occur LOW NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   
Resource will be 

partly lost 
Difficult LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 25: SUPPORT FOR THE FUNCTIONING OF RENEWABLE ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE   

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The operation of the Coleskop Infrastructure components will contribute to the construction and operation of the Coleskop Wind 
Energy Facility. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not contribute to the construction and operation of the Coleskop Wind Energy Facility. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The Coleskop Infrastructure must be maintained frequently to reduce the risk of degradation and to ensure that the infrastructure adequately contributes to the 
construction and functioning of the Coleskop Wind Energy Facility. 

Significance Assessment: 
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term  Study Area Moderate Definite LOW POSITIVE (+) N/A N/A 
Easily 

Achievable 
LOW POSITIVE (+) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 26: ESTABLISHMENT OF ALIEN PLANT SPECIES  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the operational phase, failure to remove and manage alien vegetation during construction could result in the permanent 
establishment of alien vegetation in the study area. Failure to successfully rehabilitate land to its natural state will exacerbate this impact and could lead to the permanent 
degradation of ecosystems as well as allow invasion by alien plant species. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative has the risk of alien plant species establishment in the absence of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The Alien Vegetation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented to prevent the establishment and the spread of undesirable alien plant species during the 
Operational Phase.  

→ Monitoring of the establishment of alien seedlings should continue throughout the Operational Phase. Any alien seedlings should be removed and disposed of at a 
registered landfill. 

→ A Rehabilitation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the Operational Phase. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term Localised Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term Localised Moderate Definite 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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IMPACT 27: IMPACTS OF NOISE AND LIGHTING ON FAUNAL POPULATIONS  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the operational phase, noise and lighting associated with the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development (including 
maintenance activities) could cause a disturbance to surrounding faunal populations within the project area. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increase in noise and lighting. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Regular maintenance and checks of the infrastructure must be undertaken to ensure that infrastructure is within regulated/standard noise limits. 

→ Where possible, external lighting should be avoided, and site access should be minimised. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term Localised Moderate Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   

Resource will not be 
lost  

Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 28: RISK OF COLLISION AND ELECTROCUTION OF AVIFAUNA  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Avifauna could be injured or killed due to collision and/or electrocution on the overhead line during the operational phase of the 
Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increased risk of collision and electrocution of avifauna. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ To mitigate for a collision of the relevant species, the earth wires on the spans identified as high risk must be fitted with the best available (at the time of construction) 
Eskom approved anti-bird collision line marking device. This should preferably be a dynamic device, i.e. one that moves as it is believed that these are more effective in 
reducing collisions, especially for bustards, which are one of the key species (Ludwig’s Bustard) in this area. It is important that these devices are installed as soon as the 
conductors are strung, not only once the line is commissioned, as the conductors, and earth wires pose a collision risk as soon as they are strung. The devices should be 
installed alternating light and a dark colour to provide contrast against dark and light backgrounds, respectively. This will make the overhead cables more visible to birds 
flying in the area. Eskom Distribution has a guideline for this work, and this should be followed. Note that 100% of the length of each span needs to be marked (i.e. right 
up to each tower/pylon) and not the middle 60% as some guidelines recommend. This is based on a finding by Shaw (2013) that collisions still occur close to the towers or 
pylons. 

→ The overhead line must be built on an Eskom approved bird-friendly pole structure which provides ample clearance between phases and phase-earth to allow large birds 
to perch on them in safety. 

→ The preferred option for the 132 kV Overhead Line to the MTS Substation is proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Option 2 as the corridor does not pass through the no-go area 
around the Verreaux’s Eagle nests. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term Localised Severe Probable HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   Resource will be lost  Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 
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No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 
 

DECOMMISSIONING PHASE 

 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development is unlikely to be decommissioned in the foreseeable future because it is required to supplement the 
development of the Coleskop WEF (20-25 year lifespan), however, should components of the development be decommissioned in the short-term, such as 
the batching plants, the following mitigation measures and rehabilitation measures will apply. 
 

IMPACT 29: INCREASE IN AIR EMISSIONS 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the decommissioning phase, dust is likely to be created as a result of decommissioning activities, such as grading and levelling 
of the exposed land and the use of heavy machinery, which could be a nuisance during the decommissioning phase. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increase in air emissions in the form of dust. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Exhaust emissions from heavy vehicles must be minimised by ensuring that all vehicles are properly equipped and serviced. 

→ Decommissioning activities must only be done during the agreed-upon working hours and days.       

→ A speed limit of 40 km per hour must not be exceeded on gravel roads.   

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term  Localised  Slight  Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will not be 

lost  
Achievable  LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 30: INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Noise will be created on the site during the decommissioning phase due to the operation of machinery, noise generated by heavy 
vehicles both on-site and during travel to and from the site as well as noise generated by the workers which are all likely to result in an increase in noise levels and potentially 
be a nuisance to individuals in proximity to the site. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in an increase in noise levels. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All vehicles must be in sound working order and meet the necessary noise level requirements. 

→ All relevant municipal by-laws, with regards to noise control, must apply. 

→ Workers must not make use of portable radios, vehicle radios, whistles, and other items which generate excessive noise, while they are on the site. 

Significance Assessment: 
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Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term  Localised  Slight Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible   
Resource will not be 

lost  
Easily 

Achievable  
LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 31: SITE CONTAMINATION DUE TO THE STORAGE AND HANDLING OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the decommissioning phase, onsite maintenance of vehicles and/or machinery, and equipment could result in oil, diesel and 
other hazardous chemicals contaminating surface and groundwater. Surface and groundwater pollution could arise from the spillage or leaking of fuel and oil during the 
decommissioning activities. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the storage or handling of hazardous substances within the site. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ The storage of fuels and hazardous materials must be located away from all identified sensitive water resources.  

→ All hazardous substances, including fuel and oil, must be stored in a bunded area.  

→ Spill kits must be readily available on site throughout the decommissioning phase. 

→ Drip trays must be placed under all stationary plant. 

→ If a spill occurs on a permeable surface (e.g. soil), a spill kit must be used to reduce the potential spread of the spill immediately.  

→ If a spill occurs on an impermeable surface such as cement or concrete, the surface spill must be contained using oil absorbent materials. 

→ Contaminated remediation materials must be carefully removed from the area of the spill, to prevent the further release of hazardous chemicals to the environment and 
stored in adequate containers until appropriate disposal at a suitably licenced landfill site. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Short-Term  Localised  Moderate Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible   

Resource will be 
partly lost  

Achievable  LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains  

 

IMPACT 32: FIRE RISK  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development could increase the risk of fires, which could potentially result in 
the loss of crops, grazing and livestock. In addition, fires could result in injury to employees within the site and the potential damage to or loss of property. 
No-Go Alternative: The risk of fires, particularly during the drier months, exists in the absence of the decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Open fires must not be permitted within the proposed site during the decommissioning phase. 

→ Smoking must be restricted to designated smoking areas which have easy access to fire-fighting equipment. 

→ The Contractor, or the appointed fire marshal, must take all responsible steps to prevent the accidental occurrence and the spreading of fires. 

→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that there is always fire-fighting equipment available on-site during the decommissioning phase. 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

74 

→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that all site personnel are aware of the risk of fires, the procedure to be followed in the event of a fire and 
that all site personnel have access to the relevant contact details of the nearest Fire and Emergency Services. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct & 
Indirect 

Short-Term  
Study 
Area 

Severe Probable HIGH NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible   
Resource will be 

partly lost  
Difficult 

MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Long-Term 
Study 
Area 

Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

IMPACT 33: SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure will create short-term employment opportunities. These employment 
opportunities will contribute to the skills development of individuals and a short-term income which will benefit individuals and their families.    
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the creation of additional socio-economic benefits. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Where suitable, preference should be given to the employment of individuals residing in the communities which are located close to the site. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term  Regional Slight Definite LOW POSITIVE (+) N/A N/A 
Easily 

Achievable  
LOW POSITIVE (+) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 34: WASTE MANAGEMENT  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The inadequate management of waste which is produced during the decommissioning phase is likely to result in the pollution of the 
study area and immediate surrounds.      
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not require waste management measures. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ Waste must not be burned on site. 

→ Workers must be informed that littering is prohibited within the site and surrounding areas. 

→ The Waste Management Plan should be should include relevant decommissioning waste management measures and it should be implemented for the duration of the 
decommissioning phase. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 
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Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term 
Study 
Area 

Severe Probable 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible 

Resource will not be 
lost 

Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 35: VISUAL AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS  

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The activities associated with the decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure are likely to have an adverse impact on the visual 
and aesthetic quality of the study area and immediate surrounds. However, the construction site will only be visible to a limited number of individuals due to the location of the 
development.      
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not adversely impact the visual and aesthetic quality of the area. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ Rehabilitation of the decommissioned footprints must take place as soon as practically possible. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term 
Study 
Area 

Slight Probable LOW NEGATIVE (-) Irreversible 
Resource will be 

partly lost 
Difficult LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 36: INADEQUATE REHABILITATION   

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: The inadequate rehabilitation of the development footprint could result in unsuccessful site re-vegetation and resultant long-term 
ecological degradation. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in environmental disturbance and will therefore not require the rehabilitation. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ A portion of the operational phase earnings should be set aside for costs associated with the landscaping and re-vegetation of the development footprint. 

→ All temporary disturbed areas that do not form part of development, must be rehabilitated using only indigenous vegetation. 

→ All impacted areas must be restored as per the EMPr requirements.  

→ A Rehabilitation Plan should be compiled and implemented during the decommissioning phase. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Long-Term Localised Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible Resource will be lost Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 
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IMPACT 37: DISTURBANCE OF FAUNAL SPECIES 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: Decommissioning activities (including noise and vehicular movement) could result in the disturbance of faunal species and the 
subsequent movement of species out of the area. Additionally, inadequate rehabilitation could reduce the likelihood of re-creating faunal habitat. Faunal populations could 
become locally extinct or diminish in size. 
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative will not result in the disturbance of faunal species. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ Search and clear the area directly prior to decommissioning. 

→ Vehicle speed must be limited to 40 km per hour to reduce faunal collision mortality. 

→ Limit decommissioning activities to before sunrise or after sunset. 

→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development and presence of staff. 

→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding properties by construction staff. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term Localised Slight May Occur LOW NEGATIVE (-) Reversible Resource will be lost Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Not Applicable – Status Quo Remains 

 

IMPACT 38: WILDLIFE POACHING 

Cause and Comment: Preferred Alternative: During the decommissioning phase, the increase in individuals accessing the project area for the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure 
Development could result in an increase in wildlife poaching.   
No-Go Alternative: The no-go alternative has been classified as Low Negative as wildlife poaching has been identified as an existing impact in the project area. 

Mitigation Measures:  

→ All individuals should sign a register prior to accessing the site. 

→ Workers must not be housed onsite. 

→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development and presence of workers. 

→ An ECO should be appointed for the duration of the decommissioning phase. 

→ The ECO should investigate the site for evidence of snares during the decommissioning phase. 

→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding properties by workers. 

Significance Assessment: 

Impact Nature Duration Extent Severity Likelihood 
Significance 

Before Mitigation 
Reversibility Irreplaceable Loss 

Mitigation 
Potential 

Significance 
After Mitigation 

Preferred 
Alternative  

Direct Short-Term Localised Moderate May Occur 
MODERATE NEGATIVE 

(-) 
Reversible Resource will be lost Achievable LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

No-Go 
Alternative 

Existing Short-Term Localised Slight Definite LOW NEGATIVE (-) N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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8.3 CUMULATIVE ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

 
Cumulative impacts are defined as those “that result from the incremental impact, on areas or resources used or directly impacted by the project, from other 

existing, planned or reasonably defined developments at the time the risks and impact identification process is conducted.” To assess the cumulative impacts 
that the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development will have on the terrestrial ecology of the site, it is necessary to assess this at a broader 
level by looking at other developments in the area. The cumulative impacts associated with the project will include the loss of vegetation 
communities at a regional scale which will be exacerbated, the spread of invasive alien plant species which could be exacerbated, and habitat 
fragmentation and disruption of ecosystem function and process could be exacerbated. The cumulative impact associated with the construction 
and operation of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development, is likely to be of low significance due to the relatively small development 
footprint. However, to limit the impact, it is important that the Alien Invasive Management Plan is implemented, and that vegetation clearance 
is strictly limited to the development footprint of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. Rehabilitation, to restore ecological function, is also 
a key element of mitigating cumulative impacts, and it is therefore important to implement and monitor rehabilitation. 
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9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

9.1 RECOMMENDATIONS  

It is recommended that the following general, specialist and stakeholder mitigation measures are included in 
the EMPrs for each of the phases of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 
 
In addition to the standard EMPr, all recommendations, management and mitigation measures stipulated 
in the Generic EMPrs should be implemented during the relevant phases of the development. Please refer 
to: 

• Appendix 1: Generic Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) for the Development and 
Expansion for Overhead Electricity Transmission and Distribution Infrastructure: Corridor Options for 
the Construction of a 132 kV Overhead Line;  

• Appendix 2: Generic Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) for the Development and 
Expansion of Substation Infrastructure for the Transmission and Distribution of Electricity; and 

• (Standard) Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) for the Proposed Coleskop 
Infrastructure Development. 

 

PLANNING & DESIGN PHASE MITIGATION FOR INCLUSION IN THE EMPR 

 
→ Activities, which trigger listed activities in terms of the NEMA (Act No. 107 of 1998, as amended) EIA 

Regulations (2014 and subsequent 2017 amendments), must not commence prior to receipt of an EA 
from the national DFFE.  

→ All identified water uses in terms of Section 21 of the NWA must not commence prior to receipt of the 
necessary water use authorisation(s) from the DWS.  

→ All additional permitting and authorisation requirements, including plant removal permits, must be 
obtained prior to the commencement of any vegetation clearance and/or construction activities. 

→ A suitably qualified Environmental Control Officer (ECO) must be appointed prior to the commencement 
of the construction phase to monitor the Applicant’s compliance with the conditions of all the relevant 
permits and authorisations.  

→ All phases of the Coleskop Infrastructure Development must comply with the relevant municipal by-
laws and should consider the available best practice guidelines. 

 

In addition, the following stakeholder recommendations must be included in the EMPrs: 
 
SAHRA: 
→ The Final BAR and EMPr must be submitted to SAHRA for record purposes. 
→ The decision regarding the EA Application must be communicated to SAHRA and uploaded to the SAHRIS 

Case application.  
→ Should it not be possible to avoid the identified heritage site, a permit in terms of section 35 of the 

NHRA and Chapter II and IV of the NHRA regulations must be applied for from SAHRA prior to the 
construction phase. No mitigation may occur without a permit issued in this regard. 

→ Permits pertaining to all heritage resources protected in terms of section 34 of the NHRA must be sought 
from the Northern Cape Provincial Heritage Resources Authority. 

 
ESKOM: 
Eskom requirements for work in or near Eskom servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s rights and services must be acknowledged and respected at all times. 
→ Eskom shall at all times retain unobstructed access to and egress from its servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s consent does not relieve the developer from obtaining the necessary statutory, landowner or 

municipal approvals. 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

79 

→ Any cost incurred by Eskom as a result of non-compliance to any relevant environmental legislation will 
be charged to the developer. 

→ If Eskom has to incur any expenditure in order to comply with statutory clearances or other regulations 
as a result of the developer’s activities or because of the presence of his equipment or installation within 
the servitude restriction area, the developer shall pay such costs to Eskom on demand. 

→ Eskom’s rights and duties in the servitude shall be accepted as having prior right at all times and shall 
not be obstructed or interfered with. 

→ In spite of the restrictions stipulated by Regulation 15 of the Electrical Machinery Regulations of the 
Occupational Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act 85 of 1993), as an additional safety precaution, Eskom 
will not approve the erection of houses, or structures occupied or frequented by human beings, under 
the power lines or within the servitude restriction area. 

→ Eskom may stipulate any additional requirements to highlight any possible exposure to Customers or 
Public to coming into contact or be exposed to any dangers of Eskom plant.  

→ It is required of the developer to familiarise himself with all safety hazards related to Electrical plant.  
→ Any third-party servitudes encroaching on Eskom servitudes shall be registered against Eskom’s title 

deed at the developer’s own cost. If such a servitude is brought into being, its existence should be 
endorsed on the Eskom servitude deed concerned, while the third party’s servitude deed must also 
include the rights of the affected Eskom servitude. 

 
DFFE BIODIVERSITY AND CONSERVATION: 

→ A final avifaunal walk through must be conducted prior to construction to ensure that all the avifaunal 
aspects have been adequately managed and to ground truth the final layout of all infrastructure. 

→ Anti-collision devices such as bird flappers must be installed on all high risk sections of the powerline to 
forewarn birds of the risk. 

→ All areas with habitat rich and high concentration of flora and fauna must be avoided. 
→ The proposed development footprints must be surveyed during peak flowering season prior to 

construction. 
→ The proposed development must comply with all the requirements as outlines in the EIA guideline for 

renewable energy projects and the Best Practice Guideline for Birds and Wind Energy for assessing and 
monitoring the impact of wind energy facilities on birds in Southern Africa. 

 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE MITIGATION FOR INCLUSION IN THE EMPR 
 

→ Exhaust emissions from construction vehicles must be minimised by ensuring that all vehicles are 
properly equipped and serviced. 

→ Vegetation clearance must be limited to approved and demarcated infrastructure development 
footprints. 

→ If fine building materials, such as sand, are to be transported on the back of trucks, they must be 
adequately covered. 

→ Excavations and other clearing activities must only be done during the agreed-upon working hours and 
days.       

→ A speed limit of 40 km per hour must not be exceeded on gravel roads.   
→ All construction vehicles must be in sound working order and meet the necessary noise level 

requirements. 
→ All relevant municipal by-laws, with regards to noise control, must apply. 
→ Construction workers must not make use of portable radios, vehicle radios, whistles, and other items 

which generate excessive noise, while they are on the construction site. 
→ A Stormwater Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the construction phase. 
→ Vegetation must be retained, where possible, to avoid soil erosion.  
→ If slopes are cleared during construction, they must be rehabilitated as soon as possible to minimise soil 

erosion losses. 
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→ Development footprints must be demarcated and vegetation clearing and topsoil removal (if required) 
limited to these areas. 

→ Stockpiled materials must not be stored within 100 m of a watercourse. 
→ Stockpile areas must be suitably bunded to prevent waterborne erosion of exposed soils where there is 

a likelihood that the soils will be washed into nearby watercourses. 
→ The storage of fuels and hazardous materials must be located away from all identified sensitive water 

resources.  
→ All hazardous substances, including fuel, oil and cement, must be stored in a bunded area.  
→ The recommendations of the Stormwater Management Plan must be implemented throughout the 

construction phase. 
→ Spill kits must be readily available on site throughout the construction phase. 
→ Drip trays must be placed under all stationary plant. 
→ If a spill occurs on a permeable surface (e.g. soil), a spill kit must be used to reduce the potential spread 

of the spill immediately.  
→ If a spill occurs on an impermeable surface such as cement or concrete, the surface spill must be 

contained using oil absorbent materials. 
→ Contaminated remediation materials must be carefully removed from the area of the spill, to prevent 

the further release of hazardous chemicals to the environment and stored in adequate containers until 
appropriate disposal at a suitably licenced landfill site. 

→ Should the removal of riparian vegetation be required, it should take place under the supervision of the 
ECO and must be demarcated prior to removal. The clearance of riparian vegetation should be restricted 
to the amount required for the upgrade of the existing roads and the construction of the new road.  

→ Avoid placing the OHL pylons within 20 m from wetlands, rivers, and tributaries.  
→ The removal of the alien invasive vegetation must be prioritised. 
→ Open fires must not be permitted within the proposed site during the construction phase. 
→ Smoking must be restricted to designated smoking areas which have easy access to fire-fighting 

equipment. 
→ The Contractor, or the appointed fire marshal, must take all responsible steps to prevent the accidental 

occurrence and the spreading of fires. 
→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that there is always fire-fighting 

equipment available on-site during the construction phase. 
→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that all site personnel are aware of the 

risk of fires, the procedure to be followed in the event of a fire and that all site personnel have access 
to the relevant contact details of the nearest Fire and Emergency Services. 

→ Where suitable, preference should be given to the employment of individuals residing in the 
communities which are located close to the site. 

→ A Community Liaison Officer (CLO) should be appointed for the duration of the construction phase. This 
individual should have knowledge of the local communities and assist with the employment processes. 
The CLO should be available and accessible to the general public, the developer and all individuals 
employed by the developer during the construction phase. 

→ Vegetation clearance must be limited to the demarcated development footprints. 
→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers 

before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 
→ Waste must not be burned on site. 
→ Construction workers must be informed that littering is prohibited within the construction site and 

surrounding areas. 
→ A Waste Management Plan should be compiled and implemented for the duration of the construction 

phase. 
→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers 

before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 
→ Vegetation clearance must be limited to the demarcated development footprint. 
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→ Temporary disturbed areas must be rehabilitated as soon as practically possible. 
→ The clearance of vegetation at any given time should be kept to a minimum and vegetation clearance 

must be strictly limited to the development footprint. 
→ Employees must be prohibited from making fires and harvesting plants. 
→ As far as practically possible, existing access roads should be utilised. 
→ The development footprint/construction area must be demarcated to prevent encroachment of 

construction activities into surrounding areas. 
→ Ensure that roads on slopes incorporate storm water diversion. 
→ Where possible, reserve and store natural vegetation for re-vegetation post-construction. 
→ Only indigenous plant species must be used for rehabilitation purposes. 
→ Topsoil must be carefully removed and used to rehabilitate the site. 
→ The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Layout must be surveyed by a qualified botanical specialist in 

peak flowering season, prior to construction. Where feasible, minor realignment should be considered 
to preserve the species in situ. Where this is not feasible, all identified SCC must be translocated to the 
nearest appropriate habitat, preferably a protected portion of the property. 

→ Permits for the removal/translocation of all SCC must be obtained prior to vegetation clearance for the 
construction phase.  

→ In the unlikely event that a protected tree species must be removed, a permit to do so must be attained 
from the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF). 

→ A faunal Search and Rescue should be conducted prior to the commencement of construction activities. 
→ Search and clear the area directly prior to vegetation clearance. 
→ Vehicle speed must be limited to 40km/hr to reduce faunal collision mortality. 
→ Construction activities must be restricted to the approved layout plans. 
→ Permit only limited construction activities before sunrise or after sunset. The ECO must be notified in 

this instance. 
→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure 

Development and presence of construction staff. 
→ No hunting, baiting or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding properties 

by construction staff. 
→ All individuals should sign a register prior to accessing the construction site, including construction 

workers. 
→ Construction workers must not be housed on-site. 
→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the construction of the Coleskop Infrastructure 

Development and presence of construction staff. 
→ The appointed ECO should inquire and undertake an overview inspection of the site for the evidence of 

snares during the construction phase. 
→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding 

properties by construction staff. 
→ The relevant Water Use Authorisation (WUA) must be obtained prior to construction within the 100 m 

regulatory buffers of all rivers and tributaries as well as within  
→ 500 m of all identified wetlands. 
→ Construction must take place within the smallest possible construction footprint, where construction is 

required within the regulatory buffers of watercourses. 
→ Construction within the regulatory buffers of watercourses should take place during the dry season, 

where reasonable and feasible. 
→ Construction within the regulatory buffers of watercourses must be followed by erosion stabilisation 

and re-vegetation. 
→ An Alien Vegetation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the Construction 

Phase. 
→ A Rehabilitation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the Construction Phase.   
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→ Any alien vegetation which establishes during the construction phase should be removed from site and 
disposed of at a registered waste disposal site. Continuous monitoring for seedlings should take place 
throughout the construction phase. 

→ Monitoring of all substantial bedrock excavations for fossil remains by the ECO, with reporting of new 
palaeontological finds (notably fossil vertebrate bones and teeth) to ECPHRA (Eastern Cape) or SAHRA 
(Northern Cape) for possible specialist mitigation.   

→ A Chance Fossil Finds Procedure is recommended by the Palaeontological Specialist and appended to 
Appendix 1 of the Palaeontological Cover Letter and Impact Assessment. 

→ Should the routing of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line Option 2, within the assessed corridor, affect 
the UMZ006 heritage site, a permit will be required prior to the commencement of the construction 
phase.   

→ Should the proposed road upgrade affect the UMZ014 heritage site, a permit will be required prior to 
the commencement of the construction phase.   

→ The UMZ024 heritage site must not be affected by the routing of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line 
Option 2. 

→ There must be no damage to the UITSIG buildings. These sites must be monitored during construction 
and possible excavations.  

→ There must be no damage to the WILGEFONTEIN buildings. These sites must be monitored during 
construction and possible excavations. 

→ The necessary permits must be obtained from SAHRA prior to the commencement of vegetation 
clearing. 

→ Any houses and/or walling which is situated within 50 m of the infrastructure development footprints 
must be demarcated before the commencement of construction-related activities. 

→ No infrastructure may occur within 20 m of walling. 
→ All identified sites, which have been identified in the Archaeological Assessment Report, must be 

monitored by an archaeologist during the construction phase. 
 

In addition, the following stakeholder recommendations must be included in the EMPrs: 
 
SAHRA: 
→ 38(4)a – The SAHRA Archaeology, Palaeontology and Meteorites (APM) Unit has no objections to the 

proposed development. 
→ 38(4)b – The recommendations provided by the heritage specialists and BAR are supported and must 

be adhered to. Specific conditions are provided for the development as follows. 
→ A Monitoring report by the ECO on all substantial excavations must be submitted to SAHRA upon 

completion of the construction phase. 
→ An archaeological monitoring report conducted by the appointed qualified archaeologist must be 

submitted to SAHRA upon completion of the construction phase. 
→ 38(4)c(i) – If any evidence of archaeological sites or remains (e.g. remnants of stone-made structures, 

indigenous ceramics, bones, stone artefacts, ostrich eggshell fragments, charcoal and ash 
concentrations), fossils or other categories of heritage resources are found during the proposed 
development, SAHRA APM Unit (Natasha Higgitt/Phillip Hine 021 462 5402) must be alerted as per 
section 35(3) of the NHRA. Non-compliance with section of the NHRA is an offense in terms of section 

→ 51(1)e of the NHRA and item 5 of the Schedule. 
→ 38(4)c(ii) – If unmarked human burials are uncovered, the SAHRA Burial Grounds and Graves (BGG) Unit 

(Thingahangwi Tshivhase/Mimi Seetelo 012 320 8490), must be alerted immediately as per section 36(6) 
of the NHRA. Non-compliance with section of the NHRA is an offense in terms of section 51(1)e of the 
NHRA and item 5 of the Schedule. 

→ 38(4)d – See section 51(1) of the NHRA. 
→ 38(4)e – The following conditions apply with regards to the appointment of specialists: 
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→ i) If heritage resources are uncovered during the course of the development, a professional 
archaeologist or palaeontologist, depending on the nature of the finds, must be contracted as soon as 
possible to inspect the heritage resource. If the newly discovered heritage resources prove to be of 
archaeological or palaeontological significance, a Phase 2 rescue operation may be required subject to 
permits issued by SAHRA. 

 

ESKOM: 
Eskom requirements for work in or near Eskom servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s rights and services must be acknowledged and respected at all times. 
→ Eskom shall at all times retain unobstructed access to and egress from its servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s consent does not relieve the developer from obtaining the necessary statutory, landowner or 

municipal approvals. 
→ Any cost incurred by Eskom as a result of non-compliance to any relevant environmental legislation will 

be charged to the developer. 
→ If Eskom has to incur any expenditure in order to comply with statutory clearances or other regulations 

as a result of the developer’s activities or because of the presence of his equipment or installation within 
the servitude restriction area, the developer shall pay such costs to Eskom on demand. 

→ The use of explosives of any type within 500 metres of Eskom’s services shall only occur with Eskom’s 
previous written permission. If such permission is granted the developer must give at least fourteen 
working days prior notice of the commencement of blasting. This allows time for arrangements to be 
made for supervision and/or precautionary instructions to be issued in terms of the blasting process. It 
is advisable to make application separately in this regard. 

→ Changes in ground level may not infringe statutory ground to conductor clearances or statutory visibility 
clearances. After any changes in ground level, the surface shall be rehabilitated and stabilised so as to 
prevent erosion. The measures taken shall be to Eskom’s satisfaction. 

→ Eskom shall not be liable for the death of or injury to any person or for the loss of or damage to any 
property whether as a result of the encroachment or of the use of the servitude area by the developer, 
his/her agent, contractors, employees, successors in title, and assignees. The developer indemnifies 
Eskom against loss, claims or damages including claims pertaining to consequential damages by third 
parties and whether as a result of damage to or interruption of or interference with Eskom’s services or 
apparatus or otherwise. Eskom will not be held responsible for damage to the developer’s equipment. 

→ No mechanical equipment, including mechanical excavators or high lifting machinery, shall be used in 
the vicinity of Eskom’s apparatus and/or services, without prior written permission having been granted 
by Eskom. If such permission is granted the developer must give at least seven working days’ notice 
prior to the commencement of work. This allows time for arrangements to be made for supervision 
and/or precautionary instructions to be issued by the relevant Eskom Manager Note: Where and 
electrical outage is required, at least fourteen work days are required to arrange it. 

→ Eskom’s rights and duties in the servitude shall be accepted as having prior right at all times and shall 
not be obstructed or interfered with. 

→ Under no circumstances shall rubble, earth or other material be dumped within the servitude restriction 
area. The developer shall maintain the area concerned to Eskom’s satisfaction. The developer shall be 
liable to Eskom for the cost of any remedial action which has to be carried out by Eskom. 

→ The clearances between Eskom’s live electrical equipment and the proposed construction work shall be 
observed as stipulated by Regulation 15 of the Electrical Machinery Regulations of the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act 85 of 1993). 

→ Equipment shall be regarded electrically live and therefore dangerous at all times. 
→ In spite of the restrictions stipulated by Regulation 15 of the Electrical Machinery Regulations of the 

Occupational Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act 85 of 1993), as an additional safety precaution, Eskom 
will not approve the erection of houses, or structures occupied or frequented by human beings, under 
the power lines or within the servitude restriction area. 
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→ Eskom may stipulate any additional requirements to highlight any possible exposure to Customers or 
Public to coming into contact or be exposed to any dangers of Eskom plant.  

→ It is required of the developer to familiarise himself with all safety hazards related to Electrical plant. 
→ Any third-party servitudes encroaching on Eskom servitudes shall be registered against Eskom’s title 

deed at the developer’s own cost. If such a servitude is brought into being, its existence should be 
endorsed on the Eskom servitude deed concerned, while the third party’s servitude deed must also 
include the rights of the affected Eskom servitude. 

 
DFFE BIODIVERSITY AND CONSERVATION: 

→ Rescue operation of all listed species suitable for translocation within the development footprint that 
cannot be avoided must be conducted. Affected individuals must be translocated to a similar habitat 
outside the development footprint and marked for monitoring purposes. 

→ All species listed in terms of TOPs and Red Data list must not be disturbed or removed without a permit 
from relevant authorities. 

→ All disturbed, exposed earth and cleared areas must be rehabilitated with indigenous vegetation and 
topsoil from local area. 

→ Concurrent rehabilitation and alien vegetation control program within all sensitive areas must be 
implemented. 

→ Alien invasive plant species in and around wetland areas must be removed in terms of Conservation of 
Agricultural Resources Act (CARA) and National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act (NEMBA) 
and follow up actions for at least five years need to take place. 

→ The proposed development must comply with all the requirements as outlines in the EIA guideline for 
renewable energy projects and the Best Practice Guideline for Birds and Wind Energy for assessing and 
monitoring the impact of wind energy facilities on birds in Southern Africa. 

 

OPERATIONAL PHASE MITIGATION FOR INCLUSION IN THE EMPR 
 

→ The Stormwater Management Plan, compiled and implemented during the construction phase, must 
include operational phase management measures for implementation throughout the operational 
phase. 

→ The site must be monitored regularly for signs of erosion by the ECO. Remedial action must be taken at 
the first signs of erosion. 

→ The maintenance personnel, or the appointed fire marshal, must take all responsible steps to prevent 
the accidental occurrence and the spreading of fires. 

→ The maintenance personnel and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that there is always fire-
fighting equipment available on site during the operational phase. 

→ The maintenance personnel must be aware of the risk of fires, the procedure to be followed in the event 
of a fire and they must have access to the relevant contact details of the nearest Fire and Emergency 
Services. 

→ Where suitable, preference should be given to the employment of individuals residing in the 
communities which are located close to the site. 

→ Maintenance staff must be informed that littering is prohibited within the construction site and 
surrounding areas. 

→ All general waste, including litter, must be stored in windproof/sealable containers before being 
disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ The rehabilitation of disturbed areas must be monitored to ensure successful rehabilitation and the 
resultant decrease in the visual impact. 

→ The Coleskop Infrastructure must be maintained frequently to reduce the risk of degradation of the 
infrastructure. 
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→ The Coleskop Infrastructure must be maintained frequently to reduce the risk of degradation and to 
ensure that the infrastructure adequately contributes to the construction and functioning of the 
Coleskop Wind Energy Facility. 

→ The Alien Vegetation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented to prevent the 
establishment and the spread of undesirable alien plant species during the Operational Phase.  

→ Monitoring of the establishment of alien seedlings should continue throughout the Operational Phase. 
Any alien seedlings should be removed and disposed of at a registered landfill. 

→ A Rehabilitation Management Plan must be compiled and implemented during the Operational Phase. 
→ Regular maintenance and checks of the infrastructure must be undertaken to ensure that infrastructure 

is within regulated/standard noise limits. 
→ Where possible, external lighting should be avoided, and site access should be minimised. 
→ To mitigate for a collision of the relevant species, the earth wires on the spans identified as high risk 

must be fitted with the best available (at the time of construction) Eskom approved anti-bird collision 
line marking device. This should preferably be a dynamic device, i.e. one that moves as it is believed that 
these are more effective in reducing collisions, especially for bustards, which are one of the key species 
(Ludwig’s Bustard) in this area. It is important that these devices are installed as soon as the conductors 
are strung, not only once the line is commissioned, as the conductors, and earth wires pose a collision 
risk as soon as they are strung. The devices should be installed alternating light and a dark colour to 
provide contrast against dark and light backgrounds, respectively. This will make the overhead cables 
more visible to birds flying in the area. Eskom Distribution has a guideline for this work, and this should 
be followed. Note that 100% of the length of each span needs to be marked (i.e. right up to each 
tower/pylon) and not the middle 60% as some guidelines recommend. This is based on a finding by Shaw 
(2013) that collisions still occur close to the towers or pylons. 

→ The overhead line must be built on an Eskom approved bird-friendly pole structure which provides 
ample clearance between phases and phase-earth to allow large birds to perch on them in safety. 

→ The preferred option for the 132 kV Overhead Line to the MTS Substation is proposed 132 kV Overhead 
Line Option 2 as the corridor does not pass through the no-go area around the Verreaux’s Eagle nests. 

 

In addition, the following stakeholder recommendations must be included in the EMPrs: 
 
SAHRA: 
→ An archaeological monitoring report conducted by the appointed qualified archaeologist must be 

submitted to SAHRA upon completion of the construction phase. 
→ 38(4)e – The following conditions apply with regards to the appointment of specialists: 

i) If heritage resources are uncovered during the course of the development, a professional 
archaeologist or palaeontologist, depending on the nature of the finds, must be contracted as soon as 
possible to inspect the heritage resource. If the newly discovered heritage resources prove to be of 
archaeological or palaeontological significance, a Phase 2 rescue operation may be required subject to 
permits issued by SAHRA. 

 

ESKOM: 
Eskom requirements for work in or near Eskom servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s rights and services must be acknowledged and respected at all times. 
→ Eskom shall at all times retain unobstructed access to and egress from its servitudes. 
→ Any cost incurred by Eskom as a result of non-compliance to any relevant environmental legislation will 

be charged to the developer. 
→ If Eskom has to incur any expenditure in order to comply with statutory clearances or other regulations 

as a result of the developer’s activities or because of the presence of his equipment or installation within 
the servitude restriction area, the developer shall pay such costs to Eskom on demand. 
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→ Changes in ground level may not infringe statutory ground to conductor clearances or statutory visibility 
clearances. After any changes in ground level, the surface shall be rehabilitated and stabilised so as to 
prevent erosion. The measures taken shall be to Eskom’s satisfaction. 

→ Eskom shall not be liable for the death of or injury to any person or for the loss of or damage to any 
property whether as a result of the encroachment or of the use of the servitude area by the developer, 
his/her agent, contractors, employees, successors in title, and assignees. The developer indemnifies 
Eskom against loss, claims or damages including claims pertaining to consequential damages by third 
parties and whether as a result of damage to or interruption of or interference with Eskom’s services or 
apparatus or otherwise. Eskom will not be held responsible for damage to the developer’s equipment. 

→ No mechanical equipment, including mechanical excavators or high lifting machinery, shall be used in 
the vicinity of Eskom’s apparatus and/or services, without prior written permission having been granted 
by Eskom. If such permission is granted the developer must give at least seven working days’ notice 
prior to the commencement of work. This allows time for arrangements to be made for supervision 
and/or precautionary instructions to be issued by the relevant Eskom Manager Note: Where and 
electrical outage is required, at least fourteen work days are required to arrange it. 

→ Eskom’s rights and duties in the servitude shall be accepted as having prior right at all times and shall 
not be obstructed or interfered with. 

→ Under no circumstances shall rubble, earth or other material be dumped within the servitude restriction 
area. The developer shall maintain the area concerned to Eskom’s satisfaction. The developer shall be 
liable to Eskom for the cost of any remedial action which has to be carried out by Eskom. 

→ Equipment shall be regarded electrically live and therefore dangerous at all times. 
→ Eskom may stipulate any additional requirements to highlight any possible exposure to Customers or 

Public to coming into contact or be exposed to any dangers of Eskom plant.  
→ It is required of the developer to familiarise himself with all safety hazards related to Electrical plant. 
→ Any third-party servitudes encroaching on Eskom servitudes shall be registered against Eskom’s title 

deed at the developer’s own cost. If such a servitude is brought into being, its existence should be 
endorsed on the Eskom servitude deed concerned, while the third party’s servitude deed must also 
include the rights of the affected Eskom servitude. 

 
DFFE BIODIVERSITY AND CONSERVATION: 

→ All disturbed, exposed earth and cleared areas must be rehabilitated with indigenous vegetation and 
topsoil from local area. 

→ Concurrent rehabilitation and alien vegetation control program within all sensitive areas must be 
implemented. 

→ Alien invasive plant species in and around wetland areas must be removed in terms of Conservation of 
Agricultural Resources Act (CARA) and National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act (NEMBA) 
and follow up actions for at least five years need to take place. 

→ The proposed development must comply with all the requirements as outlines in the EIA guideline for 
renewable energy projects and the Best Practice Guideline for Birds and Wind Energy for assessing and 
monitoring the impact of wind energy facilities on birds in Southern Africa. 

 

DECOMMISSIONING PHASE MITIGATION FOR INCLUSION IN THE EMPR 

 

The proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development is unlikely to be decommissioned in the foreseeable 
future because it is required to supplement the development of the Coleskop WEF (20-25 year lifespan), 
however, should components of the development be decommissioned in the short-term, such as the 
batching plants, the following mitigation measures and rehabilitation measures will apply. 
 

→ Exhaust emissions from heavy vehicles must be minimised by ensuring that all vehicles are properly 
equipped and serviced. 

→ Decommissioning activities must only be done during the agreed-upon working hours and days.       
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→ A speed limit of 40 km per hour must not be exceeded on gravel roads.   
→ All vehicles must be in sound working order and meet the necessary noise level requirements. 
→ All relevant municipal by-laws, with regards to noise control, must apply. 
→ Workers must not make use of portable radios, vehicle radios, whistles, and other items which generate 

excessive noise, while they are on the site. 
→ The storage of fuels and hazardous materials must be located away from all identified sensitive water 

resources.  
→ All hazardous substances, including fuel and oil, must be stored in a bunded area.  
→ Spill kits must be readily available on site throughout the decommissioning phase. 
→ Drip trays must be placed under all stationary plant. 
→ If a spill occurs on a permeable surface (e.g. soil), a spill kit must be used to reduce the potential spread 

of the spill immediately.  
→ If a spill occurs on an impermeable surface such as cement or concrete, the surface spill must be 

contained using oil absorbent materials. 
→ Contaminated remediation materials must be carefully removed from the area of the spill, to prevent 

the further release of hazardous chemicals to the environment and stored in adequate containers until 
appropriate disposal at a suitably licenced landfill site. 

→ Open fires must not be permitted within the proposed site during the decommissioning phase. 
→ Smoking must be restricted to designated smoking areas which have easy access to fire-fighting 

equipment. 
→ The Contractor, or the appointed fire marshal, must take all responsible steps to prevent the accidental 

occurrence and the spreading of fires. 
→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that there is always fire-fighting 

equipment available on-site during the decommissioning phase. 
→ The Contractor and/or the appointed fire marshal must ensure that all site personnel are aware of the 

risk of fires, the procedure to be followed in the event of a fire and that all site personnel have access 
to the relevant contact details of the nearest Fire and Emergency Services. 

→ Where suitable, preference should be given to the employment of individuals residing in the 
communities which are located close to the site. 

→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers 
before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 

→ Waste must not be burned on site. 
→ Workers must be informed that littering is prohibited within the site and surrounding areas. 
→ The Waste Management Plan should be should include relevant decommissioning waste management 

measures and it should be implemented for the duration of the decommissioning phase. 
→ All general waste, which is temporarily stored, on site must be done so in windproof/sealable containers 

before being disposed of at a registered landfill site. 
→ Rehabilitation of the decommissioned footprints must take place as soon as practically possible. 
→ A portion of the operational phase earnings should be set aside for costs associated with the landscaping 

and re-vegetation of the development footprint. 
→ All temporary disturbed areas that do not form part of development, must be rehabilitated using only 

indigenous vegetation. 
→ All impacted areas must be restored as per the EMPr requirements.  
→ A Rehabilitation Plan should be compiled and implemented during the decommissioning phase. 
→ Search and clear the area directly prior to decommissioning. 
→ Vehicle speed must be limited to 40 km per hour to reduce faunal collision mortality. 
→ Limit decommissioning activities to before sunrise or after sunset. 
→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure 

Development and presence of staff. 
→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding 

properties by construction staff. 
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→ All individuals should sign a register prior to accessing the site. 
→ Workers must not be housed onsite. 
→ No animal shall be killed or injured as a result of the decommissioning of the Coleskop Infrastructure 

Development and presence of workers. 
→ An ECO should be appointed for the duration of the decommissioning phase. 
→ The ECO should investigate the site for evidence of snares during the decommissioning phase. 
→ No hunting, baiting, or trapping shall be allowed within the affected properties or surrounding 

properties by workers. 
 
In addition, the following stakeholder recommendations must be included in the EMPrs: 
 
SAHRA: 
→ 38(4)a – The SAHRA Archaeology, Palaeontology and Meteorites (APM) Unit has no objections to the 

proposed development. 
→ 38(4)b – The recommendations provided by the heritage specialists and BAR are supported and must 

be adhered to. Specific conditions are provided for the development as follows. 
→ A Monitoring report by the ECO on all substantial excavations must be submitted to SAHRA upon 

completion of the construction phase. 
→ An archaeological monitoring report conducted by the appointed qualified archaeologist must be 

submitted to SAHRA upon completion of the construction phase. 
→ 38(4)c(i) – If any evidence of archaeological sites or remains (e.g. remnants of stone-made structures, 

indigenous ceramics, bones, stone artefacts, ostrich eggshell fragments, charcoal and ash 
concentrations), fossils or other categories of heritage resources are found during the proposed 
development, SAHRA APM Unit (Natasha Higgitt/Phillip Hine 021 462 5402) must be alerted as per 
section 35(3) of the NHRA. Non-compliance with section of the NHRA is an offense in terms of section 

→ 51(1)e of the NHRA and item 5 of the Schedule. 
→ 38(4)c(ii) – If unmarked human burials are uncovered, the SAHRA Burial Grounds and Graves (BGG) Unit 

(Thingahangwi Tshivhase/Mimi Seetelo 012 320 8490), must be alerted immediately as per section 36(6) 
of the NHRA. Non-compliance with section of the NHRA is an offense in terms of section 51(1)e of the 
NHRA and item 5 of the Schedule. 

→ 38(4)d – See section 51(1) of the NHRA. 
→ 38(4)e – The following conditions apply with regards to the appointment of specialists: 
→ i) If heritage resources are uncovered during the course of the development, a professional 

archaeologist or palaeontologist, depending on the nature of the finds, must be contracted as soon as 
possible to inspect the heritage resource. If the newly discovered heritage resources prove to be of 
archaeological or palaeontological significance, a Phase 2 rescue operation may be required subject to 
permits issued by SAHRA. 

 

ESKOM: 
Eskom requirements for work in or near Eskom servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s rights and services must be acknowledged and respected at all times. 
→ Eskom shall at all times retain unobstructed access to and egress from its servitudes. 
→ Eskom’s consent does not relieve the developer from obtaining the necessary statutory, landowner or 

municipal approvals. 
→ Any cost incurred by Eskom as a result of non-compliance to any relevant environmental legislation will 

be charged to the developer. 
→ If Eskom has to incur any expenditure in order to comply with statutory clearances or other regulations 

as a result of the developer’s activities or because of the presence of his equipment or installation within 
the servitude restriction area, the developer shall pay such costs to Eskom on demand. 

→ The use of explosives of any type within 500 metres of Eskom’s services shall only occur with Eskom’s 
previous written permission. If such permission is granted the developer must give at least fourteen 
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working days prior notice of the commencement of blasting. This allows time for arrangements to be 
made for supervision and/or precautionary instructions to be issued in terms of the blasting process. It 
is advisable to make application separately in this regard. 

→ Changes in ground level may not infringe statutory ground to conductor clearances or statutory visibility 
clearances. After any changes in ground level, the surface shall be rehabilitated and stabilised so as to 
prevent erosion. The measures taken shall be to Eskom’s satisfaction. 

→ Eskom shall not be liable for the death of or injury to any person or for the loss of or damage to any 
property whether as a result of the encroachment or of the use of the servitude area by the developer, 
his/her agent, contractors, employees, successors in title, and assignees. The developer indemnifies 
Eskom against loss, claims or damages including claims pertaining to consequential damages by third 
parties and whether as a result of damage to or interruption of or interference with Eskom’s services or 
apparatus or otherwise. Eskom will not be held responsible for damage to the developer’s equipment. 

→ No mechanical equipment, including mechanical excavators or high lifting machinery, shall be used in 
the vicinity of Eskom’s apparatus and/or services, without prior written permission having been granted 
by Eskom. If such permission is granted the developer must give at least seven working days’ notice 
prior to the commencement of work. This allows time for arrangements to be made for supervision 
and/or precautionary instructions to be issued by the relevant Eskom Manager Note: Where and 
electrical outage is required, at least fourteen work days are required to arrange it. 

→ Eskom’s rights and duties in the servitude shall be accepted as having prior right at all times and shall 
not be obstructed or interfered with. 

→ Under no circumstances shall rubble, earth or other material be dumped within the servitude restriction 
area. The developer shall maintain the area concerned to Eskom’s satisfaction. The developer shall be 
liable to Eskom for the cost of any remedial action which has to be carried out by Eskom. 

→ The clearances between Eskom’s live electrical equipment and the proposed construction work shall be 
observed as stipulated by Regulation 15 of the Electrical Machinery Regulations of the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act 85 of 1993). 

→ Equipment shall be regarded electrically live and therefore dangerous at all times. 
→ In spite of the restrictions stipulated by Regulation 15 of the Electrical Machinery Regulations of the 

Occupational Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act 85 of 1993), as an additional safety precaution, Eskom 
will not approve the erection of houses, or structures occupied or frequented by human beings, under 
the power lines or within the servitude restriction area. 

→ Eskom may stipulate any additional requirements to highlight any possible exposure to Customers or 
Public to coming into contact or be exposed to any dangers of Eskom plant.  

→ It is required of the developer to familiarise himself with all safety hazards related to Electrical plant. 
→ Any third-party servitudes encroaching on Eskom servitudes shall be registered against Eskom’s title 

deed at the developer’s own cost. If such a servitude is brought into being, its existence should be 
endorsed on the Eskom servitude deed concerned, while the third party’s servitude deed must also 
include the rights of the affected Eskom servitude. 

 
DFFE BIODIVERSITY AND CONSERVATION: 

→ All disturbed, exposed earth and cleared areas must be rehabilitated with indigenous vegetation and 
topsoil from local area. 

→ Concurrent rehabilitation and alien vegetation control program within all sensitive areas must be 
implemented. 

→ Alien invasive plant species in and around wetland areas must be removed in terms of Conservation of 
Agricultural Resources Act (CARA) and National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act (NEMBA) 
and follow up actions for at least five years need to take place. 

→ The proposed development must comply with all the requirements as outlines in the EIA guideline for 
renewable energy projects and the Best Practice Guideline for Birds and Wind Energy for assessing and 
monitoring the impact of wind energy facilities on birds in Southern Africa. 
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9.2 CONCLUSIONS 

Table 9.1 below consists of a summary of the potential impacts associated with the different phases of the 
proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development. 
 
Table 9.1: Summary of the Potential Impacts. 

IMPACT 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE NO-GO 

ALTERNATIVE PRIOR TO MITIGATION POST-MITIGATION 

PLANNING AND DESIGN PHASE 

IMPACT 1: COMPLIANCE WITH RELEVANT LEGISLATION HIGH NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

IMPACT 2: INCREASE IN AIR EMISSIONS (DUST) LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 3: INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 4: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 5: SITE CONTAMINATION DUE TO THE STORAGE 

AND HANDLING OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 6: LOSS OF RIPARIAN VEGETATION HIGH NEGATIVE (-) MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 7: FIRE RISK HIGH NEGATIVE (-) MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

IMPACT 8: SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS LOW POSITIVE (+) MODERATE POSITIVE (+) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 9: LOSS OF AGRICULTURAL LAND DUE TO 

DEVELOPMENT 
MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) 

MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

IMPACT 10: WASTE MANAGEMENT MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 11: VISUAL AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 12: LOSS OF NATURAL VEGETATION DUE TO 

VEGETATION CLEARING 
MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) 

LOW NEGATIVE 

(-) 

IMPACT 13: LOSS OF PLANT SPECIES OF CONSERVATION 

CONCERN (SCC) 
HIGH NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 14: DISTURBANCE OF FAUNAL SPECIES AND 

LOSS OF FAUNAL HABITAT 
MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 15: WILDLIFE POACHING MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) 
LOW NEGATIVE 

(-) 

IMPACT 16: DISTURBANCE OF SENSITIVE AREAS [IN 

TERMS OF ECOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY] 
HIGH NEGATIVE (-) MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 17: ESTABLISHMENT OF ALIEN PLANT SPECIES MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

IMPACT 18: FOSSIL HERITAGE RESOURCES LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 19: SENSITIVE HERITAGE RESOURCES HIGH NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

OPERATIONAL PHASE 

IMPACT 20: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND SOIL 

EROSION 
LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 21: FIRE RISK HIGH NEGATIVE (-) MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

IMPACT 22: SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS MODERATE POSITIVE (+) MODERATE POSITIVE (+) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 23: WASTE MANAGEMENT LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 24: VISUAL AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 25: SUPPORT FOR THE FUNCTIONING OF 

RENEWABLE ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE  
LOW POSITIVE (+) LOW POSITIVE (+) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 26: ESTABLISHMENT OF ALIEN PLANT SPECIES MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

IMPACT 27: IMPACTS OF NOISE AND LIGHTING ON 

FAUNAL POPULATIONS 
MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 28: RISK OF COLLISION AND ELECTROCUTION HIGH NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 
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IMPACT 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE NO-GO 

ALTERNATIVE PRIOR TO MITIGATION POST-MITIGATION 
OF AVIFAUNA 

DECOMMISSIONING PHASE 

THE PROPOSED COLESKOP INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT IS UNLIKELY TO BE DECOMMISSIONED IN THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE BECAUSE IT IS 

REQUIRED TO SUPPLEMENT THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE COLESKOP WEF (20-25 YEAR LIFESPAN), HOWEVER, SHOULD COMPONENTS OF THE 

DEVELOPMENT BE DECOMMISSIONED IN THE SHORT-TERM, SUCH AS THE BATCHING PLANTS, THE FOLLOWING MITIGATION MEASURES AND 

REHABILITATION MEASURES WILL APPLY. 

IMPACT 29: INCREASE IN AIR EMISSIONS LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 30: INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 31: SITE CONTAMINATION DUE TO THE STORAGE 

AND HANDLING OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 32: FIRE RISK HIGH NEGATIVE (-) MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) 
MODERATE 

NEGATIVE (-) 

IMPACT 33: SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS LOW POSITIVE (+) LOW POSITIVE (+) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 34: WASTE MANAGEMENT MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 35: VISUAL AND AESTHETIC IMPACTS LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 36: INADEQUATE REHABILITATION  MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 37: DISTURBANCE OF FAUNAL SPECIES LOW NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) NOT APPLICABLE 

IMPACT 38: WILDLIFE POACHING MODERATE NEGATIVE (-) LOW NEGATIVE (-) 
LOW NEGATIVE 

(-) 

 
The development of the proposed Coleskop Infrastructure has negative impacts associated with it. These 
impacts are primarily of moderate negative significance, as indicated in Table 9.1 above, although the 
majority of these impacts can be reduced to low negative significance with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures. In addition, a few benefits are associated with the proposed Coleskop 
Infrastructure Development as well as indirect benefits associated with the Coleskop WEF.  
 
The careful implementation of the recommended mitigation measures is likely to significantly reduce the 
overall significance of the negative impacts as well as enhance the positive impacts. The location and the 
scale of the activity is unlikely to pose significant environmental impacts provided that the mitigation 
measures are adequately adhered to and the recommendations, management and mitigation measures in 
the following EMPrs are implemented during the relevant phases of the development to reduce the adverse 
impacts: 

• Appendix 1: Generic EMPr for the Development and Expansion for Overhead Electricity Transmission 
and Distribution Infrastructure: Corridor Options for the Construction of a 132 kV Overhead Line;  

• Appendix 2: Generic EMPr for the Development and Expansion of Substation Infrastructure for the 
Transmission and Distribution of Electricity; and 

• (Standard) EMPr for the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development.
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APPENDIX B: EAP DECLARATION 
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APPENDIX C: SPECIALIST INPUT 
 

• Ecological Opinion Letter: Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development (CES, March 2021) 

• Heritage Survey: Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development (Umlando: Archaeological Surveys & 
Heritage Management, January 2021) 

• Palaeontological Heritage Assessment: Desktop Study for the Ancillary infrastructure for the Coleskop 
Wind Energy Facility near Middelburg (Natura Viva cc, February 2021) 

• Avifaunal Cover Letter for the New Powerline Routes at Coleskop Wind Energy Facility and Avifaunal 
Impact Assessment Report (Wildskies, September 2018) 
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APPENDIX D: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 
 

Plate A: Site Photographs: 31°21'26.30"S, 24°49'23.32"E. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



FINAL AMENDED BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT JULY 2021 
 

 

118 

 

Plate B: Site Photographs: 31°23'36.06"S, 24°48'28.96"E. 
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Plate C: Site Photographs: 31°24'22.11"S, 24°47'58.28"E. 
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APPENDIX E: ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAMMES 
 

• Appendix 1: Generic EMPr for the Development and Expansion for Overhead Electricity Transmission 
and Distribution Infrastructure: Corridor Options for the Construction of a 132 kV Overhead Line 

o National Screening Tool Report: 132 kV Overhead Line Option 1 Corridor 
o National Screening Tool Report: 132 kV Overhead Line Option 2 Corridor 

• Appendix 2: Generic EMPr for the Development and Expansion of Substation Infrastructure for the 
Transmission and Distribution of Electricity 

o National Screening Tool Report: Substation 

• (Standard) EMPr for the Proposed Coleskop Infrastructure Development.
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APPENDIX F: PROOF OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

INITIAL PPP UNDERTAKEN BETWEEN 2019 AND 2020, FOLLOWED BY PPP ON THE AMENDED DRAFT BAR 
 

INITIAL E-MAIL NOTIFICATION 
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PROOF OF E-MAIL DELIVERY 
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ATTACHMENT TO INITIAL E-MAIL NOTIFICATION 
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PROOF OF REGISTERED MAIL 
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PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT BAR NOTIFICATION 
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DFFE ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT OF APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION 
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PROOF OF HARD COPY SUBMISSION: NATIONAL DFFE 
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PROOF OF SUBMISSION: DEA: BIODIVERSITY & CONSERVATION 
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PROOF OF SUBMISSION: DEDEAT (EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE) 
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PROOF OF SUBMISSION: DENC (NORTHERN CAPE PROVINCE) 
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PROOF OF SUBMISSION: DWS (EASTERN CAPE PROVINCE) 
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PROOF OF SUBMISSION: DWS (NORTHERN CAPE PROVINCE) 
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PROOF OF SAHRIS SUBMISSION 
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NATIONAL DFFE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BAR 
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SAHRA INTERIM COMMENTS 1 – 6 September 2019 
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NOTIFICATION OF FINAL BAR SUBMISSION – 10 September 2020 
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HERITAGE AND PALAEONTOLOGY SPECIALIST RESPONSES TO SAHRA – 23 September 2019 
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SAHRA INTERIM COMMENTS 2 – 22 November 2019 
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SAHRA INTERIM COMMENTS 1 SENT TO THE DFFE AS WELL AS RESPONSES (SUBSEQUENT TO FINAL BAR SUBMISSION)  – 13 September – 3 October 2019 
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SAHRA INTERIM COMMENTS 2 SENT TO THE DFFE AS WELL AS RESPONSES (SUBSEQUENT TO FINAL BAR SUBMISSION)  – 25 November 2019 
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DFFE ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION REFUSAL – 23 December 2019 
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PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT AMENDED BAR: 10 May – 08 June 2021 
NOTIFICATION OF DRAFT AMENDED BAR - EMAIL 
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NOTIFICATION OF DRAFT AMENDED BAR – REGISTERED MAIL 
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APPENDIX G: COMMENTS AND RESPONSE REPORT 
 

PLEASE SEE THE SEPARATE COMMENTS AND RESPONSE REPORT. 
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APPENDIX H: DFFE COMMENT MAPS  
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APPENDIX I: APPROVED PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
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