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External comment on the REDZs and procedures in the REDZs, Gas Corridors 

and EMPr, EGI Corridors and Standard (deadline for comment being 17 August 

2020): 

1. Generally applicable to all 

2. REDZs and Procedures 

3. EGI corridors and Standard 

4. Gas corridors and Generic EMPr 

Circulation: External Compiled by: Chief Directorate: IEMS 

BA Basic assessment  REIPPPP Renewable energy independent power producers procurement 
process 

DEFF Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries REDZ Renewable energy development zone  

EAP  Environmental assessment practitioner  SEA Strategic environmental assessment  

EMPr Environmental management programme S&EIR Scoping and environmental impact report  

GHG Greenhouse gas   

IRP 2019 Integrated resources plan 2019   
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 STAKEHOLDER STATEMENT/ COMMENT SUGGESTION RESPONSE/ ACTION TAKEN 

1. General comments applicable to all (deadline for comment of 17 August 2020) 

1.1 Sasol South Africa 

Ltd. 

c/o Ruth Terblanche 

Lead Policy Analyst: 

Climate Change, Air 

Quality and 

Biodiversity 

Tel. 010 344 5000 

   

   

 1.1.1 Simplification and acceleration of environmental 

assessment processes: 

The intention of GN 785, 834 and 836 to simplify and 

expedite environmental authorisation processes for 

the development of large-scale wind, solar 

photovoltaic energy and gas infrastructure, is 

supported. The benefit of this regulatory instruments 

is to accelerate implementation of the Integrated 

Resource Plan (IRP) 2019 without compromising on 

environmental protection. The adoption of a generic 

environmental management programme as indicated 

in GN 834 has the benefit of facilitating rapid 

development through a standardised and 

streamlined approach.  

It is proposed, that some flexibility be 
retained allowing an entity to develop and 
implement an alternative environmental 
management programme, should the 
need arise. 

It will not be possible to have two parallel systems in place 
for the completion of an EMPr, this is also not the objective. 
Such a dual process will become confusing, The EMPr has 
a section which allows for additional information to be 
provided in the unlikely situation where an impact was not 
have been considered.  
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 1.1.2 The identification of geographic areas for the 
development of gas, renewables as well as electricity 
transmission and distribution infrastructure: 
 
Sasol’s view is that a holistic approach should be 
followed when identifying geographic areas for the 
development of gas, renewables and electricity 
infrastructure. This will enable the full yielding of 
additional benefits i.e. economic, environmental, 
social, infrastructure-related, project time savings 
etc. when compared to an un-coordinated process. 

 The comment is noted and supported, the holistic approach 
was followed through the preparation of the SEAs.  

1.2 Craig Burne 
(no contact details 
provided) 
 

Once the 30-day commenting period has lapsed, will 
you be able to forward me the comments (from the 
public) and the responses (from the Department) in 
the form of a Comments and Response 
Report/Trail?  

 Please note that the comments and responses report will be 

available for viewing by the public, on the Department’s 

website:   

https://www.environment.gov.za/legislation/gazetted_notices   

 

1.3 Endangered Wildlife 
Trust (EWT) 

   

 c/o Ian Little 
Senior Manager: 
Habitats 
Tel:  011 372 3600 
Email: 
ewt@ewt.org.za  

   

 1.3.1. The EWT reserves the right to object to any individual 
future applications for environmental authorization 
resulting out of these processes. 

 Please note that your legal rights in terms of the National 
Appeal Regulations will not be affected. 

https://www.environment.gov.za/legislation/gazetted_notices
mailto:ewt@ewt.org.za
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 1.3.2 Our comments can in no way be construed to 
condone the process of hydraulic fracturing which 
could benefit from the proposed corridors. EWT will 
oppose hydraulic fracturing applications in the Karoo 
as per our position statement in respect of the 
activity. 

 It is assumed that this comment relates to the fact that the 
central corridor is located to evacuate shale gas. In this 
regard the comment is noted and EWT has the right to 
oppose any application submitted to the Department for 
environmental authorisation.  

 1.3.3 Where possible, and in respect of all the above, 
applicants must be encouraged to align infrastructure 
as closely as is possible to confine impacts to a 
minimum footprint. 

 It would always be encouraged for a development to be 
undertaken within an existing servitude, however for gas 
pipelines this is not always possible as there is a possibility 
of corrosion on a gas pipeline if it is placed too closely to an 
electricity grid for example.  

 1.3.4 Where there are cumulative impacts envisaged and 
where multiple provinces may be involved as 
competent authorities in evaluating different 
developments (for example REDZ 2 - Beaufort West) 
we strongly recommend a cooperative and 
coordinated approach between provincial 
departments. 

 At present only the national DEFF considers applications for 
wind and solar applications as these applications are 
submitted through the REIPPPP process which is a process 
designed to meet a national commitment. Provincial 
competent authorities comment on all renewable energy 
projects.  

1.4 Various Via Dear 
South Africa 
 

A number of inputs have been received from the 
petition run by Dear South Africa which did not 
contain substantive input other than views to which 
no response can be provided or is required. These 
are in the form of objections without further comment. 
In instances where additional comment has been 
provided, this has been captured in this document. 

 The summary on which the comments were made was 
incorrect and misleading, therefore it was not possible to 
consider the comments for a response. 

1.5 Ground Work 
c/o Avena Jacklin 
Climate and Energy 
Justice Campaign 
Manager  
Email: 
team@groundwork.or
g.za  

   

mailto:team@groundwork.org.za
mailto:team@groundwork.org.za
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 1.5.1 Following our letter dated 4th August 2020, and your 
response dated 13 August 2020, we remain 
concerned that the public participation processes are 
inadequate and have not reached out to all people 
and communities living in the affected areas: 
 
- It is noted that the area of impact extends into all 
nine provinces. However, notices were only 
advertised in Isolezwe, Daily Dispatch and the 
Sowetan. Furthermore, these notices 
were only published in English and none of the 
relevant languages were used. Isolezwe, for 
example is an Isizulu newspaper and the advert was 
in English. People living and 
working in the affected areas need to be notified of 
such developments and consulted with as mandated 
by Section (2) (4) of the National Environmental 
Management Act, 107 of 1998 (NEMA) and the 
subsequent Directions Regarding Measures to 
Address, Prevent and Combat the Spread of COVID-
19 Relating to National Environmental Management 
Permits and Licences. 
- There has also been no attempt to use alternative 
methods of notification such as radio 
announcements, community leaders and SMS of 
people in the affected areas. It is therefore still 
unclear whether all interested and affected parties 
were in fact reached and had any opportunity to 
comment. 
- It is also noted that the Strategic Environmental 
Assessments (SEAs) did not include notification or 
consultation of communities living within the affected 
areas, particularly, within the proposed corridors for 
strategic gas transmission pipeline infrastructure. We 

 The comment is noted. The process followed to bring the 
notices to the attention of the public is the Departmental 
process.  

The notices have been prepared on the basis of a two-year 
SEA process. Through this process a full public and 
stakeholder consultation process was followed. The full list 
of public meetings that were held is included in Appendix 1 
Part 1 of the SEA document which can be accessed at:  
https://gasnetwork.csir.co.za/wp-
content/uploads/2020/03/02_Gas-Pipeline-SEA_Appendix-
A_Consultation-Process_PART1.pdf  

The following provides a summary of public consultation 
held throughout the process:   

Public notifications of the initiation of the process and 
requesting stakeholders to register their interest were 
placed in the following print media:  

 The Star: 22 July 2017;  

 Cape Argus: 22 July 2017;   

 Diamond Fields Advertiser: 22 July 2017; and  

 Daily News: 22 July 2017. Magazines:  

 Farmers Weekly: 14 July 2017; and   

 Engineering News: 7 July 2017. 
 

Consultation meetings were held with: 

 South African Local Government Association (SALGA) 
Karoo STR Initiative Workshop in Graaff-Reinet, Eastern 
Cape 03-11-2017 

 KwaZulu-Natal Department of Cooperative Governance 
& Traditional Affairs (KZN COGTA) in Pietermaritzburg, 
KwaZuluNatal 08-12-2017 

https://gasnetwork.csir.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/02_Gas-Pipeline-SEA_Appendix-A_Consultation-Process_PART1.pdf
https://gasnetwork.csir.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/02_Gas-Pipeline-SEA_Appendix-A_Consultation-Process_PART1.pdf
https://gasnetwork.csir.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/02_Gas-Pipeline-SEA_Appendix-A_Consultation-Process_PART1.pdf
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believe that every effort must be made to notify the 
public and ensure adequate public participation 
processes as these communities will suffer the worst 
impacts of gas and petroleum related leaks, 
accidents and disasters. There are numerous 
examples of these in South Africa and internationally 
including, but not limited to: 
o In 2018, an underground Sasol pipeline leaked 
diesel into Isipingo wetlands and the Isipingo N2 
canal affecting surface and ground water, as well as 
entering the coastal environment. 
o In 2017, six people were killed (3 workers and 3 
soldiers) and twenty injured from underground gas 
leaks at the Durban Naval Base. 
o On December 24, 2001, a methane rich pipeline 
exploded in Tongaat, South Africa. A nearby school 
was almost destroyed, and homes were affected 
o In 2001 a petrol pipeline leaked in south Durban, 
South Africa. 950 000 litres of petrol were spilled. 
People living in the area had to leave their homes 
due to dangerously high levels of benzene. Pipeline 
leaks continue in these areas. 
o In July 2000 a damaged oil pipeline, which had fuel 
pouring out of it, exploded in Southern Nigeria. More 
than 250 people were killed. Many of them were 
schoolchildren. Many people died trying to run away 
from the huge fire which burned fields and buildings 
for two kilometres around the explosion. 
o In New Mexico a natural gas pipeline exploded 
near the Pecos River of Carlsbad. Twelve people 
were killed. The blast made a huge hole in the ground 
86 feet long, 46 feet wide and 20 feet deep. 

 KZN Ingonyama Trust Board and the Traditional Affairs 
Branch of the KZN COGTA in Pietermaritzburg, 
KwaZulu-Natal 20-02-2018 

 KZN COGTA Action Working Group (AWG) 18 Meeting 
in Pietermaritzburg, KwaZulu-Natal 07-06-2018 

 KZN Ingonyama Trust Board in Pietermaritzburg, 
KwaZulu-Natal 02-07-2018 

 
Public Stakeholder meetings to discuss the project and the 
Preliminary Corridors and Negative Mapping were held in 
the following provinces: 

 WC Cape Town 01-11-2017 

 EC East London 02-11-2017 

 Gauteng 06-11-2017 

 KZN Durban 07-11-2017 

 NC Springbok 08-11-2017 

 WC George 13-11-2017 
 
In October 2017, invitations of the initial Public Outreach 
Roadshow were sent via email to general stakeholders and 
members of the public that registered their interest in the 
project. In addition, advertisements were placed in the 
following newspapers:  
Provincial Newspapers:  

 Cape Argus: Published on 19 October 2017;  

 Daily Despatch: Published on 19 October 2017;  

 The Star: Published on 19 October 2017; Daily News: 
Published on 19 October 2017;  

 The Gemsbok: Published on 26 October 2017; and  

 George Herald: Published on 26 October 2017.  
National Newspapers:  

 City Press: Published on 22 October 2017; and 

 Business Day: Published on 19 October 2017. 
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o On November 21, 1996, a propane gas pipeline 
exploded in a shop in San Juan, Puerto Rico. 33 
people were killed and 69 were injured. 
o On August 24, 1996, a leaking butane pipeline 
exploded and killed two teenagers. People who lived 
near the pipeline had complained about the smell of 
leaking gas fumes to the pipeline operators many 
times before the explosion, but the operators had 
ignored them. 
- It is also noted that the impacts of fossil fuels 
infrastructure is largely borne by poor marginalized 
communities and in particular historically 
disadvantaged communities located within the 
proposed gas pipeline corridors. This has been the 
case with fossil fuels developments in the mineral 
energy complex in the Highveld and the relocated 
communities of south Durban during the apartheid 
era. These are typically the 
communities left out of the public participation 
processes that need to be included in terms of the 
environmental justice provision in section 2 (4) of 
NEMA. 
- People remain unaware of procedures the 
Department has put forward as well as the generic 
environmental management program relevant to an 
application for environmental authorization. Public 
participation requires meaningful consultation and 
informed consent. 
- The environment is held in public trust for the 
people and therefore beneficial use of environmental 
resources must serve the public interest and the 
environment must be protected as the people’s 
common heritage. This can clearly not be achieved if 
the public are not adequately notified and consulted. 

 
Public Outreach Roadshow – Round 2 for Stage 2 
Consultation (Draft Refined Corridors, Provincial, Municipal 
and Industry Feedback Exercise, and Draft Specialist 
Assessment and SEA Chapters)  

 WC George 08-10-2018 

 EC Port Elizabeth 09-10-2018 

 EC East London 10-10-2018 

 KZN Durban 11-10-2018 

 Gauteng 15-10-2018 

 NC Springbok 17-10-2018 

 WC Cape Town 22-10-2018 
 
To advertise these meetings invites were sent to registered 
stakeholder and notices were placed in the following 
newspapers:  
Provincial/Regional Newspapers: 

 George Herald: 20 September 2018; 

 EP Herald: 20 September 2018; 

 Daily Dispatch: 20 September 2018; 

 The Gemsbok: 21 September 2018; 

 Daily News: 20 September 2018; 

 The Star: 20 September 2018; 

 Cape Times: 20 September 2018; 

 Pretoria News Business Report: 11 October 2018; 

 The Star Business Report: 11 October 2018;  

 Diamond Field Advertiser: 11 October 2018; and 

 Cape Times Business Report: 11 October 2018. 

 

National Newspapers: 

 City Press: 23 September 2018; and 
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People must be consulted adequately on the 
identification of gas pipeline corridors for the 
development of strategic gas transmission pipeline 
infrastructure and be part of any decision making 
regarding the identification of gas pipeline corridors. 

 Business Day: 20 September 2018. 

 
Public Outreach Roadshow – Round 3 for Stage 2 
Consultation (Draft Refined Corridors, Provincial, Municipal 
and Industry Feedback Exercise, and Draft Specialist 
Assessment and SEA Chapters)  

 KZN Durban 13-06-2019 
 
It is noted that this is a national process which identifies 
transmission pipelines. These corridors do not represent 
projects. Should a gas pipeline need to be built, an EIA 
process will need to be initiated in the area. It will be at this 
stage that special attention will be paid to safety issues and 
locally focused public consultation. Major transmission 
pipelines are generally not routed through densely 
populated areas and the SEA applied a constraint around 
town and cities.   

Public participation was undertaken through the SEA 
development phase. The Department followed the required 
consultation process through the gazetting process and 
should a pipeline development be proposed, focused 
consultation will be required to be undertaken through the 
EIA process.  
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 1.5.2 With the increase in gas pipeline and supporting 
infrastructure, and related activities, this will result in 
an increase in risk associated with leaks, accidents, 
incidents and disasters as well as related impacts on 
human health, ecosystems and water resources. 
Leaking gas will also pose further risk to people and 
the environment. 
 

 It is noted that the operation of gas transmission pipelines 
can pose risks through leaks, accidents and disasters. The 
SEA which was a comprehensive assessment process 
undertaken over a two-year period considered these risks 
and proposed mitigation measures at a general level i.e. not 
site specific as the SEA and the Government Notices do not 
represent an actual project which is being considered but 
has considered environmental best options for the planning 
of such a pipeline network should such a network be 
proposed. Should a project to develop a gas pipeline be 
proposed the issues of risks and accidents at a site level will 
be considered through an EIA process which would be 
required at that time.  

 1.5.3 Given the risk of gas pipeline infrastructure and the 
lack of adequate community consultation as well as 
risk related specialist studies in the SEA and related 
processes thus far, we are of the view that proper 
and full environmental impact assessments must be 
conducted within the proposed gas corridors and any 
proposed gas related infrastructure. 
 
There should not be any fast tracking of these 
processes and elimination of necessary steps. 
Proper procedure must be followed including 
timeframes and administration as per the 
requirements to obtain environmental authorization. 
This must include all the public participation 
processes and allow sufficient time for this to be 
conducted. 
 

 The BA process is not an inferior process to the SEIR 
process, the BA process is required to undertake as many 
specialist studies as is required based on the risks that the 
proposed development poses to the affected communities 
and the sensitivity of the environment. The only section of 
the process that is not required in the BA is the scoping of 
issues as this has been undertaken through the SEA 
process. This does not mean that the EAP will not have to 
identify specific local issues, it just means that there is no 
approval of the Plan of Study for Scoping. If I&APs have 
identified a locally specific issue that they would want to be 
considered through the process, they will identify this 
through the consultation process. An efficient process does 
not mean an inferior process. If an I&AP does not believe 
that sufficient attention was paid to a particular matter and 
this was raised through the process, an appeal can be 
launched should the decision not be regarded as being 
acceptable.  



10 

 

 1.5.4 It is noted that specialist studies and reports related 
to the rate of leaking natural gas pipelines and 
infrastructure is lacking in the SEA. These contribute 
to greenhouse gas emissions as well as 
contamination of the soil and surface and ground 
water supplies. 
 
Furthermore, gas leaks increase exponentially (both 
number of leak sources and volume of gas) with the 
age of the infrastructure which will add to South 
Africa’s Green House Gas (GHG) emissions and 
other gas related risks. 

 The SEA would not consider quantities of GHG’s which 
could be lost through a system as there is no understanding 
of when and to what extent a gas pipeline would be 
developed. Preparing a theoretical figure would serve no 
practical purpose. These are aspects that would be 
considered through the EIA process when the scope of the 
proposed development has been determined and such 
calculations would be meaningful. The SEA did provide 
figures for the losses at the “pigging stations” which are used 
when the pipeline is cleaned and maintained.  

 1.5.5 The oil and gas industry currently contributes to 71% 
of the global greenhouse gas emissions. Gas 
development in South Africa will increase 
greenhouse gas emissions substantially and must 
therefore not be falsely described as a cleaner or less 
polluting fuel source. It is a finite hydrocarbon or 
fossil fuel which when extracted, processed, 
transported, stored and used is responsible for global 
warming. South Africa’s carbon emissions will 
increase as a result of increased gas emissions and 
its contributions to rising global temperatures and the 
impacts of climate change will therefore also 
increase. We welcome the President’s commitment 
to act swiftly to significantly reduce carbon 
emissions. This can clearly not be achieved with 
increased gas development in our country. 

 Neither the SEA or the notice makes a claim that gas is a 
cleaner or less polluting fuel source. The IRP 2019 includes 
gas into the energy mix of the country. This process is a 
process run by the DMRE and has considered the country’s 
commitments to the reduction of carbon emissions. The 
Department does not have a mandate to determine the 
energy mix but does participate in the development of the 
IRP which is also a consultative process, which is required 
to take into consideration many competing priorities and 
concerns and find the correct balance.  

 1.5.6 It is noted that the issue of job creation within the 
industry is not adequately addressed. The gas 
pipeline infrastructure development will not create 
sustainable jobs but is rather dependent on a short-
term surge of temporary construction-related jobs 
and then heavily reliant on core specialized jobs and 

 The SEA cannot practically provide figures on job creation 
when there is no project being proposed. The proposal to 
develop a portion of the pipeline or more than one portion of 
the pipeline would be a commercial decision based on 
several factors, therefore the date and scope of an actual 
development is not known at this time. These issues would 
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foreign national jobs. A similar debt burden will arise 
as was the case of the 2010 World Cup Soccer 
infrastructure development ‘boom’ in construction 
followed by underutilized assets left with South 
Africans and mounting debt. 
 
The lifespan of solar installations is 30 years 
compared with gas infrastructure which will be 
redundant in less than 20 years. Solar installations 
are also expected to create more long term 
sustainable jobs with job creation all along the cycle 
from installation to maintenance, repair and 
recycling. The manufacture of renewable energy will 
further add to sustainable economic growth. And not 
‘booms and busts’ associated with the oil and gas 
industries. 

be considered when and if a section or sections of the 
pipeline would be proposed to be realized. Providing any 
such figures at this time would be meaningless and 
misleading. 

The debate on which technology creates more jobs and has 
a longer lifespan is not a discussion that can be held at the 
level of the SEA which aim to identify the most protective 
environment for the alignment of a gas pipeline should it be 
required in the future. It is a proactive initiative to assist with 
planning to ensure environmental protection.   

 1.5.7 It is noted that the only reference made to ‘liability’ in 
all the documentation referred to in the Notice may 
be found in GN 836, Appendix 9 DECLARATION OF 
THE PROPONENT 
COMMITMENT TO IMPLEMENT THE STANDARD 
of which states: 
“I hereby indemnify the Government of the Republic 
of South Africa, the Competent Authority and all its 
officers, agents and employees, from any liability 
arising out of the content of any registration, any 
procedure or any action which I as the proponent or 
the EAP is responsible for in terms of the standard; I 
will not hold the competent authority responsible for 
any costs that may be incurred in proceeding with an 
activity prior to obtaining confirmation of registration 
or prior to an appeal being decided in terms of the 
National Appeal Regulations;” 
 

 This comment refers to the proposed standard for the 
development of electricity grid infrastructure and is not 
associated with the notice gazetting the gas corridors or the 
procedures.  

 

This indemnity will be removed from the standard it is not 
appropriate. 

 

 

Government takes due consideration of all factors when 
making a decision to grant or refuse an environmental 
authorization. The EAs also contain conditions and 
monitoring requirements.  
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It is therefore noted that the government is ensuring 
its own protection from decision making liability and 
granting of authorization to developers. 
 

 1.5.8 We are concerned that ‘liability’ of gas companies, 
contractors and subcontractors within the supply 
chain in the event of a spill, leak, accident, incident, 
disaster (cost to people, environment and economy) 
are not addressed, along with all the relevant 
regulations pertaining to non-compliance and 
incidents, accidents and disasters. The polluter Pays 
principle is not included in the documentation. 
Liability of infrastructure in the event of bankruptcy is 
not addressed. And liability in terms of closure and 
financial provisioning as well as for gas infrastructure 
that may become obsolete or unused. We, therefore, 
note that the government is not ensuring that liability 
to the public and the environment is adequately 
addressed and covered when giving authorisation to 
developers. 

 The SEA undertaken identify the risk of explosion, leakage 
and pollution, therefore any site specific EIA undertaken for 
a gas pipeline will need to consider these aspects in more 
detail. The SEA is not a contract. The allocation of liability in 
the case of an event would be included in contractual 
documents which would be signed and approved by iGas as 
the government’s SOE responsible for gas infrastructure. 
There are also provisions in NEMA which talk to the duty of 
care and allow the Minister to act against developers who 
pollute the environment should this be necessary.  

 1.5.9 What is clearly missing in the documentation that the 
Department refers to in this Notice includes: 
- Specialist studies required in assessing and 
understanding direct and indirect risk of pipeline 
infrastructure all along the supply chain. This must 
include gas company liability and suppliers of 
defective components including pipelines, joints, 
valves, connecting and storage components. The 
design process is also of concern as is the need for 
testing which must be made part of proper 
procedures. Risk of corrosion will increase with 
standing water and microorganisms that accelerate 
this process undermining the integrity of pipelines. 

 The Government Notice is the outcome of a two-year 
Strategic Environmental Assessment which considered the 
general (not site specific) impacts of gas pipelines. Potential 
impacts of tremors, flooding and other risks would be 
considered in the site specific EIA process. It is noted that 
the SEA considered only underground pipelines.  
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This is clearly missing in the gas pipeline procedures 
gazette. 
- Potential impacts of natural disasters on surface 
and underground pipelines including tremors, 
flooding, tornadoes as well as wildfires. There has 
been an increase in these risks in the past 10 years 
and this is likely to increase with climate change 
impacts. 
- The potential impacts of natural disasters will further 
exacerbate the impacts to people, their health and 
the environment with damaged pipelines as this will 
also lead to contamination of soil, surface and ground 
water, air emissions and further risk to fire. It is 
important to note that gas is classified as a 
hazardous substance. 
 

 1.5.10 Risk to public safety and human health must be 
assessed. Leaks and accidents from in proper 
installation, failures or omissions in inspection, 
maintenance, or repair and violations of regulations, 
codes, and safety practices must also be assessed. 
DEFF does not indicate how the public will be 
protected from leaks and accidents and how 
defaulters will be held accountable. 

 There is currently no project which is being proposed, 
therefore the issues of risks has been considered through 
the SEA at a high level. Should a project be proposed the 
issues of risk will be dealt with at a community level in detail. 

 1.5.11 We are concerned that attempting to fast track 
environmental authorisation processes will add to the 
risk and burden of people and the environment, of 
which there will be very little 
liability responsibility from government, developers, 
contractors, subcontractors and everyone along the 
supply chain for disasters, emergencies, incidents 
and accidents. 
 

 There is no fast tracking of the process being considered, all 
of the specialist studies and consultation processes usually 
required through an EIA process will have to be undertaken 
should a project be proposed. This work was done to identify 
environmentally less sensitive areas in which the pipeline 
could be routed and to understand which issues would need 
to be considered through an EIA process. The only 
efficiency being proposed is that the scoping of impacts will 
not be required as this was done through the SEA and 
documented in the screening tool by the listing of specialist 
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studies that will be required for a gas transmission pipeline 
project. Please also refer to the response to #1.5.3 
regarding the BA versus the SEIR process in this regard.  

 1.5.12 With regards to the screening tool requirement to 
submit a report generated by the national web-based 
environmental screening tool in terms of section 
24(5)(h) of the NEMA, 1998 (Act No 107 of 1998) and 
regulation 16(1)(b)(v) of the EIA regulations, 2014, 
as amended, it is noted that this is the tool that 
government will be using to screen new authorisation 
applications. It is also noted that critical data is 
missing from this tool. These include but are not 
limited to: 
- No Go Zones that include (but not limited to): 
Ecologically sensitive areas, Strategic Water Source 
Areas (SWSAs), geologically protected areas and 
unstable terrain. 
- Strategic Water Source Areas 
- Hydrological data including ground water data 
- River data sets including correct buffer zones of 
32m from the edge and not centre of rivers 
- Floodline data 
- Significant geological faults and unstable terrain 
- Heritage sites of national and local importance. 
Only international heritage sites are included, 
although extensive studies have been done on 
national and local heritage sites and this data is 
available for inclusion and should be included. 
- Seismicity data, including seismic intensities with 
the probability of being exceeded at least once in 50 
years. Climate change including extreme 
temperature variances and 

 It is acknowledged that national data does not exist for all 
environmental sensitivities and as this information is 
generated it will be added to the screening tool. The best 
data available in the country has been used in the screening 
tool but it is acknowledged that the county is data poor on 
some aspects. In some areas data will never be fully 
available, for example heritage information, since every day 
there are new artifacts being found.  

The Department has not gazetted any no-go areas other 
than the protected areas, and protected areas are identified 
on the screening tool and any development proposed in 
such a protected area will be flagged in the screening report. 
The information that is identified is not available on a 
national scale for inclusion on the screening tool, this does 
not however mean that specialist studies to consider these 
aspects will not be undertaken or be considered. The list of 
specialist studies in the screening tool does specifically not 
rely on the environmental sensitivity data but draws from the 
actual activity being undertaken. The environmental 
sensitivity will identify the level of assessment which needs 
to be undertaken after the verification of the site sensitivity 
is done.  

A report drawn for a gas pipeline in any location would 
identify the requirement for a seismic study, an aquatic 
biodiversity study which would identify rivers and the banks 
of rivers as well as flood lines in as far as this would impact 
on an underground pipeline. A heritage assessment would 
also be triggered for a linear assessment. The belt of 
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long periods of drought also trigger seismic activity. 
Studies conducted by the Council of Geosciences 
indicate that a belt of seismicity extends north-south 
along the South Africa-Mozambique border, 
southwards into KwaZulu-Natal. Another trends east-
west through southern KwaZulu-Natal, Lesotho and 
the southern Free State. The eastern boundary of a 
north-south-trending zone of enhanced seismicity 
along the Mozambique border coincides with the 
Lebombo Mountains. It is further noted that the 
proposed gas pipeline corridors coincide with areas 
of enhanced seismic activity. 
- Other data including municipal plans, farms and 
land belonging to traditional leaders. 
 
Should this tool be used to ‘fast track’ authorization 
processes, this may not allow adequate time or 
process for proper public participation, consultation, 
specialist studies and assessment of the above 
critical components. This would result in adverse 
impacts that South Africa will be liable for. 
 
The Constitution requires ‘ecologically sustainable 
development’ which cannot be complied with in a fast 
track process that ignores environmental protection. 
 

seismic activity which is highlighted has been identified in 
the SEA as seismicity was consider in the impacts.  

The screening tool is not intended to fast track any 
authorization, it simply provides an initial indication of 
environmental sensitivity which must then be confirmed or 
refuted and where specialist protocols have been identified, 
will assist with determining the level of environmental 
assessment required based on the confirmed sensitivity.  

 
2. REDZs and procedures within REDZs including EGI within REDZs (with the deadline for comment being 17 August 2020) 

2.1 Sasol South Africa 
Ltd. 
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2.1.

1 

c/o Ruth Terblanche 
Lead Policy Analyst: 
Climate Change, Air 
Quality and 
Biodiversity 
Tel. 010 344 5000 

   

 2.1.1.1 The establishment of REDZs is supported, especially 
where the emerging renewable energy development 
is superimposed on the existing coal industry 
footprint to provide the following benefits: 
• Support for a just energy transition by creating jobs 
in areas where significant direct and indirect job 
losses are projected to occur due to the 
decommissioning of existing coal power stations; 
• Utilisation of existing electricity transmission and 
distribution infrastructure; and 
• Environmental protection and economic benefits 
associated with developing on existing footprints and 
coupling new developments with coal mine 
rehabilitation. 
 
The proposed new REDZs as outlined in GN 786 are 
closer to Sasol’s current fossil fuel-based operations 
in Sasolburg and Secunda than any of the existing 
REDZs.  
 

It is proposed that the overlap be improved 
in the following manner: 
• REDZ 9 Emalahleni to be expanded 
south-wards to include Sasol Secunda 
mines and operations in Mpumalanga’s 
Govan Mbeki local municipality located 
within the Gert Sibande District 
Municipality. Sasol is interested in a 
public-private partnership focused on 
large-scale renewables project in this 
region to bring about economic growth 
opportunities for a wide range of 
stakeholders. 
 
Additionally, alignment between the 
Department of Environment, Forestry and 
Fisheries (DEFF) with the Department of 
Trade Industry and Competition (DTIC) on 
REDZs and Special Economic Zones 
(SEZs) respectively, could pose 
opportunities for additional benefits within 
the zones. 
 

The Department agrees with these proposals and concurs 
with the potential benefits of extending the REDZs as 
proposed. However, this was not implemented at this time 
as the REDZs as being proposed have been through an 
extensive assessment process. In order to extend the 
boundaries of the current REDZs the same level of 
environmental assessment will be required for the additional 
areas. Therefore, while DEFF fully agrees and supports the 
exploration of the expansion of the boundaries it cannot be 
done at this time. The Department will be preparing a TOR 
to review the ability to expand the boundaries as proposed 
by Sasol as well as other parties. When this project comes 
to fruition we will make contact with Sasol to ensure that the 
areas for consideration are identified as proposed.  

2.2 EWT    
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2.2.

1 

c/o Ian Little 
Senior Manager: 
Habitats 
Tel:  011 372 3600 
Email: 
ewt@ewt.org.za  
 

   

 2.2.1.1 REDZ 1 (Klerksdorp): Given that this REDZ is solar 
focused the impacts are most likely linked to the 
direct footprint of the proposed developments. The 
EWT therefor does not oppose the REDZ itself but 
caution that any proposed development must 
carefully assess the potential impact on the 
development footprint on any of the listed species or 
ecosystem services such as freshwater systems. 
This is especially important for localized and 
specialist species such as the butterflies listed in 
Appendix 1. This should include a precautionary 
approach in terms of potential habitat for any of these 
species and potential cumulative impacts and 
secondary impacts associated with downstream 
effects or secondary infrastructure such as 
associated linear infrastructure. 
 

Appendix 1 list of species provided in the 
comment. 

The comment is noted. The screening tool has been recently 
enhanced by the inclusion of the SANBI species data. It will 
therefore be possible to flag areas for specific attention for 
the consideration of vulnerable species. In addition, a site 
verification of the information obtained from the screening 
tool is required through the assessment protocols. 
Therefore, it is thought that the current tools provide a higher 
level of species protection than before. The SEA has also 
provided information to support the SANBI data.  
 
The REDZs have specifically focused attention to previously 
mined areas with the hope that developments would focus 
on previously disturbed areas and a win win situation could 
be realized where land is repurposed and rehabilitated to 
retain economic activity in these areas. This objective 
should protect previously undisturbed areas from being the 
focus for development.  

 2.2.1.2 REDZ 2 (Beaufort West): This proposed wind REDZ 
is of concern to the EWT linked to the following 
species potential impacts. 
 
Both Verreaux's Eagle and Black Harrier collision 
risks are a real and serious threat to these species. 
These risks include the turbines themselves and the 
associated powerline infrastructure. Please take note 
of Appendix 2 – map indicating a conservation 
project initiated by the EWT, entitled Karoo Vulture 

Appendix 2 provided in the comment. 
 
We would like to propose, in light of the 
current collision risk mapping being 
undertaken by the EWT for Martial Eagles, 
Verreaux Eagles and Cape Vultures, that 
sensitivity mapping is done within the 
proposed REDZ in conjunction with the 
Department. This may lead to the 
exclusion of certain high sensitivity areas 

The SEA did consider the vulnerability of birds, however the 
sensitivity for birds need to be determined on a site by site 
basis. The yearlong study to determine the bird distribution, 
activity and behaviour will still be required to be undertaken 
should a wind farm be considered in the REDZ. This is not 
different to the current process. With respect to vultures, the 
Department committed to prepare a specific vulture 
specialist assessment protocol when undertaking a 
avifaunal study in areas identified as highly sensitive for 
vultures. This protocol has been drafted and will be 

mailto:ewt@ewt.org.za
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Safe Zone. This project has been promoted within 
the National Vulture Taskforce and forms part of the 
Multispecies Action Plan. The proposed REDZ will 
significantly impact this initiative 

in the REDZ and preservation of certain 
corridor conservation activities between 
the Karoo National Park and the 
Camedeboo National Park. 
 

consulted in 2021. The protocol requires the specific 
identification of vulture activity on a site and should vulture 
activity be detected within the possible collision range of a 
turbine or grid infrastructure. In the case of high vulture 
activity and possible collision additional assessment would 
need to be undertaken should the developer wish to 
continue to determine the viability and if viable the layout. 
The layout would need to identify no development zones on 
the site. The boundaries of the Vulture Safe Zone can be 
included in the data currently identified for vultures in the 
screening tool.  

 2.2.1.3 In addition, the proposed development footprints has 
potentially serious impacts for localized and 
threatened species such as the butterfly, tortoise and 
rabbit listed in Appendix 1. These species are all 
localized and threatened and any impacts on their 
populations or habitat have serious 
implications for their conservation. 
 
Any proposed development that has a footprint which 
might coincide with known distribution records for 
any of these species should be deemed to be fatally 
flawed. The presence of these species must be 
seriously considered in terms of the placement of this 
REDZ and if the placement of the REDZ is retained 
then it must only be considered conditionally and with 
precautionary clauses ensuring the protection of 
these threatened species. 
 

 The screening tool has been recently enhanced by the 
inclusion of the SANBI species data. It will therefore be 
possible to flag areas for specific attention for the 
consideration of vulnerable species. In addition, a site 
verification of the information obtained from the screening 
tool is required through the assessment protocols. 
 
 
It cannot be assumed that a site is fatally flawed should the 
footprint coincide with known distributions of threatened 
species. There may be mitigation measures which would 
allow the footprints to be located off sensitive areas or to 
provide alternative mitigation measures. This is the 
objective of undertaking specialist assessments. It is the 
work of the specialist to determine the impact and the 
acceptability of the impact. The main objective of the 
screening tool is to implement in a practical application the 
avoidance hierarchy. The developer will know that should 
they propose to develop in an area with a localized and 
threatened species their specialists will need to determine 
the impact on that population which could take a significant 
time and be very detailed and difficult.  
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 2.2.1.4 REDZ 3 (Emalahleni): Given that this REDZ is solar 
focused the impacts are most likely linked to the 
direct footprint of the proposed developments. The 
EWT therefor does not oppose the REDZ itself but 
caution that any proposed development must 
carefully assess the potential impact on the 
development footprint on any of the listed species or 
ecosystem services such as freshwater systems. 
This is especially important for localized and 
specialist species such as the butterflies, pipit, 
tortoise and golden mole listed in Appendix 1. This 
should include a precautionary approach in terms of 
potential habitat for any of these species and 
potential cumulative impacts and 
secondary impacts associated with downstream 
effects or secondary infrastructure such as 
associated linear infrastructure. 
 

  
 
 
All applications for environmental authorisations are 
required to be accompanied by a report generated by the 
screening tool. The addition of detailed species data on the 
screening tool will allow for listed species to be identified and 
the verification step required through the specialist 
assessment protocols will ensure that, should the site not be 
transformed, field work to confirm the presence or absence 
of threatened species will be undertaken.  

2.3 Genesis eco-energy 
developments 

   

2.3.

1 

c/o Davin Chown 
Director 
Tel: 0834603898 
Email: 
davin@genesis-
eco.com  

   

 2.3.1.1 Support the proposed reduction in time frames to the 
suggested 57 days for an EA or Amendment to an 
EA as contemplated in Part 2 of Chapter 5 of the EIA 
Regulations. 
 

 Your support is noted and appreciated. 

mailto:davin@genesis-eco.com
mailto:davin@genesis-eco.com
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 2.3.1.2 Renewable Energy Development Zone 11 (Beaufort 
West): 
 
Genesis member (Mr Damonse) has been in contact 
with, and made several emailed submissions to the 
CSIR Team working on the REDZs Project since 
September 2017. 
i) Correspondence and calls were made mainly to 
Ms. Abulele Adams. 
ii) Genesis, as well as other developers, are 
developing several wind farm and solar PV projects 
in the various REDZ and in particular in what is now 
REDZ11 area. 
iii) Despite ongoing submission regarding the 
location of projects, their cadastral boundaries and 
motivation for the delineation of the REDZ, many of 
these areas have been excluded. 
iv) A number of project areas, where several 
developments from different parties are taking place, 
have been excluded and our now bordering REDZ11 
despite projects being in development and identified 
to the CSIR team. 

  
 
 
The Department agrees with these and need to consider the 
extension of the REDZs boundaries to ensure that the 
benefits of the REDZs are extended as widely as possible. 
However, the extension of boundaries cannot be considered 
now as the extended areas will need to go through the same 
assessment process as was undertaken to identify the 
current boundaries of the REDZs.  At the time the focus of 
the SEA was on past mining areas which could be identified 
to contribute to a post mining economy.  
 
The Department will be preparing a TOR to review the ability 
to expand the boundaries as proposed. When this project 
comes to fruition we will make contact with Genesis to 
ensure that the areas for consideration are identified as 
proposed. 
 
 

 2.3.1.3 Example Project 1: Weltevrede Solar (2 x 75MW) – 
map provided in the comment: 
 
These Projects located on Farm Weltevrede Wes Nr. 
1/72 at the corner of the N1 and N12 National Roads 
outside Beaufort West (the orange rectangle in the 
map attached below). 
The Eskom Droerivier MTS borders the farm on the 
eastern side. 
 

We would motivate that the northern 
cadastral boundary of Farm Weltevrede 
1/172 bordered by the N1 National Road 
be the REDZ 11 northern boundary for the 
Zone in this area. This would then include 
the projects destined to be connected to 
the Droerivier MTS, which is the main 
reason these projects are located at this 
MTS. Locating project close to MTS is a 
critical success factor for projects. 
 

The motivation will be considered, but the boundaries 
cannot be changed at this time, there is a requirement to do 
additional assessment to extend the boundaries.  
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Why does the REDZ 11 boundary cut through the 
middle of Farm Weltevrede Wes 1/172 thus 
excluding a project under development? 

 2.3.1.4 Example Project 2: Koup 1 & 2 Wind Farm Projects 
(2 x 140MW) – map provided in the comment 
 
These two Projects are located on several farms, 
70km south of Beaufort West; bordering on the 
western side of the N12 National Road. Several IPPs 
have projects in a radius of 20km 
around the nearby WASA Meteorological Mast. A 
previous version of REDZ11 boundary cut through 
the middle of the two wind farms. 
 
Why is the REDZ’s boundary the northern cadastral 
boundary of these two wind farm sites and not the 
natural ridge to the south? 
 

We would recommend that the southern 
cadastral boundary of the two wind farms 
be considered as the southern boundary. 
Local knowledge and practice dictate for 
centuries that this natural southern ridge, 
called locally the “Water Skeiding”, divides 
the Beaufort West 
region naturally from the Klaarstroom 
area. 

This will be considered, for the timing please see the 
response to #2.3.1.2 

 2.3.1.5 Example Project 3: Beaufort West- Loxton Corridor 
(8 x 140MW) – map provided in the comment 
 
Eight Wind Farm Projects currently under 
development in this region, north of the Karoo 
National Park have been excluded from REDZ 11. 
 
What is the reasoning for this boundary? It appears 
that there is no justifiable reason for the boundary to 
exclude the areas under development that have 
already been communicated to the CSIR team. 
 

Ideally, the boundary between the 
Western Cape and the Northern Cape 
should be considered as the boundary. 

Noted please see the response to #2.3.1.2  

 2.3.1.6 Our Team is prepared to meet with your REDZ 
Committee to consider above listed items so that we 
can discuss a means to revise the borders of these 

 Your willingness to further assist with the finalization of 
these initiatives is appreciated. 
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zones to include the projects and affected areas per 
our previous communications since 2017. Please 
confirm a proposed date and time for such meeting. 
The shapefiles or kmz’s for the sites listed are also 
available and can be shared should it be required. 
 

2.4 BirdLife SA    

2.4.

1 

c/o Samantha 
Ralston-Paton 
Birds and Renewable 
Energy Project 
Manager 
Tel: 011 789 1122 
Email: 
energy@birdlife.org.z
a  

   

 2.4.1.1 Identification of Renewable Energy Development 
Zones (REDZ), project-level assessment of impacts 
and mitigation: 
 
We are pleased that our recommendation to avoid 
establishing large-scale wind energy infrastructure 
near vulture colonies, roost and breeding sites has 
been incorporated in this phase of the SEA. 
 

 Your contribution is noted and appreciated. 

 2.4.1.2 Identification of Renewable Energy Development 
Zones (REDZ), project-level assessment of impacts 
and mitigation: While proposed new wind energy 
REDZ (and the solar energy REDZ) may not include 
areas where broad-scale avoidance of large scale 
energy infrastructure is necessary, that does not 
imply that there are no environmental challenges or 
that the large-scale development of renewable 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:energy@birdlife.org.za
mailto:energy@birdlife.org.za
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energy is appropriate within all parts those REDZ. 
Decisions on where to locate and how to manage 
renewable energy infrastructure within those REDZ 
remain necessary to ensure potentially negative 
environmental impacts are avoided and mitigated. 
We therefore support the requirement for more 
detailed (fine-scale) assessments (i.e. Basic 
Assessments, informed by specialist impact 
assessments) and we also suggest that the SEA 
report could do more to support decision-making 
within those REDZ. 
 

 
 
 
The BA requirement and specialist assessments where 
required are still to be undertaken, this process just 
streamlines the scoping process.  

 2.4.1.3 Identification of Renewable Energy Development 
Zones (REDZ), project-level assessment of impacts 
and mitigation: 
 
Some themes/chapters in Part 3 Protocols of the 
SEA report (Scoping Assessments and 
Development), for example “agriculture”, include 
summaries of potential impacts as well as explicit 
mitigation measures (including allowable 
development footprints). However, specific mitigation 
measures have not been included for all themes (e.g. 
birds). Much of this information can be found in the 
appended specialist assessment reports but it has 
not been reflected in the main SEA report. Some of 
the proposed mitigation measures are potentially 
conflicting (e.g. avoidance of high value agriculture 
land and avoidance of critical biodiversity areas), and 
we are concerned that unless the recommended 
mitigation measures are given equal weight in the 
SEA report, there is a risk of some mitigation 
measures will be assumed to override others. 
 

The SEA Report should include 
recommended mitigation measures for all 
themes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is the role of the EAP to ensure that all relevant matters 
are given the appropriate level of attention within the repots. 
It would not be appropriate to identify standard mitigation 
measures for birds as by their nature there would be site 
specific issues to be considered.  
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 2.4.1.4 Link to Terrestrial Species Protocols: 
 
No development protocols are provided for birds, 
bats and solar energy. 

It would be helpful to refer to the (draft) 
Protocol for the Assessment and 
Reporting of Environmental Impacts on 
Terrestrial Animal Species in the relevant 
sections of the SEA Report. 
 

Additional protocols will be developed over time as they 
become relevant. A vulture protocol is in the process of 
being finalised for gazetting. It is not possible to require 
compliance to draft documents.  

 2.4.1.5 Energy planning, cumulative impacts and trade-offs: 
 
A critical question that remains unanswered is: will it 
be possible to meet South Africa’s renewable energy 
targets and still avoid all high and very sensitivity 
areas for all “themes” considered in the SEA. 

If it will not be possible (or it remains 
unclear) we recommend that: 
1) potential trade-offs should be clearly 
outlined and assessed in as part of the 
SEA process; 
2) further guidance should be provided for 
project-level decision-making (e.g. if and 
how the location of proposed projects 
within a REDZ should influence the 
application of the mitigation hierarchy and 
what measures should be put in place to 
address cumulative negative impacts); 
3) DEFF should seek to influence energy 
planning so that it includes consideration 
of environmental constraints (for example, 
the latest IRP allocates more capacity to 
wind energy than solar energy, 
presumably based on cost, but the IPR 
planning process did not consider the 
environmental cost of wind vs. solar 
energy). 
 

 
 
Tradeoffs if these would be considered would be considered 
on a site by site basis and not be able to be included in a 
general sense.  
 
The comment is noted and the requirements for cumulative 
impacts consideration is supported, however, without data 
sharing on bird mortality it will remain difficult to consider 
cumulative mortality and impact. The Department will 
continue its efforts to finalize the system for the collection of 
mortality date.  
 
 
 
 
There is appetite for both technologies and DEFF provides 
input into the IRP process.  

 2.4.1.6 Generic Environmental Management Programme: 
We welcome the inclusion of the generic Generic 
Environmental Management Programme. However, 
we note that the proposed management actions 
under the “protection of fauna” (section 5.10.11) all 
relate to the recording of impacts, not mitigation 

The generic EMPr recommendations 
relating to impacts on birds (and bats) 
should be workshopped with avifaunal 
specialists, environmental control officers 
and DEFF’s compliance and enforcement 

EMPr still to be considered 
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thereof. These “actions” are therefore unlikely to 
result in the desired outcome (i.e. that the “impact to 
fauna is avoided during construction and mitigated 
during operation of the facility"). 

officers. Some preliminary suggestions 
include: 
1) Pre-Construction and Construction 
phase: 
a. The breeding status of any threatened 
species breeding within the project area of 
influence shall be monitored in all 
breeding seasons, both before and during 
construction. 
b. The layout of infrastructure (turbines 
and associated infrastructure) shall avoid 
all sensitive bird habitats identified in the 
avifaunal specialist. 
c. No construction or maintenance 
activities within buffers to breeding sites 
(as identified by the avifaunal specialist) 
shall be permitted during the breeding 
seasons. 
d. A walkthrough shall be conducted by 
the avifaunal specialist to a) confirm final 
turbine layout, b) identify any new 
sensitive species breeding sites, c) 
identify any sensitivities that may have 
arisen between environmental 
authorisation and the construction phase. 
e. All internal cables and powerlines shall 
be placed underground; if this is not 
feasible the location and design of 
infrastructure must be approved as bird-
friendly by the avifaunal specialist. 
f. Overhead conductors or earth wires 
shall be fitted with an Eskom approved 
anti bird collision line marking devices to 
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make cables more visible to birds in flight 
and reduce the likelihood of collisions. 
g. Pylons or poles shall be designed 
according to Eskom approved bird-friendly 
designs to ensure that perching large birds 
cannot be electrocuted. 
h. Turbine lighting must be planned in 
consultation with the avifaunal specialist 
(together with the bat specialist and civil 
aviation authority). 
i. A management plan to address 
potentially significant bird fatalities shall be 
drafted by an avifaunal specialist, in 
consultation with key stakeholders. 
Operational phase mitigation measures 
included in the plan could include halting 
operation of specific turbines during risk 
periods, reducing the cut-in speed of 
turbines, on- and/or off-site habitat 
management, and increasing the visibility 
of turbines. 
j. Provision must be made for a 
contingency budget for the mitigation of 
potentially significant impacts on birds 
(and bats) that may arise during operation. 
 
2) Operation: 
a.Post-construction/operational 
monitoring in line with the latest Best 
Practice Guidelines, and/or the avifaunal 
specialist recommendations (whichever is 
more stringent) must be conducted as 
soon as the turbines become operational 
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and reports shall be submitted to Birdlife 
South Africa every quarter. 
b. The management plan to address 
potentially significant bird fatalities shall be 
implemented and the need for and 
effectiveness of operational phase 
mitigation shall be regularly (i.e. at least 
annually) reviewed by the avifaunal 
specialist, and if necessary updated. 
c. Maintenance activities shall planned to 
minimise disturbance to threatened 
species. 

 2.4.1.7 New renewable energy technologies (offshore): 
 
We note that the current phase of the SEA focussed 
on on-shore wind and solar energy generation and 
we would like to use this opportunity highlight that 
offshore wind is one of the world's fastest-growing 
energy sources. A recent report prepared by the 
World Bank and the International Finance 
Corporation (IFC) states that "as prices continue to 
drop, offshore wind is increasingly gaining traction in 
emerging markets”. The report suggests that there is 
potentially significant offshore wind energy potential 
in South Africa, especially once floating turbines 
reach commercial scale. We are also beginning to 
see signs that renewable energy developers are 
exploring this option in South Africa. Floating wind 
turbines are a relatively new technology, but it has 
the potential open up areas for development that 
were previously not feasible. 
 

We urge that a DEFF keeps a close eye 
progress in this sector and lays the 
foundations necessary to support a well-
timed SEA for offshore wind energy. 
BirdLife South Africa would welcome the 
opportunity to support and engage with 
that process. 

The comment and request for proactive consideration has 
been noted. Wherever the Department can provide 
proactive support this will be done in line with budget 
available. 
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2.5 Geoff Brown 
Avast 
Tel: 0725291332 

   

 2.5.1 The whole exercise is wasted unless the government 
both accepts the advantages of renewable energy in 
the fight against climate change and acts to make it 
happen. The continual refusal to sign off projects by 
ministers and others for years at a time leaves us in 
a position of random period of load shedding. 
 

 The determination to allow the bid W5 to commence has 
been signed. The Department will continue to influence the 
move towards renewables in all possible platforms.  

 2.5.2 There should be inroads into the monopoly of Eskom. 
Whilst it is important that there should be one 
operator of the transmission system there is no 
reason why every electricity generating station 
should not be in separate hands. This would be a 
major driver in the efficiency of such facilities and, 
with the arrival of ‘storage’ of electricity by any 
number of means, the problems of balancing and 
flexibility can be overcome. Similarly, large 
consumers, including municipalities should be able 
to purchase direct from generators or indeed 
generate themselves. 
 

 These are issues currently being considered by Cabinet as 
a whole. DEFFs role into these matters is to support and 
provide input which will ensure the best environmental 
protection.  

 2.5.3 The concept of Development Zones will benefit 
communities. I live in Britannia Bay and there were 
several projects to build a wind farm on area of land 
between Vredenburg, St Helena Bay and 
Paternoster. Every project went through the same 
processes of study and the residents fought many 
battles until they lost and West Coast 1 was built. 
Now more battles are being fought over an extension 
to this wind farm called Boulders Wind Farm. My 
point is that if an area is once designated as 

 The comment is noted, it is intended that these proactive 
approaches do preempt issues and defuse conflict.  
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Renewable Energy Development Zones then there is 
no argument. As it is the residents have to keep 
fighting over each project. Let the battle take place in 
the definition of the zone once and for all. 
 

 2.5.4 Please remember that renewable energy is not just 
wind and PV. Power stations can be converted to bio 
fuels grown by farmers with biogas from food waste 
and farming running CCGTs and fuelling transport. 
 

 The comment is noted, and technology assessments are 
being considered of other technologies. At a point in the 
future biogas can be considered.  

2.6 Green Building Africa 
Environmental 
Solutions 

   

2.6.

1 

c/o Bryan 
Groenendaal 
Director 
Tel: 0788797354 

As you know Sasol Secunda is the second highest 
carbon emissions emitter in the world in terms of 
density. 
  
I have been developing solar and wind projects in the 
area for the past three years. Sasol has recently 
carried out an RFI for renewable energy projects 
totalling 600MW. In addition to participating in this 
RFI, we are also targeting REIPPP Round 6,7 and 8. 
The 765kV Zeus substation is on site plus there is 
SOL 1 & 2. The new 400kV Mulalo substation is also 
planned on the site.   
 
I have close to one gigawatt under development in 
the area which includes wind, solar, battery storage 
and hydrogen production technologies. Other IPP’s 
are also active in the area. The projects cover an 
area of around 15000 hectares, most of which is on 
abandoned coal mining operations. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
Thank you for the information. It is indeed heartening to 
know that there are projects which have achieved a win win 
situation between energy production and mine 
rehabilitation.  
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The current land usage will not be compromised 
which includes a game lodge and farming operations 
(primarily mielies, soya, cattle and sheep farming). I 
envisage the area to become a model for the 
transition from coal to renewables in the form of a 
greenfield development. 
 
I would like to make a formal application for the area 
to be included in the REDZ corridor which currently 
bypasses this site.  Govan Mbeki Local Municipality 
-26.619894, 29.130476 
(map provided in the comment) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
With respect to expanding the boundaries of the REDZs, 
please note that this will be considered. Once the project to 
expand the areas has commenced, the Department will 
make contact. Please see the response to ##2.3.1.2 

2.7 Eskom    

2.7.

1 

c/o John Geeringh 
Senior Consultant 
Environmental 
Management 
Land and Rights 
Eskom Transmission 
Division 
Tel:  011 516 7233 
Email:   
john.geeringh@esko
m.co.za  

   

 2.7.1.1 REDZs Schedule, Section 2: 
 
The activity 11 in terms of the strategic corridors 
require 50% plus 1 as per GN R 113. This should be 
aligned with that and not 90% since it would defeat 
the objective of downscaling the activity to a BA. If 

  
 
Activity 11 refers to the development of infrastructure for 
electricity transmission and distribution of more than 33 but 
less that 275kv outside of urban areas and 275kv or more 
inside of urban areas.  

mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
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there are larger scale transmission lines involved it 
would then still revert to the EIA process. Unless the 
listed activity of the lines should not be listed here 
and can be dealt with in terms of the gazette for 
development of strategic corridors and lines. 
 

The comment is noted and has been incorporated. Activity 
11 has been removed from the REDZ notice and retained in 
the EGI in REDZs notice.  

 2.7.1.2 REDZs Schedule, section 2.2.1 
 
I would remove listing notice 1, Activity 11 from here 
as it is covered in terms of the process for 
development of electrical infrastructure inside the 
strategic corridors and lines. 
 
Activity 47 was not included here but that should be 
the case. This notice should focus on the 
development of the wind or solar facility. 
 

 Agreed, the activity has been removed.  

 2.7.1.3 REDZs procedure Schedule, section 3: 
 
In terms of the current process for GN R 113, BA 
applies if more than 50% of the line falls within the 
strategic corridor. I think this 90% should be aligned 
with that requirement. The idea is that if the standard 
being developed will be applied, the 90% kicks in? 
The REDZ for an integral part of the strategic 
corridors? 

 The EGI has now been excluded from the REDZs 
procedures in line with the comment above. The 50% or 
greater is included in the EGI in REDZs notice, which is now 
aligned to the original notices published in 2018 for 
implementation.  

 2.7.1.4 REDZs procedure Schedule, section 4.2: 
 
Add substation site. 

 The notice has been amended and the section has been 
deleted. However the principle is that sub-stations are 
regarded as being included in the listing of activity 11 of 
Listing Notice 1 and 9 of Listing Notice 2, and to make the 
intention clear a footnote has been added to the notice to 
indicate that the activity includes sub-stations.  
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 2.7.1.5 REDZs procedure Schedule, section 4.3 
 
Add substation site. 

 See the response to #2.7.1.4 

 2.7.1.6 REDZs procedure Schedule, section 7 
 
Change 10% to 50% 

 This notice relates only to renewable energy facilities and 
therefore to ensure that this notice does not contradict the 
original notice the entire renewable energy facility must be 
included in the REDZ. 

2.8 ABO Wind Renewable 
Energies 

   

2.8.

1 

c/o Rob Invernizzi 
Team Leader: Project 
Development 
Tel: 0732658575 
Email: 
rob.invernizzi@abo-
wind.com  

   

 2.8.1.1 With respect to the proposed Beaufort West 
Renewable Energy Development Zone (“REDZ”): 
 
a. Existing ecological sensitivity: ABO is of the view 
that the proposed area does not adequately consider 
sensitive areas as it includes portions of the Karoo 
National Park, the Karoo National Park Important 
Bird and Biodiversity Area, the Steenbokkie Private 
Nature Reserve, the Aberdeen Local Authority 
Nature Reserve, the extensive dry watercourses 
within the central part of the REDZ, as well as the 
Critical Biodiversity Areas (“CBA’s”) and Ecological 
Support Areas (“ESA’s”) throughout the zone. By 
modelling known environmentally sensitive zones 
through GIS systems, the areas mentioned above 
could be excluded, and false or inaccurate 

  
 
 
The sensitivities within the Karoo area regarding the birds 
and biodiversity areas have been considered through the 
development of the SEA. The Beaufort West REDZ has 
been proposed for both Solar PV and wind renewable 
energy resources. For wind energy facilities a year-long bird 
specialist study is required as part of the EIA process which 
will identity if there are any concerns with respect to birds. 
The Department is also busy preparing a vulture protocol 
which will identify additional measures to manage any 
sensitivities regarding vultures. The fact that the 
development would be proposed in a REDZs does not mean 
that the facility will be approved. For Ecological Support 
Areas and Critical Biodiversity Areas, the environmental 

mailto:rob.invernizzi@abo-wind.com
mailto:rob.invernizzi@abo-wind.com
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expectations of renewable energy development in 
these no-go areas could be avoided. 
 

sensitivity data from the SEA process has been included 
and a screening report will be required to be submitted with 
the EIA application documents. The screening tool will flag 
any such sensitivities and specialist studies will need to be 
undertaken which will determine if the development would 
pose an unacceptable risk.  
 

 2.8.1.2 With respect to the proposed Beaufort West 
Renewable Energy Development Zone (“REDZ”): 
 
b. Existing project development: ABO is of the view 
that the proposed area does not adequately consider 
the existing renewable energy projects being 
developed in the area, particularly along grid corridor 
to the south-west of the proposed REDZ area. This 
includes the Trakas and Beaufort West wind farm 
projects which have both received an Environmental 
Authorisation, as well as in excess of 1000MW of 
other wind farms currently under development. The 
activity in these areas indicates the suitability of 
renewable energy development, and support from an 
administrative side in respect of development would 
be appreciated. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
The fact that a project has received a positive environmental 
authorisation does not mean that the project will be identified 
as a preferred bidder and be built. There is a limit to the 
amount of wind energy which will be allowed to be procured 
and submit energy to the grid. In addition, the EIA process 
is required to consider cumulative impacts.  

 2.8.1.3 With respect to the proposed Beaufort West 
Renewable Energy Development Zone (“REDZ”): 
 
c. Eskom Transmission Development Plan (“TDP”): 
ABO is of the view that the proposed area has not 
considered the Eskom TDP, specifically paragraph 
6.9.6 which states that a “strategic EIA has been 
initiated for a Gourikwa – Narina and Narina – 
Droërivier 400 kV line in order to ensure that 
servitudes are acquired timeously to cater for 
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additional gas generation projects which may 
emanate in the Mossel Bay area as well as potential 
renewable generation projects towards Beaufort 
West”. This aspect of the TDP encourages 
renewable energy development in the area to the 
south-west of the current proposed REDZ along the 
route of the 400kV line. We believe that including this 
area in the REDZ would be a logical addition. 
 

There were other comments which have also requested 
amendments to the boundaries, the Department will 
consider these requests but it will not be possible to do this 
now as additional assessment will be required. So the 
comment is noted and accepted but will take a separate 
process to revise.  
 
 

 2.8.1.4 With respect to the Emalahleni and Klerksdorp 
REDZ: 
 
Technology: ABO is of the view that large scale wind 
as well as battery storage should be considered as 
applicable technologies within these REDZ, as the 
resources expected within these zones would allow 
the roll-out of such technologies to complement the 
Government’s envisaged just energy transition. 
 

  
 
 
Battery storage is not considered to be a listed activity and 
therefore does not require an environmental authorisation 
unless there are related activities which trigger a listed 
activity.  

 2.8.1.5 In summary, ABO is of the view that the extent of the 
Beaufort West REDZ should be amended so as to 
avoid highly sensitive ecological areas, and 
extended to cover pre-existing renewable energy 
development nodes that are aligned with the Eskom 
TDP, with battery storage included as an applicable 
technology. The proposed extension area would see 
the south-western part of the current proposed REDZ 
extending a further 40km to the south along the route 
of the Gourikwa – Narina and Narina – Droërivier 400 
kV line where renewable energy project development 
is currently underway, and extending in an easterly 
direction of approximately 45km towards areas of low 
environmental sensitivity, as depicted 

  
The ecological sensitive areas will be considered through 
the BA process that must still be undertaken. The EIA 
process allows for the determination of impacts and the 
proposal of mitigation measures if these impacts can be 
mitigated.  Battery storage is not considered to be a listed 
activity and therefore does not require an environmental 
authorisation unless there are related activities which trigger 
a listed activity. 
 
 
With respect to the extension of the boundaries, please 
consider the response to ##2.3.1.2 
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on the attached Annexure A. (Annexure A is attached 
in the comment submitted) 

 2.8.1.6 Additionally, the Emalahleni and Klerksdorp REDZ 
should be amended to include wind energy and 
battery storage. 

 The Emalahleni and Klerksdorp REDZs were not assessed 
for wind, the Department has a process underway to include 
wind and as mentioned also battery storage.  

2.9 Calodex (Pty) Ltd 
c/o Milenko Rajak  
Director 
14 Nursery Road, The 
Gardens 
Johannesburg 2192 
milenko@calodex.co.
za  

Motivation for the geographic expansion of REDZ 9 
to include Enstra PV plant site in Springs (maps 
provided in the comment): 
 
Enstra PV Project is a renewable energy project 
located in the Springs area of Ekurhuleni municipality 
with a capacity of producing 100MW of electricity. It 
will be one of the first formal solar PV projects to 
combine agricultural activities with electricity 
generation – “Agrivoltaic”. 
 
The project is located on the old Sappi land that has 
been used for industrial purposes since 1938. This 
land has been underutilised and somewhat 
neglected for a long time. The rejuvenation of the 
land and its utilisation for the renewable energy and 
agricultural purposes has a massive potential to 
improve not only reliability of supply of electricity but 
also food security and generate much-needed 
employment in the City of Ekurhuleni. The 
investment value of this project is estimated to be 
R1.5 billion and the project has a support of the City 
of Ekurhuleni. 
 
Enstra PV project is one of the largest solar 
generation projects in planning in Gauteng. The 
assumptions that solar radiation in Gauteng in 

Include Enstra PV in REDZ 9 
 
Note: a letter of support from the City of 
Ekurhuleni (Economic Development 
Department) was provided with the 
comment (signed by Nkhangweleni Siliga, 
Divisional Head: Industrial Investment 
Facilitation) 

The Department agrees that there will be benefit in 
extending some boundaries. However, this was not included 
at this time as the REDZs as being proposed have been 
through an extensive assessment process. In order to 
extend the boundaries of the current REDZs the same level 
of environmental assessment will be required for the 
additional areas. Therefore, while DEFF fully agrees and 
supports the exploration of the expansion of the boundaries 
it cannot be done at this time. The Department will be 
preparing a TOR to review the ability to expand the 
boundaries as proposed by Sasol as well as other parties. 
When this project comes to fruition we will make contact with 
Calodex (Pty) Ltd to ensure that the areas for consideration 
are identified as proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:milenko@calodex.co.za
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insufficient for the profitable operation of such plant 
has been proven to be wrong. The project is ready to 
commence with the required environmental 
authorisation and inclusion in REDZ 9 would assist in 
this regard. 
 
The project will be submitted in response to the latest 
RFP for the Risk Mitigation Power Procurement 
Program of the Department of Energy and relatively 
short time frames will have to be complied with. 
Besides the Department's Power Purchase 
Agreement (PPA), the Partners are looking to utilise 
strong interest from neighbours to secure additional 
commercial PPA as a way of improving the credit 
status and bankability of the project as well as to 
provide required grid stability functions. Inclusion in 
REDZ 9 would go a long way in helping this cause 
and expediting the process. 
 
If you would consider this request for inclusion of this 
project into the REDZ 9 and prior to required formal 
Environmental Basic Assessment process, the 
Partners will provide you or your appointed 
environmental consultants with all existing studies 
that are available with immediate effect and if any 
additional studies are required they be will provide 
them to you in the shortest possible timeframe. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional studies must be undertaken in a systematic 
process, so we do thank you for putting forward the available 
of your consultant, but this process must be a coherent 
process considering all the boundaries for expansion.  

2.1

0 

SAWEA 
c/o V. Fyfe 
Deputy Chair: SAWEA 
Environmental 
Working Group 
Tel: 0828256069 

PROCEDURE IN THE REDZS   
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 2.10.1 We support the proposed amendment of GN 114, 
which would enable qualifying Part 2 Amendment 
Applications to benefit from the reduced decision-
making timeframe of 57 days. 
 
SAWEA fully support the streamlining of EIA 
processes for the industry where it is appropriate to 
do so. 
 

  
 
 
 
The support is noted.  

 2.10.2 We request that GN 114 be further amended to 
enable combined wind AND solar PV applications 
(Applications for EA or Part 2 amendment 
applications) within REDZs that have been gazetted 
for wind and solar PV technology, to benefit from the 
streamlined environmental assessment process and 
reduced decision making timeframes provided for in 
GN 114. Currently, GN 114 only enables applications 
for wind OR solar PV projects to benefit from the 
streamlined environmental process.  
 
Applications in which wind and solar PV are 
combined in a single application are currently 
excluded from the streamlined environmental 
process, and we request that GN 114 be amended to 
remedy this. 

  
 
Should the REDZs notice identify the scope to include both 
wind and solar PV, the procedures will apply to both 
technologies, however should the scope only apply to solar 
PV then the revised procedures will apply only to that 
technology.  
 
 
 
 
The only limit to the applicability of the technology is the 
scope, and where both technologies are applicable to that 
REDZ then both technologies are required to apply the 
procedures as identified in the notice.  

 2.10.3 We further request that GN 114 be amended to 
enable stand-alone applications for ancillary facilities 
and infrastructure that will form part of a large-scale 
wind or solar PV facility – for example, applications 
for a substation, battery energy storage system 
(“BESS”), access road etc. – to benefit from the 
streamlined environmental assessment process and 
reduced 

 Sub-stations are now specifically identified as being part of 
the procedures for electricity grid infrastructure within 
REDZs. The Department’s official interpretation of battery 
storage does not list this technology when being brought 
onto site in a containerized format, therefore battery storage 
is not listed and does not need specific authorisation. 
Access roads would be part of associated infrastructure, as 
it would not be possible to have a solar or wind facility 
without an access road. Therefore, one application must be 
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decision-making timeframes provided for in GN 114. 
At present, if ancillary facilities (substation, BESS, 
road etc.) are included as part of the application for a 
qualifying large-scale wind/ solar PV facility in a 
REDZ, the application would follow the streamlined 
environmental process contemplated in GN 114. 
However, if stand-alone applications are submitted 
for the same ancillary facilities (substation, battery, 
road etc.), then the application does not qualify for 
the streamlined environmental process and must 
follow the standard EIA process as per the 
requirements of the EIA Regulations. We therefore 
request that applications for ancillary infrastructure 
necessary for the realisation of a large-scale wind or 
solar PV facility, be allowed to benefit from the 
streamlined environmental process contemplated in 
GN 114. 

submitted for authorisation in terms of regulation 11(4) of the 
EIA Regulations. Various authorisations can be issued in the 
name of different holders, in line with regulation 25(2).  

  REDZs   

 2.10.4 We note that Renewable Energy Development Zone 
9 (Emalahleni) has been gazetted for solar PV 
technology only. SAWEA would strongly support the 
expansion of this REDZ to include wind technology 
in addition to solar PV, as the wind resources in this 
REDZ are very competitive and wind energy projects 
would have the potential to bring much needed socio-
economic benefits to this historic mining area. 
 
SAWEA are of the understanding that the initial 
reason behind the exclusion of this REDZ for wind 
was based on the wind resource which as per the 
SEA, was assessed at 80 m. Given the advances in 

SAWEA request clarification from the 
Department as to whether or not this 
REDZ can be expanded and if it will be 
expanded, when it will be expanded to 
include wind. 

Please see the response to #2.8.1.6 
 
This will be considered in a forthcoming process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Department does accept this argument and will 
consider reviewing the areas for wind.  
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turbine technology, SAWEA request that this 
assessment of the wind resources be run at 150 m 
which aligns more with the current turbine models on 
the market and the Environmental Authorisation 
(“EA”) being applied for. SAWEA believes that 
measurement at a higher height will change the 
strength of the wind resource on site thereby 
justifying the inclusion of wind to this REDZ. 
 
In light on the above, some of our members have 
indicated their willingness to assist with wind data in 
order for this assessment to be re-evaluated. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The sharing of information is acknowledged with 
appreciation and once the process is underway, assistance 
in terms of data will be requested.  

 2.10.5 SAWEA would like to request that ancillary services 
such as BESS can be included in the application for 
a fast-tracked review process for projects located in 
a REDZ. This would prove extremely useful to the 
industry as technology advances towards hybrid 
wind and BESS. 
 
SAWEA would like to engage with the Department 
and the CSIR to explore the option of amending the 
existing Government Notices to include battery’s and 
hybrid projects. 
 

 Battery storage will be considered in the next study which is 
being initiated through a technology assessment and a 
streamlined process proposed.  
 
 
 
 
 
Battery storage will be assessed, and through this process 
it will be possible to discuss other hybrid systems.  

 2.10.6 GN No. 841 (31 July 2020): Consultation on the 
intention to identify the procedures to be followed 
when applying for or deciding on an EA application 
for large-scale wind and solar photovoltaic facilities, 
when occurring in Renewable Energy Development 
Zones: 
 
It is unclear why applications for renewable energy 
facilities that trigger Listing Notice 1 Activity 1 of the 
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EIA Regulations, 2014 (e.g. a renewable energy 
facility with a capacity of less than 20MW) have been 
excluded from this Notice. We request that 
paragraph 2.1 of the Notice be expanded to include 
Activity 1 of Listing Notice 1, so that applications for 
small-scale renewable energy facilities in REDZ may 
also benefit from the reduced decision-making 
timeframes. 
 

Listing notice 1 activity 1 is not included in the scope of the 
notice, the notice is intended for large scale facilities which 
is what the SEA considered.  

 2.10.7 GN No. 841 (31 July 2020): Consultation on the 
intention to identify the procedures to be followed 
when applying for or deciding on an EA application 
for large-scale wind and solar photovoltaic facilities, 
when occurring in Renewable Energy Development 
Zones: 
 
We query whether Activity 11 been included in 
paragraph 2.1.1 in error, as we note that applications 
for Activity 11 are already provided for in GN 840. 
Should this be Activity 1 rather than Activity 11? 

  
 
 
 
 
Activity 11 has been removed from paragraph 2.1.1 as it is 
indeed included in the notice dealing with EGI in REDZs. 
Activity 1 was not intended to be included in the notice. 
Through the SEA process to be initiated to consider battery 
storage, the inclusion of activity 1 of Listing Notice 1 can be 
considered.  

2.1

1 

Business Unity South 
Africa (BUSA) 
Tel: 011 784 8000 

   

 2.11.1 REDZs: 
 
BUSA welcomes the long-awaited publication of the 
three additional REDZs, particularly those in the 
Emalahleni and Klerksdorp. The inclusion of these 
areas is taken as a signal to Business that 
Government wishes to support the establishment 
renewable energy projects in the declining mining 
areas in South Africa. This is critical to ensure the 
continued socio-economic viability of these areas. As 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The comment is noted and welcomed.  
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it stands, the historical gold mining areas in the West 
Rand and Free State have already suffered 
significant contraction in economic activity and large 
job losses. REDZs in these areas can assist in 
helping marginal mining operations have better 
control over energy input costs and as a key part of 
ensuring a just transition for these communities as 
and when these mining activities decline. However, 
the establishment of REDZs alone will not be 
successful unless accompanied by more coordinated 
policy leading to support for economic and ecological 
sustainability in these areas. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Department agrees with the comment and will be 
considering how the REDZs can further catalyze 
development in these areas with the support of other 
Departments.  

 2.11.2 REDZs: 
 
BUSA understands that Welkom was also on the 
shortlist of 8 areas under consideration for 
identification. In BUSA’s opinion, there is merit in 
including this area and it would therefore be helpful 
to understand the reasons for excluding this area. 
Furthermore, it is understood that there are some RE 
projects already in development in close proximity to 
these zones, though not within the current 
boundaries, consideration should be given to 
extending the zones to incorporate these. 
 

  
 
One of the objectives of the Phase 2 SEA was to 
position REDZs closer to high demand areas and on 
previously mined land, these objectives were better met by 
focus areas 1(Emalahleni) and 2 (Klerksdorp) as these were 
closest to high demand areas of Gauteng. In addition, based 
on the results of the second industry prioritisation survey 
(Part 4 of the Phase 2 Wind and Solar PV SEA report), focus 
areas 1, 2 and 5 were the most favourable from a 
developers point of view. 

 2.11.3 REDZs: 
 
BUSA believes that it is illustrative of the dangers of 
working in silos and in processes taking several 
years, as in this case – that several of Eskom’s coal-
fired power plants which are due for 
decommissioning in the next 5 years are outside of 
the boundaries of the Emalahleni REDZ. The same 

  
 
 
The Eskom sites will be considered through an additional 
SEA which is intended to look further than merely renewable 
energy projects to streamline authorisation processes. It is 
noted that time could have been saved, but when the TOR 
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applies to the Sasol Secunda coal mines and 
operations in Mpumalanga’s Govan Mbeki local 
municipality. 

was being prepared for the SEA the closure of the power 
stations was not being discussed.  

 2.11.4 REDZs: 
 
Eskom issued a call for Expression of Interest (EOI) 
in March 2020 indicating a desire to potentially 
repurpose these power stations to lower-carbon 
technology alternatives. In view of this, BUSA 
believes that the Department should consider 
extending the southern border to include these 
operations. 
 

  
 
 
Please see the response to #2.11.3 above, the comment is 
regarded as being very valuable and the intention is to 
include these power stations in a next phase with a broader 
scope of developments being considered.  

 2.11.5 REDZs: 
 
To date, the REIPPP process places a strong 
emphasis on solar insolation levels which has led to 
South Africa’s western provinces being favoured. 
However, studies have shown that South Africa has 
highly favourable solar insolation levels across all 
provinces including those where current mining and 
electricity generation is concentrated. BUSA accepts 
that these determinations are not strictly speaking in 
the mandate of this Department, however, BUSA 
believes that there ought to be a review undertaken 
to consider future procurement processes that will 
ensure solar PV and wind projects are developed 
and deployed in these areas and in Mpumalanga 
particularly. 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
Representative of the REI4P process attended the expert 
reference group meeting related to the SEA and it is hoped 
that some consideration will be given to prioritizing the 
REDZs but there can be no guarantees as it is not a DEFF 
process and it is not possible.  

 2.11.6 REDZs: 
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There is a strong and clear desire from energy 
intensive users and mining operations to adopt the 
use of alternative energy (and renewable energy) 
sources to ensure energy sustainability and 
affordability as well as decarbonisation. BUSA is 
engaging with the Department of Mineral Resources 
and Energy (DMRE) and the National Energy 
Regulatory of South Africa (NERSA) in respect of the 
regulatory and administrative challenges hindering 
private-sector power generation including 
exemptions and wheeling etc. Again, BUSA accepts 
that this Department is not responsible for these 
areas, however, BUSA strongly urges DEFF to 
consider the key role that the identification (or 
expansion) of REDZs can play in the facilitation of 
investment and acceleration of these projects in the 
private sector. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Department is represented on several forums and will 
always strive to identify synergies and opportunities to 
advance the transition to a low carbon economy through a 
just energy transition.  

 2.11.7 REDZs: 
 
The Minister announced in her Budget Speech that 
the REDZs in Emalahleni and Klerksdorp would play 
an instrumental role in facilitating Just Transition. 
BUSA strongly agrees with this view in line with 
previous comments. BUSA again recommends the 
urgent establishment of the Presidential Climate 
Change Coordinating Commission (PCCCC) as the 
vehicle to drive South Africa’s Just Transition. BUSA 
maintains that this structure must ensure 
coordination across all relevant departments to 
enable the transition to a socially, economically, and 
ecologically sustainable future for all South Africans. 
This must crucially integrate industrial policy in the 
context of REDZs. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
This comment is noted and supported.  
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 2.11.8 REDZs: 
 
BUSA once again thanks the Department for the 
opportunity to comment on these REDZs. BUSA is 
supportive of the three new zones but recommends 
that the Department consider an expansion of the 
Emalahleni REDZ in particular to enable the 
repurposing of Eskom’s coal-fired power stations due 
for imminent decommissioning and to enable a just 
transition of the Sasol Secunda operations. 
 

  
 
The comment is noted.  

 2.11.9 REDZs: 
 
In addition, BUSA believes that going forward, the 
identification and expansion of REDZs should 
consider the key role of these areas in achieving a 
Just Transition as part of an enabling framework of 
policies and regulations for investment and 
infrastructure development. 
 

  
 
 
The comment is noted and the Department agrees, every 
opportunity to advance the transition to a low carbon 
economy will be taken.  

2.1

3 

Eskom 
c/o Barlett Hewu 
Eskom Legal and 
Compliance 
Tel: 011 800 4826 

Procedure in REDZs, Page 1: 
 
The procedures to be followed in applying for or 
deciding on an environmental authorisation 
application for the development of electricity. 

  

 2.13.1 Procedure in REDZs, Schedule, Section 3: 
 
The scope of this notice applies to an application for 
an amendment to an environmental authorisation 
contemplated in Part 2 of Chapter 5 of the 

 
 
Eskom proposes that greater part should 
be defined as 50% plus 1%, and not 90%, 
as this high percentage would defeat the 

 
 
The reference to 90% has been removed and not replaced 
with the 50% plus 1% as there needed to be consistency 
within the implementation of the existing notices and the 
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Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 
2014, as amended, and for an application for an 
environmental authorisation when triggering the 
following activities related to the development of 
electricity transmission and distribution 
infrastructure, including any associated activities 
necessary for the realisation of such infrastructure, 
where the greater part of the activity (90% or more) 
is undertaken within a Renewable Energy 
Development Zone contemplated in paragraph 1 or 
2 of this Schedule. 
 
If a part greater than 10% of the facilities 
contemplated in this Notice falls outside of a 
Renewable Energy Development Zone as identified 
in this Notice, the requirements as prescribed in the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 
2014, as amended, apply. 
 

objective of downscaling the activity to a 
Basic Assessment process.  
 
Additionally, the downscaling does not 
dilute the details of the specialist studies 
to be undertaken.  
 
Eskom proposes that if a part greater than 
50% of the facilities contemplated in this 
Notice falls outside of a Renewable 
Energy Development Zone as identified in 
this Notice, the requirements as 
prescribed in the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations, 2014, as 
amended, apply. 

new notices, the existing notice requires the greater part of 
the EGI to be within the REDZs and the entire renewable 
energy facility to be included in the zone.  
 
The Department does not view the use of a BA as 
downscaling but rather the use of the appropriate process, 
the scoping has been addressed through the development 
of the SEA.  
 
The rationale for the inclusion of the entire facility within the 
REDZs is that it should be possible to locate the facility 
within the assessed area. The issue of the power line being 
outside of the REDZ for a distance is acknowledged and the 
greater part has been included in the EGI in REDZs notice.  

2.1

4 

DEA&DP Western 
Cape 
c/o Kayleen Marhota 
Tel: 021 483 8323 

   

 2.14.1 General: The identification of the Renewable Energy 
Development Zone around the Beaufort West region 
is supported in order to encourage renewable energy 
development in the Western Cape and support our 
transition to a low carbon province. 
 

 The support is noted.  

 2.14.2 Procedure for Wind and Solar in REDZs, Section 2: 
This section states that “The scope of this Notice 
applies to an application for environmental 
authorisation or an application for an amendment of 
an environmental authorisation contemplated in Part 

It is recommended that the section be 
amended to read: 
“…… where all of the infrastructure [the 
greater part of the activity (90% or more)] 

The 90/10% has been removed as this was not consistent 
with the original notice. The entire development must be 
within the REDZ to fall within the scope of the Notice. This 
is in line with Government Notice No. 114 in Government 
Gazette No. 41445 of 16 February 2018.  
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2 of Chapter 5 of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations, 2014, as amended (the 
Regulations) for the activities contemplated in 
paragraph 2.1 and 2.2, including any associated 
activities necessary for the realisation of such 
infrastructure, where the greater part of the activity 
(90% or more) is undertaken within the Renewable 
Energy Development Zones…..” 
 
This Department does not support the application of 
the instrument (procedures) outside the REZ as this 
constitutes an exclusion without a strategic context 
to substantiate such an exclusion. The instrument 
can only apply within the SEA corridor. 
 

is undertaken within the Renewable 
Energy Development Zones...” 
“……In addition, should any part of the 
infrastructure fall outside of the REDZs of 
the NEMA EIA Regulations apply to the 
entire development.” 

 4.19.25 Procedure for REDZs: It is unclear if the 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 

2014 would only apply to the 10% of the facility which 

falls outside the Renewable Energy Development 

Zone (“REDZ”). 

It is understood that the REDZ is not regarded to be 

“transmission line servitude” as referred to in Activity 

11 in Listing Notice 1 or Activity 9 of Listing Notice 2. 

With reference to the thresholds referred to in the 

Listed Activities, it is unclear whether the 10% of the 

facility refers only to the development footprint of the 

proposed development (i.e. the physical disturbance) 

or to 10% of the capacity. It is important to clarify this 

It is recommended to amend the section to 
read as follows: 
“If a part of the development footprint of 
greater than 10% of the facilities 
contemplated in this Notice falls outside of 
a Renewable Energy Development Zone 
as identified in this Notice, the 
requirements as prescribed in the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Regulations, 2014, as amended, apply to 
the entire development proposal. 
The section should also include reference 
to “subsequent Notices published in terms 
of section 24(2) of NEMA applicable to the 
development of such infrastructure.” 

The recommendation has been accepted and the notice has 
been amended. The percentage of footprint outside of the 
REDZs has also been amended to align with the percentage 
gazetted in 2018 to ensure consistency in implementation, 
i.e the greater part of the EGI.  
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as it has direct bearing on the application of the 

relevant EIA process. 

This Department does not support the application of 
the instrument outside the REDZ as this constitutes 
an exclusion without any strategic context to 
substantiate such an exclusion. The standard can 
only apply within the SEA corridor. 

 
A EIA process is required for a development within or partly 
outside of the REDZs as per the REDZs procedures, an 
assessment is therefore required for both instances. This 
threshold was also gazetted in the first set of REDZs 
published in 2018.  

 
3. EGI Corridors and Standard (with a deadline for comment of 17 August 2020) 

3.1 Sasol South Africa 
Ltd. 

   

3.1.

1 

c/o Ruth Terblanche 
Lead Policy Analyst: 
Climate Change, Air 
Quality and 
Biodiversity 
Tel. 010 344 5000 

   

 3.1.1.1 This regulatory instrument becomes meaningful where it 

supports new entrants into electricity transmission and 

distribution. Opportunities for new entrants are in the expected 

increase in renewable energy generation by independent 

power producers (IPPs), progress in power storage 

technology as well as the vertical and horizontal unbundling of 

Eskom. 

 Comment noted.  

3.2 EWT    
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3.2.

1 

c/o Ian Little 
Senior Manager: 
Habitats 
Tel:  011 372 3600 
Email: 
ewt@ewt.org.za  

   

 3.2.1.1 The EWT understands the need for large scale electricity 

infrastructure and especially linked to renewable energy 

development. The proposed corridors however are far too 

extensive in geographic scale to comment on in any 

meaningful way and the potential impacts of these associated 

infrastructure within these corridors is far too diverse to 

comprehend or address through tangible comment. The EWT 

has a number of specialist experts linked with our Birds of 

Prey Programme (BoPP) and Wildlife and Energy Programme 

(WEP) which shares a longstanding partnership with Eskom 

towards minimizing and avoiding powerline infrastructure 

impacts on wildlife and especially large birds. Linked to this 

the EWT has national level data covering all threatened 

vertebrates including Species Distribution Modelling for all of 

these as contributed to the national environmental screening 

tool. 

The EWT can provide critical 
guidance in the placement and 
planning of any proposed 
transmission infrastructure in 
accordance with the principles of 
the mitigation hierarchy. Given 
that we do not feel that 
commenting on the placement of 
these broad corridors is feasible 
or even realistic we would like to 
offer our assistance prior to any 
decision making process about 
actual infrastructure placement 
and we would like to strongly 
recommend that the data that the 
EWT offers be incorporated be 
utilized prior to or during any 
scoping phase towards 
infrastructure placement. 

The comment is noted. The offer of data is welcome and we 
note that the species data from EWT has already been 
included in the screening tool. Any sensitivity related to 
species will therefore be identified at the very earliest stage 
of the application process. By proactively identifying the 
sensitivities it reduces the number of institutions to engage 
with prior to the application process as the information is 
known.   

3.4 Eskom    

3.4.

1 

c/o John Geeringh 
Senior Consultant 
Environmental 
Management 
 

   

mailto:ewt@ewt.org.za
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Land and Rights 
 
Eskom Transmission 
Division 
Tel:  011 516 7233 
Email:   
john.geeringh@esko
m.co.za  

 3.4.1.1 Standard - Please think about the substations as part of the 

standard. I think it was an oversight not to include it. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting  

 3.4.1.2 Standard: Schedule, section 4: 

This should include the REDZs as well since they are linked 

to the strategic corridors? If the REDZ are excluded it will 

defeat the purpose? 

 

  

 3.4.1.3 Standard: Schedule, section 5: 

Include REDZ here too. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.4 Standard, page 5, section 1.1, second bullet: 

Can we include the REDZ SEA here as well. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.5 Standard page 5, section 1.1, parafraph after second bullet: 

Add REDZ here too. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
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 3.4.1.6 Standard, page 7, section 1.3: 

ADD the REDZ here too. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.7 Standard, page 8, section 1.4 (Exclusions) 

This does not make sense since the substations are an 

integral part of the same listed activities. The development of 

lines cannot take place without the development of substation 

collection points, thus it will lead to 2 processes to achieve the 

same outcome.  

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.8 Standard, page 8, section 1.5, last paragraph, first sentence: 

Substations in the corridors and REDZ should be covered in 

total here, not just the power lines. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.9 Standard, page 10, Chapter 2, procedural requirements: 

I think it is wise to include the substation sites/ site as part of 

this whole process since substations are an integral part of the 

electricity infrastructure. In some cases, it may just be required 

to expand the existing substations and that will then require 

an additional process to be undertaken. I suggest that the 

whole document just refer to power lines and substation sites 

for ease of implementation. The same specialist studies are 

undertaken. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.10 Standard, page 10, Chapter 2, section 1: 

Add substation sites. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.4.1.11 Standard, page 10. Chapter 2, section 3, first bullet: 

This is currently not a requirement for power lines since we 

are looking a a preliminary corridor wherein we can negotiate 

a final route. The consent we finally get is for the servitude 

during negotiations. To get consent from all possible 

landowners during the initial stages of a project when we are 

doing the studies to determine a route will be quite exhaustive. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.12 Standard, page 10, Chapter 2, section 5 

Add: corridor and sites for a substation 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.13 Standard, page 11, Chapter 2, section 7(e): 

Add: Sites for substations 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.14 Standard, page 11, Chapter 2, section 8: 

Add: Substation site 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.15 Standard, page 11, Chapter 2, section 9: 

Add: Substation site 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.16 Standard, page 11, Chapter 2, section 10: 

Add: Substation site 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.17 Standard, page 11, Chapter 2, section 11(b): 

Add: Substation site 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.4.1.18 Standard, page 12, Chapter 2, sections 16(a), 19, and 22 

Add: Substations 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.19 Standard, Chapter 3, page 13, sections 23 and 24: 

Add: Unless a permit for such removal is obtained from DEFF 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.20 Standard, Chapter 3, page 13, sections 26: 

Add: Unless such vegetation is creating a safety threat tothe 

operation of the infrastructure and access to such 

infrastructure for maintenance purposes. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.21 Standard, Appendix A, Environmental specifications: 

I think it is prudent to include the substation site as previously 

mentioned. The same rules apply to substations and lines 

when doing siting and development. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.22 Standard, Appendix A, page 16, Section A1, Point 2: 

Avoiding least concern species does not make sense. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.23 Standard, Appendix A, Section A1, Point 3(d): 

Possibly include an offset requirement here if all else fails. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.24 Standard, Appendix A, page 16 Section A3, Point 9(d): 

Possibly include an offset here if all else fails. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.4.1.25 Standard, Appendix F, Registration form, page 33 under 

Competent Authority: 

We should maybe include a line here to indicate the SIP10 

status as well (as per the normal application form from 

DEFF)? 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.26 Standard, Appendix F, Registration form, Page 34, name of 

landowner: 

Which landowner contact details are required here, all in the 

corridor or those in the preferred alignment? See earlier 

comment regarding landowners consent. I do take it this is the 

landowners with whom the servitude has been negotiated. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.4.1.27 Standard, Appendix 3, page 39, List of landowners: 

Is this where the servitude has been negotiated? 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

3.5 Adrian Armstrong via 
Dear South Africa 

   

 3.5.2 The following amendments should be included in the 

Standard for Electricity transmission and Distribution Power 

Line Development within Identified Geographical Areas: 

23. There must be no removal of threatened plant species or 

the habitat of Critically Endangered or Endangered terrestrial 

invertebrate, amphibian, reptile and plant species. 

The rationale for this is that species, including plant species, 

are dependent on their habitats and interactions with other 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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species and a variety of ecological and environmental factors 

for their survival. The next step in the decline of the population 

of a Critically Endangered species is extinction in the wild, and 

in that of a population of an Endangered species is near 

extinction or extinction in the wild. Critically Endangered birds 

and mammals could be included here as well, depending on 

whether habitat loss is the main cause of their threatened 

status. 

 3.5.3 The following amendments should be included in the 

Standard for Electricity transmission and Distribution Power 

Line Development within Identified Geographical Areas: 

24. There must be no impact on Tier 1 plant species and Tier 

1 animal species identified through the screening process and 

site verification process. 

A tier 1 animal species means an animal species that is 

endemic to South Africa for which all the known occurrences 

of that species are within an area of 10 km2. The habitats of 

those species are considered Critical Habitat, as all remaining 

habitat is irreplaceable. 

The rationale for this is that there are “Tier 1” animal species, 

and why should there be a distinction between plant and 

animal species? 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.5.4 The following amendments should be included in the 

Standard for Electricity transmission and Distribution Power 

Line Development within Identified Geographical Areas: 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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26. Ongoing clear-cutting for maintenance must not occur in 

the following specific vegetation biomes or bioregions or 

areas: (a) CR and EN Thicket, Grassland and Fynbos types; 

and … 

The rationale for this is that plants taller than grasses may also 

occur in highly threatened grasslands (e.g. proteas in Moist 

Midlands Mistbelt). 

 3.5.5 The following amendments should be included in the 

Standard for Electricity transmission and Distribution Power 

Line Development within Identified Geographical Areas: 

Under Appendix A, A.1. Terrestrial Ecology: 

2. Avoid, as far as possible, verified threatened ecosystem 

types i.e. Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN) and 

Vulnerable (VU) and Least-Concern (LC)) and threatened 

species (CR, EN and VU) and their habitats from the power 

line routing. 

The rationale for this is that an ecosystem with threat status of 

Least Concern is not a threatened ecosystem, whereas the 

other included ecosystems are threatened ecosystems. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.5.6 The following amendments should be included in the 

Standard for Electricity transmission and Distribution Power 

Line Development within Identified Geographical Areas: 

Under Appendix A, A.1. Terrestrial Ecology 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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3. If avoidance is not possible, the following must be 

undertaken:  

a) Determine the percentage loss of the species and their 

habitats, ecosystem, ecological functioning, and the 

proportion loss of ecosystem extent, as well as the ability to 

provide ecological services during construction of the 

proposed development;  

b) Determine whether this loss is acceptable.  

c) If the loss is not acceptable, firstly identify engineering 

solutions, for example routing over or under the species of 

concern and/or its habitat and secondly recommend mitigation 

measures for the design, construction and operation of the 

power line. In addition, confirm if the mitigation measures are 

acceptable. 

3.6 SAWEA 
c/o V. Fyfe 
Deputy Chair: SAWEA 
Environmental 
Working Group 
Tel: 0828256069 

   

 3.6.1 GN No. 787 (17 July 2020): Consultation on the Identification 

of geographical areas of strategic importance for the 

development of electricity transmission and distribution 

infrastructure to repeal government notice 113, published 

under government gazette 41445 of 16 February 2018: 

  
 
 
 
 
 
The standard for the development of electricity grid 
infrastructure which was gazetted as GN 835 is intended to 
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SAWEA are of the understanding that the above-mentioned 

notice is intended to repeal GN 113 to allow for a more 

streamlined process to be followed for overhead line 

applications in EGIs. 

However, it is not clear as to what piece of legislation or notice 

will be replacing GN 113 in the notice. SAWEA’s reading of all 

the notices are of the viewpoint that GN 840 will replace 

GN113. 

Could the Department please clarify if our understanding is 

correct and clarify this in the notice. 

replace the procedures for the development of EGI within 
the identified EGI corridors. The procedures gazetted as GN 
840 will apply to the development of EGI within Renewable 
Energy Development zones where they do not intersect a 
strategic electricity grid corridor.  

 3.6.2 Standard: 

SAWEA support the proposed procedures as outlined in this 

Notice as well as the associated standards. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.6.3 Standard, Chapter 1, section 1.4, (Exclusions): 

State that it “does not apply to the development of substations 

and in this regard the provisions of the NEMA EIA regulations 

must be complied with” (own emphasis added). SAWEA 

would like to note that in the case where an Independent 

Power Producer (IPP) intends to undertake a self-build of a 

substation that Eskom requires, then both substation and the 

overhead line should be subject to one process for one EA 

considering that in the end both infrastructure will be ceded 

and assigned to Eskom. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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If the Department intends to remove the requirement for 

overhead lines to obtain an EA, must a separate 

environmental process be undertaken for the substation? 

Would the department be open to including substations in this 

standard? 

 3.6.4 Standard, Chapter 2, section 3, (Procedural requirements)  

States that “The proponent must ensure that the EAP, as a 

minimum, follows the public participation process required in 

Chapter 6 of the EIA Regulations for a linear development 

during the route determination process, excluding the 

following requirements which would not be relevant to this 

standard: 

o Obtaining written consent from the owner or person in 

control of the land on which the proposed development is to 

be undertaken; 

o Timeframes pertaining to comment periods for basic 

assessment reports, EMPr, scoping reports, EIA reports, and 

closure plans, 

o Notification along alternative routes in the form of notice 

boards; and 

o Giving notice of the process being applied (basic 

assessment or scoping and environmental impact report)” 

(own emphasis added). 

SAWEA would like the 
Department to provide further 
clarity on this paragraph in terms 
of the applicable and relevant 
timeframes for the submission of 
comments if these have been 
excluded. As well as a definition 
or explanation around the notice 
mentioned. Is the reference to 
“written notice” as contemplated 
in Paragraph 41(2)(b) of the EIA 
regulations? Alternatively, does 
the exclusion of “giving notice” 
only refer to the landowner or 
person in 
control of the land? 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.6.5 Standard, Chapter 2, point 4: 

SAWEA would like to suggest the inclusion of both Birdlife and 

the Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT). In the list of Non-

governmental Originations (NGOs) and Community Based 

Organisations (CBOs) that must be consulted during the 

public participation process. SAWEA believe that both these 

organisations are registered as non-profit organisations and 

are seen as crucial stakeholders in applications for EA in 

terms of overhead power lines. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.6.6 Standard, Point 9, Chapter 2: 

States that “As the route is being identified, the initial servitude 

negotiations are to be undertaken to ensure that the route is 

not fatally flawed in relation to servitude access”. 

While point 10 of Chapter 2 states that “The process to identify 

the proposed route and the outcome of the initial servitude 

negotiations must be documented in an environmental 

sensitivity report, which must be subjected to a minimum 

public comment period of 30 days.” 

SAWEA would like further clarity as to when should servitude 

negotiations commence based on the statement above? 

Should these commence during the planning phase or prior to 

the initiation of the environmental process? 

Is there a possibility that the approval of the route be granted 

is all servitudes have not been finalised? 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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SAWEA would like the department to specify the type of 

documentation that should be provided by the applicant to 

prove the outcome of servitude negotiations. 

 3.6.7 Standard, Point 17 of Chapter 2: 

The Standards and relevant GN 835 of 31 July 2020 only 

make reference to 30-day timeframe to which registration is 

issued after receipt of information submitted in Appendix C. 

SAWEA would suggest that the Department to important this 

in the Standards rather than the appendices. SAWEA suggest 

the inclusion of this in Point 16 and 17 of the standard. 

SAWEA recommends that this 
point be amended to ensure that 
it is followed where technical 
viable, and where not, the 
applicant adheres to the relevant 
legislation set out to protect 
wetlands i.e. National Water Act. 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.6.8 Standard, Point 27 of Chapter 2: 

Notes that “Wetlands must be avoided or, where wetland 

crossing is unavoidable, the power line should be routed over 

the narrowest part of the wetland. For the most part, wetlands 

and rivers can be traversed by the power line with little to no 

impact, as they are often not more than 500 m in diameter.” 

(own emphasis added) 

SAWEA have interpreted the above statement to imply that if 

assumption being made is that the span between the pylons 

is greater than 500m and therefore no pylon will be placed in 

a wetland / river? If SAWEA have interpreted this correctly, 

then we would like some clarity on the assumption. As in 

general the span between pylons depends on cable size, 

topography, type of pylon used, etc. One can therefore not 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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assume that the span of all overhead lines will be greater than 

500m. 

 3.6.9 Standard, Chapter 6: 

Identifies the contact details in relation to these standards. 

SAWEA acknowledges the usefulness of having a contact 

person’s name, however, would like to clarify if this document 

will be updated regularly and every time there is a change in 

staff. SAWEA would also request that the designations of the 

contact persons be included for ease of reference. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.6.10 Standard, A11, Defence, point 32(1): 

Notes that “1 km of forward airfields, high sites, operational 

military bases, military training areas, shooting ranges, border 

posts, All other Department of defence features (including 

naval bases, housing, offices, workshops)”. SAWEA would 

like to request clarity on what is deemed to be a “high site”. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.6.11 Standard, B.1, Terrestrial Ecology, point 4: 

Notes that “A terrestrial biodiversity sensitivity map overlaid 

with the proposed development footprint (i.e. pylon placement 

and power line route, as well as supporting infrastructure) 

based on most recently obtainable and available desktop 

data, such as the information on the screening tool”. Pylon 

placement is generally confirmed after the surveyor has been 

to site and plotted the route. This is typically not a process that 

is undertaken during the environmental assessment phase 

and therefore a sensitivity map could only provide a 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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provisional indication of pylon placement. SAWEA would like 

to suggest the inclusion of this into the standards. 

 3.6.12 Standard: A general comment from SAWEA is that often 

powerline routes may need to be revised due to technical 

constraints identified during final surveys. There appears to be 

no mention in the Standard on how deviations of the powerline 

will be dealt with. SAWEA are unsure if the entire registration 

process is required again in this instance or not. Could the 

Department please clarify this. SAWEA suggests that the 

Standards make provision for line deviations within the 

preliminary corridor, which would be streamlined taking into 

account on relevant areas of deviation much like an 

amendment process for re-registration. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

  Procedure for EGI in REDZs   

 3.6.13 We support the proposed procedures as outlined in this 

Notice. In particular we thank the Department for enabling 

applications for powerlines with a capacity below (and above) 

275kV to benefit from the streamlined environmental 

processes outlined in the Notice. 

 The comment is noted.  

 3.6.14 Paragraph 3 states that this notice “applies to development of 

electricity transmission and distribution infrastructure, 

including any associated activities necessary for the 

realisation of such infrastructure, where the greater part of the 

activity (90%or more) is undertaken within a Renewable 

Energy Development Zone contemplated in paragraph 1 or 2 

SAWEA would like the 
Department to clarify the 
reasoning is behind the 10% 
being specifically applied to both 
notices? Furthermore, SAWEA 
would like to note that given the 
undeveloped nature of electrical 

The 90% or more has been replaced with “the greater part”.  
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of this Schedule”. While paragraph 7 states that “If a part 

greater than 10% of the facilities contemplated in this Notice 

falls outside of a Renewable Energy Development Zone as 

identified in this Notice, the requirements as prescribed in the 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014, as 

amended, apply.” 

 

networks in fairly remote regions 
around the REDZ zones, it is 
highly unlikely that in most cases 
90% of the powerline 
infrastructure would be within the 
strategic transmission corridors 
and/or REDZ. SAWEA would like 
to request if the Department 
would be willing to amend the 
allowances of up to 50% or more 
for powerlines in strategic 
transmission corridors, whilst 
10% allowance would remain for 
substations in REDZ. 

 3.6.15 Paragraph 4.2 of the notice Schedule 4.2 is not explicit 

whether the negotiated route must be 100% agreed upon or if 

this can be tied to general agreements or servitude 

agreements specifically as being necessary to qualify. 

SAWEA requests that the department clarify this further in the 

notice. SAWEA recommend that the route can be assessed in 

general terms, but that all negotiations should not have to be 

finalised and in place in order for the route to be assessed in 

terms of its environmental suitability merits. Anything 

otherwise would lead to a total renegotiation process with 

landowners at each instance of a route having to be changed 

due to found sensitivities. 

 The negotiation can be a general written consent that should 
the power line be built there is no objection to the line 
proceeding in the servitude over the landowner’s land. As a 
power line is required to be a pre-negotiated route the route 
alignment should be determined.  
 
The point about identifying a pre-negotiated route is to allow 
only one route to be assessed (so the sensitivity of the route 
must be determined and it should be acceptable) and 
submitted and that there is not a string of amendments 
applied for after approval and the landowner has not 
consented. There would be no point in proposing a route 
without speaking to and obtain some form of consent from 
the land owner.  

 3.6.16 Paragraph 4.3 of the Notice states that the applicant must 

“submit the route negotiated in accordance with paragraph 4.2 

as part of the environmental application”. In reading this 

paragraph, it is not clear what information the applicant would 

 A consent from the landowner would be sufficient.  
 
 
 
 



64 

 

need to provide to evidence that the route has been 

negotiated and agreed/ settled with the affected land owners. 

We recommend that this be clarified in the final Notice. 

If our understanding of the Notice is correct, if the powerline 

route has not been pre-negotiated the applicant may still 

commence with an EIA, but must them follow the standard EIA 

process as per the requirements of the EIA Regulation 2014, 

as amended (i.e. follow the standard EIA process, with no 

streamlining). This is however not explicitly clear in the Notice 

and we recommend that this be clarified in the notice. 

 
 
 
 
 
The procedures are set for the submission of applications 
for power lines in the gazette notice. If the notice identifies 
that a BA applies and a pre-negotiated route is to be 
submitted that is the procedures. Negotiating the route early 
in the process is intended to also streamline the BA process 
that would apply. It is not possible to submit an EIA in this 
circumstance, this would mean that the time, effort, expense 
of the department, stakeholders etc. has been wasted as the 
situation is as it was before. This was not the intention. The 
procedures identified in the notice apply to the application 
for the activity as identified.  

 3.6.17 Paragraph 5 details that that the generic EMPr for substations 

apply, however there is no mention of this in any of the 

preceding schedules. SAWEA recommend that this be 

mentioned in the preceding schedules. SAWEA also suggests 

the inclusion of substation infrastructure in such applications 

detailed in paragraph 5. 

 Activity 11 of Listing Notice 1 includes sub-station 
development. The listing notice applies to associated 
activities, a sub-station is an activity which is associated with 
a power line. The sub-station cannot exist without a power 
line. The generic EMPr for substations has been in effect 
since March 2019. All new Notices issued do not always 
include a reference to existing legal requirements that are 
already applicable.  

3.7 Ezemvelo KZN 
Wildlife 
c/o F. Elliot 
Bioregional Planner 
Tel: 033 845 1346 
 

The comments pertain to the proposed expansion of the 

eastern corridor. 

 

  

 3.7.1 Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife objects to the proposed expansion of 

the eastern corridor, on the basis that such would allow 

powerlines greater than 33kV to go through the standards 

 If the standard is gazetted then the standard will apply in all 
corridors including the expansion of the eastern corridor. 
The comment will be noted in the consideration of the 
appropriateness of the standard. Should the standard not be 
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process as per gazette notice 835 of 31 July 2020, and will not 

have to undertake the EIA Regulations, 2014 requirements 

with a final decision determined by the competent authority. 

gazetted for implementation the EIA Regulations will apply 
to any powerline being proposed within the expanded 
eastern corridor. There would be no ability to apply a 
standard as it is intended in NEMA should the competent 
authority still be required to make a final decision. It should 
be noted that Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife will be part of the 
implementation of the standard should a power line be 
proposed in an area of jurisdiction. This means that any 
requirements or concerns can be raised through the 
process, in addition should Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife feel that 
their issues have not been dealt with an appeal can be 
launched after the final report has been finalized and the 
project registered.  

 3.7.2 The expanded eastern corridor has a number of sensitive 

biodiversity features including identified CBAs, 49 Protected 

Areas, the iSimangaliso Wetland Park World Heritage Site, 

Cape, Lappet-faced and White-back vulture nesting sites, bat 

colonies, sensitive vegetation, and red data species. These 

sensitivities are also reflected in the 2019 SEA, where the final 

pinch point analysis clearly highlights that this corridor has 

significant areas of very high sensitivities (based largely on 

Biodiversity and ecology assessment and the Visual 

assessment), and this analysis did not include all the current 

protected areas and the vulture nesting data for this area. 

 All of the current protected areas were considered, as well 
as all known vulture nesting data for the area. In the situation 
of an EIA an avian study would be required and in the case 
of a standard the same avian study would be required to be 
undertaken.  

 3.7.3 It is Ezemvelo’s view that the high sensitivity of this proposed 

corridor area, particularly but not limited to the northern areas, 

would mean that in many of the development proposals there 

will be routes that will be in conflict with the protection of 

biodiversity and the protection of the values of the protected 

areas. Due to the nature of these sensitivities it is Ezemvelo’s 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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view that such development proposals cannot be adequately 

and impartially handled through a standards approach, 

particularly as the current GN 385 standards leave many 

critical decisions solely up to the applicant and consultant. 

 3.7.4 Ezemvelo puts forward that based on these sensitivities and 

potential conflicts it must be required that these projects are 

reviewed under the EIA Regulations, 2014 and that the 

competent authority determines whether an environmental 

authorisation should be issued. Ezemvelo thus further puts 

forward that the proposed expansion of the eastern corridor 

should be removed from the final geographical area coverage. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 Ezemvelo KZN 
Wildlife 
c/o F. Elliot 
Bioregional Planner 
Tel: 033 845 1346 
 

The comments pertain to the standard    

 3.7.5 Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife recognises the benefits of the 

exclusions in certain geographic areas via norms and 

standards, and in principle has no objections to this approach. 

Ezemvelo does however have significance concerns on the 

proposed approach and standards for the electricity 

transmission and distribution infrastructure. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.6 The schedule and standards does not provide a clear path to 

be followed when the standards can’t be upheld/ met –  

Its implied that development proposal must be able to comply 

with the set out standards, however it is not implicitly stated in 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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either the schedule or the standards what process should be 

followed when the standards can’t be met. 

In particular, it is noted that the schedule includes exclusions 

but no clarity is provided on what happens if the proposed 

route partially or wholly cannot meet the standards. It is also 

noted that the standards set out that the competent authority 

can only return the application for insufficient information. The 

standards does not provide for the competent authority to 

reject the application for partially or wholly not meeting the 

standards. Further the standards require that the specialists 

must sign off that all issues have been covered and mitigated, 

however it is not clear what should happen if one or more 

specialist indicates that all issues are not compliant. 

It is put forward that this lack of clarity on the process to be 

undertaken when either the applicant, specialist or competent 

authority determines that the standards cannot/ or have not 

been met, undermines the standards and will create confusing 

going forward. It is thus put forward that the schedule and the 

standards need to be amended to clearly reflect this decision 

process and associated steps. 

 3.7.7 Several of the standards set out in the document have an 

exception clause whereby if the standard cannot be upheld 

the consultants must determine the best approach. This 

approach however negates the idea of having exclusions 

based on established and approved norms and standards as 

set out in S24(2)(d) of NEMA –  

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 



68 

 

It is Ezemvelo’s view that several of these exceptions set out 

for example the Blue Swallows, vultures, and high collision 

areas negate the point of the exclusion based on set norms 

and standards. Further that the significance of the decisions 

required to be undertaken by the applicant and consultant 

should not fall within a norms and standards exclusion under 

S24(2)(d) of NEMA but should instead fall to the competent 

authority to make a balanced decision on the development 

application. 

These issues and concerns will be expanded upon in more 

detail under the specific comments section. 

 3.7.8 The standards appear to indicate that the biodiversity offset 

can be undertaken as part of this exclusion screening 

approach –  

Standard 8(a) requires the implementation of the mitigation 

hierarchy which is defined in footnote 8 of this standard as 

including offsets. Including offsets within this context implies 

that the proposed route investigation must include the 

investigation of offset options where residual impacts occur. 

If this was not the intent then it is suggested that the definition 

is amended to exclude offsets or that it is clearly indicated that 

if an offset is required that the development must revert back 

to the requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014. 

If it was intended that the offset process forms part of the 

exclusion investigation, then Ezemvelo objects to this 

approach. S24(2)(d) of NEMA was meant to cover 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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developments where the impacts are known and can be easily 

managed through a set of standards. It is put forward that an 

offset investigation would be clearly outside the sphere of a 

standard and its requirement for part or the entire route should 

automatically revert the development back to the full 

requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014. 

 3.7.9 Standards provided for specified vulnerable avifaunal species 

leave out several threatened species that would be 

significantly affected by powerlines –  

The standards specify several species and the buffering 

required for these species. It is of concern that only these 

species were identified in this way, whilst other large terrestrial 

bird species which would also be significantly affected by the 

powerlines were not identified. This cherry picking of certain 

species might result in applicants/ consultants treating the 

other species with lesser importance, and this potential result 

is of concern to Ezemvelo. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.10 The standards in general only cover threatened plant species, 

avifauna and bats but seem to exclude threatened 

invertebrate, amphibian, reptile species which can also be 

significantly impacted by habitat loss within the powerline 

corridor –  

Although birds are of special concern with regards to 

powerlines, long linear structures can have significant impacts 

on certain ground-dwelling animals such as flightless 

invertebrates, reptiles and amphibians, through loss of habitat 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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and construction of structures that increase mortality or act as 

barriers, such as roads. These species need to thus be 

adequately covered in the standards. 

 3.7.11 Chapter 2: Needs to include a section on what process must 

be followed if during the investigation it is determined by one 

or more specialists that the standards cannot be met for part 

of or for the entire route. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.12 Standard, 8 (a): As noted above Standard 8(a) requires the 

implementation of the mitigation hierarchy which is defined in 

footnote 8 of this standard as including offsets. Including 

offsets within this context implies that the proposed route 

investigation must include the investigation of offset options 

where residual impacts occur. 

If this was not the intent then it is suggested that the definition 

is amended to exclude offsets or that it is clearly indicated that 

if an offset is required that the development must revert back 

to the requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014. 

If it was intended that the offset process forms part of the 

exclusion investigation, then Ezemvelo objects to this 

approach. S24(2)(d) of NEMA was meant to cover 

developments where the impacts are known and can be easily 

managed through a set of standards. It is put forward that an 

offset investigation would be clearly outside the sphere of a 

standard and its requirement for part or the entire route should 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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automatically revert the development back to the full 

requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014. 

 3.7.13 Standard, 8 (b): The standard requires that environmental 

sensitivities are determined based on processes or 

methodologies stipulated in Chapter 3, however Appendix A 

also has processes and methodologies that are not covered 

under Chapter 3. Currently the standards do not include an 

instruction on when and how requirements in Appendix A are 

to be used. To rectify this, it is suggested that need to amend 

Stnd 8(b) to include Appendix A and/or need to amend the 

Chapter 3 requirements to include reference to Appendix A. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.14 Standard, 11 (d): The standard requires the setting out of the 

process used when complying with Stnd 8. To ensure that all 

aspects are covered it is suggested that the wording is 

amended to explicitly include the requirement to set out the 

process used in the identification of environmental 

sensitivities. 

‘Process used to identify the preliminary corridor and 

proposed route based on the identification of environmental 

sensitivities, the adoption of the mitigation hierarch and 

consideration of engineering constraints and specialist inputs’ 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.15 Standard, 17: This standard currently only covers the issuing 

of a registration number and the requesting of further 

information. What however does the competent authority do if 

they are of the opinion that the standards have not been met. 

There must be a way for the competent authority to reject the 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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request for the issuing of a registration number under the 

exclusion process. The standards must clearly set out what 

this rejection process would entail, and what steps need to be 

followed by the competent authority and the applicant if it is 

determined that the development must revert back to the 

requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014. 

 3.7.16 Standard, Chapter 3: As noted in comments on Stand 8(b) it 

is suggested that chapter 3 also refers to the requirements of 

appendix A. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.17 Standard, Chapter 3: It is noted that CBAs will be captured via 

the screening tool input, however due to the importance of 

CBAs in the assessment process it is suggested that the 

standards should also include instructions on how to proceed 

within the CBA areas. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.18 Standard, Chapter 3: Known Wattle Crane sites fall within the 

eastern and expanded eastern corridors, it is thus required 

that the standards also include a requirement to avoid all 

wattle crane nest sites with a 2km buffer of the nest sites. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.7.19 Standard, 23: In light of the issues raised above with regards 

to the need to include threatened invertebrate, reptile and  

amphibian species, it is suggested that this standard is 

amended to state ’There must be no removal of threatened 

plant species or the habitat of Critically Endangered or 

Endangered terrestrial invertebrate, amphibian, reptile 

species’. 

The rationale for this is that species, including plant species, 

are dependent on their habitats and interactions with other 

species and a variety of ecological and environmental factors 

for their survival. The next step in the decline of the population 

of a Critically Endangered species is extinction in the wild, and 

in that of a population of an Endangered species is near 

extinction or extinction in the wild. 

Critically Endangered birds and mammals could be included 

here as well, depending on whether habitat loss is the main 

cause of their threatened status. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.20 Standard, 24: In light of the issues raised above with regards 

to the need to include threatened invertebrate, reptile and 

amphibian species, it is suggested that this standard is 

amended to state ‘There must be no impact on Tier 1 plant 

species and Tier 1 animal species identified through the 

screening process and site verification process.’ 

Tier 1 animal species to be defined as ‘A tier 1 animal species 

means an animal species that is endemic to South Africa for 

which all the known occurrences of that species are within an 

 This is duplicated see page 54, comment #353. 
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area of 10 km2. The habitats of those species are considered 

Critical Habitat, as all remaining habitat is irreplaceable.’ 

 3.7.21 Standard, 27: Although it is agreed that wetlands and rivers 

can often be traversed without impacting on the banks or the 

wetland and riparian vegetation, these areas often form flight 

paths and can have a significant impact on bird species. It is 

thus not correct to state that such can be traversed with little 

to no impact. This standard needs to be amended to clearly 

state that this is referring to impact on banks and vegetation 

only and that impacts on avifauna could still be significant and 

should be investigated as such. 

A possible amendment could be 
‘…..For the most part, wetlands 
and rivers can be traversed by 
the powerline with little to no 
impact to the banks and 
riparian/wetland vegetation, as 
they are often not more than 
500m in diameter’. These 
traversed areas may however 
also be avifaunal flight paths 
which may have a significant 
impact on the identified species, 
and the need to avoid these 
areas needs to also take this 
assessment into account’. 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.22 Standard, 28: Blue Swallows have been significantly impacted 

by the loss of habitat and the severe fragmentation of the 

remaining habitat. The biodiversity management plan for the 

protection of this species requires the expansion of nesting 

sites to 80 pairs, requiring that both known and potential 

habitat is adequately protected. In light of this it is required that 

this standard is amended to include 4km buffering around 

known nest sites and 2.5km buffering of both known and 

potential habitat as per the Blue Swallow Niche Model (model 

predicts suitable habitat areas for the occurrence of Blue 

Swallow populations). 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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It is also required that if the full extent of buffer of Blue Swallow 

potential habitat, as identified in the model, is not practically 

possible, Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife and Bird Life South Africa 

must in writing agree to the reduced buffer proposed by the 

avifaunal specialists. If Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife and Bird Life 

South Africa are of the view that the loss of this area will 

significantly affect the survival of this species, this application 

must revert to the requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014 

where the Competent Authority must consider all the facts and 

undertake a decision whether Environmental Authorisation 

should be issued. 

An exception on the full buffer for the known nest sites and for 

the known Blue Swallow habitat is not supported. If the 

development cannot proceed without such an exception then 

the development must revert to the requirements of the EIA 

Regulations, 2014 where the Competent Authority must 

consider all the facts and undertake a decision whether 

Environmental Authorisation should be issued. 

 3.7.23 Standard, 29 and 30: All vulture species are threatened 

species which will be significantly impacted by powerlines 

(although in particular, Cape, White-backed, Lappet-faced 

and Bearded Vultures will be affected). It is therefore required 

that the standards are amended to reflect that breeding 

colonies/ nest sites of all vulture species, known roosting sites 

of Cape Vultures as well as the known supplementary feeding 

sites are protected with a 5km buffer. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.7.24 Standard, Breeding sites as related to standard 29 and 

standard 30: The allowance that bird flight diverters can be 

used where the full buffering of breeding sites cannot occur is 

not supported. This objection is based on the threat status of 

these birds and the know collision impacts in the vicinity of 

nesting sites. Its further based on the significance of the 

decision involved in the replacement of standard buffers for 

bird flight diverters falling within the sole mandate of the 

applicant and consultant, which cannot be supported. It is put 

forward that the decision required in these cases surpasses 

the limits of a Norms and Standards and cannot be 

undertaken under a S24(2)(d) process. 

The inability to comply with this buffering standard must mean 

that the application cannot be handled through a standard 

exclusion process and that decision on the application must 

revert to the competent authority mandate. That is the 

application must revert to the requirements of the EIA 

Regulations, 2014, where the competent authority must 

consider all the facts and undertake a decision on whether an 

environmental authorisation should be issued. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.25 Standard, Vulture restaurants/ supplementary feeding sites as 

related to standard 29 and standard 30: Supplementary 

feeding sites in general support several vulture species and 

thus can’t be labelled as being for a single species, as is 

implied in the wording of these two Standards. It is suggested 

that the this is amended to reflect ‘vulture supplementary 

feeding sites’ without specifying the species. 

It is put forward that the decision 
required in the case where the 
Conservation Authority has 
indicated a fatal flaw surpasses 
the limits of a Norms and 
Standards and cannot be 
undertaken under a S24(2)(d) 
process. 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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Supplementary feeding sites are established to aid the 

continued occurrence of a vulture population, the inability to 

buffer this site and or the relocation of this site could thus have 

a significant impact on the health of the population. It is 

suggested that where issues around buffer of the vulture 

supplementary feeding sites arise, the proposal by the 

specialist on the reduced buffer, the use of bird flight diverters 

and potential relocation of feeding sites needs to have written 

approval from the provincial conservation authority. If the 

conservation authority are of the view that reduced buffering 

and or the loss/relocation of this site will significantly affect the 

survival of this species, this application must revert to the 

requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014 where the 

Competent Authority must consider all the facts and 

undertake a decision whether Environmental Authorisation 

should be issued. 

 3.7.26 Standard, Roosting sites of Cape vultures as related to 

standard 29 and standard 30: The importance of these known 

roosting sites means that exceptions to the 5km buffer must 

not be undertaken under the exclusion process but must 

revert to the requirements of the EIA Regulations, 2014 where 

the Competent Authority must consider all the facts and 

undertake a decision whether Environmental Authorisation 

should be issued. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.27 Standard, 31: Needs to be amended to also include Wattle 

Crane and Grey Crowned Crane. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 



78 

 

 3.7.28 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A1, 

Terrestrial Ecology, A1.2: It is suggested that ‘Least Concern’ 

should be removed, as an ecosystem with threat status of 

Least Concern is not considered as being a threatened 

ecosystem. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.29 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A1, 

Terrestrial Ecology, A1.2: It is suggested that both the 

threatened species and the habitats of the species should be 

avoided. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.30 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A1, 

Terrestrial Ecology, A1.3: Need to look at potential loss of 

species as well as their habitat. Routing engineering solutions 

needs to also consider how to avoid the species and / or its 

habitat. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.31 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A1, 

Terrestrial Ecology, A1.3: Mitigation measures should not 

include biodiversity offsets. It is put forward that the decision 

required to determine an adequate biodiversity offset 

surpasses the limits of a Norms and Standards and cannot be 

undertaken under a S24(2)(d) process. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.32 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A1, 

Terrestrial Ecology, A1.3: Needs to be clear on what process 

should be followed if the mitigation measures (excluding the 

offset option) are not acceptable. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.7.33 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A.5 

Avifauna, A.5.12(iv): Standard should be amended to include 

Southern Bald Ibis, Secretary Birds and all Bustard species, 

not just the specified Kori Bustard species. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.34 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A.5 

Avifauna, A.5.12(vii): The routing of the powerline should be 

the first option undertaken, thus the Standard should be 

amended to state that ‘Re-route the power line in order to 

avoid the impact and risk on potential collision risk areas.’ 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.35 Standard, Appendix A- Environmental specifications, A.7 

Visual: Need to specify that a protected area and the tourism 

facilities within the protected area must be identified as a 

sensitive visual receptor where the proposed corridor/ route 

falls within 5km of a protected area and 10km of a world 

heritage site. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.7.36 Standard, Appendix B, format of Environmental specialist 

concluding statements: The specialist per theme are required 

to indicate whether there is any residual risk and if so whether 

such risk is acceptable. They are further required to provide a 

concluding statement on whether the development can 

proceed. As noted previously, the standards need to provide 

the process that must be followed if it is determined by one or 

more of the specialists that the residual risk is not acceptable 

and it is their opinion that development can’t proceed. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.7.37 Standard, Appendix C- Generic process flow diagram: The 

flow diagram needs to set out the process for when the 

standards can’t be met and / or if it is determined by one or 

more of the specialists that the residual risk is not acceptable 

and it is their opinion that the development can’t proceed. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

3.8 BirdLife SA 
c/o M. Lewis 
Policy and Advocacy 
Programme Manager 
Email: 
info@birdlife.org.za  

   

 3.8.1 Standard: BirdLife South Africa recognises the need for South 

Africa’s transmission system to be developed and expanded 

to meet changing electricity demand and energy generation 

requirements. We do not, however, support measures to 

expedite such development and expansion if these occur at 

the environment’s expense. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.2 Standard, Procedural Requirements, Chapter 2: BirdLife 

South Africa’s most significant procedural concern relates to 

competent authorities’ registration decisions. The Standard 

explains that, upon receipt of a registration form and 

supporting documents, the competent authority “must issue a 

registration number or if the information is incomplete, indicate 

to the proponent that the submission is incomplete and identify 

the outstanding information” (pg 12). From this wording, it 

appears that the competent authority does not have the 

discretion to reject the proposed route and refuse to register 

the project (e.g. where it is evident from the environmental 

sensitivity report that the mitigation hierarchy was poorly 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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applied and that the project would have an unacceptable 

negative impact on the environment). If it is intended that 

competent authorities will retain such discretion, this needs to 

be made explicit. If not, BirdLife South Africa strongly opposes 

this approach, and does not consider it capable of achieving 

the Standard’s stated purpose of ensuring sustainable 

development and compliance with the National Environmental 

Management Act’s section 2 principles and duty of care. 

 3.8.3 Standard, Procedural Requirements, Chapter 2: We similarly 

oppose the proposition that, where a site specific 

Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) is 

necessary, this need not be submitted to the competent 

authority for approval (pg 8-9). BirdLife South Africa objects to 

this lack of oversight by the competent authority. We note that 

the site specific EMPr must be included in the environmental 

sensitivity report and urge that the Standard explicitly 

mandate the competent authority to require the revision and 

resubmission of this EMPr where it is inadequate. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.4 Standard, Procedural Requirements, Chapter 2: For those 

instances in which a site specific EMPr is necessary, the 

Standard should (on pg. 11) specify that the site specific EMPr 

be finalised taking into consideration comments received 

during the public participation process. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.5 Standard, Procedural Requirements, Chapter 2: The 

Standard (pg. 10 and Step 4 on pg. 28) currently refers to the 

Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) preparing a 

preliminary database of possible stakeholders and interested 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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and affected parties (I&APs) “along the proposed route”. This 

is nonsensical, since identification of the proposed route only 

occurs in Step 6. Moreover, while the Standard already 

specifies that relevant NGOs and CBOs must be consulted, it 

should additionally require consultation with relevant 

provincial conservation authorities. 

 3.8.6 Standard, Procedural Requirements, Chapter 2: The 

Standard currently only requires the proponent to appoint an 

EAP after the preliminary corridor has been identified (pg. 10). 

Given the Standard’s emphasis of the mitigation hierarchy and 

the importance of this step in ensuring adequate avoidance, 

we suggest that the proponent be required (or at least 

encouraged) to involve an EAP in the identification of the 

preliminary corridor. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.7 Standard, Assessment and Mitigation of Avifaunal Impacts: 

The notice through which the Standard was published 

explains that the Standard was developed based on two SEA 

processes. BirdLife South Africa was responsible for peer-

reviewing the Avifauna Specialist Report for the second of 

these SEAs and we were satisfied with the manner in which it 

was conducted. However, we are deeply concerned that many 

of the mitigation and best practice measures recommended 

by the report are not reflected in the Standard itself. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.8 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: 

Paragraphs 28-29 only require that breeding habitat be 

buffered for Blue Swallows, Cape Vultures and White-backed 

Vultures. We do not consider it acceptable to require that 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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nests only be buffered for these species. The above-

mentioned Avifauna Specialist Report (which only considered 

the species present in the proposed corridor extensions) 

recommended a 2.5 km buffer for the nests of the following 

additional species: Black Stork, Blue Crane, Martial Eagle, 

Verreaux’s Eagle, Southern Ground Hornbill, Grey Crowned 

Crane, Wattled Crane, Southern Bald Ibis, Bateleur, Lappet-

faced Vulture, Marabou Stork, Martial Eagle, Secretary bird, 

Tawny Eagle, White-headed Vulture, African Crowned Eagle, 

Banded Snake Eagle, and Pels Fishing Owl. Buffering is also 

desirable to reduce impacts on other species of conservation 

concern, such as Bearded Vultures, during breeding. The 

General Environmental Principles should be amended to 

reflect this. 

 3.8.9 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: 

Where the buffering of nests is not possible, other measures 

need to be employed to manage impacts on breeding birds. 

The only species in respect of which the Standard explicitly 

recognises this are Cape Vultures and White-backed 

Vultures. This requirement therefore needs to be framed in a 

more broadly applicable manner. It should also encourage 

temporal avoidance by timing construction (and relevant post-

construction) activities to avoid critical periods of the breeding 

cycle. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.10 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: For 

Blue Swallows specifically, it is crucial to protect not only 

breeding sites but also foraging habitat. BirdLife South Africa 

opposes the routing of power lines through either breeding or 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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foraging habitat for this species and recommends that the 2.5 

km buffer additionally be applied to foraging areas. 

 3.8.11 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: 

Vulture restaurants are not specific to particular species, as is 

suggested in paragraphs 29-30. We therefore recommend 

that the General Environmental Principles provide that all 

vulture restaurants be avoided by a 5 km buffer. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.12 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: While 

we support the firm language used in paragraph 31, we are 

concerned that this paragraph is framed to protect only a 

selection of the species for which mitigation measures were 

proposed in the 2019 SEA. The Avifauna Specialist Report 

additionally recommended that powerline routing be avoided 

within 500 m of the edge of waterbodies found to be suitable 

for Pink-backed Pelican, Grey Crowned Crane, Wattled 

Crane, Saddle-billed Stork, and Yellow-billed Stork. We urge 

that the paragraph be amended to specify more broadly that 

the power line alignment shall not be located within 500m of 

the edge of waterbodies found to be suitable for species 

typically impacted upon by power lines (with a list of examples 

potentially provided). 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.13 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: While 

both SEAs highlight the threat of bird mortalities through 

electrocution, the Standard is silent on measures aimed at 

addressing this impact. The General Environmental Principles 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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should explicitly require that electrocutions be avoided 

through the use of only bird-friendly power line designs. 

 3.8.14 Standard, Chapter 3: General Environmental Principles: Both 

Chapter 3 and Appendix A refer to ‘site verification’ without 

defining this term, describing the process required, or 

explaining whether/how it differs from ‘site inspection’. Please 

could this be clarified in the Standard. In particular, if the 

Standard envisages site sensitivity verification to confirm the 

sensitivities identified by the national web-based 

environmental screening tool or other datasets, then this 

needs to be made more explicit. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.15 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Sub-section 12(a) 

assumes that the proposed route has already been identified, 

rather than describing the process that the avifaunal specialist 

must apply in assessing alternative routes within the 

preliminary corridor. Page 42 of the 2019 SEA’s Avifauna 

Specialist Report recommends that a 2 km buffer zone be 

drawn around the centre line of each assessment corridor. In 

line with this recommendation, sub-section 12(a) should begin 

“A 2 km buffer must be drawn on either side of the centre line 

of each assessment corridor falling within the preliminary 

corridor.”: 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.16 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Given the potential for 

many of the data sources listed in sub-section 12(b)(i) to 

contain outdated information, we urge that this sub-section 

additionally require the avifaunal specialist to consult the 

relevant provincial conservation authorities, as well as local 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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experts and NGOs, during the planning phase. We further 

suggest that the value of the screening tool be reiterated in 

this sub-section. 

 3.8.17 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Sub-section 12(b)(ii) 

should additionally require the avifaunal specialist to identify 

likely flight paths (e.g. between breeding sites, roost and 

foraging areas) for species typically impacted upon by power 

lines. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.18 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Regarding sub-section 

12(b)(iii)’s requirement that the avifaunal specialist rely on the 

most recent iteration of SABAP, it needs to be borne in mind 

that the long-term funding for SABAP2 is currently uncertain. 

While we are currently supportive of this sub-section, it may 

therefore need to be amended in the future so that specialists 

are not required to rely on outdated information. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.19 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Sub-section 12(b)(iv)’s 

mention of identifying certain species ‘as a minimum’ could 

potentially be interpreted as permitting the specialist to 

disregard other species, provided that those explicitly listed by 

the sub-section are considered. This language should 

therefore be removed/rephrased. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.20 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Sub-section 12(b)(v) does 

not specify the duration, season or extent of planning phase 

monitoring for high risk areas. The sub-section should 

therefore be elaborated so that monitoring accounts for 

seasonal changes in species’ behaviour and abundance. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.8.21 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: In terms of sub-section 

13(a), the need to conduct nest searches is only triggered if 

the proposed route does not avoid potential collision risk 

areas. Moreover, the sub-section appears only to require the 

search of habitat within potential collision risk areas. This is 

insufficient for avoiding disturbance and displacement of 

breeding birds and is inconsistent with the recommendations 

of the 2019 SEA’s Avifauna Specialist Report (pg. 43). We 

urge that an independent paragraph be added, requiring that 

the servitude, and the areas immediately adjacent thereto, be 

inspected to identify nests of species of conservation concern 

and that this occur before any clearing of vegetation 

commences and in addition to any nest surveys conducted 

during the planning phase. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.22 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: In addition, we consider it 

insufficient for the Standard simply to require that the nests 

identified ‘must be monitored during each survey’. As we have 

already stressed above, appropriate measures need to be 

identified for managing impacts on breeding birds and the 

developer must be required to implement these. Although this 

is recognised in the Generic EMPr, the management actions 

identified in that document are very broadly framed (the 

recently-published generic EMPr for gas pipeline 

infrastructure is considerably more comprehensive in this 

regard). Impacts on breeding pairs of species of conservation 

concern should, where possible, be avoided by buffering their 

nests or (where this is not feasible) timing construction 

activities to avoid critical phases of the breeding cycle. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.8.23 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Is it envisaged that the 

locations of roosts and colonies will be confirmed during the 

site verification process referred to in sub-section 12(ii)? If not, 

we recommend that subsection 13(a)(vii) explicitly require the 

confirmation of such locations. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.24 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Given that the risk of 

mortalities can be affected by season, we do not consider the 

four months of post-construction inspections required by sub-

section 15 to be sufficient. 

Ideally, monthly inspections should be conducted for a full 

year post-construction (or at least in both the wet and the dry 

seasons). 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.25 Standard, Appendix A: Section A5: Why does the Standard 

not identify specifications for the operations, rehabilitation and 

post closure phases? The 2019 SEA’s Avifauna Specialist 

Report (pg. 44-45) identifies a variety of best practices for 

assessing and mitigating impacts on avifauna during these 

phases, most of which are not reflected in either the Standard 

or the Generic EMPr. Even when read together, the 

requirements in these documents therefore fail adequately to 

address avifaunal impacts throughout the project’s lifespan. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.8.26 Standard, Appendix B: Section B4: Unless it is envisaged that 

the site inspection will cover the entire proposed route, we 

suggest that sub-section 33 also require the avifaunal 

specialist to specify the precise location and extent of the 

inspection. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 3.8.27 Standard: Although, in principle, BirdLife South Africa 

recognises the potential value of adopting a streamlined 

approval procedure that is specifically tailored to electricity 

grid infrastructure, any such procedure needs to provide for 

robust assessment and mitigation of environmental impacts 

and appropriate oversight by competent authorities. For the 

reasons described above, we do not agree that the current 

version of the Standard does this. We therefore do not support 

the Standard in its current form and object to it replacing 

environmental authorisation requirements within existing and 

new strategic transmission corridors. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

3.9 DEA&DP Western 
Cape 
c/o Kayleen Marhota 
Tel: 021 483 8323 

   

 3.9.1 Standard, General: This Department commented on previous 

versions of the proposed standard and questioned if a 

standard is the appropriate instrument to be used. 

This concern is still valid as the proposed standard appears to 

be providing an alternative assessment process. This 

Department is concerned that the intention of Standards in 

terms of section 24(2)(d) and section 24(10) of NEMA was not 

to set in place an alternative (standard) assessment process, 

but to apply a set of specifications (rules) to situations were 

such specifications, rather than an assessment, is adequate 

to deal with impacts. In other words, standards are to set 

specifications in place that negate the need for assessment of 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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impacts – it should not be used to set in place an alternative 

assessment mechanism. 

This Department is concerned that the proposed standard is 

being applied to a situation where there may be outstanding 

impacts to be assessed. The placement of a powerline within 

a 100km wide corridor (even with the SEA providing some 

baseline information), may still result in significant impacts. In 

such instances, the application of a standard is not 

appropriate. 

This Department maintains that standards should set in place 

standard rules (specifications) rather than an alternative, 

standard assessment process. The reference to an 

assessment process is based on the presence of, inter alia, 

the following aspects: 

 sensitivity report based on the inputs from specialists 

 following the mitigation hierarchy 

 Public participation/negotiation 

This Department maintains that the placement of a powerline 

within a 100km wide corridor (even with the SEA providing 

some baseline information), may still result in significant 

impacts. In such instances, the application of a standard is not 

appropriate. 

Whilst this Department acknowledges that the application of a 

standard may require specialist involvement insofar as 

specialists can confirm the presence/absence of an impact or 
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sensitivity (within the context of the strategic information 

provided - i.e. the SEA), the compilation of a sensitivity report 

and determination of mitigation measures in instances where 

impacts are unavoidable, constitute an assessment and not 

the application of a standard. 

 3.9.2 Standard, General: What happens if negotiations in the case 

of “sensitive visual receptors” fails, or any other impact cannot 

be avoided? This constitutes and impact where a decision 

maker must consider the costs and benefits and determine if 

the trade-off is acceptable (i.e. “...Determine whether this loss 

is acceptable…If the loss is not acceptable, minimize the 

footprint of the EGI and recommend mitigation measures…” 

It is maintained that the above is not consistent with the 

application of a standard. 

Although the possible involvement of specialists in the 

application of a standard is acknowledged, this Department is 

concerned that the level of assessment referred to above, is 

not consistent with the application of a standard. 

 Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.9.3 Standard, General: The Standard makes no reference to 

climate change considerations. The anticipated increase in 

the severity of extreme weather and climate events must be 

factored into the risk management process and planning for 

these types of developments. 

We are experiencing an increase in court judgements with 

regard to the lack of climate change considerations included 

in development decisions. There is a need to include climate 

It is strongly suggested that the 
Standard include specific 
reference of the requirement to 
include studies into climate 
change considerations that may 
affect the proposed development 
as well the impact that the 
development will have on the site 
and / or region. 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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change risks and impacts on the proposed development as 

well as the impacts that the development will have on a site or 

region. 

 3.9.4 Standard, Page 7, Section 1.3: The scope of the Standard 

makes reference to Activities 11 and 47 of Listing Notice 1 and 

Activity 9 of Listing Notice 2. No reference is made to future 

notices to be published in terms of section 24(2) of NEMA. 

Also, it is suggested to include the following additional 

possible listed activities: 

In terms of vegetation clearing, activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 

and in terms of construction in close proximity to a 

watercourse, activities 12 and 19 of Listing Notice 1. 

It is suggested that the phrase 
“and subsequent Notices 
published in terms of section 
24(2) of NEMA applicable to the 
development of such 
infrastructure.” be included in the 
section. 
 
Suggest including additional 
possible listed activities. 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 3.9.5 Standard, Page 8, Section 1.4: This section states that “This 

standard does not apply to the development of substations 

and in this regard the provisions of the NEMA EIA Regulations 

must be complied with. In addition, should more than 10% of 

the infrastructure fall outside of the Strategic Transmission 

Corridor, the standard does not apply and the requirements of 

the NEMA EIA Regulations instead apply to the entire 

development.” 

This Department does not support the application of the 

standard outside the SEA corridor as this constitutes an 

exclusion without a strategic context to substantiate such an 

exclusion. The standard can only apply within the SEA 

corridor. 

It is recommended to amend the 
section to read as follows: 
“In addition, should any part 
[more than 10%] of the 
infrastructure fall outside of the 
Strategic Transmission Corridor, 
the standard does not apply and 
the requirements of the NEMA 
EIA Regulations instead apply to 
the entire development.” 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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Whilst the intention may be to only cater for minor deviations, 

this legislates for the ability to apply the standard to substantial 

areas (e.g. 100km of an 1000km line). This is not acceptable. 

 3.9.6 Standard, Page 8, Section 1.5: According to this section, the 

two Generic EMPrs, as part of the 2016 Electricity Grid 

Infrastructure (“EGI”) Strategic Environmental Assessment, 

applies to all overhead and substation electricity transmission 

and distribution infrastructure as contained in the 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 (as 

amended). This does not make allowance for subsequent 

notices to be published in terms of section 24(2) of NEMA. 

It is suggested that the phrase 
“and subsequent Notices 
published in terms of section 
24(2) of NEMA applicable to the 
development of such 
infrastructure.” be included in the 
section. 

Standard is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 
4. Gas corridors, procedure and Generic EMPr for Gas (with a deadline for comment of 17 August 2020) 

4.1 Sasol South Africa Ltd    

4.1.

1 

c/o Ruth Terblanche 
Lead Policy Analyst: 
Climate Change, Air 
Quality and 
Biodiversity 
Tel. 010 344 5000 

   

 4.1.1.1 Sasol views gas as a vital and strategic bridge to a lower 

carbon economy at company and country level. A global trend 

in transitioning to a lower carbon economy involves replacing 

coal with gas in energy generation and chemical production. 

Gas-based energy is used to support intermittent energy from 

Flexibility may be required to 
address the misalignment. 
Additionally, coordinated effort is 
required between DEFF and 
other government departments 
with various infrastructure 

The support to the gas pipeline is noted. The phases are 
purely representative of a name and have no relevance to 
the actual phasing of a pipeline should one be built. The 
phasing of construction will be based on an economic case 
at the time.  
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renewables, especially in the current situation where large-

scale storage of renewable energy is still in a developmental 

phase. 

The strategic gas pipeline corridors as reflected in GN 788 are 

supported however, the phased approach may not 

necessarily align with the actual infrastructure development 

requirements. 

development plans as part of 
post COVID-19 economic 
recovery. 

4.4 EWT    

4.4.

1 

c/o Ian Little 
Senior Manager: 
Habitats 
Tel:  011 372 3600 
Email: 
ewt@ewt.org.za  

   

 4.4.1.1 The EWT understands the need for large scale electricity 

infrastructure and especially linked to renewable energy 

development. The proposed corridors however are far too 

extensive in geographic scale to comment on in any 

meaningful way and the potential impacts of these associated 

infrastructure within these corridors is far too diverse to 

comprehend or address through tangible comment. The EWT 

has national level data covering all threatened vertebrates 

including Species Distribution Modelling for all of these as 

contributed to the national environmental screening tool and 

therefor the EWT can provide critical guidance in the 

placement and planning of any proposed transmission 

Given that we do not feel that 
commenting on the placement of 
these broad corridors is feasible 
or even realistic we would like to 
offer our assistance prior to any 
decision making process about 
actual infrastructure placement 
and we would like to strongly 
recommend that the data that the 
EWT offers be incorporated be 
utilized prior to or during any 
scoping phase towards 
infrastructure placement. 

The comment is noted. The offer of data is welcomed and 
the Department has confirmed that the data is already 
loaded onto the screening tool. The species data is relevant 
to EGI, renewable energy projects and any other project for 
which an EA is required.  

mailto:ewt@ewt.org.za
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pipeline infrastructure in accordance with the principles of the 

mitigation hierarchy.  

4.5 SAN Parks    

4.5.

1 

c/o Kristal Maze 
General Manager: 
Park Planning 
Tel: 012 426 5000 

Gas pipeline    

 4.5.1.1 The map we have provided below shows the location of the 

national parks and buffer zones, as they have been defined in 

the approved Park Management Plans, in relation to the 

pipeline corridor. It is of concern to SANParks that some 

National Parks and extensive section of their buffer zones are 

located totally or partially within the proposed 100 km wide 

Gas Pipeline Network. We wish to ensure that the up to date 

information on park and buffer zone boundaries has been 

used and if required corrected in the sensitivity mapping. 

The correct buffer zone and park boundary maps can be made 

available immediately as required. 

Map has been provided with the 
comment. 

The most up to date park boundaries and buffers were 
included in the study. Due to the vast size of the corridors 
i.e. 100km it is impossible to avoid all park boundaries and 
buffers, but this does not mean that the current restrictions 
do not apply. There is no development allowed in protected 
areas unless the developer is the management agency 
itself. Buffer zones are not yet protected and therefore do 
not have the same status of a proclaimed area although they 
have been identified as having a very high environmental 
sensitivity. It would not be possible to exclude development 
based on a proposed buffer, also noting the vast area of the 
buffer zones, but due to their high sensitivity rating a 
stringent specialist assessment is required which will also 
require a motivation as to why these buffers could not be 
avoided. In all probability only one transmission line would 
need to be erected within a corridor, and a pinch point 
exercise was undertaken as part of the SEA which identified 
if it was possible to erect one transmission line without 
encountering a sensitive environment.  

 4.5.1.2 SANParks supports the mitigation measures mentioned in 
Section 5.1 during the planning stage, especially the faunal 
and plant species assessments prior to the final selection and 

 The comment is noted.  
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laying out of the pipeline route. SANParks takes note of the 
web based National Environmental Screening Tool. 
 

 4.5.1.3 SANParks recommends that pipeline infrastructure is not 

considered for construction in national parks, park expansion 

footprints and buffer zones, as it appears in the approved Park 

Management Plans. We further request that SANParks be 

engaged as an interested and affected party at the individual 

project stages. 

 It is not intended that any pipeline would be routed through 
a national park the current restriction on development within 
protected areas is not affected by these corridors. 
SANParks would be identified as a stakeholder should any 
line go within an identified buffer of the park as this would 
be identified as a sensitive environment on the screening 
tool.  

 4.5.1.4 Page 12: 10 Km buffer around World Heritage Sites, National 

Parks or buffers received from SANParks. 

Supported, please confirm 
correctness of the buffer zone 
maps 

The map is at a very large scale on the gazetted notice. The 
boundaries are identified on the screening tool and a more 
refined view can be obtained which will show that the buffer 
around WHS have been identified and are identified as a 
very high sensitivity.  

 4.5.1.5 Page 935: Aligning the proposed pipeline routings to follow 
existing disturbance corridors presents an (environmental) 
opportunity. 
 

Supported. Support is noted. 

 4.5.1.6 Page 1049: Sensitivity ratings assigned to important 

environmental features of the Desert, Succulent Karoo and 

Nama Karoo biomes in the proposed gas corridor phases (i.e. 

Phases 6, 5, 1, 2, Inland and 7). 

Supported. Support is noted. 

 4.5.1.7 Page 1050: Sensitivity ratings assigned to important 

environmental features of the Fynbos biome in the proposed 

gas corridor phases (i.e. Phases 6, 5, 1, 2, Inland, and 7). 

Supported. Support is noted. 

 4.5.1.8 Page 1094: The Western Cape conservation planners have 

provided some specific constraints for certain activities or 

developments – pipeline routes are not acceptable in CBA 1s 

We support that pipeline routes 
are not acceptable in Protected 
Areas and CBA1s and that the 
pipeline route is aligned with 

Support is noted.  
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in terms of the land-use guidelines in the WCBSP (Pool-

Stanvliet et al., 2017). Similarly, crossing of formal protected 

areas will only be considered if the pipeline route is aligned 

with other linear features already in the protected area. These 

constraints are considered best practice and should be 

applied in all provinces. 

other linear features already in 
the protected area if no 
alternatives are available, in all 
provinces. 

 4.5.1.9 Page 1180 

A proclaimed national or provincial park should be regarded 

as a potential no-go area. 

Supported. Support is noted. 

 4.5.1.10 Page 1853 

Spatial and economic planning must provide a balanced 

approach to support growth in the economy, planned 

settlement growth, and the provision and maintenance of 

strategic infrastructure, whilst at the same time protecting 

ecologically sensitive areas and critical ecological 

infrastructure. 

Supported, especially the 
protection of critical ecological 
infrastructure. 

Support is noted. 

 4.5.1.11 Page 131: Strategic Water Source Areas (SWSAs) - Surface 

and Groundwater was included as a Feature Category in the 

sensitivity mapping. 

Supported. Support is noted. 

4.6 April Gehle    

 4.6.1 Climate change: Climate change is a real and serious threat 

facing the whole of humanity. South Africa will not be working 

toward fulfilling their commitment to the Paris Agreement to 

 The energy mix is determined through the Integrated 
Resource Plan 2030 which is prepared by the Department 
of Energy and which is consulted widely through its 
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counter climate change by laying the infrastructure for a gas 

pipeline. Therefore, indicating the intended production of gas, 

infrastructure development is therefore seen as an enabler for 

offshore and onshore exploration. As stated in the introduction 

paragraph of the CSIR NATIONAL DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS’ (DEA) STRATEGIC 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (SEA) FOR A PHASED 

GAS PIPELINE NETWORK AND EXPANSION OF THE 

ELECTRICITY GRID INFRASTRUCTURE IN SOUTH 

AFRICA. BACKGROUND INFORMATION DOCUMENT  

The extraction, production and transportation of such gas will 

be detrimental to the environment and to human well- being 

and will not enable South Africa to meet its climate change 

commitments. 

development process. The plan must balance a number of 
national priorities. The Integrated Resources Plan is 
adopted by Cabinet and sets the energy direction of the 
country. The offshore and onshore exploration for gas is an 
objective of government and is specifically identified in the 
Oceans Phakisa.  
 
The process that the Department has undertaken is to, 
within the ambit of the Integrated Resources Plan, enable a 
pipeline should such a pipeline ever be required taking into 
account the identification and avoidance of highly sensitive 
environments.  

 4.6.2 Lack of trust: In these current times of on- going investigations 

into a variety of government departments and state owned 

enterprises I do not believe it is possible or pertinent to place 

ones trust in the relevant government departments.  

Information coming to light in these enquiries makes it difficult 

to believe that proper, legal and ethical decisions will be made 

in relation to the proposed EGI development. Particularly in 

the light of the above; the regulation to exempt the 

development of linear infrastructure associated with energy 

provision, including a gas pipeline network and electricity grid 

infrastructure, from environmental authorization, in order to 

streamline the authorization process. In my opinion gives 

 Your view is noted but not supported. The development of a 
pipeline will be required to be preceded by an environmental 
impact assessment which would be subjected to public 
consultation. All relevant issues will be able to be addressed 
through this process.  
 
There is no intention to exempt the development of gas 
pipeline infrastructure from the need have an environmental 
authorisation prior to commencement. For an EGI, should 
the standard for the development of overhead power lines 
be gazetted for implementation, a consultation process is 
still required as part of the standard and there is a rigorous 
process that must be followed and specialists are required 
to be part of that process.  
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further reason not to trust the process will be open, fair and 

legitimate.  

In fact, the process will favour the Oil and Gas industry and 

prejudice the general public and small organizations and 

communities who oppose such developments. This bias 

toward the Oil and Gas industry and prejudice toward those 

who wish to object can also be found in the Draft Amendments 

Mineral & Petroleum Resources Development Regulations 

(Government Gazette 28 Nov.  No. 42870. Regulation 

Gazette No 11009  Volume 653). 

The Oil and Gas industry do not have an excellent record of 

addressing the best interests of indigenous peoples or of 

preserving the environment, as can be evidenced in on-going 

court cases throughout the world.   

 
 
Public comment is the right of all citizens of South Africa, if 
the concerns are valid they must be considered through the 
EIA process. If any stakeholder is aggrieved by the decision 
made by the competent authority in both the implementation 
of a standard as well as if an EIA process applied, an appeal 
can be launched without cost.  
 
 
 
 
 
All new gas pipeline developments are required to 
undertake an EIA process which will address the concerns 
of all citizens of South Africa, and where this is not done an 
appeal against a decision can be launched.  

 4.6.3 Economics: From the perspective of the Government gas is 

viewed as an energy source to be used in the transition to a 

low carbon economy of energy and the increased use of 

renewable energy sources.  

How can spending so much money on a project to be used for 

temporary transitory purposes be justified? Gas is not 

renewable; it is a finite resource. In my opinion it would be 

more economically viable to invest now in renewable energy 

and support Independent Power Producers. 

Our current infrastructure is not set up for delivering gas to 

households in South Africa, be they affluent or poverty 

stricken, cities or rural areas.  Thus more huge expenditure is 

  
 
 
 
 
Please refer to the response in #4.6.1. 
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to be created by this project to provide a finite and 

environmentally detrimental energy source.      

I suggest that finances earmarked for this project would be 

better invested in authentic renewable energy resources. 

 
 
 
The identification of planning corridors does not mean that 
a pipeline will be developed. A pipeline will only be 
developed should there be a proven business case. Such a 
business case would consider, amongst others, the costs of 
alternatives.  

4.8 Paper Manufacturers 
Association of South 
Africa 

   

4.8.

1 

c/o Jane Molony 
Executive Director 
Tel: 011 803 5063 
Email: 
Info@pamsa.co.za  
 

   

 4.8.1.1 We would like to request: Detailed information on a higher 

resolution map, showing towns and major roads, that can be 

opened on computers without GIS software and programs so 

we can determine the exact route of gas pipelines and 

distance from our factories with thermal demand. 

 A national web based environmental screening tool is 
available for use by any person, the location of the corridors 
will be identified on the screening tool and an investigation 
can be undertaken at a very fine scale on the screening tool 
depending on the needs of your clients. The use of the 
screening tool is free of charge. The screening tool can be 
accessed at:  

https://screening.environment.gov.za  
 

 4.8.1.2 We would like to request: Timelines for construction of the 

pipelines and the different phases of the project. 

 The corridors are for planning purposes only. The 
development of a pipeline or a portion of a pipeline would 
need to be determined by the business case and would be 
subject to individual applications still to be submitted by 
proponents.  

mailto:Info@pamsa.co.za
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 4.8.1.3 We would like to request: Notification of pipeline operators 

and/or gas retailers with contact details so we as PAMSA can 

express interest in receiving information and communications 

on pricing and availability of gas. 

 Please see the response to #4.8.1.2 

 4.8.1.4 We would like to request: What is the maximum distance from 

the main pipeline where an off-taker could be situated and still 

be able to get gas from the pipeline? Is there a cost per km to 

connect to the main gas pipeline available as yet? 

 The actual location of the pipeline has not been determined 
as yet. The corridors are merely for planning purposes. 
Should a business case for a pipeline or a portion of a 
pipeline be made, the actual location of the pipeline will be 
determined.  

 4.8.1.5 We would like to request: Feedback on whether offtake of gas 

from the pipeline would be available and financially viable in 

Barberton, Bellville, Epping, Felixton (Richards Bay area), 

Kliprivier, Mandini, Ngodwana, Piet Retief, Pinetown, Stanger, 

Springs, and Umkomaas 

 Please see the response to #4.8.1.4 

 4.8.1.6 We would also like to note that the industrial demand analysis 

included in the Strategic Environmental Assessment for the 

Development of a Phased Gas Pipeline Network in South 

Africa seems to only consider a very limited section of South 

African industry when discussing industrial demand. This 

could mean that the planned pipeline routing may not be 

optimal for industrial off-takers countrywide. The paper and 

packaging industry is not considered, and the only reference 

to the paper industry is in a single CSIR comment. 

Furthermore, in the industrial report for KZN only Mondi’s 

paper mill in Kwa-Zulu Natal is mentioned; ignoring a number 

of other paper mills in the province. 

 The strategic assessment process included several focus 
group meetings with the bulk energy users group who 
assisted in determining the routing. There was also 
discussion with provincial and local authorities to determine 
priority gas users. If there is a route that has been missed 
and required by the paper and packaging industry, then 
please can this request be made formally to the Director- 
General of the Department for consideration.  
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4.9 Eskom    

4.9.

1 

c/o John Geeringh 
Senior Consultant 
Environmental 
Management 
 
Land and Rights 
 
Eskom Transmission 
Division 
Tel:  011 516 7233 
Email:   
john.geeringh@esko
m.co.za  

   

 4.9.1.1 Scope related to 90% inside the corridor, 10% outside the 

corridor split: 

I understand the concern for the environment, however the 

90% defeats the objective of easing the process. 

I would recommend that the 
larger part (51%) inside the 
corridor should suffice to 
downscale the process to a Basic 
Assessment. During a BA 
process the same specialist 
studies can be done as during an 
EIA process. The only change is 
the production of a Scoping 
Report and an additional round of 
public participation. However, in 
this case there will also be a pre-
negotiated route. 

The EGI procedures are not considered for this round of 
gazetting  

4.1

0 

Adrian Armstrong via 
Dear South Africa 

The following amendments should be included in the 

GENERIC Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) 

for Gas Pipeline Infrastructure 2020: 

  

mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
mailto:john.geeringh@eskom.co.za
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 4.10.1 3.1 Terrestrial Ecology – Flora and Fauna 

Impact Management Actions: 

3. Identify and map the following features that fall within the 

pipeline route, right-of-way, and areas for all other associated 

infrastructure. This must be undertaken in consultation with 

local fauna and flora experts: 

a. threatened (Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN), 

and Vulnerable (VU)), rare and range restricted species and 

their habitats; 

b. location, extent and ecological condition of natural 

vegetation and the threat status of each vegetation type 

present; 

c. natural forest areas; 

d. protected trees; and 

e. protected plant species. 

Rationale: Species depend on their habitats, the environment, 

and the presence of co-occurring species for survival. 

Mapping the positions of species of conservation concern on 

any particular occasion(s) is not sufficient to ensure the 

survival of the population of the species on the site(s). The 

habitats of these species at the site(s) needs to be mapped 

 The EMPR is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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and those habitats avoided when siting the infrastructure. 

(See Impact Management Actions 6.). Also, the conservation 

status of the vegetation types mapped on the site(s) is critical 

for ensuring avoidance of disturbance of threatened 

vegetation by the infrastructure. 

 4.10.2 Where areas have been identified and confirmed as natural, 

semi natural or degraded areas of CR and EN ecosystem 

types, and CR and EN vegetation types in other ecosystem 

types, they should be avoided completely and not be directly 

impacted by the project footprint. Threatened vegetation types 

that require burning for their existence also must be avoided. 

Rationale: Critically Endangered and Endangered vegetation 

types may occur in non-threatened ecosystems. It is 

necessary for South Africa to conserve its threatened 

vegetation types to ensure that they do not go extinct. The 

vegetation type could also be used as a surrogate for 

threatened plant species habitats. Fire is required to maintain 

certain vegetation types and habitats but burning is 

incompatible with gas (and fuel) pipelines. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.10.3 6. Plan the placement of infrastructure in such a way that 

areas identified as Very High sensitivity (confirmed habitat of 

species of Species of Conservation Concern (SCCs)) or High 

sensitivity (confirmed locality and habitat of threatened 

species) are avoided. If avoidance is not possible, suitable 

engineering solutions must be used to traverse these areas. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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Rationale: Species depend on their habitats, the environment, 

and the presence of co-occurring species for survival. 

Mapping the positions of species of conservation concern 

recorded on any particular occasion(s) is not sufficient to 

ensure the survival of the population of the species on the 

site(s). The habitats of these species at the site(s) needs to 

be mapped and those habitats avoided when siting the 

infrastructure. Just to know a site is a locality for one or more 

threatened species does not indicate where on the site the 

populations of those species occur, and therefore which areas 

to avoid when siting the infrastructure. 

 4.10.4 24. Design and compile a monitoring plan that collects data, 

which can detect, for example, trends and undesirable 

outcomes in time for remedial action to be taken. The following 

should be considered: 

a. The establishment of a baseline prior to construction to 

ensure that changes are documented and compared to areas 

not affected by the construction; 

b. For Fynbos, Renosterveld and Grassland, the most basic 

monitoring would be to track fire incidence, i.e. how frequently 

a given area burns in a fire. Fire occurrence data are available 

from 2000 onwards and can be used to determine the 

historical fire frequency (and season). This information can be 

used to determine whether fire occurrences are changing as 

a result of the pipeline development. Burning of vegetation 

types that require fire for survival as that vegetation type must 

be done at appropriate frequencies and intensities, including 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 



106 

 

to maintain populations of animals that require burning of the 

vegetation for survival there. Fire should not be excluded 

owing to the presence of a gas (or fuel) pipeline nearby. 

c. Individual threatened terrestrial species-level monitoring 

(flora and fauna). A monitoring programme and monitoring 

methods most suited to the species of concern at the site(s) 

should be developed in consultation with experts on those 

species. Appropriate and timely remedial actions should be 

implemented when monitoring indicates inappropriate 

sustained movement of numbers away from the targets set for 

the species, to prevent the loss of species from the site(s). 

Rationale: Fire is a critical ecosystem process for the 

maintenance of certain types of vegetation and populations of 

fire-adapted animal and plant species. The siting of the gas 

pipelines and infrastructure should not curtail fire in fire-

dependent ecosystems, vegetation types and habitats. 

Monitoring of species is a waste of time and resources if timely 

remedial action is not taken to prevent the extirpation of those 

species from the site(s) 

 4.10.5 5.4 Terrestrial Ecology – Flora and Fauna 

Impact Management Outcomes: Impact to fauna and flora is 

avoided or mitigated during the operational phase.  

Rationale: Impacts to flora of conservation concern need to be 

avoided also. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.10.6 Impact Management Actions 

4. Ensure the use of surveillance and effect the removal and 

monitoring of snares and prevention of debarking, hunting etc. 

in order to minimise poaching.  

Rationale: Management actions need to proceed out of 

surveillance. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.10.7 Impact Management Actions 

6. Keep all livestock out of rehabilitated natural areas where 

the livestock would be detrimental to the quality and continued 

survival of the vegetation and habitats and to the thriving of 

the species of conservation concern.  

Rationale 

Some vegetation and habitats are suited to a certain level of 

grazing or browsing and certain invader or encroacher plant 

species might be controlled in this way. If indigenous ungulate 

grazers or browsers that previously would have occurred on 

the site(s) are now absent and won’t be re-introduced, strictly 

controlled grazing or browsing by livestock could be allowed 

on a permit and identification and rotational system basis, 

ensuring appropriate stocking rates, with due consideration of 

what the impacts of the livestock would be in terms of their 

diets, trampling, nutrient deposition, etc. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.10.8 Impact Management Actions 

17. b. needs to be expanded. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

4.1

1 

Rinus Stroebel 
Tel: 078 621 0481 
Email: 
rinus.stroebel@gmail.
com  
 

   

 4.11.1 Opposition against the proposed ‘Generic' Environmental 

Management Programme: The constitutional right of every 

citizen of South Africa, to influence the project outcome 

through participation and review of the project environmental 

assessment reports, are compromised. 

 The development of a gas pipeline will require an EIA to be 
undertaken, there will therefore be no compromising of the 
right of individuals to influence a potential gas pipeline 
project should one be developed.  

 4.11.2 Opposition against the proposed ‘Generic' Environmental 

Management Programme: Eskom and Transnet have a poor 

history of environmental citizenship and abuse their State-

owned Enterprise (SoE) ‘status’ to manipulate legislation and 

avoid accountability. The approval of a ‘Generic’ EMPr 

process as a replacement to the EIA process is inadequate 

and only instituted because such institutions do not want to 

follow the processes that other industries and organisations, 

including the Department themselves are not willing to follow 

 The EMPr is not to replace the EIA process, the EIA will 
continue to be applied to a gas pipeline project. The 
comment is made under an incorrect assumption.  

 4.11.3 Opposition against the proposed ‘Generic' Environmental 

Management Programme: The public are not afforded the 

opportunity to comment on and influence the decision-making 

 Please see the response to #4.11.2 

mailto:rinus.stroebel@gmail.com
mailto:rinus.stroebel@gmail.com
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process, the consideration of project alternatives, etc. for the 

full life cycle of every project, including the no-go option. 

 4.11.4 There has not been any public consultation regarding 

Environmental sensitivity maps, pipeline corridors, etc. 

 The SEA process was extensively consulted, please refer to 
the detail of the consultation process provided in #1.5.1 

 4.11.5 Pipeline corridors and environmental sensitivity maps are at 

best an attempt to provide some simplification to route 

alignments. It furthermore provides for a macro view, but not 

for a local / smaller, micro/ local scale in depth understanding 

of environmental significance. 

‘Remote sensing’ is not acceptable to protect the 

environment. 

 The corridors do provide information on a macro view, the 
EIA that would be undertaken on a project level should a 
section of the pipeline be considered for development.  

 4.11.6 The ‘Generic’ Environmental Management Programme 

(EMPR) for Gas Transmission Pipeline Infrastructure, is a 

generic, high level document that provides some structure in 

terms of the program itself, but does not address in depth 

environmental assessment of the entire pipeline corridor, river 

crossings, wetland crossings, sensitive grass and vegetation 

species, etc. and is extremely limited in terms of the 

environmental aspects that are addressed and the standards 

that should be met. The document is totally deficient and not 

adequate to provide for the protection of the environment 

 The in-depth environmental sensitivity will be assessed 
through the EIA process should any section of the phase 
pipeline alignment be considered for development.  

 4.11.7 The document does not provide any clarity in terms of the 

legal standing of assessments that it calls for. Certain 

specialists are required to do some field work, but the 

document provides not guidance in terms of the detail/ level of 

 The level of assessment will be determined by the 
information contained in the screening report and confirmed 
on site which must be provided as part of the EIA process.  
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assessment or the actual scope / boundaries of the 

assessments. 

 4.11.8 Reference is made to I&APs, but the contractor/ contracting 

company is essentially only bound to consult with such parties 

in a limited context. 

 The EIA Regulations provide extensive guidance to the 
minimum public consultation process to be followed. The 
development of any section of the pipeline will be subject to 
an EIA.  

 4.11.9 Opposition against the proposed ‘Generic' Environmental 

Management Programme:I have personally been involved in 

a number of linear projects, including the SASOL Gas 

Pipeline, and the Transnet NMPP pipeline, both being large 

scale projects and herewith wish to formally put on record that 

the proposed process infringes on the rights of ordinary 

citizens. It absolves the government and its SoEs from 

compliance with bureaucratic processes that other companies 

and individuals are bound by and therefore sets a president of 

unfair preferential treatment of companies that are known to 

flex their political muscles to achieve outcomes without being 

held to account. 

 Your experience and views are noted. However, please note 
that an EIA process is still required for the development of 
any gas pipeline.  

4.1

2 

Ezemvelo KZN 
Wildlife 
c/o D. Wieners 
Principal 
Conservation Planner 
- Conservation 
Planning 
Email:  
Dominic.Wieners@kz
nwildlife.com  

Generic EMPr for gas pipelines    

mailto:Dominic.Wieners@kznwildlife.com
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 4.12.1 The procedure to be followed would appear to reduce the 

need for any gas infrastructure to need a Basic assessment 

process, within these very broad corridors identified. It is 

submitted that the generic EMPr cannot compensate for 

potential alignments that will impact on CBAs or Protected 

Areas (current and future) and no provision is given for 

instances where a full Scoping EIA may be required within 

these corridors, should an offset or compensation need to be 

negotiated, or where the alignment cannot avoid a PA, for 

which 57 days from lodging to decision would be excessively 

short 

 It is correct that the procedures for the submission of an 
environmental authorisation process for a gas pipeline is 
proposed to be through an BA rather than a SEIR process, 
as the scoping of potential impacts have been undertaken 
through the SEA process. The BA process is not a 
subordinate process in any respects as all the specialist 
assessments identified based on the environmental 
sensitivity of the site area required through the BA process 
and the EIA consultation process is required. As a pre-
negotiated route is to be submitted to the Department for 
consideration, any offset or compensation matters would 
have been dealt with through the negotiation process. The 
time for decision making on a gas pipeline application is 
therefore considered to be sufficient.   

 4.12.2 Not-withstanding the above, the government gazette for 

GN836 included the Electricity infrastructure standard, which 

was also put out for comment. It is not sure whether this was 

intended as part of the request for comment for GN836, or an 

error. It did make for a confusing engagement in the 

commenting process. 

 The standard for electricity power line development was 
intended to be included in the documents presented for 
public comment. The electricity standard should not be 
confused with the gas pipeline procedures.  

4.1

3 

Ezemvelo KZN 
Wildlife 
c/o D. Wieners 
Principal 
Conservation Planner 
– IEM 
Tel : 033 845 1346 

Generic EMPr for gas pipeline installations    

 4.13.1 The adoption of a generic Environmental Management 

Programme (EMPr) for the management and mitigation of 

environmental impacts, potentially resulting in more effective 

implementation of the programme is supported in principle. 

 Your comments are noted and it is agreed that public 
participation would be very important in the development of 
a long term gas pipeline. An EIA process will still be required 
and no exemption is envisaged. 
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The importance of a thorough consultation process in the 

success of the EA exemption process cannot be emphasized 

enough and is fully supported. 

 4.13.2 Generic EMPr, Table 1, Definitions and Terminology: Must 

include Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs), Protected Areas 

and National Threatened Ecosystems, Threatened or 

protected species (which should include protected and 

specially protected indigenous animals and plants and 

threatened and/or protected species protected by various 

Provincial Ordinances). 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.3 Generic EMPr, Table 3, Roles and responsibilities: 

The responsibility for ensuring consultation with stakeholders 

through the various stages of a project needs to be included 

in this table (as Ezemvelo understands it this will be part of the 

role of several functions in this table) in particular against the 

Project Manager. In addition, the use of “Where required” 

when referring to appointment of an objective ECO should be 

removed. An ECO should be appointed in every instance of a 

large project being implemented against a generic EMPr. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.4 Generic EMPr, Section 1.10.14, Environmental Audits: This 

appears to only allow for regular monitoring and audits. 

There should be allowance for ad 
hoc audits or surprise audits to 
be undertaken at least every 
quarter. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.5 Generic EMPr, Section 2: Section 2 refers to offsets as part of 

the mitigation hierarchy to be applied, defining it as “Over and 

above rehabilitation to compensate for residual loss” which 

should therefore be referred to as compensation, as that is not 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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offsetting. In addition, the inclusion of offset/compensation 

introduces a possibly unintended complication, given that 

there is no identified competent 

authority to adjudicate whether the “residual impact has in fact 

been adequately compensated for. 

 4.13.6 Generic EMPr, Section 3.1 Terrestrial Ecology: Section 3 

should have the following additions: Identify and map the 

following features that fall within the pipeline route, right-of-

way, and areas for all other associated infrastructure. This 

must be undertaken in consultation with local fauna and flora 

experts: 

a. threatened (Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN), 

and Vulnerable (VU)), rare and range restricted species and 

their habitats; 

b. location, extent and ecological condition of natural 

vegetation and the threat status of each vegetation type 

present; 

c. natural forest areas; 

d. protected trees; and 

e. protected plant species. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.7 Generic EMPr, Section 3.1 Terrestrial Ecology: Section 4 

should have the following additions: Removal of “as far as 

possible” in the opening sentence, and in bullet a. Protected 

Areas, and future protected areas should be avoided as these 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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should not be available for routing of any further infrastructure. 

Similarly, CBAs are irreplaceable by the very nature of their 

critical importance. 

Any further loss leads to conservation agencies not being able 

to meet the national goals and targets. These areas are of 

equal importance as those referred to in section 5 below it. 

 4.13.8 Generic EMPr, Section 3.1 Terrestrial Ecology: Section 5 

should have the following additions: Where areas have been 

identified and confirmed as natural, semi natural or degraded 

areas of CR and EN ecosystem types, and CR and EN 

vegetation types in other ecosystem types, they should be 

avoided completely and not be directly impacted by the project 

footprint. Threatened vegetation types that require burning for 

their existence also should be avoided. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.9 Generic EMPr, Section 3.1 Terrestrial Ecology: Section 6 

should have the following additions: Plan the placement of 

infrastructure in such a way that areas identified as Very High 

sensitivity (confirmed habitat of species of Species of 

Conservation Concern (SCCs)) or High sensitivity (confirmed 

locality and habitat of threatened species) are avoided. If 

avoidance is not possible, suitable engineering solutions must 

be used to traverse these areas. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.10 Generic EMPr, Section 3.1, Terrestrial Ecology, Section 24 b 

and c should have the following additions –  

b. For Fynbos, Renosterveld and Grassland, the most basic 

monitoring would be to track fire incidence, i.e. how frequently 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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a given area burns in a fire. Fire occurrence data are available 

from 2000 onwards and can be used to determine the 

historical fire frequency (and season). 

This information can be used to determine whether fire 

occurrences are changing as a result of the pipeline 

development. Burning of vegetation types that require fire for 

survival as that vegetation type should be done at appropriate 

frequencies and intensities, including to maintain populations 

of animals that require burning of the vegetation for survival 

there. Fire should not be excluded owing to the presence of a 

gas (or fuel) pipeline nearby. 

c. Individual threatened terrestrial species-level monitoring 

(flora and fauna). A monitoring programme and monitoring 

methods most suited to the species of concern at the site(s) 

should be developed in consultation with experts on those 

species. Appropriate and timely remedial actions should be 

implemented when monitoring indicates inappropriate 

sustained movement of numbers away from the targets set for 

the species, to prevent the loss of species from the site(s). 

 4.13.11 Generic EMPr, Section 5.4 Terrestrial Ecology, Flora and 

Fauna: Impact Management Outcomes Should include “Flora” 

as impacts on Flora of conservation significance needs to be 

avoided also. 

Impact Management Action 4 should read as follows: Ensure 

the use of surveillance and effect the removal and monitoring 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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of snares and prevention of debarking, hunting etc. in order to 

minimise poaching. 

Impact Management Action 6 should read as follows: Keep all 

livestock out of rehabilitated natural areas where the livestock 

would be detrimental to the quality and continued survival of 

the vegetation and habitats and to the thriving of the species 

of conservation concern. 

Impact Management Action 17.b. needs expansion. 

 4.13.12 Generic EMPr, Part D: Part D’s information will need to be 

completed by an EAP, however no specifics are required in 

terms of professional body affiliations of the EAP etc, which 

should be included at the very least of EAPASA registration. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.13.13 Generic EMPr: It is Ezemvelo’s experience that contractors 

provide detailed technical method statements which are 

usually lacking in environmental detail and understanding. It 

is therefore suggested that a set of method statements that 

include key environmental principles be developed for 

adaptation alongside the EMPr, by contractors. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

4.1

4 

BirdLife SA 
c/o M. Lewis 
Policy and Advocacy 
Programme Manager 
Email:  
advocacy@birdlife.or
g.za  

Generic EMPr for the development of a gas pipeline   
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 4.14.1 BirdLife South Africa welcomes the introduction of a Generic 

Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) for gas 

pipeline infrastructure and we are pleased to see that this 

EMPr has largely incorporated the recommendations made by 

the avifaunal specialist for the purposes of the SEA. We do, 

however, have several comments and recommendations: 

 The comment and support is noted and appreciated.   

 4.14.2 The EMPr refers to nest surveys being conducted in the 

design and planning phase. However, account needs to be 

taken of the lapse of time between planning and construction. 

As highlighted in the SEA’s Avifauna Specialist Report (pg. 

92), nest surveys conducted during the planning phase will 

need to be repeated prior to the pipeline installation and the 

construction of associated infrastructure. This should be 

indicated in the EMPr. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.14.3 Why has the requirement for nest surveys been restricted to 

the construction right-of-way and immediately adjacent areas, 

and not additionally included the development footprint and 

servitude? It is important that the entire project area of 

influence be considered in this regard – especially insofar as 

it includes areas identified as Very High or High sensitivity. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.14.4 The EMPr should also require that the breeding status of 

threatened species in the project area of influence be 

monitored during construction and should specify what 

measures are to be taken if the nest of a threatened species 

is encountered during this phase. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.14.5 We note that some grassland ground-nesting species (such 

as Rudd’s Lark, Botha’s Lark and Yellow-breasted Pipit) have 

very small nests, which are difficult to locate and may not be 

detected during surveys. The presence or absence of these 

species during the breeding season therefore needs to be 

considered in addition to nest locations (especially 

considering that they are highly range restricted and sensitive 

to changes occurring in their habitat). It is important that this 

be taken into account when identifying and mapping 

environmental features. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.14.6 Gas corridors procedure: As regards the intention to adjust the 

environmental authorisation procedure required within gas 

pipeline corridors, BirdLife South Africa recognises that, in 

terms of the Protocol for the Assessment and Reporting of 

Environmental Impacts on Terrestrial Animal Species, the 

requirements for specialists’ assessments will be linked to 

sites’ levels of sensitivity rather than whether environmental 

authorisations are based on basic assessments or scoping 

and EIA. As we have previously expressed in the context of 

renewable energy development zones, however, we are 

concerned that requiring only a basic assessment procedure 

within particular geographic areas implies that these areas are 

less environmentally sensitive than they are and fails to 

recognise the time and complexity required to adequately 

assess and address impacts on biodiversity within these 

areas. We are therefore generally unsupportive of this 

approach. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The BA process is not a lessor process to the S&EIR 
process, the only aspect that is not included is the scoping 
process as the impacts associated with a gas pipeline are 
well known. There is no short cut or compromising of the 
specialist studies or consultation.  
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4.1

5 

Marilyn Lilley    

 4.15.1 The entire  environment  management of the  approximately 

5,000 km long mega methane gas pipeline,  all built under 

ground, under rivers, under farms, rivers needed to be 

diverted  or drilled under, sensitive environmental areas 

archaeological , historical, affecting communities, through 140 

municipalities  - all this will under monitored by the gas 

pipeline company during construction  over the pipeline’s life 

production and life time. 

 The development of a gas pipeline will be required to have 
an environmental authorisation prior to commencement. 
The corridors that have been identified only act as a 
planning tool in that the environment in the corridors have 
been checked for environmental sensitivity and these 
sensitivities identified on the national environmental 
screening tool to ensure that they will be identified and can 
be considered through the EIA process. 

 4.15.2 It is UNCONCEIVABLE that the pipeline construction 

company digging and laying constructing the pipeline is  put 

in the role of monitoring itself and the  pre authorised 

environmental management plan, with no environmental 

impact assessments and Constitutional public participation 

process at all. 

 The development of a pipeline will be monitored through 
Environmental Management Inspectors in the same way as 
any other development which has conditions set in the 
environmental authorization will be monitored. Please refer 
to the response to #4.15.1 

 4.15.3 Pipeline construction and related activities is a very 

environmentally destructive activity. 

This pipeline will go through very environmentally sensitive 

areas. To anticipate the enormity of the environmental 

concerns, and potential damage to our rivers, both from 

construction and from gas leaks - see   the number of rivers 

that WILL be impacted, please overlay the river map over the 

gas pipeline map. 

Note - map provided in the 
comment. 

The boundaries of the corridors have been included on the 
department’s website and it is possible for any stakeholder 
to view the boundaries in relation to the rivers. The 
identification of corridors does not provide approval for any 
pipeline construction, and EA is still required and in order to 
obtain an EA the EIA procedures are to be followed which 
include specialist studies of areas where a very high 
environmental sensitivity is identified based on specific 
environmental themes.  
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 4.15.4 Intrusion on private properties, farms, loss of property value -

who wants to buy a farm with a gas pipeline going through it? 

There will be continuous intrusion on private properties by 

work and maintenance teams. 

 Any servitude for a linear activity requires the consent of the 
landowner. There would be no difference to the 
development of a gas pipeline.  

 4.15.5 All pipelines will be built underground, under rivers, very 

environmentally damaging. 

 Please see the response to #4.15.1 

 4.15.6 A 50 meter wide area along the pipeline construction  will be  

cleared of all vegetation, very damaging to the environment in 

many ways. 

 Please see the response to #4.15.1 

 4.15.7 Several gas pipelines internationally have been stopped due 

to the potential major environmental destruction to land and 

rivers and waterways. 

 Please see the response to #4.15.1 

 4.15.8 I request that the environmental authorisation is NOT 

exempted and that the Environmental Impact Assessment 

and Pubic Participation Process is allowed and included with 

regards to all aspects of the construction and lifetime and 

decommissioning of the gas transmission pipelines, during all 

stages and open to all citizens in all municipalities. If not, the 

public will be denied their right to freedom of expression, their 

freedom of public participation, and the environment not 

protected to its fullest      

 Please see the response to #4.15.1 

 4.15.9 Importantly, as a signatory to the Paris Agreement on the 

world stage, South Africa has agreed to reduce its Green 

House Gasses.  

 GHG emissions were discussed in the SEA. There would be 
no value in calculating GHG’s for a pipeline that is not yet 
planned to be constructed. A pipeline or portion of a pipeline 
will only be constructed should a business case be 
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The methane gas pipeline and related activities will increase 

our GHG emissions, methane being 80 times more potent as 

a GHG than coal. 

The GHG emissions for this entire project from construction to 

the end of its lifetime have not been included in the SEA. 

identified. It would be through the site specific EIA process 
that the possible leakage of methane would be calculated.  
 
Gas has been included in the Integrated Resource Plan 
(IRP) and is part of the country’s energy mix. The GHG and 
climate change considerations have been factored into the 
decision to allow gas to feature within the IRP.  

 4.15.10 Industrial sized Compressor stations emitting toxic VOC 

fugitive emissions is well documented will be constructed at 

regular intervals along the pipeline, a known health and 

environmental hazard, and including flaring that emits similar 

toxic gasses. 

 Compressor stations are not required at regular intervals 
along a pipeline, however having said this the SEA did not 
consider compressor stations. Such stations will be 
considered through the current EIA process and are not 
included in the current gazetting process.  

 4.15.11 Is this to become the ’new norm’ by the department OF 

Environmental Affairs - to exempt the environmental 

authorisation and public participation – when it has always 

been included? 

 There is no exemption from the EIA process for gas pipeline 
development and no impact on public participation. The 
comment has been made on the incorrect information.  

 4.15.12 To act in the best interests of our precious environment and in 

accordance with the Constitution, the environmental 

authorization must be included and especially in these 

projects. 

 The agreement or not for the development of a gas pipeline 
will be considered through an environmental impact 
assessment process.  

4.1

6 

South Durban 
Community 
Environmental 
Alliance 
c/o Desmond D’Sa 
Email: 
desmond@sdceango.
co.za  
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 4.16.1 Inadequate Public Participation: In conducting its PPP, the 

Applicant failed: to ensure the participation of all interested 

and affected parties (“I&APs”) and to provide all people with 

the opportunity to develop the understanding, skills, and 

capacity necessary to achieve equitable and effective 

participation (section 2(4)(f) of NEMA); 

 ensure the participation of vulnerable and disadvantaged 

persons (section 2(4)(f) of NEMA); and 

 to comply with any procedure related to public participation 

and information gathering (section 24(1A)(c) of NEMA). 

Importantly, the Department of Environmental Affairs has 

provided guidance on PPP requirements, among others, by 

means of the “Public Participation Guideline in Terms of 

National Environmental Management Act, 1998 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations” (the “PPP 

Guideline”). 

The PPP Guideline states that a PPP must provide the 

opportunity for all I&APs to obtain clear, accurate, and 

understandable information about the environmental impacts 

of a proposed activity in order to be informed and to voice their 

support, concerns, and questions in relation to the proposed 

activity (pages 6-7 of the Guideline). Importantly, compliance 

with this requirement is predicated on successful 

identification, or reasonable efforts to do so, of all I&APs. 

Notwithstanding any public participation activities undertaken 

 Through the development process of the SEA there was 
significant public participation that was undertaken. Please 
see the response to #1.5.1. for the detail. The notification to 
the public of the opening of the consultation process on the 
gas pipeline corridors, procedures and decision support 
tools was published in a Government Notice and in some 
regional newspapers. This is the manner in which such 
notifications have always been advertised. There is no 
pipeline being considered for development, the notices 
merely indicate planning corridors. Should a pipeline be 
considered an EIA process will be initiated by the applicant 
at that time.  
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after identification of I&APs, then, failure to make these 

reasonable efforts constitutes a fundamental flaw in a PPP. 

SDCEA does not consider the public participation process 

being conducted to meet the objectives and requirements of 

the Constitution, for just administrative action, and of NEMA. 

NEMA requires that I&APs are provided with reasonable and 

adequate opportunities for participation by both the public and 

stakeholders as interested and affected parties (I&APs). In 

particular, in the principles set out in section 2, all people must 

have an opportunity to develop the understanding, skills and 

capacity necessary for achieving equitable and effective 

participation, and participation by vulnerable and 

disadvantaged persons must be ensured. SDCEA does not 

believe that documents only being available electronically 

achieve equitable and effective participation, particularly in 

respect of vulnerable and disadvantaged persons, including 

those who do not have access to internet or devices needed 

to participate. 

 4.16.2 Translation of documents: The Department of Environmental 

Affairs has to ensure that all the documents are translated into 

the predominant languages of South Africa and make the 

comments period 30 days from the time of publish. These 

translated documents need to be entirely accessible to the 

public, therefore hard copies will have to be distributed. Many 

community members do not have access to the internet 

therefore they cannot download the documents off the internet 

to make meaningful comment as data costs money which rural 

communities do not have given the current economic situation 

 Through the development of the SEA, a workshop was 
conducted in KZN where the slides and presentation were 
translated as well as documents from the meeting. The 
Department does not yet follow a translation policy for 
government notices.  
 
Documents are made available through the Departments 
website and hardcopies can be requested from the 
Department should a stakeholder not have access to the 
internet. The details for requesting hardcopies are included 
in the notices.  
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prevalent in the country at the moment. It is the responsibility 

of the paid independent consultants to ensure that all 

communities have access to the documents for comment. 

 4.16.3 Sensitive Areas: The actual pipeline construction part, risks 

range from water contamination to wildlife habitat 

disturbances. According to map available which shows the 

layout of the gas pipelines, it is clear that this pipeline will 

affect sensitive areas in South Africa. It is important that DEFF 

and their consultants identify 

 Threatened (Critically Endangered (CR), Endangered (EN), 

and Vulnerable (VU)), rare and range restricted species and 

their habitats; 

 Location, extent and ecological condition of natural 

vegetation and the threat status of each vegetation type 

present; 

 natural forest areas; 

 protected trees; and 

 Protected plant species 

 These sensitivities have been identified through the work 
undertaken in the SEA and the sensitivities included on the 
national screening tool for further consideration and 
assessment in the site specific EIA process that will be 
required should a pipeline or portion of the pipeline be 
considered for construction.  

 4.16.4 Placement of Infrastructure Impacts on People’s Lives: As it is 

seen in the past, spatial planning and infrastructure layout of 

the gas pipelines infringes on low income and predominantly 

black communities. DEFF and their consultants need to firstly 

identify the exact location of the gas pipelines. A social impact 

assessment needs to be done on these areas and how many 

communities and people it will be affecting. Therefore, we do 

not see how a generic Environment Management Programme 

for Gas Pipeline Infrastructure (EMPr) will address the valid 

 The generic EMPr is not intended to deal with social issues. 
These issues will be considered through the EIA process 
which must be undertaken for the development of a pipeline 
or portion of a pipeline.  
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concerns of the affected communities of South Africa and 

indeed of the world. 

We call attention to the way a prior pipeline was reconstructed, 

from Durban to Johannesburg, against SDCEA’s 

environmental and social objections. That pipeline was 

originally costed at R6 billion but ballooned to R30 billion. If 

the authors of the EMPr were honest, they would concede 

huge problems with prior assessments of oil and gas 

pipelines, but the EMPr exhibits no awareness nor desire to 

rectify the structural problems in pipeline management that 

are so obvious, especially in the case we know best: the 

Durban-Johannesburg New Multi-Products Pipeline (MPP). 

The NMPP should set off red flags about the South African 

government’s ability to install and manage a greenfield 

pipeline of the sort this EMPr advocates. In the Appendix 

below, it is demonstrated that Transnet Capital Projects used 

racist considerations favouring white, wealthy 

neighbourhoods, so as to locate a dangerous petroleum 

pipeline in low-income black areas of South Durban, adding 

hundreds of kilometres and billions of rands to the NMPP’s 

costs. Moreover, the agency responsible was incapable of 

respecting its obligations to safeguard the environment and 

communities. According to the then minister responsible for 

Transnet (Malusi Gigaba), it was clear by 2012 that with 

respect to the NMPP, 

Transnet Capital Projects lacked sufficient capacity and depth 

of experience for the client overview of a megaproject of this 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The role of an EMPr is not to address structural issues 
identified in previous pipeline developments, these should 
be addressed through the EIA process. The EMPr is to look 
at mitigation measures for the known impacts of gas pipeline 
construction activities.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The EIA process which will be undertaken before the 
construction of any pipeline or portion of the pipeline must 
ensure that the environment is protected.  
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complexity. There was an inadequate analysis of risks. 

Transnet’s obligations on the project such as securing 

authorisations—Environmental Impact Assessments, land 

acquisition for right of way, water and wetland permits—were 

not pursued with sufficient foresight and vigour. 

We are convinced that these structural projects continue, in 

part because the break-ins (for the purpose of oil bunkering) 

to the same pipeline witnessed in recent months clearly 

confirms the lack of foresight and security by the pipeline 

managers and their tenderpreneur allies. 

 4.16.5 Climate Change and South Africa’s International 

Commitments: The impacts of climate change seriously 

threaten every person’s right enshrined in section 24 of the 

Constitution to an environment that is not harmful to their 

health or well-being. Science shows humans need to lower 

emissions by 2030 to avoid disastrous global warming and 

researchers warn that we have to phase out fossil fuels 

entirely soon if we want to keep global warming from rising 

above 1.5 degrees Celsius. Methane is a substantial 

contributor to climate change, 2014 estimates suggest that 

CH4 emissions from oil and gas processes account for 

approximately 20% of worldwide anthropogenic emissions. 

South Africa is amongst the dozen largest carbon dioxide 

(CO2) emitting countries worldwide and with a domestic 

economy reliant on coal resources to generate power and 

liquid fuels, South Africa ranks among the highest per capita 

emissions in the developing world. Indeed, among all 

countries with at least 10 million inhabitants, South Africa 

 The promotion of gas is included in the IRP for the country. 
Please refer to #1.5.5 and #4.6.1.  
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ranks third highest (behind Kazakhstan and the Czech 

Republic) in CO2-equivalent emissions per capita per unit of 

output, indicating the extreme fossil intensity. 

The EMPr exhibits zero consciousness about the climate 

change implications of a massive gas pipeline.  

 
 
 
 
The implications of GHG’s and climate change would be 
considered within the site specific EIA undertaken prior to 
the development of a gas pipeline or any portion of the gas 
pipeline. This is not the objective of the EMPr.  
 
 
 
 
 

 4.16.6 Climate Change and South Africa’s International 

Commitments: Building back better after Covid-19 requires 

much more urgent attention to the vast costs associated with 

methane emissions, including through fracking in which not 

only is water despoiled but also methane emissions leak out. 

To be sure, there is indeed one EMPr paragraph where 

methane emissions are mentioned, on p.73: 

1. The relevant authorities must be notified in writing prior to 

any venting being undertaken. 

2. As best as possible, ensure that the volume of methane 

vented is kept as low as possible. 

3. It is recommended that venting is undertaken during 

suitable atmospheric conditions, such as during windy 

conditions and at an elevated ambient temperature. 

4. As best as possible, venting must be avoided at night. 

 The issues of climate change will be considered through the 
EIA process which must proceed any development of a gas 
pipeline or portion of a gas pipeline.  
 
The EMPr considers mitigation and monitoring measures.  
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5. Venting must be closely monitored and controlled. Ensure 

that all possible sources of ignition are eliminated or 

controlled. 

But while SDCEA welcomes any even implicit sign of CSIR 

awareness of the toxic character of methane and related 

emissions, given that South Durban has suffered extreme 

pollution from the petro-chemical industry, this paragraph is 

laughably inadequate. It is as if the CSIR climate scientists 

have no awareness that methane is twenty times more 

dangerous a greenhouse gas than CO2, and that there is a 

local, national, continental and global responsibility for anyone 

engaged in methane emissions to take this into consideration. 

In recognition of this, the government has been a part of 

international climate negotiations and multilateral treaties, 

including the recent Paris Agreement, which South Africa 

signed on 22 April 2016. The Paris Agreement aims to limit 

the global temperature increase to below 2 degrees Celsius, 

while pursuing efforts to limit the increase to 1.5 degrees. In a 

press release following the signing of the Agreement, the late 

Minister Edna Molewa stated that “the recognition of the 1.5 

degree target is of central importance to South Africa as an 

African and developing country that is highly vulnerable to 

climate change”. 

Given that NEMA must be interpreted consistently with 

international law, the international agreements on climate 

change are directly relevant to the proper interpretation of 

section 24O (1)(b) of NEMA. Furthermore, article 3(3) of the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The climate impacts of the energy mix for the country are 
considered through the development of the IRP and not at 
individual project level. The project level assessments must 
refer back to the IRP but policy decisions cannot be made 
on a project by project level.  
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UN Framework Convention on Climate Change places the 

precautionary principle squarely within the ambit of climate 

change, whilst article 4(1) (f) imposes an obligation on all state 

parties to take climate change considerations into account in 

their relevant environmental policies and actions, and to 

employ appropriate methods to minimise adverse effects on 

public health and on the environment. 

South Africa has thus made an international commitment to 

reduce its greenhouse gas emissions, and to implement 

mitigation and adaptation measures within its jurisdiction. A 

number of climate or climate-related policies are in place to 

give effect to these obligations, including: 

The National Development Plan 2030 (“NDP”) recognises that 

“South Africa is not only a contributor to greenhouse gas 

emissions – it is also particularly vulnerable to the effects of 

climate change with a disproportionate impact on the poor, 

especially women and children. Against this background, the 

NDP clearly points to the need for “far-reaching changes” 

calling on the country to mitigate the effects of climate change 

and to “protect the natural environment in all respects, leaving 

subsequent generations with at least an endowment of at least 

equal value.” In order to achieve this, the NDP sets out the 

necessity of policies which “respond quickly and effectively”. 

 The National Climate Change Response White Paper 

(“White Paper”) sets out South Africa’s vision for an effective 

climate change response and the long-term, just transition 

to a climate-resilient and low-carbon economy and society. 
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It proposes that climate change be addressed through 

interventions that build and sustain its social, economic and 

environmental resilience and making a fair contribution to 

the global effort to stabilise GHG concentrations in the 

atmosphere. 

 The National Climate Change Response Strategy, includes 

a list of strategic priorities, amongst which is the need to 

“prioritise the mainstreaming of climate change 

considerations and responses into all relevant sector, 

national, provincial and local planning regimes such as, but 

not limited to, the Industrial Policy Action Plan, Integrated 

Resource Plan for Electricity Generation, Provincial Growth 

and Development Plans, and Integrated Development 

Plans.” 

 According to the Medium Term Strategic Framework 2014-

2019 (“MTSF”) the government’s main focus “will be on 

planning, piloting and investing in the creation of a 

framework for implementing the transition to an 

environmentally sustainable and low-carbon economy in 

South Africa.” It specifically provides for several targets, 

including a 34% reduction in CO2 emissions by 2020 and 

42% by 2025. In order to achieve its climate-related targets, 

the MTSF acknowledges the “need to improve decision-

making and governance”. It further points out the 

importance of protecting “appropriately targeted land, 

estuaries, coastal areas and oceans.” 

 South Africa’s Nationally Determined Contributions (“NDC”) 

recognise that “more and earlier mitigation means fewer 

unavoidable impacts.” The NDC therefore includes a target 
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to limit greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with its 

pledge under the Copenhagen Accord, which proposed 

emission reductions below business as usual levels, by 34% 

by 2020 and 42% by 2025. 

The climate related impacts arising from fossil fuel industries 

are well documented. In the White Paper on Renewable 

Energy it is stated that “it is well known that the excessive 

burning of fossil fuels does not go without a price as they 

release large amounts of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.” 

According to the Climate Action Tracker, emission projections 

for 2030 are already 16 MtCO2e higher than the upper end of 

the target for 2030, and it is envisaged that South Africa will 

not reach its mitigation targets for 2030. 

In this sense, although we rarely agree with the South African 

Treasury, we certainly can endorse the following analysis from 

the 2019 policy statement, “Economic Transformation, 

Inclusive Growth and Competitiveness”: 

Falling costs and supportive policies have been a boon for 

jobs in the renewables sector. Globally, approximately 11 

million people were (directly and indirectly) employed in the 

renewables sector. This is significantly higher than the 5 

million jobs in 2012. Further, jobs in renewables are exceeding 

the jobs in fossil fuel-based generation. Even in the US, a 

country known for being carbon-intensive with few pro-

renewable policies, this is very much the case. Although 

renewables only contribute around 15 per cent of the energy 

generated in the US, they provide 67 per cent of the jobs in 
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the energy sector. The bulk of these jobs are in construction, 

installation, manufacturing, and wholesale trade. In contrast, 

the bulk of coal-based energy jobs are found in utilities and 

mining. South Africa is considered a renewable energy ‘super 

power’ – ranking 6th in terms of renewable energy production 

potential per square km. 

Any distraction, such as offshore oil and gas drilling and 

fracking for gas, which slows down the transition to renewable 

energy, should be immediately halted. The extreme 

irresponsibility of the CSIR, in proposing a national gas 

pipeline but offering no analysis or acknowledgement of the 

contribution of methane to climate catastrophe, is indeed a 

scandal. If only 1% of world scientists fit the definition of 

climate denialist, it is now apparently CSIR’s policy to recruit 

them for work promoting port expansions and gas pipelines. 

We insist upon government forcing its scientists to adopt 

awareness of climate crisis, because in April 2019, we were 

the victims of an unprecedented rain bomb. In Appendix 2, we 

include an open letter to President Ramaphosa outlining our 

concerns that with respect to climate-crisis mitigation, 

adaptation and resilience, the government has let down the 

people of South Durban, eThekwini, KwaZulu-Natal, South 

Africa and the world. 

 4.16.7 Accidents, explosions, gas leaks and disaster management 

plans: Once a pipeline is built, the landowners along the path 

of the pipeline, or next door to a compressor station will have 

no choice but to accept living with the constant risk of 

Note - Excerpt from academic 
article: “Contradictory time 
horizons of Durban energy piping 
in an investment era of looming 

The comment is noted and a risk assessment should ideally 
be required as part of the EIA process in which every 
landowner can take part and decide if they would want a gas 
pipeline development across their property.  



133 

 

accidents, and explosions. Several large pipeline failures in 

the past few years, leading to massive damage and even loss 

of life, have highlighted this risk. Pipelines can break open and 

leak. When this happens, the liquid or gas which leaks out can 

explode and cause fires. Or it could poison water, crops, land 

and air. When a person is near a leak from a pipeline, he or 

she may feel tiredness, dizziness, headaches, nausea and/or 

vomiting and difficult breathing. A person may lose 

consciousness, and could even die. Gas from leaking 

pipelines may over a long time even cause diseases like 

cancer and leukaemia. On December 24, 2001, a methane 

rich pipeline exploded in Tongaat, South Africa. A nearby 

school was almost destroyed, and homes were affected. We 

demand that a proper health study be conducted, there also 

needs to be a risk assessment done and a proper and 

adequate disaster management plan which must include a 

contingency plan. 

climate chaos” included in the 
comment. 

4.1

7 

Transnet 
c/o Sandra Coetzee 
Group Chief Legal 
Officer 
Tel: 011 308 3001 

   

 4.17.1 Gas procedure: Transnet supports the process as set out in 

the Notice. The company would however like to seek clarity 

as to whether or not the normal screening and analysis 

process of a project would be adequate to confirm that the 

project does fall within the 90% parameter. 

 The support is noted.  
The gas procedures are not considered for this round of 
gazetting 
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 4.17.2 Gas procedure: In the standard screening process, Transnet 

would undertake a determination as to whether the listed 

activity requires a Basic Assessment, or a Full Environmental 

Impact Assessment. This assessment will also be utilised to 

make the determination as to whether 90% of the project does 

fall within the corridor or not. The standard Environmental 

Management Programme (“EMPr”) will then be developed 

wherein Transnet would state that 90% of the project does fall 

within the corridor. If this process would suffice, it is 

recommended that the Notice amplify that the standard 

Environmental Management Programme (“EMPr”) would be 

utilised to confirm the determination of the 90%. 

Alternatively, if this process would not suffice it is 

recommended that the Notice prescribe the standard that 

would need to be applied so as to ensure that a consistent 

methodology is utilised by all applicants. In this regard, a 

recommendation to this effect is that the Notice state that for 

the 90% determination to apply, 90% of the capital value of 

the project should invested in the geographical area of the 

corridor. This would avert any inconsistency in the 

interpretation and application of the dispensation provided for 

in the Notice, and provide an applicant with clarity as to 

whether the procedures in terms of the Notice would apply. 

 The gas procedures are not considered for this round of 
gazetting 

4.1

8 

Oceans Not Oil 
c/o Janet Solomon 
Email: 
info@oceansnotoil.co
m  

   

mailto:info@oceansnotoil.com
mailto:info@oceansnotoil.com
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 4.18.1 It is understood that the Minister is consulting on the intention 

to: “Identify, in terms of Section 24(3) of the Act, corridors 

important for the development of strategic gas transmission 

pipeline infrastructure”. 

It remains unclear from the Public Notice whether the 

honourable minister is intent on reducing timeframes and/or 

administration or exclude environmental assessment 

altogether for planned gas transmission pipeline infrastructure 

or is simply identifying corridors. This needs clarification. 

 Will identification of corridors be subject to amended, 

shorter processes and reduced requirements, including 

exclusion of rigorous EIAs to obtain environmental 

authorization; and  

 official reviews? 

 What form will these reduced requirements take? 

 Government Notice No. 836 published under Government 
Gazette No. 43571 on the 31 July 2020, is entitled “… 
procedures to be followed in applying for or deciding on 
environmental authorizations for the development and 
expansion of gas transmission pipeline infrastructure when 
occurring in strategic gas corridors”, indicates that these are 
the procedures for the submission and deciding on 
environmental authorization, so it is clear from this 
statement that no exclusion is proposed. The notice also 
indicates that the timeframe for decision making will be 57 
days. The usual timeframe for decision making is 157 days, 
therefore the notice is clear that the decision making 
process has a reduced timeframe.  
 
It is therefore confirmed that the decision timeframe will be 
reduced from 157 days to 57 days, there is still an EIA 
process to be applied which is the BA process rather than 
the SEIR process and there is still a review for decision 
making.  

 4.18.2 The Minister advocates for rushing processes that have not 

only national, but global health implications and fails to 

construe ecological limits. The provisions of NEMA, and of the 

Constitution, demands a critical and more thorough review of 

any suspected risk by all relevant governmental departments 

and organisations. 

 The requirements for assessing environmental impacts has 
not been reduced. Specialist studies will still be required as 
part of the BA process and public participation is the same 
as it has been before.  There are no changes to the public 
participation process. There is no rushing of the projects, 
there is merely a streamlining of the process of scoping as 
the SEA has pre-scoped the issues associated with gas 
pipeline development and the decision making timeframe for 
the Department has been reduced as their issues have been 
pre-scoped and the sensitive environments have been 
identified on various environmental layers within the national 
screening tool.  
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 4.18.3 Gas is only more sound than coal, carbon-emissions-wise, if 

climate-distorting methane leaks from all the links in the gas 

supply chain are prevented. Methane is a substantial 

contributor to climate change. Estimates from 2014 suggest 

that CH4 emissions from oil and gas processes account for 

approximately 20% of worldwide anthropogenic emissions. 

The honourable minister has not provided a sufficient 

evidentiary base to answer key questions around 

contributions to global warming and climate change by the 

proposed project streamlining. 

 The country follows an Integrated Resource Plan when 
deciding on the contribution of the various energy 
generation resources which will contribute to the energy 
requirements of the country. The Minister responsible for the 
environment does not drive this process but rather it is 
driven by the Minster responsible for energy. Gas has been 
identified as a resource that will contribute to the energy 
needs of the country in the medium term.  
 
Should a project be identified in the future the impacts of gas 
leaks will be considered through the EIA process.  

 4.18.4 Leakage throughout the supply chain also endangers people 

and animals who live or work nearby.  

The consequence of completely disregarding the contribution 

that gas leakage has to climate change is to ignore the fact 

that the subject of any authorization represents a significant 

threat to the environment and to biodiversity, not to mention 

the public’s constitutional right to an environment that is 

protected for the benefit of current and future generations.  

 The Minister needs to supply a comprehensive, public, 

cradle-to-grave greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions report for 

the national pipeline project.  

 Also the Minister must explain the contributions that these 

emissions make to accelerate the pace of global warming. 

This report needs to be set against both the planned gas 

infrastructural development timelines and South Africa’s 

promised carbon budget peak-plateau-decline (PPD) 

emissions trajectory. 

 Gas has been identified as part of the energy mix of the 
country through the IRP which considered the country’s 
commitments to the Paris Accord. Gas leakages will be 
considered through the EIA process that will be undertaken 
prior to the development of any gas pipeline or portion of gas 
pipeline.  
 
 
 
 
 
The country’s contributions of GHG’s are not considered 
through project by project contributions of GHG’s but rather 
at the level of energy policy. The Minister has no obligation 
through the process of considering the planning alignment 
for a possible gas pipeline to supply cradle-to-grave GHG 
emission reports for the project. The SEA did consider 
average GHG losses over the length of the pipeline based 
on international experience and studies, at this point these 
estimates are thought to be sufficient.  
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 The Minister needs to supply an expected barrel delivery 

report showing the expected increase into South Africa’s 

carbon emissions, and its effects in relation to South Africa’s 

peak, plateau and decline commitments to the global 

economy. 

 The Minister needs to answer as to how continuous logging, 

reporting and assessment of emissions data will be 

conducted? 

 The Minister needs to answer as to how compliance with 

climate targets will be managed? 

 How does the Minister propose to align LNG extraction, 

flaring, transportation, bunkering and especially use with the 

climate resilient development goals and targets of other 

Ministries? 

CH4 is a dominant component of emissions from LNG 

infrastructure, released as a result of gas flaring and venting, 

equipment leaks and evaporation losses, with concomitant 

emissions of CO2 mainly due to gas flaring. 

 What strategies for the mitigation is in place for the 

spectrum of these emissions, including fugitive emissions? 

A CH4 budget is required. 

 An annual and public report of flaring volumes by DEFF is 

required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Monitoring requirements on a pipeline development would 
be determined at the time of its development through the 
EIA process that would be undertaken.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mitigation measures are considered in the EMPr developed 
for a project.  A gas pipeline development will utilise a 
generic EMPr which has been prepared and gazetted for 
public comment. Should the requirements for mitigation of 
CH4 not be sufficient within the generic EMPr it is hoped that 
suggestions and comments have been made through the 
comment process on the EMPrs.  

 4.18.5 Incidents of pipeline failure can result in serious ecological 

disasters, human casualties and financial loss. 

 The environmental impact assessment which is required for 
a pipeline development will consider the aspects of risks 
posed by the development.  
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 4.18.6 Lack of due diligence from minimalist environmental oversight 

in risk mitigation effects environmental, livelihood, tangible 

and intangible heritage and food security concerns 

 There will be no change to the due diligence, an EIA process 
is required for the development of a pipeline development.  

 4.18.7 By promoting the use of natural gas as a primary fuel in a 

decarbonisation context, the honourable minister squanders 

opportunities to mitigate and forestall impacts of global 

warming. It also truncates integrating renewable energy into 

the national system 

 Gas is identified as the part of the energy mix of the country. 
Please see the response to #1.5.5 and 4.6.1 

 4.18.8 CONSULTATION WITH INTERESTED AND AFFECTED 

PARTIES: The scant publication of Public Notices pertaining 

to an issue of a national pipeline which will traverse the length 

and breadth of South Africa and into its seas, plus the fact that 

Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR) has only 

held public participation processes in 7 towns in South Africa, 

means the honourable minister has failed: 

 to ensure the participation of all interested and affected 

parties and to provide all people with the opportunity to 

develop the understanding, skills, and capacity necessary 

to achieve equitable and effective participation (section 

2(4)(f) of NEMA);  

 to ensure the participation of vulnerable and disadvantaged 

persons (section 2(4)(f) of NEMA); and  

 to comply with any procedure related to public participation 

and information gathering (section 24(1A)(c) of NEMA). 

 There has been a comprehensive consultation process 
undertaken throughout the SEA development process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Should a gas pipeline be developed or any portion of a gas 
pipeline be developed an EIA process will be undertaken 
that will address the concerns of stakeholders along the 
route who would be directly affected.  
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 4.18.9 It is not reasonable to be enabling high greenhouse gas 

emitting projects to develop for the next 40 years or 

foreseeable future. The reasonableness of the objects of the 

honourable minister’s intention is debateable, given the 

science pertaining to fossil fuel usage. This national pipeline 

project is parachronistic, and will become more and more 

inconsistent with the provisions of Section 24 of the 

Constitution and of the National Environmental Management 

Act (NEMA), which overarch this project. Interpretation will 

ultimately consider what is fair, equitable, and just and there 

will come a time when the common law imperatives will need 

to prevail. 

 Gas has been identified as part of the energy mix of the 
country through a national integrated resources planning 
process. Please also consider the response to #1.5.5 and 
#4.6.1. No decision to authorise any specific pipeline has 
been taken as part of this process. Should any pipeline be 
considered it will be subject to an EIA process.  

 4.18.10 We strongly advocate that high standards of Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) production and official review be 

applied to any national, land or offshore, gas pipeline 

considering gas infrastructure demands high environmental 

scrutiny. 

 The EIA process as required in terms of the EIA 
Regulations, 2014 will be applied to any development of a 
pipeline or any portion of a gas pipeline.  

4.1

9 

DEA&DP Western 
Cape 
c/o Kayleen Marhota 
Tel: 021 483 8323 

   

 4.19.1 General: There is a concern regarding the use of ‘Phases’ 

when defining the Strategic Gas Pipeline Corridors. The 

phases read as though it will be constructed in the sequence 

according to the phases identified. 

The Saldanha to Ankerlig / Ankerlig to Mossel Bay corridor is 

defined as Phase 1 (a and b) with Coega to Richards Bay 

defined as Phase 7. The Coega and Richard Bay sites have 

The Strategic Environmental 
Assessment states that the 
phase number does not 
necessarily indicate the 
sequence in which phases will be 
constructed and that each phase 
will be developed based on its 
own viable business case. 

The phases are not able to be removed as the SEA studies 
relate to the various phases, but just to reiterate the phases 
have no substance other than they identify specific pieces 
of the proposed phased gas pipeline.  
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been identified as priority sites for the phase of gas 

infrastructure development, with Saldanha possibly falling 

under the second phase of infrastructure development. It can 

therefore be misinterpreted, with the use of phases, that the 

Saldanha to Mossel Bay corridor will be developed before the 

Coega to Richards Bay corridor (and others). 

 
It is therefore suggested that the 
term “Phase” be replaced with a 
term that does not imply a 
sequence of activities. 

 4.19.2 Generic EMPr for Gas, General: The Generic EMPr makes no 

reference to climate change considerations. The anticipated 

increase in the severity of extreme weather and climate events 

must be factored into the risk management process and 

planning for these types of developments. 

We are experiencing an increase in court judgements with 

regard to the lack of climate change considerations included 

in development decisions. There is a need to include climate 

change risks and impacts on the proposed development as 

well as the impacts that the development will have on a site or 

region. 

It is strongly suggested that the 
generic EMPr include specific 
reference of the requirement to 
include studies into climate 
change considerations that may 
affect the proposed development 
as well the impact that the 
development will have on the site 
and / or region. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.3 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 7, Section 1.4: 

The second bullet refers to “pipeline applicant”. It is suggested 

to replace the terms with “pipeline application”. 

Replace the terms “pipeline 
applicant” with “pipeline 
application”. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.4 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 12, Figure 2: The acronyms 

“DSS” and “DEO” is incorrect. 

Replace incorrect acronyms with 
“ASS” and “SEO”. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.19.5 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 13, Table 3: Table 3 states that 

the “project manager is the duly appointed representative of 

the EA holder.” 

This is acknowledged, as long as the EA holder remains 

legally responsible for compliance with the provisions of the 

EMPr and not the project manager. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.6 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 17, Section 1.10.3: The use of 

the term “complied” in the second paragraph is incorrect. 

Replace the term “complied” with 
“compiled”. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.7 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 17, Section 1.10.5: Suggest 

amending the paragraph to read as follows: 

“Unless indicated otherwise by the project manager, the 

contractor shall provide the following method statements to 

the project manager within a minimum of 14 days…” 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.8 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 18, Section 1.10.7: The second 

bullet includes “Name of the responsible party and 

supervisor”. 

It should be noted that the holder of the EA should ultimately 

be legally responsible for non-compliance and should not be 

excluded as one of the responsibility parties. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.9 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 20, Section 1.10.13: This section 

should also include interaction with ‘Interested Parties’, and 

not only “Affected Parties”. 

Include “Interested parties”. The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.19.10 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 24, Section 3.1: Suggest 

amending point 2 in the table to read as follows: 

“…verify the sensitivity and micro-site attributes of the 

development footprint.” 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.11 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 24, Section 3.1: Suggest 

amending point 4 in the table to read as follows: 

“As far as possible, ensure that the routing of the proposed 

infrastructure is based on the application of the mitigation 

hierarchy in the following areas:” 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.12 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 25, Section 3.1: Suggest 

amending point 12 in the table to read as follows: 

“A rehabilitation plan must be developed based on site-

specific impacts and requirements…”. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.13 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 29, Section 3.4: Suggest 

including the potential pollution of shallow 

aquifers/groundwater to point 2, and include measures to 

monitor potential pollution of aquifers. 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.14 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 38, Section 4.2: Suggest 

amending point 3 to read as follows: 

“Construction sites must be located, where possible, on 

previously disturbed areas.” 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.19.15 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 38, Section 4.2: Suggest 

amending point 6 to read as follows: “Every effort must be 

made to keep the disturbance footprint as small as possible.” 

 The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.16 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 39, Section 4.3: The words “site 

field-work” is not very descriptive or clear. 

Suggest replacing the words “site 
field-work” with “site specific 
parameters /attributes”. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.17 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 51, Section 4.14: The “Impact 

Management Actions” does not include the implementation of 

stormwater management plans. 

Suggest including a point 
regarding the implementation of 
stormwater management plans, 
to manage construction 
stormwater discharges. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.18 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 53, Section 4.16: While this 

section mentions that “certificates of safe disposal for 

hazardous waste must be maintained and retained on file”, no 

mention is made to applications that must be lodged to obtain 

the relevant certificates for the disposal of hazardous waste. 

Suggest including a point that 
includes the application process 
to obtain the relevant hazardous 
waste disposal certificates from 
the relevant authority. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.19 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 55, Section 4.19: It is not clear 

what COVID-19 procedures will be implemented to minimise 

or avoid the spread of the disease. 

Suggest including protocol 
procedures that cover social 
distancing and how this will be 
implemented, should COVID-19 
re-occur during the construction 
phase. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.20 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 60, Section 4.24: In instances 

where stockpiles are not located in sheltered areas, the 

exposed stockpiles must be covered. 

Exposed stockpiles which are not 
located in sheltered areas must 
be covered with covering 
material. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.21 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 64, Section 4.31: It is not clear 

which impact management action deals with readiness and 

capacity of municipalities to accommodate influx of 

Suggest that there be advance 
consultation with local authorities 
to confirm their readiness and 
available capacity. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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construction teams and service infrastructure availability 

(water supply, sewage and solid waste disposal). 

 4.19.22 Generic EMPr for Gas, Page 71, Section 5.1: There is no 

mention of a rehabilitation budget, only a budget for alien 

invasive clearing. 

Suggest including a rehabilitation 
budget for the restoration or 
rehabilitation of, any physical 
damages to, the receiving 
environment. 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 

 4.19.23 Gas procedure, Section 2: This section states that “The scope 

of this Notice applies to an application for environmental 

authorisation or an application for an amendment to an 

environmental authorisation contemplated in Part 2 of Chapter 

5 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 

2014, as amended (the Regulations) for the following activities 

where the activity is constructed underground and above-

ground for the purpose of connecting to above-ground 

infrastructure such as pigging stations or compressor stations, 

including any associated activities necessary for the 

realisation of such infrastructure, where the greater part of the 

activity (90% or more) is undertaken within a Strategic Gas 

Pipeline Corridor contemplated in paragraph (1)…..” 

This Department does not support the application of the 

standard outside the SEA corridor as this constitutes an 

exclusion without a strategic context to substantiate such an 

exclusion. The standard can only apply within the SEA 

corridor. 

It is recommended that the 
section be amended to read: 
“…… where all of the 
infrastructure [the greater part of 
the activity (90% or more)] is 
undertaken within a Strategic 
Gas Pipeline Corridor 
contemplated in paragraph (1)...” 
“……In addition, should any part 
of the infrastructure fall outside of 
the Pipeline Corridor, the 
requirements of the NEMA EIA 
Regulations apply to the entire 
development.” 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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 4.19.24 It is unclear how the amendment of Environmental 

Authorisations issued for activities identified in terms of the 

previous Environmental Impact Assessment NEMA Listing 

Notices, would apply. This section does not make reference 

to any transitional arrangement regarding Environmental 

Authorisations for activities identified in terms of previous 

notices published in terms of section 24(2) of NEMA 

(Government Notices R. 386 and R. 387 in the Government 

Gazette of 21 April 2006, as amended, Government Notices 

No. R.544, 545 and 546 in the Government Gazette of 18 

June 2010, as amended, or Government Notices No. R983, 

R984 and R985 in the Government Gazette of 4 December 

2014). 

The terminology “associated activities necessary for the 

realisation of such infrastructure” is too vague. This must be 

more specific and reference must be made to the relevant 

Environmental Impact Assessment Listing Notices of 2014 or 

subsequent Notices published in terms of section 24(2) of 

NEMA. The manner in which the section has been worded 

allows for the transformation of land for any activity which may 

be indirectly linked to the proposed development. The terms 

“associated” and “necessary for the realisation” allows for a 

too broad interpretation. The listed activities (i.e. clearance of 

vegetation; development near watercourses) must be directly 

related to the development of facilities or infrastructure for the 

transmission and distribution of electricity. This type of 

distinction has been made in the EIA Listing Notices, 2014 as 

it relates to mining, and this approach should be utilised here. 

Reference should be made to 
similarly listed activities in 
previous notices published in 
terms of 24(2) of NEMA. 
Reference must also be made to 
the amendment of Environmental 
Authorisations for “facilities or 
infrastructure for the 
transmission and distribution of 
electricity associated with large 
scale wind and solar photovoltaic 
energy facilities”. 
To address the identification of 
activities directly related to such 
infrastructure, it is suggested to 
insert the following paragraph as 
point 3.3: 
“Activities directly related to the 
development or expansion of 
electricity transmission and 
distribution infrastructure which 
are identified in the 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations Listing 
Notice 1, 2 or 3 of 2014, as 
amended. The section should 
also include reference to 
“subsequent Notices published in 
terms of section 24(2) of NEMA 
applicable to the development of 
such infrastructure.” 

The EMPr is not considered for this round of gazetting 
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  The REDSZ notice indicates that other applicants who wish 

to apply but are outside the 3 REDZ (9,10 and 11) can still 

apply if they wish to put up their projects but will be dealt with 

under the normal EIA Regulations. This however will require 

those applicants to go through the elimination processes that 

were done for the REDZs and those studies have already 

been done for the 3 REDZs, and they will need to do that at 

their own expenses. It therefore places applicants within the 

3 REDZs at an advantage as a lot of work has been done for 

their sites. Small companies may not afford to run such 

processes and this therefore will discourage people to move 

into the renewable energy space. 

 

In terms of down-grading the EIA process from Scoping and 

EIA to Basic Assessment, for the projects that are outside 

the REDZs and were supposed to go through the Scoping 

and EIA, the shortened timeframes may not be sufficient or 

is in a way not shortened for them as they will need more 

time to conduct studies. 

 
The requirements for a pre-construction monitoring (specially 
for wind projects) across all seasons must still be adhered to. 
It is not clear in the SEA Report if the SEA has done the pre-
monitoring within those 3 REDZ. Individual site specific 
assessments, including for sites within the REDZ will still 
need to be done, and some needs to be done across all 
seasons, this therefore has a number of implications were 
time is an issue. 

 The difference in the EIA process inside and outside of the 
REDZs is that a scoping process is required outside of the 
REDZs. The SEA did the pre-scoping within the REDZs. 
These are the usual requirements for a developer proposing 
to develop a renewable energy facility. Should a developer 
not choose to develop within a REDZs, which have 
specifically been identified for the encouragement of 
renewable energy projects due to resource potential and 
their pre-assessed initial environmental impacts, that is the 
choice made and the benefits of the work undertaken by 
government to assist developers will not apply.  
 
 
 
 
The BA process is not a downgraded EIA process it merely 
does not require scoping and the issues associated with the 
development are known. There is no reduction in the 
specialist assessments that must be undertaken, as the 
specialist studies are determined by the sensitivity of the site 
and the nature of the development.   
 
Pre-construction bird monitoring is still undertaken through 
the specialist study requirements for a wind energy facility. 
These requirements are identified through the screening 
report drawn from the national web-based screening tool. 
These requirements are all known upfront and it is the 
responsibility of the EAP to ensure that the time implications 
are all understood and are considered within the project 
timeframes of the developer.  
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2.1

2 

Novo Energy 
c/o Chris Sturdy 
Email: 
info@novoenergy.co.
za  

   

 2.12.1 We welcome the proposed SEA and appreciate the benefits 

it may hold for sustainable development of the gas economy. 

  

 2.12.2 However, these corridors do not, in our view, sufficiently 
anticipate the growth in the gas market in areas of the country 
that SOE’s have not included in their strategic business plans. 
This is especially important given the current restructuring of 
ownership of pipelines are under way at the moment. 
 

  
The comment is noted. Through the process several focus 
group meetings were held with bulk energy users and their 
plans shared with the team. The focus was for transmission 
pipelines and it is thought that the areas are sufficiently 
flexible to allow a number of development options.  

 2.12.3 Our recommendations are therefore that the gas corridors 
should be expanded to include the future needs of private gas 
suppliers in addition to the plans of government and the SOEs. 
 

 As these needs are identified, additional phases of the 
project can be considered. 

 2.12.4 Recommendation 1:  We recommend expansion of the 
corridor in a northerly direction to include the Highveld 
Industrial Park, situated at 25°53'5.35"S 29° 5'16.03"E. 
 
Rationale: There is an existing gas hub situated within the 
Highveld Industrial Park (HIP) in Emalahleni, Mpumalanga, 
which is situated on an existing gas transmission pipeline. 
However, this site falls outside the proposed corridor in the 
current version of the SEA. The HIP forms an important hub 
for future gas use expansion and we envisage future pipeline 
capacity expansion here. 
 

 The comment is noted. Please see the response to #2.12.2, 
however should amendments be needed in the future when 
the business case has been proven it may be possible to 
consider amendments to the boundaries.   

mailto:info@novoenergy.co.za
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 2.12.5 Recommendation 2:  We recommend expansion of the 
corridor in an easterly direction to include the ROSSLYN – 
BABELEGI Transmission line that ends at 25°20'11.62"S 
28°15'24.14"E. 
 
Rationale: This pipeline forms an important existing gas hub 
with potential for future gas use expansion and we envisage 
future pipeline capacity expansion here. 
 

 Please see the response to #2.12.4 

 2.12.6 Recommendation 3:  We recommend expansion of the 
corridor in a north westerly direction to include the platinum 
belt of Rustenburg, upon to a point that ends at approximately 
25°23'31.20"S 27° 7'29.72"E. 
 
Rationale: This area forms an important hub for future gas use 
expansion and we envisage future pipeline capacity 
expansion here. 
 

 Please see the response to #2.12.4 


