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The information contained in this document is confidential and intended for the exclusive attention 

of the addressee. Unauthorised disclosure or distribution of the information is prohibited.  Please 

advise us immediately if you have received this document in error. 

 

Dear Ms Mashabela, 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT:  PROPOSED ±131KM 

ESKOM FOSKOR-MERENSKY 400kV POWERLINE AND ASSOCIATED SUBSTATION WORKS, MOPANI 

AND SEKHUKHUNE DISTRICT MUNICIPALITIES, LIMPOPO PROVINCE. 

Introduction 

1. We represent the following landowners and entities which will be affected by the proposed 

±131KM Eskom Foskor-Merensky 400kv Powerline and associated substation works 

(“Powerline” or “Project”): 

1.1. Global White Lion Protection Trust (“GWLPT”);  

1.2. Breytenbach Beleggings (Pty) Ltd;  

1.3. Mountainview Game Breeders (Pty) Ltd; 

1.4. the Van Ryn Family Trust;  

1.5. Iconic Investment Holdings Pty Ltd;  

1.6. Soldiers for Wildlife NPC;  

1.7. Greenchem (Pty) Ltd;  
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1.8. Wildlife Animal Protection Forum South Africa;  

1.9. Kruger to Canyons Biosphere Regions; and  

1.10. Endangered Wildlife Trust.  

2. The GWLPT is a registered NPO and leading conservation, community-based organisation with 

a long track-record of uniting Indigenous knowledge and modern science to help save species. 

GWLPT operates from the following contiguous properties located in UNESCO’s Kruger-to-

Canyons Biosphere and Greater Kruger Park area:  

2.1. Farm Lutopi 164 KT, Limpopo (“Lutopi”); 

2.2. Remaining Extent of Portion 2 of the Farm Hoofpyn 269, KT, Limpopo Province (“Hoofpyn”); 

2.3. Portion 20 of the Farm Carthage No. 182 Registration Division KT, Limpopo Province 
(“Carthage”); 

2.4. Remaining Extent of the Farm Milana No. 618 Registration Division KT, Limpopo Province 
(“Milana”);  

2.5. Portion 14 (a portion of Portion 13) of the Farm Carthage No. 182 Registration Division KT, 
Limpopo Province (“Sorabi”) 

(collectively referred to as the GWLPT Properties in these comments). (See attached map 
of property and proposed powerline annexed hereto as “A1”) 

3. Breytenbach Beleggings owns Remaining Extent of Portion 41 of the Farm Harmony 140 (which 

is located within the Blyde-Olifants Conservancy) and intends to establish an eco-tourism 

operation (lodge or tented camp) on the property.   

4. Mountainview Game Breeders (Pty) Ltd owns Portion 40 of Farm Harmony KT140 .  

5. The Van Ryn Family Trust is the registered owner of Portion 3 of Lekkergoed Farm, a property 

that offers an unspoilt bushveld experience and serves as a haven for indigenous fauna, flora 

and exceptional birdlife. The property is managed with a strong focus on conservation and 

functions as an important ecological buffer zone to the Balule Nature Reserve. 

6. Iconic Investment Holdings (Pty) Ltd is the owner of Lekkergoed Farm Portion 2, a family-run 

eco-tourism and conservation property (Bushveld Bivouac Private Camp) which contributes to 

biodiversity conservation in the region and has created permanent employment opportunities 

for its staff. (See attached map of property and proposed powerline annexed hereto as “A2”) 

7. Soldiers for Wildlife NPC (“SFW”) is the registered owner of Portion 6 of the Farm Hoofpyn 269, 

Mica, from which the organisation runs sustainable, income-generating ventures that support 

its broader conservation objectives and community development initiatives in the region. SFW 

has invested years, with the trust and support of their donors, into developing a self-sustaining 

conservation reserve in South Africa – an engine designed to fund and expand frontline 
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conservation and community programs across southern Africa. (See attached map of property 

and proposed powerline annexed hereto as “A3”) 

8. Greenchem (Pty) Ltd is the registered owner of Portion 18 of Hoofpyn 269KT. Their property 

comprises of sensitive indigenous bushveld. (See attached map of property and proposed 

powerline annexed hereto as “A4”) 

9. The Wildlife Animal Protection Forum of South Africa (“WAPFSA”) is a national network of 

twenty-eight South African environmental and conservation organisations established in 2017 

with a particular emphasis on wild animal protection expertise. WAPFSA is explicitly designed 

as a vehicle to engage with governments on the issue of the conservation, wellbeing and 

protection of wild animals and the natural environment in which they live. Their policy positions 

are based on robust science, ethical and compassionate conservation practices and harmonious 

co-existence within nature. 

10. The Kruger to Canyons Biosphere Region (“K2C”) is an internationally recognised UNESCO 

Biosphere Reserve operating under the oversight of the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and 

the Environment (DFFE). Covering more than 2.6 million hectares, the K2C encompasses a 

critical conservation landscape that connects the Kruger National Park with the Blyde River 

Canyon Nature Reserve. It forms a cornerstone of the Greater Kruger system and represents a 

significant component of South Africa’s contribution to Target 3 of the Global Biodiversity 

Framework, which aims to protect 30% of land and sea areas by 2030. (See attached comments 

from K2C annexed hereto as “B”) 

11. The Endangered Wildlife Trust (“EWT”) is a Non-Government Organisation (NGO) in terms of 

the Non-Profit Organizations Act, 1997 (Act Number 71 of 1997). The EWT was established in 

1973 to address the survival of specific endangered and threatened species and habitats. More 

than fifty years on, the EWT is a leading biodiversity conservation NGO in Southern and East 

Africa, with international credibility and a respected track record of conservation success 

working on a range of projects through these regions. 

12. A number of our clients own or operate properties whose value, use, and continued viability are 

intrinsically linked to the exceptional environmental quality, scenic beauty, and sense of 

tranquillity that characterise the area affected by the proposed powerline. Their farms and 

conservation sites form part of a largely unspoilt bushveld landscape that underpins diverse land 

uses – including conservation initiatives, ecotourism, and local community upliftment projects. 

As will be demonstrated in the objections set out below, the continued success of our clients’ 

respective operations depends on maintaining the integrity of the natural environment, the 

visual amenity of the landscape, and the peaceful character of the area.  

13. Our clients’ properties will all be traversed by both the preferred route (corridor alternative 1 

(1km wide)) and the alternative route (corridor alternative 3) for the Eskom Foskor-Merensky 

400kv Powerline (the “Powerline”). The development of the Powerline along this route will 
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consequently have significant negative impacts on conservation efforts and related eco-tourism 

initiatives undertaken on our clients’ properties (and in the surrounding area).  

14. These comments are submitted on behalf of our clients in respect of the draft Environmental 

Impact Assessment Report, dated 02 September 2025 (“2025 draft EIR”) relating to the 

proposed Powerline, which was provided to stakeholders for comment by 3 October 2025 

(extended by request till 11 October 2025). 

Project context  

15. The Limpopo Province is characterised by exceptional biodiversity, offering both opportunities 

and constraints to development. Being so rich in natural resources – particularly in mineral 

deposits, agricultural potential, and eco-tourism assets – the province is well-positioned as a 

key contributor to South Africa’s economy. At the same time, these environmental assets are of 

national and global significance and therefore require careful management to ensure that 

development is sustainable and occurs within the ecological limits of the region. 

16. Limpopo’s environmental landscape includes world-renowned conservation areas such as the 

Kruger National Park, numerous provincial and private nature reserves, two World Heritage 

Sites, two Ramsar wetlands, three Biosphere Reserves, two Transfrontier Conservation Areas, 

and several Important Bird Areas and Centres of Floristic Endemism. Collectively, these features 

form a network of ecosystems that underpin biodiversity, eco-tourism, and community 

livelihoods, and which contribute significantly to the province’s identity and sustainable 

development prospects.  

17. Within this context, Foskor (Pty) Ltd operates as a major industrial actor in the province. Foskor 

is a South African company based in Phalaborwa, specialising in the extraction of phosphate 

rock, foskorite, and pyroxenite. The extracted phosphate rock is transported daily by rail to 

Foskor’s acid division in Richards Bay, KwaZulu-Natal, using a dedicated megaRAIL service for 

the production of phosphoric acid and fertiliser products. These products are primarily exported 

to international markets, with a smaller portion sold domestically. The proposed Merensky-

Foskor 130 km powerline upgrade project has been presented as necessary to sustain and 

expand Foskor’s industrial operations.  

18. The eco-tourism and conservation-based industries, which are prominent in this province, 

depend entirely on environments that are natural and that have been altered in only the most 

minimal way by human structures and activities. In this setting – where biodiversity, 

conservation and sustainable land use are of central importance – any proposed infrastructure 

must be rigorously assessed to ensure that it does not erode the province’s ecological resilience, 

scenic integrity or long-term economic sustainability.  
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Background  

19. Cullinan & Associates prepared and submitted comments on the Draft Scoping Report (“DSR”) 

on behalf of GWLPT on 3 September 2023.1 As the initial application for environmental 

authorisation lapsed, a further updated Draft Scoping Report (“the Updated DSR”) (which 

included the responses to the public comments which were received on the DSR) was circulated 

for public comment from 16 November 2023 until 12 December 2023. We submitted comments 

on the updated DSR on behalf of our clients on 12 January 2024. Our comments on both the DSR 

and Updated DSR raised significant concerns around various issues concerning the proposed 

scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) process, including in respect of:  

19.1. the consideration of the significance of the receiving environment (and particularly the 
impact on biodiversity); 

19.2. the identification of potential impacts on the GWLPT Properties and other conservation-
oriented properties; 

19.3. the identification and consideration of appropriate alternatives to provide the decision-
maker with options for choice; and  

19.4. the motivation for the need and desirability of the proposed powerline project.  

20. On 19 May 2024, the draft Environmental Impact Assessment Report (“draft EIR”) was circulated 

for public comment. On 27 June 2024, Cullinan & Associates submitted comments on the draft 

EIR.  

21. On 19 September 2024, the amended draft Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

(“Amended Draft EIR”) was provided to stakeholders for comment. We have been advised that 

not all stakeholders received this Amended Draft EIR.2 On 21 October 2024, Cullinan & 

Associates submitted comments which raised concerns (substantively similar to those we raised 

in relation to the draft EAIR) that the Amended Draft EIR had failed to: 

21.1. assess the properties which will be affected by the proposed Powerline;  

21.2. adequately assess the significance of the receiving environment; 

21.3. adequately assess avifauna impacts and mitigation; 

21.4. properly consider the socio-economic impacts of the proposed powerline project on our 
clients and surrounding properties; 

21.5. adequately assess route alternatives; 

 
1 GA Environmental Pty Ltd circulated the DSR for the proposed Powerline and associated substation works for 
public comment between 17 July and 18 August 2023. Due to deficiencies in the public comment process, the 
commenting period was extended to 3 September 2023. 
2 Specifically the owner of Lekkergoed Farm Portion 2 has confirmed that they did not receive the Amended 
Draft EIR. 
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21.6. consider technology and design alternatives; and 

21.7. motivate for the need and desirability of the proposed powerline project. 

22. Despite our comments on the DSR, updated DSR, draft EIR, and amended draft EIR, a review of 

the 2025 draft EIR reveals that it remains deficient in the following respects:  

22.1. inadequate assessment of route alternatives; 

22.2. lack of consideration of technology and design alternatives; 

22.3. inadequate and non-compliant public participation process; 

22.4. failure to conduct assessment of properties which will be affected by the proposed 

powerline;  

22.5. inadequate assessment of the significance of the receiving environment; 

22.6. inadequate assessment of socio-economic impacts on eco-tourism and property values;  

22.7. security and access concerns;  

22.8. inadequate motivation for the need and desirability of the project; and  

22.9. flawed EIA methodology, data integrity and inadequate project description.  

23. The Scoping and EIA process is intended to enable the identification, assessment and reporting 

of potential impacts on the environment, socio-economic conditions and cultural heritage of a 

proposed project in order to inform environmental decision-making. EIA processes are central to 

integrated environmental management, the objectives of which include ensuring that potential 

environmental and socio-economic impacts of activities are adequately identified and assessed, 

and that consideration is given to such impacts in environmental management and decision-

making.3 

24. Given our client’s significant concerns around the implications of the proposed Powerline on 

their respective properties and the conservation efforts which they are integral to, and the 

failure by the EAP to address the substantive issues raised in our comments on previous drafts 

of the Scoping and EIR reports, Ms Mary-Jane Morris of Morris Environmental & Groundwater 

Alliances (“MEGA”) was requested by Cullinan & Associates to comment on the 2025 Draft EIR 

for the proposed development on the Property (“Morris Report”).  The Morris Report is annexed 

as “C”. The report identifies significant flaws in the 2025 Draft EIR which render it entirely unfit 

for purpose in at least the following respects 

24.1. Inadequate identification and assessment of alternatives:  The route alternatives 

presented in the 2025 Draft EIR do not provide real options for choice to enable the selection 

 
3 Section 23 of the National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998. 
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of the best practicable environmental option by the competent authority. While the 

presentation of alternatives in the report is confusing to the extent that it is unclear as to which 

alternative is which, at least two of the three route alternatives follow exactly the same route, 

with the only difference being the width of the corridor. The option of upgrading the existing 

powerline has also been given no consideration whatsoever, notwithstanding the substantial 

environmental costs associated with the construction of a new line.  

24.2. Preferred alternative not aligned with specialist findings: The preferred route 

alternative recommended by the EAP is Corridor 1.  That recommendation directly contradicts 

the biodiversity and avifaunal specialists’ conclusions which indicate Alternative 1 (i.e Corridor 

1) as being “no go” on the basis of avifauna impacts.  

24.3. Flawed public participation:  The EAP has not enabled effective public participation by 

failing to include a Comments and Responses Report, as required in terms of the 2014 EIA 

Regulations. While this has compromised I&APs ability to effectively consider and comment on 

the changes to the report, the EAP has also failed to provide any indication as to the changes 

which have been made since the draft EIAR was circulated for public comment in September 

2024. Consultation of local communities is also inadequate and has failed to take account of 

limitations related to internet, transport and illiteracy amongst others.  

24.4.    Need and desirability:  While the emphasis in the “need and desirability” section of 

the report focuses on motivating for the need for the proposed project, the question of 

whether the proposed project is desirable in the given location (based on ecological 

sustainability and social justice criteria) has not been meaningfully addressed. 

24.5. Identification and assessment of impacts:  Further key gaps in the 2025 Draft EIR that 

were identified in the Morris Report include: 

24.5.1. the lack of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA);  

24.5.2. apparent lack of qualification of the consultant which undertook the Ecotourism Impact 

Assessment in tourism or ecotourism-related issues;  

24.5.3. inadequate assessment of impacts related to displacement of households and/or 

communities associated with the proposed Project; and 

24.5.4. failure to comprehensively address cumulative impacts.  

24.6. Report not fit for decision-making purposes:  In its current form, the 2025 Draft EIR is 

inadequate for decision-making purposes due to, among other things, material gaps in baseline 

information, inadequate scoping of specialist studies, the application of misplaced criteria to 

motivate the project (need and desirability), provision of conflicting and unclear information.   

25. The 2025 Draft EIR has failed to address the significant concerns which have been repeatedly 

raised in our comments on the previous drafts of the Scoping and EIR Reports, particularly insofar 
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as impacts on our clients’ properties and the related conservation efforts are concerned. The 

assessment presented in the 2025 Draft EIR therefore remains entirely deficient and/or 

inaccurate insofar as it purports to provide a basis for the competent authority to reach a legally 

defensible decision.   

 

Inadequate Assessment of Route Alternatives 

26. NEMA requires that environmental decision-making must take into account the effects of 

decisions on all aspects of the environment and all people in the environment by pursuing the 

selection of the best practicable environmental option.4 The term “best practicable 

environmental option” is defined in NEMA as “the option that provides the most benefit or causes 

the least damage to the environment as a whole, at a cost acceptable to society, in the long term 

as well as in the short term.” It is therefore important that the competent authority is provided 

with options for choice in the context of the EIA process to enable the selection of the best 

practicable environmental option.  

27. Our clients previously highlighted the draft EIR’s failure to adequately assess route alternatives, 

especially those that avoid protected areas and conservation zones. An assessment of route 

alternatives is particularly warranted in respect of linear developments such as powerlines given 

the extensive landscape-level impact. The assessment of route alternatives in the 2025 Draft EIR 

is fatally flawed in at least the following respects 

27.1. The assessment of these alternatives is confusing and inconsistent. For example  

descriptions of the corridors differ between the EIR report itself and the specialist studies, while 

several maps are mislabelled or factually incorrect – including references to non-existent 

features such as the “Blyde Canyon River.” For example, the locality map in the Avifaunal 

Impact Assessment shows a “Proposed 1 km Corridor” (black line), an “EA Approved 3 km 

Corridor” (purple line), a “Deviation Route” (red line), and a “Proposed Route” (green line). 

However, other figures in the report (Figures 3-1 to 3-8, 3-11, 3-12, 3-15, and 3-16) depict only 

two routes. The relationship between the three alternatives in the Draft EIAR and the routes 

shown in the Avifaunal Impact Assessment is therefore unclear. 

27.2. While such inconsistencies in the presentation of alternatives makes it difficult for 

I&APs to effectively comment on route alternatives, it also compromises the competent 

authority’s ability to properly consider each discrete alternative. 

27.3. The three route corridors presented in the report do not constitute genuine alternatives 

(i.e options for choice), as they follow essentially the same alignment with only minor variations 

in width.  

27.4. Moreover, a “newly introduced alternative” in the amended report is not new at all, as 

it falls entirely within an existing corridor. The preferred alternative (Corridor 1) was selected 

 
4 Section 2(4)(b) of NEMA. 
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in direct contradiction to the findings of the biodiversity and avifaunal specialists, both of 

whom identified it as a “no-go” option due to its significant environmental sensitivity. The EAP 

offers no rationale for disregarding these expert findings. Compounding this, the proposal to 

authorise a six-kilometre-wide corridor to “allow flexibility” would in effect amount to an open-

ended authorisation without a defined route, underscoring that the assessment remains 

incomplete. This issue is addressed comprehensively in the Morris Report. 

27.5. The inadequacy of assessment of route alternatives is further compounded by the 

proposed merging of the two route alternatives for authorisation by the competent authority. 

In this regard the Final Draft EIR states “Furthermore, based on the thorough and detailed 

assessment undertaken for this proposed development, it is recommended that Corridor 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 be merged, creating a single, wider corridor to allow for a wider 

window of opportunity to avoid sensitivities.”5  The EAP is essentially proposing that the 

competent authority approve both the Corridor 1 and 2 route alternatives in order to allow for 

a wider area for the post-authorisation determination of the route based on a walkthrough by 

specialists. In essence this means that the report has provided no route alternatives 

whatsoever.  

28. We are instructed that an appropriate potential route to the West of the sensitive environmental 

area (and East of the community land) ought to have been considered in the EIA process as it 

would separate human habitation and infrastructure from wildlife zones, making this route a far 

more sensible route given the potential environmental impacts of the current proposed route 

alternatives. Furthermore, the land in this region has already been degraded, and therefore 

would not suffer the same critically serious biodiversity impacts. Despite this alternative being 

repeatedly raised in previous comments, it has not been assessed as a route alternative in the 

2025 Draft EIR.  

29. Given the potential impacts on our clients’ properties (and surrounding protected areas and 

conservation properties), the alternatives currently presented in the 2025 Draft EIR do not 

enable the competent authority to select the best practicable environmental option in the 

decision-making process. Any progression of the application for environmental authorisation on 

the basis of the 2025 Draft EIR will therefore be compromised as it does not include route 

alternatives which are materially different from those presented. 

Lack of Consideration of Technology and Design Alternatives 

30. Our clients raised concerns around the failure to consider technology alternatives in their 

comments on the previous drafts of the EIR. In this regard it is noteworthy that section 24O of 

NEMA provides criteria to be taken into account by competent authorities when considering 

applications for environmental authorisation. These include taking into account relevant factors 

including, where appropriate, any feasible and reasonable alternatives to the activity which is 

the subject of the application and any feasible and reasonable modifications or changes to the 

 
5 The 2025 Draft EIR pg 307. 
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activity that may minimise harm to the environment.6 The EIA Regulations define “alternatives”, 

in relation to a proposed activity, as the different means of meeting the general purpose and 

requirements of the activity which may include alternatives to the technology to be used in the 

activity.7 

31. The circumstances of the proposed Powerline warrant a consideration of technology and/or 

design alternatives given that there are different means of meeting the purpose of the activity 

(being the supply of electricity). The EIA process, however, fails to consider reasonable and 

feasible technical alternatives to constructing a new powerline.  

32. In particular, it would have been appropriate for the 2025 Draft EIR to consider the option of 

transmission infrastructure to integrate with renewable energy sources in order to provide 

potential route alternatives. For instance, technologies that facilitate the integration of solar or 

wind energy into the grid are not considered.  

33. Significantly (as is extensively addressed in the Morris Report) the 2025 Draft EIR has also failed 

to consider why the “double circuit” option is not a viable option, despite such systems being 

well-established, more reliable, and significantly more land-efficient. Likewise, modern solutions 

such as high-voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission or advanced reconductoring 

technologies have also not been explored at all. 

34. As a result, the report does not provide a detailed comparative assessment of the environmental 

impacts, costs, and benefits of different technology alternatives to enable a decision which aligns 

with the requirements of sustainable development. 

35. The absence of such considerations reflects a failure to evaluate technology alternatives which 

potentially offer environmentally acceptable solutions. This means that any decision to approve 

the development of the proposed Powerline would not be aligned with the  principles of 

sustainable development enshrined in section 2 of NEMA. 

36. Given the potential long-term environmental impact of overhead powerlines on sensitive 

ecosystems, it is essential that the competent authority be presented with information 

concerning available technology alternatives.  

Inadequate and non-compliant public participation process 

37. The public participation process conducted for this EIA falls far short of the legal requirements under 

Regulation 41 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2014 (as amended)8 which is 

designed to enable effective public engagement through a clear and accessible presentation of  all 

information that reasonably has or may have the potential to influence any decision with regard to 

 
6 Section 24(1)(b)(iv) 
7 Definitions of EIA Regulations. 
8 GNR.982 of 4 December 2014. 
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an application.9 Furthermore, section 33 of the Constitution as well as the Promotion of 

Administrative Justice Act 3 of 2000 (“PAJA”) guarantee the right to procedurally fair administrative 

action. The process followed by the EAP with regard to the 2025 Draft EIR is however deficient in at 

least the following respects (which are also addressed in the Morris Report): 

37.1. As explained above, our clients have commented on at least 2 previous versions of the 

EIR and 2 versions of the DSR for the Powerline. Despite adding an additional 158 pages to the 

EIR (from the draft circulated in September 2024), the EAP has failed to meaningfully address 

our clients comments and explain how the report has been amended. This is borne out of the 

fact that we sent an email to the EAP specifically requesting that the changes which have been 

made to the report be shown in mark-up. The EAP however responded to that response on 18 

September 2025 as follows:  

“Kindly note that the report has been officially revised and resubmitted in accordance with 

Regulation 21(2). You are encouraged to review the updated version in its entirety to ensure 

that all relevant information particularly those affecting your interests are duly considered.” 

37.2. The EAP’s approach appears to be aimed at obfuscating the issues with the assessment 

undertaken in the report. The absence of any clarity and transparency by the EAP furthermore 

means that I&APs task of considering and commenting on the Project is made unreasonably 

difficult, instead of facilitating engagement as it should do. The cumulative effect is an unfair 

and inefficient process that prejudices the rights of I&APs and undermines the integrity of the 

EIA process.  

37.3. Given that such engagement is both time consuming and costly for I&APs, the approach 

adopted by the EAP is entirely unacceptable as it has the effect of sapping I&APs limited 

resources, thereby compromising public engagement throughout the process.  

37.4. Only one public meeting and one meeting with traditional authorities were held along 

a project corridor of over 130 kilometres – plainly insufficient to enable meaningful 

participation by affected parties. Attendance registers are missing, and the same minutes 

appear to have been copied for multiple meetings. Despite claims in the 2025 Draft EIR that a 

Comments and Responses Report exists, none has been made available. This constitutes a clear 

contravention of regulation 44(1) of the EIA Regulations.  

37.5. The absence of measures to meaningfully and effectively facilitate participation by 

illiterate or otherwise disadvantaged persons, particularly given the expansive rural areas 

covered by the project, further breaches regulation 41(2)(e). The Social Impact Assessment also 

reflects no direct engagement with local communities, despite the potential for displacement 

or loss of livelihood. 

 
9 Regulation 40(2). 
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38. Failure to meaningfully engage stakeholders undermines the legitimacy of the EIA and risks 

overlooking critical local knowledge and concerns regarding the proposed Powerline. These 

procedural shortcomings are set out in further detail in the Morris Report. 

Failure to conduct assessment of properties which will be affected by the proposed Powerline  

39. Our clients previously raised concerns around the EAP’s apparent failure to conduct site visits at 

affected properties, compromising the reliability of the finding of the Amended Draft EIR. In 

response to that concern, the EAP wrote to the interested and affected parties on 12 December 

2024, noting the following:  

“In response to feedback from the DFFE and the public, it has been determined that the specialist 

studies must be redone in accordance with DFFE regulations and protocols. 

To comply with these requirements, specialists will conduct a site visit from January 13 to 17, 

2025. We kindly request access from all affected landowners or property owners.” 

40. Since then, save for GWLPT,10 all of our other clients have confirmed that site visits were not 

conducted at their respective properties by either the EAP or the specialists.  

41. To reiterate, our clients are engaged in conservation and eco-tourism efforts. The assessment of 

potential impacts on their properties (and surrounding conservation-oriented properties) 

therefore necessarily requires a thorough understanding of the specific environmental 

conditions of those properties in order to gather the information required to provide an accurate 

representation of potential impacts associated with the proposed Powerline. This has clearly not 

been done by the EAP or the specialists, at a number of affected properties, meaning the full 

extent of the impacts have not been identified, assessed and placed before the decision-maker 

for consideration.  

42. The absence of an actual site assessment of all affected properties by the EAP and specialists 

(particularly on properties of high conservation and biodiversity significance) means that the 

veracity and reliability of the findings of the EIA process is compromised. Instead of addressing 

these shortcomings by undertaking the necessary assessments, the EAP has once again (despite 

previous objections to this flawed methodology) sought to rely on a pre-construction 

walkthrough by specialists – which would be undertaken subsequent to the grant of the EA – in 

order to belatedly identify sensitive areas for purposes of pylon placement.  

42.1. In this regard the EAP notes:  

“Before the commencement of construction activities, a comprehensive corridor walk-down 

will be undertaken to verify the precise coordinates for pylon placement and to identify any 

environmentally sensitive areas along the proposed transmission line route. […] This walk-

 
10 GWLPT confirmed that a single site visit – of which the duration was approximately 1.5 hours – was conducted 
by the Biodiversity specialists. This is inadequate for a nature reserve of this size. 
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down and initial track laying will also serve to identify any potential fatal flaws in the 

proposed alignment. (our emphasis)”11 

42.2. However, in terms of mitigation measures, the EAP proposes:  

“Conduct a walkthrough by a qualified ecologist post-finalisation of line and pylon positions 

(our emphasis)”12 

42.3. Finally as a recommendation the EAP states the following:  

“A final walkthrough of the negotiated route must take place to identify sensitivities and 

assist in identifying areas that require conservation.”13 

43. Firstly, based on the above contradictory statements, it remains unclear whether this 

“walkthrough” will occur before or after finalisation of the pylon positions. 

44. Secondly, with the risk that such a walkthrough might reveal fatal flaws in the proposed 

alignment, it is entirely ill-conceived to suggest that such a walkthrough should only be 

undertaken after the Environmental Authorisation has been granted. This approach undermines 

the very purpose of the environmental impact assessment process as it means that relevant 

impacts will not have been identified and assessed to inform a defensible decision by the 

competent authority as to whether the proposed powerline project should be approved at all.   

45. The Courts have made it clear that relevant considerations are to be taken into account by the 

decision-maker at the time that the decision is made and not deferred to a later date. In this 

regard, in Earthlife Africa Johannesburg v Minister of Environmental Affairs and Others,14 the 

Gauteng division of the High Court found that the decision to grant the authorisation without 

proper prior consideration of the climate change impacts was prejudicial in that permission had 

been granted without properly researching the climate change impacts for the area and the 

country as a whole before granting the authorisation. 

Inadequate Assessment of the Significance of the Receiving Environment 

46. The proposed route threatens ecologically sensitive areas, protected species and conservation 

corridors. The 2025 Draft EIR however fails to adequately identify, assess or mitigate these risks.  

46.1. As  protected tree species (including Marula and Leadwood trees) are present on many 

of our clients’ properties, the proposed clearing of a 55m+ servitude would have a 

significant impact on such protected biodiversity resources (and would require 

compliance with  the National Forest Act).  

46.2. According to the 2025 Draft EIA, the proposed routes — including the preferred 

Alternative 1 — traverse or are in proximity to several formally declared Private Nature 

 
11 Pg 22-3 of the 2025 Draft EIR. 
12 Pg 225 of the 2025 Draft EIR. 
13 Pg 314 of the 2025 Draft EIR.  
14 [2017] 2 All SA 519 (GP) para 119.  
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Reserves and Key Biodiversity Areas within the K2C region, including Cape Vulture 

Conservancy, Balule Nature Reserve, Olifants West Nature Reserve and Malachite Private 

Nature Reserve. These reserves form part of the recognised Kruger to Canyons 

Conservation Corridor and support a number of rare and protected faunal species 

including White-backed Vulture Gyps africanus, Hooded Vulture Necrosyrtes monachus, 

African Fish Eagle Haliaeetus vocifer, African leopard Panthera pardus pardus, African 

Wild Dog Lycaon pictus.  

47. All of our clients’ properties are accordingly significant from a conservation perspective. In 

particular, the GWLPT Properties support two key river systems which form tributaries to the 

Olifants River, and fall within a critical sector of the UNESCO recognised Kruger to Canyons 

Biosphere Region. In light of this environmental significance, the GWLPT properties (with the 

exception of the newly acquired Sorabi) have recently (since our previous round of comments) 

been formally declared by Limpopo Economic Development, Environment and Tourism 

(“LEDET”) as a nature reserve, now known as Malachite Private Nature Reserve, thus expanding 

the conservation area (see Annexure “D”). The primary reasons for the site’s qualification for 

declaration as a nature reserve include: 

• Protection of critically endangered White-Backed and Hooded Vultures that forage and 
nest within the GWLPT Properties. 

• Protection of important savanna habitat and species, including threatened species. 
African Wild Dogs and Cheetah have been known to use the GWLPT Properties.  

• Protection of Vulnerable Granite Lowveld which is in good ecological condition. 

• Protection of the Makhutswi and Ga-Matombane River systems which are tributaries to 
the Olifants River.  

• Protection of unique biodiversity clusters of flora and fauna that are dependent upon the 
unique geological outcrops (“inselbergs”) of this specific region. 

• Provision of biodiversity corridors offering critical connectivity and protected area 
expansion between protected areas and within the Great Limpopo Trans-frontier 
Conservation Area (GLTFCA) and the Kruger to Canyons Biosphere Region, thus 
increasing the conservation estate of landscape-scale biodiversity protection 
implementation tools.  

• The role of the GWLPT Properties in biodiversity conservation in the region (which is 
recognised as one of the world’s biodiversity hotspots, and therefore critical to climate 
crisis mitigation). 

48. Conservation areas within the buffer zone for the Kruger to Canyons Biosphere Reserve are 

intended to provide an ‘extra layer of protection to the integrity of the national park’. 

Development which compromises those buffer zones consequently has significant knock-on 

impacts for broader conservation and protected area objectives. The Biosphere guidelines 

specifically state that infrastructure within the buffer zones must be tourist related and should 

blend in with the environmental characteristics and processes with little or to no compromise 

to the ecological integrity. 

49. Our clients’ previous comments have consistently pointed out that the significance of the 

receiving environment (particularly the impact on biodiversity within the Kruger to Canyon 
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Biosphere and other conservation-oriented properties) has not been adequately assessed. 

Despite those comments, the assessment undertaken in the 2025 Draft EIR has failed to 

comprehensively address the ecological importance of the areas affected by the proposed 

powerline as addressed above by the lack of site assessment. Examples of deficiencies in the 

assessment of biodiversity-related impacts are listed below. 

49.1. A lack of a detailed ornithological study identifying high-risk flight paths and roosting sites 

relative to the proposed pylon locations, despite known electrocution and collision risks 

from 400kV lines. 

49.2. Inadequate assessment of the habitat degradation impacts associated with a project of 

this nature. In this regard, it has been shown that savannah bushveld that is cleared of 

trees and shrubs can contribute to areas of over-grazing.   

49.3. Failure to consider impacts of maintenance requirements post-construction. 

Maintenance of the proposed Powerline after construction will present ongoing impacts 

for the affected landowners, not only because of access challenges, but also because any 

new tracks created to service the power lines will add to the habitat degradation. 

50. As considered above, the proposed walkthrough to identify sensitive areas in order to inform 

the micro-siting of pylons subsequent to the grant of the environmental authorisation will not 

address the shortcomings in the assessment process. A comprehensive assessment of impacts 

on the receiving environment (including impacts on important conservation-oriented 

properties) ought to properly be undertaken in order to inform a decision as to whether the 

proposed project should be authorised at all. The deference of assessment of such impacts (as 

is proposed by the 2025 Draft EIR) undermines the purpose of the environmental impact 

assessment process as it means that substantively relevant environmental sensitivities will not 

be placed before the decision-maker for consideration in respect of the application for 

environmental authorisation.  

51. The 2025 Draft EIR has accordingly failed to give due consideration to the significance of our 

clients’ properties as an extension of the protected area complex surrounding the Kruger 

National Park, and the pristine status of the bushveld environment that will be negatively 

affected by the proposed powerline project. The consequence of this is that the 2025 Draft EIR 

has failed to identify and/or understated potentially significant impacts which the proposed 

powerline project will have for conservation efforts and related eco-tourism initiatives in the 

area. This failure to conduct a comprehensive, contextual assessment of the impacts on the 

receiving environment, before the environmental authorisation is granted, leaves significant 

gaps in understanding the full environmental consequences of the proposed project. This means 

that the 2025 Draft EIR will not enable a comprehensive consideration of all relevant factors by 

the competent authority to inform a rational and defensible decision.  
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Inadequate assessment of Socio-Economic Impacts on Eco-Tourism and property values 

52.  Our clients have previously submitted that previous drafts of the EIR did not properly consider 

the socio-economic impacts of the proposed powerline project on their respective properties, 

which are engaged in eco-tourism and conservation efforts.  

53. As was pointed out in previous comments, the positioning of the proposed corridor alternative 

1 and deviation route alternative 3 of the proposed Powerline will have unavoidable 

consequences for the aesthetic value of our clients’ properties as well as other I&APs who 

operate as ecotourism lodges or wildlife conservancies. These properties rely on the unspoiled, 

pristine natural landscapes which surround them to attract guests seeking an authentic 

wilderness experience. The presence of powerlines will detract from this natural beauty, 

potentially leading to a decline in guest numbers and a subsequent loss of revenue. The 

presence of powerlines is also likely to have a negative impact on property values, as the scenic 

and ecological qualities of the land become diminished.  

54. The 2025 Draft EIR fails to account for long-term economic and job losses and focuses narrowly 

on temporary construction jobs, while noting that opportunities will be limited because 

contractors usually arrive with their own skilled workforces – skills which may not be available 

in local communities. This being so, despite the broader context of the National Development 

Plan (NDP) which promotes SMMEs and eco-tourism as engines of job creation and inclusive 

growth. Tourism and conservation initiatives in the region are necessarily built on the appeal of 

unspoilt wilderness. The visual intrusion of 40m-high pylons will permanently scar the landscape 

with unavoidable impacts for surrounding eco-tourism operations., such as those of our clients. 

55. Property specific impacts which the proposed powerline will have, and which have not been 

considered whatsoever in the report include: 

55.1. Lekkergoed Portion 2: Employs 12 permanent staff, supports local suppliers, and 

contributes to regional tourism. The report ignores the Local Economic Multiplier Effect 

and offers only one-time compensation for property devaluation. Guest 

accommodation, waterholes, and homestead are directly in the path of the proposed 

route. The farm is too narrow for effective mitigation. 

55.2. Farm Hoofpyn Portion 6: Infrastructure investments will be rendered worthless. Eco-

tourism and hospitality plans will be compromised, affecting staff and community 

outreach. 

55.3. Farm Hoofpyn Portion 18: Eco-tourism development will be undermined. Visual 

intrusion and habitat destruction will reduce bookings, devalue property, and negate 

years of investment.  

55.4. Lekkergoed Portion 3: A 90m servitude would eliminate over 30% of usable land, 

destroying the safari experience and therefore employment opportunities. 
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56. A further significant impact of the Powerline, which has been entirely overlooked in the report, 

is the implications which it will have on the funding of nature conservation efforts by 

international organisations. The proposed powerline development would irreparably damage 

critical natural habitat and therefore undermine the very projects that donors have made 

possible, threatening to erase years of progress toward sustainable conservation growth. The 

primary purpose of the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF) (which currently provides 

funding to various conservation organisations in South Africa is to finance the implementation 

of the landmark Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF). International 

financial bodies and donors base funding on a developing country's need and demonstration of 

political will and compliance. South Africa, is a signed-up participant in the KMGBF and is already 

receiving support (including a project titled "Reimagining National Parks for People and Nature 

– Leveraging Durable Financing Mechanisms for Mega Living Landscapes). A blatant nature-

negative action, such as the proposed high-voltage powerline through a registered protected 

nature reserve in a sensitive biodiversity hotspot, directly contravenes the spirit and letter of 

the GBF targets, signalling non-compliance and disregard for the objectives of the biodiversity 

framework.  This is a risk, not only for South Africa’s reputation and current funding, but also 

makes future funding applications much less credible.  

Security and Access Concerns 

57. The proposed Powerline raises serious concerns relating to security and access control on 

privately-owned conservation properties, which have simply not been considered in the report. 

Unrestricted or poorly managed access by Eskom personnel or contractors – both during 

construction and in the course of ongoing maintenance – poses significant risks to the safety of 

wildlife, staff, and guests. Many of the affected properties operate as private reserves that rely 

on strict access control to maintain the security of wildlife populations, including species 

vulnerable to poaching, and to ensure the safety of personnel and visitors. 

58. The 2025 Draft EIR fails to address how long-term access to the servitude will be managed, or 

how entry by Eskom personnel will be coordinated with landowners and reserve management. 

No access protocol, notification procedure or security mitigation plan is provided. In the context 

of ongoing wildlife crime and the need for constant anti-poaching vigilance, such omissions are 

unacceptable and could seriously compromise conservation efforts. 

59. These concerns must be properly assessed and mitigated before any authorisation can lawfully 

be considered. 

Inadequate Motivation for the Need and Desirability of the Project 

60. Our clients previously submitted that the need and desirability of the proposed powerline project 

was not adequately justified, particularly in light of its potential to disrupt important 

conservation areas and eco-tourism operations. Given the abovementioned flaws in the 

environmental assessment process, those concerns are reiterated in respect of the 2025 Draft 

EIR as follows: 
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60.1. Regulations 18 of the EIA Regulations requires that the competent authority, when considering 

an application, must have regard to the need for and desirability of the undertaking of the 

proposed activity. In terms of this, section 3(f) of Appendix 3 of the EIA Regulations requires 

that an EIA must include a motivation for the need and desirability of a proposed project. 

While the 2025 Draft EIR presents a justification (or need)  for the project, several critical issues 

and inconsistencies must be addressed in accordance with the Guidelines on Need and 

Desirability as outlined in NEMA and the EIA Regulations, including: 

60.1.1. Inadequate justification of need and desirability for the project: The report claims that 

there is a growing demand for electricity in the Limpopo province, particularly driven by 

industrial and mining activities. However, the justification provided lacks specificity and 

supporting data.  

60.1.2. Demand projections: The report fails to provide clear evidence or statistical data to 

support the assertion that existing infrastructure cannot meet future demand, or that the 

proposed Powerline is the most desirable means of addressing such demand should it 

exist.  

60.1.3. Alternative Solutions: The report fails to adequately explore alternative solutions to 

meet the electricity demand. For instance, upgrading existing infrastructure, improving 

energy efficiency, appropriate route alternatives or integrating renewable energy sources 

could be viable alternatives that are less environmentally impactful. Significantly in this 

regard, the guidelines on need and desirability emphasise the exploration of alternatives 

to minimise environmental impact.15 

60.1.4. Climate Change Resilience: The NDP highlights the importance of climate change 

resilience. The report lacks a thorough assessment of how this powerline project 

contributes to or detracts from regional climate resilience efforts, which is a key 

consideration in the need and desirability assessment. 

60.1.5. Socio-Economic Impact Concerns: The report claims socio-economic benefits, including 

job creation and local economic development. However, these claims are not 

substantiated with detailed analysis. The majority of jobs created will be temporary, 

(during the construction phase) rather than long-term, sustainable employment 

opportunities.16  The report glosses over potential negative socio-economic impacts, such 

as displacement of communities, disruption of local economies (particularly agriculture 

and tourism), and impacts on property values. A more detailed socio-economic impact 

analysis is needed, in line with the EIA regulations. 

 
15 2.10 of the Need and Desirability Guidelines state “Considering the need for social equity and justice, do the 
alternatives identified, allow the “best practicable environmental option” to be selected, or is there a need for 
other alternatives to be considered?” 
16 The guidelines emphasise the need to differentiate between short-term and long-term socio-economic 
benefits. 
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60.1.6. The proposed Powerline project also stands in stark contrast with the principles and 

goals enshrined in the White Paper on Conservation and Sustainable use of South Africa’s 

Biodiversity (the “White Paper”), approved by Cabinet in April 2023, which expressly 

motivates for the conservation of biodiversity and places a collective duty of care on all 

persons, organisations and organs of state to conserve and avoid loss of biodiversity, 

anticipate and prevent irreversible loss of biodiversity, and adopt a cautious approach in 

taking decisions affecting biodiversity. The White Paper furthermore promotes full cost-

benefit accounting in respect of social and environmental costs and benefits of projects. 

In the current circumstances, this means the identification of alternatives which provide 

real options for choice, and which take account of  the full extent of environmental and 

socio-economic costs involved in the proposed powerline project (rather than simply 

responding to construction cost considerations).  

61. Despite our historic comments, the 2025 Draft EIR simply repeats the general statements of need 

for increased electricity capacity but does not interrogate the desirability of the proposed project 

in light of the substantial negative impacts on conservation and eco-tourism in the affected area. 

The failure to engage with the desirability of the Proposed powerline (particularly given the 

inadequacies in the assessment of impact on the receiving environment and resultant 

implications for conservation and ecotourism) is particularly evident from the wholly inadequate 

assessment of alternatives (which assessment is fundamentally important to establishing the 

desirability of development).  

62. The 2025 Draft EIR fails to meaningfully engage with the question of need and desirability as 

required by regulation 18 of the EIA Regulation and the principles of sustainable development 

under NEMA. The rationale for constructing a new powerline is not substantiated, particularly in 

light of the unassessed possibility of upgrading the existing line. The report provides no 

consideration of whether the proposed development represents a “wise use” of land and 

resources, and broader policy factors such as climate change resilience, spatial planning 

compatibility, and social equity have been overlooked. 

 

63. The shortcomings related to the assessment of need and desirability are discussed in further 

detail in the attached Morris Report.  

Flawed EIA Methodology, Data Integrity and Inadequate Project Description 

64. The 2025 Draft EIR contains serious methodological flaws, outdated and inconsistent data, and 

a lack of technical clarity regarding the nature and scope of the proposed development. 

Collectively, these issues undermine the reliability of the assessment and render it incapable of 

supporting rational and lawful decision-making as required under sections 24(1) and 24O of the 

NEMA. 
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Inadequate and unclear project description 

65. The 2025 Draft EIR fails to provide a clear and comprehensive description of the proposed 

project. It does not explain the relationship between the existing powerline and the proposed 

new line, nor does it indicate whether the existing infrastructure will remain in place or be 

decommissioned. Crucial technical details – such as the design, height, and configuration of the 

proposed towers – are omitted, and the width of the proposed corridor is inconsistently 

described as 1 km, 3 km, 4 km, and even 6 km in different parts of the report. These 

inconsistencies make it impossible to understand the true scope of the project or to meaningfully 

assess its cumulative impacts and alternatives. 

66. This concern is examined in detail in the Morris Review. 

Flawed methodology and unreliable data 

67. Beyond the lack of clarity in the project description, the EIA is characterised by methodological 

shortcomings, internal contradictions, and questionable data. The assessment relies on a single 

site visit and limited specialist input, which is plainly inadequate for a linear project of this scale 

and environmental sensitivity.  

68. Contradictions appear throughout the document, including inconsistent route preferences, 

reliance on outdated socio-economic data (such as pre-Covid employment figures), and the 

omission of key references, all of which erode confidence in its validity.  

69. In Section 13 (page 305), the 2025 Draft EIR states that each corridor alternative was assessed 

against criteria including “Stakeholder Acceptability: Willingness of landowners and communities 

to accommodate infrastructure.” This assertion is inaccurate and misleading. None of the clients 

we represent have expressed any willingness to accommodate the proposed infrastructure. On 

the contrary, they have consistently objected to the project and the associated environmental, 

visual and socio-economic impacts. 

70. The  maps and spatial data contained in the report are similarly deficient. The description of the 

three alignment alternatives is vague, inconsistent and confusing to the extent that it is unclear 

as to which alternative is which.  Such uncertainty materially impede public participation. It is 

unacceptable to provide information that is unclear to the degree described in this review. 

71. Notably, Portion 18 of the Farm Hoofpyn 269, is not mentioned anywhere in the EIA, despite 

being directly affected by the proposed route. This omission is a serious procedural oversight 

that further illustrates the incomplete and unreliable nature of the assessment. 

72. A flawed EIA of this nature cannot provide a lawful or rational basis for environmental 

authorisation. It falls short of the standards of accuracy, transparency and scientific rigour 

required under NEMA, and it undermines both public trust and the credibility of the decision-

making process. 
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Conclusion 

73. In summary, we reiterate that the concerns and comments raised in our comments on the 

Amended Draft EIR have not been adequately addressed. There remain significant flaws in 

respect of the following:  

73.1. inadequate assessment of route alternatives; 

73.2. lack of consideration of technology and design alternatives; 

73.3. inadequate and non-compliant public participation process; 

73.4. failure to conduct assessment of properties which will be affected by the proposed 

powerline;  

73.5. inadequate assessment of the significance of the receiving environment; 

73.6. inadequate assessment of socio-economic impacts on eco-tourism and property values;  

73.7. security and access concerns;  

73.8. inadequate motivation for the need and desirability of the project; and  

73.9. flawed EIA methodology, data integrity and inadequate project description.  

74. These findings, drawn from the independent review conducted by MEGA, underscore the 

procedural, technical and substantive deficiencies in the 2025 Draft EIR. The full report is 

annexed to this objection and provides detailed evidence supporting each of the points listed 

above. We urge the competent authority to give due weight to this expert analysis. 

75. It follows that any decision by the competent authority to approve the application for 

environmental authorisation of the proposed powerline project would not be defensible on the 

basis that specific requirements of NEMA and the EIA Regulations would not have been complied 

with, resulting in substantively relevant considerations not being taken into account.  

76. In the circumstances the competent authority is requested to refuse the application for 

environmental authorisation of the proposed Powerline.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

CULLINAN & ASSOCIATES INCORPORATED 

PHILLIPA KING & CHLOË LEAD 
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SUBJECT: FORMAL OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED FOSKOR–MERENSKY 400KV POWERLINE 

DEVELOPMENT 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The Kruger to Canyons Biosphere Region (K2C) hereby submits its formal objection to the proposed 

Foskor–Merensky 400kV Powerline and associated substation development, as detailed in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Assessment (August 2025). 

As an internationally recognised UNESCO Biosphere Reserve reporting to the Department of 

Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE), the K2C represents over 2.6 million hectares of 

critical conservation landscape, linking the Kruger National Park to the Blyde River Canyon Nature 

Reserve. This area constitutes a cornerstone of the Greater Kruger system and South Africa’s 

contribution to the Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) Target 3 — which seeks to protect 30% of 

land and sea areas by 2030. 

 

1. Impact on Protected Areas and the Conservation Corridor 

According to the Draft EIA, the proposed routes — including the preferred Alternative 1 — traverse or 

are in proximity to several formally declared Private Nature Reserves and Key Biodiversity Areas 

(KBAs) within the K2C region, including Cape Vulture, Balule, Olifants West and Malachite Private 

Nature Reserves. These reserves have been formally declared under the National Environmental 

Management: Protected Areas Act (NEMPAA) in collaboration with LEDET and the K2C Biosphere, 

forming part of the recognised Kruger to Canyons Conservation Corridor (see Figure 1). 

Allowing a 400kV transmission line to pass through or adjacent to these declared Nature Reserves 

undermines their legal protection status, the integrity of South Africa’s protected area network, and 

the commitments of private landowners who have invested in long-term biodiversity stewardship. The 

siting of industrial-scale infrastructure within protected areas contradicts the intent of Section 50(5) 

of NEMPAA, which seeks to prevent incompatible development within Nature Reserves. 
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2. Irreversible Biodiversity and Ecological Impacts 

The EIA itself identifies the region as an area of very high ecological sensitivity, including Critical 

Biodiversity Areas (CBAs), Ecological Support Areas (ESAs), and confirmed Red Data species habitats. 

The proposed infrastructure threatens vital ecological processes within the corridor — particularly 

Figure 1 Map indicating proposed powerline routes in relation to the Kruger to Canyons 
Conservation Corridor and declared Protected Areas 
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habitat connectivity and species migration/movements, particularly for vultures, identified within 

formally designated reserves. 

These impacts are not capable of meaningful mitigation, as the destruction or disturbance of sensitive 

habitats represents permanent biodiversity loss and fragmentation. Once severed, ecological 

corridors that support migration between Kruger National Park and the Blyde River Canyon cannot be 

feasibly restored or offset. 

 

3. Adverse Effects on Tourism and the Regional Green Economy 

The EIA acknowledges that the corridor crosses an area of exceptional eco-tourism value, with visible 

infrastructure predicted to deter tourists, reduce visitor numbers, and negatively affect local 

livelihoods dependent on tourism and conservation. The stretch between the R40 and The Oaks, 

traversing the Malachite, Balule and Olifants West Nature Reserves, is particularly sensitive. 

Tourism and conservation enterprises in this region are foundational to the local economy, sustaining 

thousands of jobs and supporting community development linked to nature-based tourism. Visual 

intrusion from high-voltage transmission lines directly contradicts the conservation and scenic values 

that underpin this economy. 

 

4. Strategic and Policy Inconsistency 

This development is incompatible with national and international commitments under: 

• The Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) Target 3, 

• The National Protected Area Expansion Strategy (NPAES), and 

• The Limpopo Biodiversity Sector Plan (LBSP). 

Proceeding with this project through declared protected areas undermines the credibility of 

conservation partnerships that the government has established with private landowners and the K2C 

Biosphere under the national biodiversity stewardship model. 

 

5. Recommended Alternatives 

The K2C Biosphere cannot support any of the proposed routes presented in the Draft EIA. We urge 

the proponent and relevant authorities to: 

• Utilise and upgrade existing servitudes where possible to minimise new environmental 

disturbance;  

• Reassess the routing to avoid declared and proposed protected areas, including stewardship 

sites within the K2C corridor; and 
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• Investigate alternative technologies or routing options, such as underground cabling or 

enhanced grid efficiency measures, that align with sustainable development objectives. 

 

6. Conclusion 

The Kruger to Canyons Biosphere Region strongly objects to the proposed powerline development as 

currently presented. The project, in its current configuration, poses unacceptable risks to biodiversity, 

tourism, and conservation investments and would compromise the ecological integrity of one of 

South Africa’s most important conservation corridors. 

We remain available to engage constructively with Eskom, the Environmental Assessment 

Practitioner, and relevant authorities to identify sustainable alternatives that respect South Africa’s 

biodiversity commitments while meeting legitimate energy needs. 

 

Kindest regards 

 

 

Nicholas Theron 

Senior Manager: Catchments & Conservation Programme 

 

Romy Antrobus-Wuth 

Conservation & Science Manager 
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 Comments on the Amended Draft Environmental 

Impact Assessment Report (Draft EIAR) for the 

Proposed Foskor-Merensky 400kV Powerline and 

Associated Substation Works 

 

DFFE Ref:  14/12/16/3/3/2/2471 

Date:  6 October 2025 

 

Prepared by: 

 

Mary-Jane Morris (Pr. Sci Nat (Environmental Science) Reg No. 400165/06).  

Morris Environmental & Groundwater Alliances 
 

SUMMARY 
 

Morris Environmental & Groundwater Alliances (MEGA) was requested by Cullinan & Associates to comment 

on the amended Draft Environmental Impact Assessment Report dated 2 September 2025 (hereinafter 

referred to as the Draft EIAR) for the proposed Foskor-Merensky 400kV powerline and associated substation 

works.  A limited review was undertaken and a summary of the key findings is provided below:   

1. Alternatives – alignment options:  A key purpose for considering alternatives has not been met, namely 

to identify the most appropriate option from an environmental perspective (i.e. the least harm alternative 

in social and environmental terms).  The description of the three alignment alternatives is confusing to 

the extent that it is unclear as to which alternative is which.  Aside from this the alignment / route 

alternatives are not meaningfully different – they are variations on a theme, the only difference being the 

width of the corridor.   

2. Alternatives – missing alternatives:  A materially significant gap in the consideration of alternatives is that 

the option of upgrading the existing powerline has not been addressed.  The technology to achieve such 

upgrading within the existing powerline footprint and structures (e.g. pylons) is available.  This means 

that the option of upgrading the existing powerline must surely be an alternative that cannot be ignored.  

The fact that this alternative has not been considered and assessed is regarded as a fatal flaw in the EIA 

process.  

PO Box 1251, Sedgefield, 6573, South Africa 
Tel: +27 (0)82 789 4139 

Email: mjm@megateam.co.za 
Web: www.megateam.co.za 

 

Reg No. 1999/069163/23 

Vat No. 412 0186921 

 

nvironmental & 

orris 

roundwater 

lliances 

M 

E 

G 

A 



2 | P a g e  
 

3. Alternatives – preferred alternative inconsistent with some specialist results:  The preferred alignment 

alternative recommended by the EAP is Corridor 1.  This option is stated as being “no go” in the Avifaunal 

Impact Assessment.  Alternative 2 (Corridor 2 according to the Draft EIAR) is stated as being the preferred 

alternative in both the terrestrial biodiversity and the avifaunal specialist studies.  No reasons for 

recommending a different option are provided by the EAP.  In fact, the EAP states in the Draft EIAR that 

Alternative 1 (Corridor 1) poses a “reduced ecological risk” and a “lower biodiversity conflict potential” 

than the other two options.  This directly contradicts the biodiversity and avifaunal specialist’s 

conclusions.  This is a fatal flaw in the EIA process and potentially for the proposed project as well.     

4. Public participation – Comments and Reponses Report:  No Comments and Responses Report was made 

available with the Draft EIAR dated September 2025.  This means that the requirements of the 2014 

NEMA EIA Regulations have not been met.  Also, Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) are unable to 

establish whether account has been taken of their comments and cannot tell how these were addressed.  

This situation is exacerbated by the fact that no explanation or description of changes is provided by the 

EAP relative to the previous Draft EIAR (dated September 2024) and there is no indication (e.g. underlined 

text) in the report showing where changes have been made.     

5. Public participation – inadequate:  The public participation that was undertaken is considered wholly 

inadequate for a project of this scale.  A particular shortcoming is that there is no evidence that any effort 

or particular measures applied to enable affected rural and remote local communities to participate in the 

EIA process.  Factors such as lack of access to resources such as the internet and transport, illiteracy and 

other limitations and disadvantages that may be present in communities to enable active participation 

were not catered for in the Public Participation Process (PPP).  Accordingly, the PPP does not meet the 

requirements of the NEMA 2014 EIA Regulations in this regard.    

6. Need and desirability:  The emphasis in the “need and desirability” section of the Draft EIAR is to focus 

on motivating the proposed project.  The question as to whether the proposed project is desirable in the 

given location, based on ecological sustainability and social justice criteria has not been meaningfully 

addressed. 

7. Identification and assessment of impacts:  Key gaps that were picked up in this limited review include the 

lack of a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – only a scoping report is available.  There is no evidence that 

the specialist that undertook the Ecotourism Impact Assessment has any expertise in tourism or 

ecotourism research or investigations.  Of particular concern is that the potential for displacement of 

households has not been adequately addressed.  This issue is mentioned in the Social Impact Assessment, 

but it has not been investigated.  There is no baseline information on how many households may be 

affected, for example.  In circumstances where there is potential for displacement of households, 

specialist input (i.e. an expert on displacement) needs to be obtained during the EIA process so that the 

issue can be investigated in depth and traditional leaders, affected communities and individuals engaged.  

Displacement is a social justice matter and requires due attention.  The fact that this has not been 

adequately addressed is a fatal flaw.  The Draft EIAR does not address cumulative impacts adequately.  

Some specialist studies have not considered such impacts.  There is also contradictory information, 

meaning the conclusions by the EAP conflict with that in the specialist reports (e.g. avifauna). 

8. Adequacy for decision-making:  The definition of “assessment” when used in Chapter 5 of NEMA is “the 

process of collecting, organising, analysing, interpreting and communicating information that is relevant 

to decision-making.”  In its current form, the Draft EIAR is inadequate for decision-making purposes due 

to, among others, material gaps in baseline information, inadequate scoping of specialist studies, the 

application of misplaced criteria to motivate the project (need and desirability), provision of conflicting 

and unclear information.  It is therefore inappropriate for a recommendation to authorise the proposed 

project to be given in the Draft EIAR. 
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1 Introduction 

Morris Environmental & Groundwater Alliances (MEGA) was requested by Cullinan & Associates to comment 

on the amended Draft Environmental Impact Assessment Report (hereinafter referred to as the Draft EIAR) for 

the proposed Foskor-Merensky 400kV powerline and associated substation works.  In this review, reference to 

the Draft EIAR means the version dated 2 September 2025.  Nsovo Environmental Consulting was appointed 

as the EAP (Environmental Assessment Practitioner) to undertake the EIA phase of the application.   

The Draft EIAR formed the focus of this review and supporting documentation was considered to a limited 

extent, for purposes of clarity and to obtain necessary additional detail.  No site inspections or interviews 

were undertaken in the course of this review.  This review is limited to specific key aspects of the Draft EIAR 

which have been selected because these are key indicators of: 

• whether legal requirements and the intended objectives of Integrated Environmental Management and 

the EIA process itself have been met;  

• whether a comprehensive, independent and scientifically solid process has been followed;  

• whether the information provided is sufficient and adequate for the EAP to make a recommendation 

with respect to the granting Environmental Authorisation (EA) and the conditions for inclusion in the EA 

(or alternatively whether the application should be refused); and hence 

• whether the information provided is appropriate and adequate for decision-making purposes by the 

competent authority. 

The methodology that has been adopted in this review is based on a directed (i.e. not random) sampling 

approach.  This means that specific criteria have been selected for sampling to test the adequacy of the 

process followed in the EIA Phase of this application.  Factual evidence from the Draft EIAR and / or a 

specialist study is provided for the conclusions / findings based on particular examples or instances (i.e. 

samples) where these are evident.  Where required, additional independent research has been undertaken 

and the relevant references are provided.  The examples or instances described in this report are not to be 

taken as being the only evidence of a particular shortcoming or inadequacy.  This means that where a 

shortcoming, inadequacy or gap is noted, it is a symptom or indicator of a material failing or flaw.  It must, 

therefore, be noted, based on the review methodology described in this report, that we do not claim to have 

identified every instance where a particular shortcoming or finding of inadequacy finding may be present in 

the Draft EIAR and related documentation.   

   

In order to assess the adequacy of the EIA process, the key indicators that have been selected are: 

• Project description information. 

• Identification and consideration of alternatives. 

• Approach to need and desirability. 

• Public Participation Process (PPP). 

• Identification and assessment of impacts. 

2 Comments of Draft EIAR   

2.1 Project description – limitations, gaps and unclear information 

1. The existing powerline from the Merensky Substation to the Foskor Substation is not clearly integrated 

into the project description.  This means that: 
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a) Whilst it is noted that Corridor 1 (related to the proposed new powerline) is closely aligned with 

the existing powerline, no further details on the distance between Corridor 1 and the existing line 

are given.  Differences or diversions between the alignment of the existing powerline and the 

proposed Corridor 1 for the new powerline are also not described.   

b) Technical details in relation to the existing line are not given, such as the type and height of pylon 

towers, whether the powerline is single circuit or double circuit.    

2. No information is provided about the fate of the existing powerline.  Will it remain in place and continue 

to operate?   

3. The lack of information about the existing powerline poses a further limitation because the alternatives 

that may be feasible and which may be preferable from an environmental impact point of view, are likely 

to be influenced by the existing powerline.  This is vital missing information, since it also has an influence 

on the assessment of environmental impacts, especially cumulative impacts.      

4. The project description is unclear with regard to the corridor width.  There is reference to a 6 km 

corridor in the Table of Contents, Figure 4 is titled “Confirmation of farms Affected by the 6 km 

Corridor.”1  A 6 km corridor is also mentioned in Section 7.2 of the Draft EIAR.2  The minutes of the 

meeting with the Tribal Authority3 makes reference to a 6 km corridor.     

5. The Visual Impact Assessment refers to a 3 km buffer “Also, the buffer zone of 3 kilometres around each 

route will allow for mindfully placing the transmission line where it will cause the least impact.”4   In the 

same report, it is stated that 4 km buffer has been “been allowed”5.  

6. The description of the various alternatives is either incomplete and / or inconsistent.  This is discussed in 

more detail in Section 2.2 of this report. 

2.2 Alternatives 

2.2.1 Inconsistent and confusing description of alternative routes / corridors 

7. According to the Draft EIAR, three alternative routes were assessed, which are summarised as follows 

and shown in the diagram overleaf:6 

a) Corridor 1 (Blue):  A corridor that is 1km in width and is described as a compact and predictable 

alignment with minimal deviation from existing infrastructure.   

b) Corridor 2 (Pink): A corridor that is stated as benefitting from alignment with existing 275kV 

infrastructure.   

c) Corridor 3 (Yellow): A corridor that is described as offering the greatest routing flexibility as it is 

3km in width, “allowing adaptive micro-siting and avoidance of high-conflict parcels.”   

 

 

 

 
1  Page xxxii – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
2  Page 60 – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
3  Page 2 – Minutes of Public Meeting of 19 June 2024 held at Mametja Village.  Attendance register is not provided as stated in the 

minutes – no Appendix 1 attached.   
4  Page 38 – Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix B7).  See also pages 11, 28 and 30. 
5  Page 33 – Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix B7) 
6  Page 60 - September 2025 Draft EIAR 
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8. The foregoing descriptions are inconsistent and confusing in the following respects: 

a) Corridor 1 is embedded in the other 2 corridors for its entire length.  This is because it has a 

narrower corridor / buffer.  Therefore, it cannot be stated as constituting an alternative route.  

b) Both Corridor 2 and 3 are stated as being 3 km in width, but the Draft EIAR states: “Given the high 

sensitivity of the two alternative corridors, particularly the northern alignment, it is proposed that 

a combined 6-kilometre-wide corridor be considered.”7    It is unclear as to what this means.  Does 

it mean that authorisation should be sought on this basis or does it mean impacts should be 

assessed using a 6 km corridor (i.e. pink and yellow areas shown in the above diagram). the route).   

9. All three corridors are described as parallelling the existing powerline route.  A clear description of 

where the 3 alternatives parallel the existing powerline and where they diverge from it is not provided.  

The relative distance over which the three alternatives parallel the existing powerline is also not given.  

10. There are inconsistencies between the description of alternative corridors in the Draft EIAR and the 

specialist studies.8  Two examples are given below:   

a) The Visual Impact Assessment states that “A buffer zone of 3 km has been allowed for all the 

routes, so that the powerlines can be placed to cause the least possible visual impact.”  This does 

not correlate with the information given in the September 2025 Draft EIAR, where the buffer zone 

for Corridor 1 is stated as being 1 kilometre wide.  A further problem is that a potentially 

significant visual impact may has been assessed on this basis (i.e. a 3km corridor for all 3 options / 

alternatives), as shown in Table 7: Landscape impact – Altering the landscape character.9    

 
7  Page 60 – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
8  Note that not all specialist studies were reviewed in this regard.  The Heritage, Visual, Social and Avifaunal specialist studies have 

been considered.  
9  Page 28 – Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix B7),  
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b) Two routes are referenced in most of the diagrams in the Avifaunal Impact Assessment.  In fact, 

Route 2 as given in this assessment appears to correspond to Corridor 3 as given in the Draft EIAR, 

which is ostensibly a ‘new’ alternative.   

c) The locality map in the Avifaunal Impact Assessment refers to a “Proposed 1km Corridor” a (black 

line); an “EA Approved 3km Corridor“ (purple line) and a “Deviation Route” (red line).  In addition, 

a green line is shown, which is labelled as “Proposed Route”.   Other figures in the report only 

show 2 routes (Figures 3-1 to 3-8 and 3-11, 3-12, 3-15 and 3-16.  Thus, the correspondence 

between the 3 alternatives in the Draft EIAR and the two routes shown in the Avifaunal Impact 

Assessment is unclear.  The locality map and an example of one of the other maps (Figure 3-6)10 

from the specialist report are shown below.  Route 1 is the yellow line and Route 2 the grey line.         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10  KBA means Key Biodiversity Area. 
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11. The Draft EIAR states that two route options were assessed during the initial phase of the EIA, but that 

“following extensive public and stakeholder consultations, along with detailed specialist studies, it was 

determined that both routes traversed areas of high ecological sensitivity, including protected and bird-

sensitive zones. In response to these findings, a third alternative, referred to as Alternative 3, was 

proposed. This alignment remains within the established corridor but features a reduced width to 

minimise environmental intrusion. The purpose of this alternative is to identify a feasible route that 

reduces encroachment in vulnerable ecological areas. Both the Environmental Assessment Practitioner 

(EAP) and relevant specialists have thoroughly evaluated Alternative 3 to ensure its suitability with 

respect to minimising adverse environmental impacts.”11 (emphasis added).  However, Alternative 3 

(Corridor 3) does not have a reduced width – Alternative 1 does.  This demonstrates lack of clarity and 

confusion about which alternative (corridor) is which.   

2.2.2 Substantively or genuinely different route alternatives have not been considered  

12. The situation with regard to alternatives is further confused by the contention that a new alternative has 

been introduced in the amended Draft EIAR: “Alternative 3 as a newly considered alignment option“ and 

“a revised alignment has been proposed (indicated in blue and black on the attached map).”12  An extract 

of the said map is included below.13  It can be seen that the blue line falls fully within Corridor 1 

(Alternative 1), which means it cannot be a “newly considered alignment option” or a “revised 

alignment”.  Despite zooming in to the map (400%) no black line was visible.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13. The revised alignment referred to above is offered as an “……option significantly reduces encroachment 

on nature reserves.”14  This claim is not supported by the facts.  The diagram “Zoomed Nature Reserves – 

July”, where the blue line which apparently represents the “revised alignment” commences to the north 

of the nature reserves, and therefore does not seem to serve any purpose in avoiding these areas.  

Alternatives 1 (purple area with 1 km corridor) and Alternative 2 (3 km corridor) still traverse nature 

reserves, namely Apiesboomen Private Nature Reserve (green shading) and Luiperhoek Private Nature 

Reserve (yellow shading) as shown in the diagram overleaf.     

 

 

 
11 Pages 55 and 75 - September 2025 Draft EIAR 
12 Page xi – September 2025 Draft EIAR. 
13 Extracted from Locality Map on page xii – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
14 Page xi – September 2025 Draft EIAR  
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14. Further down on the same page of the Draft EIAR, it is stated that three alternatives are currently under 

consideration, as follows15: 

a) Alternative Corridor 1, 1km corridor (blue); 

b) Alternative Corridor 2, 3km corridor (pink); and 

c) Alternative Corridor 3, 3km corridor (yellow) (Deviation). 

15. Additional evidence that there has been no meaningful engagement with regard to the consideration of 

route / alignment alternatives is demonstrated by the fact that the general route description of the three 

corridors is essentially the same.  There is no material difference between the alternatives.16 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

16. Interestingly, it is noted that Alternative 2 crosses the Blyde River Canyon River.  How the other two 

routes compare in this regard is not noted.  It is factually incorrect to state that Alternative 2 (Corridor 2) 

 
15 Page xi – September Draft EIAR 
16 Page xiv – September 2025 Draft EIAR, “Route description” in table at bottom of page  
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crosses the Blyde River.  This river is not identified as an affected water course in the Wetland Functional 

and Impact Assessment Report.       

17. The Blyde River joins the Olifants River approximately 1.5 km south of the Alternative 2 route, located on 

the farm Epsom 188KT and north of the Blyde River Canyon.  This has been verified using a combination 

of Google Earth and South Africa’s 1:50 000 topographical maps (2430BB and 2430BD).  Alternatives 1 

and 2 therefore both cross the Olifants River.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

18. The Blyde River Canyon will not be affected by the proposed project.  This is clearly evident from the 

extracts from maps associated with the Draft EIAR shown below (Nature Reserves – July map and Figure 

43: The location of the project area in relation to protected and conservation areas).  The use of the term 

Blyde Canyon River is inaccurate and confusing.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Blyde River 
Canyon 

Extract from Nature Reserves – July 

map 

Extract from Figure 43 in Draft EIAR 

Outer limit of 
Alternative 2 corridor 

~1.5km 

Blyde and Olifants 
River confluence 
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19. In relation to Alternative 3, the Draft EIAR states “Given the high sensitivity of the two alternative 

corridors, particularly the northern alignment, it is proposed that a combined 6-kilometre-wide corridor 

be considered.” 17  This means that Alternative 3 would then incorporate the 3 km corridor provided for 

in Alternative 2, thereby expanding the width of the corridor to 6 kilometres.  This makes it unclear as to 

what Alternative 3 comprises, especially as a 6 km corridor was not included for assessment in the 

various specialist studies.   

20. All 3 routes are stated as paralleling the existing line.  The difference lies in the direction the 3 corridors 

take from the starting point (Foskor Substation).   

a) Corridors 1 and 3 follow the same route (i.e. NW from Foskor) until the vicinity of The Oaks / 

Ndlovumzi Nature Reserve, whereafter they follow the same route as Corridor 2 (Alternative 2).  

Corridor 1 is narrower (1 km wide), whereas Corridors 2 and 3 are 3 km wide. 

b) Corridor 2 (Alternative 2) is described as routing SW from the Foskor Substation parallel to the 

existing powerline.  The only other information provided is that it crosses the Blyde River Canyon 

(which is factually incorrect) and this issue has been dealt with in points 19 and 20 of this 

document.   Accordingly, if one takes the description for Corridor 2 together with the locality map, 

it seems apparent that Corridor 2 must follow the existing powerline for its entire length. 

2.2.3 The rationale for the preferred alternative route is inconsistent   

21. It is stated in the Draft EIAR that Alternative 1 has emerged as the preferred option following a 

comprehensive evaluation of corridor and activity alternatives, with particular emphasis on 

environmental sustainability, technical viability, and socio-economic benefit.18 This does not correlate 

with the reasoning given for the introduction of Corridor Alternative 3, which was to address concerns 

associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 “which intersect highly sensitive tourism and conservation zones, 

including areas within the Greater Kruger ecosystem.”19 

22. It is then stated that following extensive assessment, Corridor Alternative 1 is recommended for the 

overhead construction of the ±131 km Foskor–Merensky 400kV transmission line.  This is based on lower 

ecological sensitivity, technical feasibility, land access considerations, alignment with energy 

infrastructure priorities and stakeholder input.  Accordingly, an alternative that was considered 

sufficiently sensitive as to warrant the consideration of Alternative 3 is now considered the preferred 

alternative.  This seems to be a circular and confusing argument and does not follow scientific logic.       

23. As noted elsewhere, it seems that approval of a 6 km corridor by the Competent Authority is being 

suggested:  “Given the high sensitivity of the two alternative corridors, particularly the northern 

alignment, it is proposed that a combined 6-kilometre-wide corridor be considered. This expanded 

corridor provides additional flexibility to establish legislated buffer zones and effectively avoid sensitive 

ecological features during the final route planning process.  Importantly, this approach indicates that 

none of the proposed alternatives have been dismissed, preserving strategic optionality and 

responsiveness to site-specific environmental constraints.”20 

24. The approach as suggested by the EAP amounts to keeping all options open and seeking an open-ended 

authorisation.  It also relies on incremental decision-making through a final route planning process, 

which is then subject to approval by the Competent Authority.  This points to an incomplete process and 

/ or insufficient information to provide a clear assessment of the least-impact option. 

 
17 Page 60 – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
18 Page 303 – September Draft EIAR  
19 Page x – September Draft EIAR 
20 Page 60 – September Draft EIAR 
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25. The preferred alternative that the EAP has put forward (Alternative 1) based on what is termed 

“comprehensive assessment” contradicts that recommended by the avifaunal specialist (Biodiversity 

Company).  This specialist has identified Alternative 2 as the only feasible possibility, subject to certain 

specifications such as consultation with BirdLife Africa and the Endangered Wildlife Trust.  The specialist 

states: “The route has very high sensitivities and crosses areas with high densities of nests.  To reduce 

the high collision risk, the only route that is feasible from an avifauna perspective would be one that 

follows the existing line as closely as possible on the southern side of the existing line. Anywhere else in 

the assessment area is considered “no-go”.  Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are shown as “no go” in 

the comparison (Table 7-3: Advantages and Disadvantages of lines) of the 3 alternatives as provided by 

the specialist.21   

26. Similarly, Alternative 2 is identified as the preferred option (with caveats) in the Terrestrial Biodiversity 

Impact Assessment, also undertaken by the Biodiversity Company.  Both Alternatives 1 and 3 are 

classified as “no go routes” in Table 7-3 of the report.22   

27. No reasons for recommending a different option to that of the aforementioned specialist studies are 

provided by the EAP.  In fact, the EAP states in the Draft EIAR that Alternative 1 (Corridor 1) poses a 

“reduced ecological risk” and a “lower biodiversity conflict potential” than the other two options.23  This 

directly contradicts the biodiversity and avifaunal specialist’s conclusions.  This is a fatal flaw in the EIA 

process and potentially for the proposed project as well.       

2.2.4 Inadequate consideration of technical / technological alternatives especially insofar as 

conversion and upgrading options are concerned      

28. Activity/Technical alternatives are listed in Table 14, including that of an option called “Double Circuit”.  

This option is not described / detailed but has been rejected because it is not feasible.  There are two 

material shortcomings with this conclusion.  Firstly, double circuit is not explained and therefore it is not 

known what this potential technical alternative involves.  Secondly, the reasons that this option is 

regarded as not technically feasible are unclear and no referenced research is provided to in support of 

this conclusion.    

29. The double circuit option is described as being disadvantageous due to “Unreliable supply as a fault 

affects both circuits.”  This is a surprising conclusion given that published technical information shows 

the opposite.  Improvement in overall reliability of the power supply system when two circuits are 

housed on a single transmission tower has been found.  Hence, if one circuit fails, the other serves as a 

backup.24 “Double circuit lines provide redundancy.  If one circuit fails or needs maintenance, the other 

circuit can continue to operate, ensuring a more reliable power supply.”25  If a fault is caused by an 

incident such as lightning strike occurs, for example, it follows that both a single circuit option and a 

double circuit option would be affected.  Based on these facts, it cannot reasonably be claimed that a 

double circuit powerline system is less reliable or more subject to failure than the single circuit option.  

30. Furthermore, Eskom has recognised that the double circuit option may be less costly, depending on 

circumstances.  In a 2012 Technical Memorandum it is noted that: “Because Double Circuit towers 

support two circuits on a single tower, double circuit lines enable the transfer of more power along a 

 
21 Page 66 and 67 – Avifaunal Impact Assessment 
22 Page 68 – Terrestrial Biodiversity Impact Assessment (Appendix B1) 
23 Pages xx and xxi – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
24 See for example Vyas, K.A., Vaghela, H.B., Prajapati, N.R., Kapadia, R.R. and Patel, N.J. (2024): Selection of Best Conductor 

Configuration in Double Circuit Extra High Voltage Transmission Lines Considering Electromagnetic Field Effects. International 
Journal of Intelligent Systems and Applications in Engineering, Vol 12(4), pp. 2446–2453 

25 https://www.steeltowerchn.com/double-circuit-transmission-lines/ 
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single servitude compared to two single circuit lines. Double circuit transmission may in some cases be 

less costly (where towers other than cross-rope towers are selected; cross-rope towers are preferred 

because of lower cost), requires less land and is considered ideal from an ecological point of view” 

(emphasis added)26.   

31. It has been reported that based on a 2016 study, The International Council on Large Electric Systems 

concluded that expanding capacity through HVAC (High Voltage Alternating Current) to HVDC (High 

Voltage Direct Current) conversion.  This has been researched in South Africa27.  The extent to which this 

type of conversion (upgrading) of existing infrastructure is feasible and has been considered by Eskom 

and the recently established National Transmission Company South Africa (NTCSA) is unknown.  In the 

2025-2034 Transmission Development Plan28, HVDC is listed in the abbreviations and acronyms, but a 

search of the text does not show this abbreviation or High Voltage Direct Current mentioned elsewhere 

in the document.   

32. The earlier version of the Transmission Development Plan (2017-2027) notes that a Strategic Grid Study 

has been undertaken, which “…also ensures that the most appropriate technologies are used for this 

purpose by testing whether other technologies (for example, HVDC) would likely yield better, more 

practical and more cost-effective solutions.”   

33. Another technology-based alternative that has not been considered is that of reconductoring with 

advanced conductors.  It involves replacement of old conductors with new ones that have higher 

capacity for electrical current.  This is considered a cost-effective approach as it can be done without 

having to replace or reinforce existing tower structures.29,30,31   

34. Based on the foregoing discussion points there are at least three possible technological options that 

would increase power transmission capacity through upgrading of the existing powerline.  None of these 

have been considered in the Draft EIAR.  Since the proposal to install another 275kV powerline was 

initiated around 2012/13 and scheduled to begin in 2018, which did not occur, there has been ample 

opportunity to revisit the strategy to improve transmission infrastructure between the Foskor and 

Merensky substations and consider upgrading options instead of new infrastructure.   

35. The criteria that informed the decision to install a second 275kV line between the Foskor and Merensky 

substations are not known and are not evident from the aforementioned Transmission Development 

Plans.  It would be expected that factors such as climate change, Right of Way, land use, social issues 

(e.g. displacement) and environmental sensitivity would be taken into account and not only cost factors.  

For example, more efficient transmission of electricity which is associated with the aforementioned 

technologies is potentially beneficial from a climate change perspective and the country’s carbon 

footprint.  Given the carbon intensity of the country’s electricity generation, more effective and efficient 

transmission of electricity must surely be an imperative?   

 
26 https://www.eskom.co.za/eia/tx/wp-content/uploads/migrated/RoodepoortStrenght/Draft-Basic-Assessment-Report-

1600/Tech_Memo_-_400_kV_Lines_-_V0_-_22_Jul_2012.pdf. Accessed 6 October 2025. 
27 See for example: Naidoo, P. (2011): Investigations into the upgrading of existing transmission lines from HVAC to HVDC. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/252049172_Investigations_into_the_upgrading_of_existing_transmission_lines_from_H
VAC_to_HVDC and Britten, T., Pillay, L., Naidoo, P., Bologna, F.F., Muftic, D and Ijumba N. (2005): Eskom’s proposed strategic research 
into HVDC transmission. Energize, pPp28-32. https://researchspace.ukzn.ac.za/server/api/core/bitstreams/0796b985-b0d5-434a-
a197-7b6fe4004a9f/content.  Both accessed 6 October 2025. 

28 https://www.ntcsa.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/TDP-2024-Public-Report_Rev1.pdf 
29 https://www.sterliteelectric.com/blog/upgrading-power-transmission-lines-to-higher-voltage-with-existing-infrastructure.  Accessed 

4 October 2025. 
30 https://www.volts.wtf/p/one-easy-way-to-boost-the-grid-upgrade 
31 https://nwenergy.org/featured/an-efficiency-first-approach-to-transmission/ 



13 | P a g e  
 

2.2.5 Conclusions   

36. In the Draft EIAR it is noted that “The purpose of alternatives, as defined in the Department of 

Environmental Affairs and Tourism’s (now DFFE) 2004 Integrated Environmental Information Series on 

the Criteria for determining alternatives in EIA, is to find the most effective way of meeting the need and 

purpose of the proposal, either through enhancing the environmental benefits of the proposed activity 

or through reducing or avoiding potentially significant negative impacts.”32  This purpose has not been 

achieved. 

37. Options to upgrade the existing infrastructure have not been considered.  This is a material shortcoming 

and potential show stopper. 

38. The preferred route / alignment alternative that has been put forward (Corridor 1) is categorised as a 

“no go” by the avifaunal and terrestrial biodiversity specialist.  Impact on bird species is a material 

concern when it comes to powerlines.  In light of the mitigation hierarchy (i.e. to avoid impacts in the 

first instance) and the objective of alternatives consideration (i.e. to seek the best environmental 

solution), the identification of Alternative 1 as the preferred option constitutes a potential fatal flaw for 

the proposed project. 

39. The manner in which alternatives have been identified and described is confusing.  It is unacceptable to 

provide information that is unclear to the degree described in this review. 

40. Effectively only one alternative has been considered, and this is in respect of alignment.  The 3 corridors 

that have been put forward are variations on a theme, following basically the same alignment, with 

variations in corridor width. 

The manner in which alternatives have been addressed constitutes a fatal flaw for the EIA process.  The Draft 

EIAR cannot be accepted as adequate for decision-making purposes and therefore is not suitable for 

submission to the Competent Authority for this purpose. 

2.3 Public participation 

2.3.1 Inadequate process undertaken 

41. Based on the information uploaded into the Google Drive folders, it is apparent that a limited Public 

Participation Process (PPP) was undertaken.  There are minutes from public meetings referred to as 

Session 1 and Session 2 and one set of minutes from a meeting with tribal leaders: 

a) The minutes of the two public meetings are exactly the same.  Both are from a meeting held at 

held at Sefapane Lodge on the 11th June 2024. 

b) No attendance register is attached to the aforementioned, although it is stated that this is 

provided in Appendix 1.   

c) The meeting with tribal leaders was held on 19th June 2024 in Mametja Village.  No attendance 

register is provided In Appendix 1 as stated in document. 

42. It is questionable as to whether one public meeting and one meeting with tribal leaders is adequate.  

This cannot be accurately judged due to the lack of attendance registers.  It is, however, improbable that 

one public meeting and one meeting with tribal leaders is adequate given the spatial extent of the 

proposed project (~130 km length and 3-6 km width).  
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43. There is no evidence that reasonable alternative methods were provided for in the PPP and agreed with 

the Competent Authority, to enable people who may wish to put forward comments on the project but 

are unable to do so due to illiteracy, disability or any other disadvantage.  This is a requirement of 

regulation 41(2)(e) of the 2014 NEMA EIA Regulations, as amended (GN 326 of 7 April 2017). 

44. The interaction with affected landowners is not described.  According to the information provided in 

Section 7.4, there have been no specific or targeted activities aimed at proactively involving affected 

landowners in the process.  This includes local rural communities.  The minutes from the Tribal Leaders 

meeting indicates that there are concerns about the potential for households to be affected and having 

to be relocated.  There is no indication in the Social Impact Assessment that this issue was followed up in 

the form of discussion / interaction with the affected communities.   

45. There is no evidence in the Social Impact Assessment that any interviews / focus group discussions were 

held.  These would serve the purpose of not only gaining insight into community concerns in relation to 

the proposed project, but also would provide local knowledge on cultural resources, important locations 

for spiritual, sacred and other traditional practices, valued resources for harvesting (e.g. plants) and the 

like.  The limited interaction with local communities, a broader range of traditional leaders (it seems 

improbable that one meeting would have involved all relevant traditional leaders) and affected 

landowners is a shortcoming and is likely to have compromised the Social Impact Assessment 

information base and hence the identification and assessment of related impacts.           

46. Section 7.5 of the Draft EIAR carries the heading “A SUMMARY OF ISSUES RAISED BY INTERESTED AND 

AFFECTED PARTIES AND HOW ISSUES WERE INCORPORATED OR REASONS FOR NOT INCLUDING THEM”.  

This is a wholly inaccurate description of the content of this section of the Draft EIAR.  No summary of 

the issues raised by I&APs is provided.  No explanation is provided as to how issues raised by I&APs were 

taken into account or reasons given for not including such comments.    

47. A Comments and Responses Report is not available.  No such record could be found among the 

documents uploaded into the Appendix D – Public Participation folder on Google Drive set up by Nsovo 

Environmental Consulting.  This is despite the fact that the Draft EIAR states:  “All comments, concerns, 

and issues raised by Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) during the Draft and Amended Draft 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) phase have been systematically recorded and addressed by the 

Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP).”33 Clearly, this claim is not supported by the facts. 

48. The absence of a Comments and Responses Report means that I&APs have no way of knowing whether 

their concerns / issues have been taken into account and how their comments were addressed.    

49. The lack of a Comments and Responses Report is a material shortcoming.  In particular, regulation 

44(1) of the 2014 NEMA EIA Regulations specifically require that the comments of Interested and 

Affected Parties (I&APs) are recorded together with the responses to such comments.  This legal 

requirement has not been met. 

2.3.2 Conclusions   

50. The PPP is considered inadequate given the scale of the project and the range of I&APs that could be 

affected. 

51. The fact that a Comments and Responses Report has not been provided with the Draft EIAR is a fatal 

flaw in the context of the EIA process, with the result that the EIA phase of this application is not legally 

compliant.  It also does not meet the requirements of public participation guidelines published by the 

Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE). 
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52. Similarly, the fact that there is no indication that provision was made to enable participation of persons 

that may be illiterate, elderly, disabled or in any other way disadvantaged is a material shortcoming, 

particularly given the expansive rural areas covered by the project.  Accordingly, the PPP is considered to 

have failed to meet the legal requirements in this regard.      

2.4 Need and desirability 

53. According to the 2017 DFFE guideline, “Need and desirability is based on the principle of sustainability, 

set out in the Constitution and in NEMA, and provided for in various policies and plans, including the 

National Development Plan 2030 (NDP). Addressing the need and desirability of a development is a way 

of ensuring sustainable development – in other words, that a development is ecologically sustainable 

and socially and economically justifiable.” Furthermore, consideration of “need and desirability” relates 

to aspects such as the nature, scale and location of a proposed and whether this amounts to a “wise 

use” of land.  

54. A list of questions which are divided into those that are concerned with ecological sustainability and 

those that relate to justifiable economic and social development are provided in the guideline. The 

guidelines are clear that answering these questions “will ensure that all the relevant considerations have 

been taken into account.” The questions must be used to identify key issues to be addressed in the 

impact assessment process, as well as to identify alternatives that will better respond to the need to 

avoid negative impacts or better mitigate negative impacts, or that will better enhance positive impacts. 

55. Another important point to note is that the guideline differentiates between the focus of “need” and 

that of “desirability”. Whereas “need” primarily refers to time (i.e. is this the right time to undertake the 

development?), “desirability” relates to place (i.e. is it the right place for locating the type of land-

use/activity being proposed?). When considering need and desirability, cognisance must be taken of the 

strategic context relevant to the proposed development and its location.  

56. The aforementioned guideline is not referenced and its requirements have not been met.  For example, 

there is no explanation in the Draft EIAR as to where the questions provided in the guideline have been 

addressed or whether they were included in the scope of work of specialist studies.  The specialist 

studies themselves do not include need and desirability information.      

57. Section 6 of the Draft EIAR deals with the motivation for the project, which means it is focused on the 

need.  Questions related to desirability and that are concerned with ecologically sustainable 

development have not been considered.  There are also social justice issues which are not addressed 

(e.g. potential relocation of people / households).  Only those policies and plans that are supportive of 

the project are covered.  For instance, policies relevant to ecotourism, nature conservation and 

biodiversity are not discussed.  This means that the “need and desirability” section of the Draft EIAR 

does not provide a balanced picture.  is n (The questions have not been considered or acknowledged in 

the Draft EIAR. 

2.4.1 Conclusions 

The need and desirability section of the Draft EIAR does not meet requirements and presents a one-sided 

picture, focused on motivating the project.   
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2.5 Assessment of Impacts  

2.5.1 Assessment of social impacts incomplete and confusing 

58. Sensitivity maps are illustrated in Figures 27-35 in the Social Impact Assessment (SIA).   The study area is 

divided into blocks, starting with Block A situated at the northern most point of the proposed project 

(i.e. Foskor Substation) to Block I at the southern end, which is the Merensky Substation.  The sensitivity 

criteria relate primarily to land use (mining, built-up areas, arable land), infrastructure (roads, existing 

powerlines, heritage resources (graves), social services (schools, clinics and pension pay points) and 

surface water features.  It is notable that the sensitivity maps do not include nature conservation, 

ecotourism and tourism-based land uses.  No rationale is provided for including some categories of land 

use and not others.  

59. Furthermore, the purpose of the sensitivity maps is unclear since no interpretative or descriptive 

information is provided in relation to these maps.  The relationship between the sensitivity maps and the 

identified impacts is unclear.  For example, impacts on cultural heritage and sacred sites are discussed in 

Section 7.2.634 but the location of such sites and resources is not shown on the sensitivity maps.  

Therefore, there is no information on the spatial relationship between important cultural resources and 

the proposed powerline, which compromises the assessment of impacts.       

60. Section 7.2 of the SIA is titled “Social Impact Assessed”35 and various impacts are discussed.  In Section 

7.3 of the SIA, the impacts are rated.  The impacts listed in Section 7.3 do not correlate exactly to the 

descriptions (headings) in Section 7.2.  This leaves it up to the reader (and hence also the Competent 

Authority) to try to determine whether all the impacts identified in Section 7.2 of the SIA have been 

considered, as well as whether there are additional impacts in Section 7.3 that have not been identified 

and considered in Section 7.2.  This makes for a disjointed and inconclusive impact assessment. 

61. There is a critical social justice issue that has not been adequately addressed.  In Section 7.2.7: 

Displacement and Land Access it is noted that the proposed project will require access across private 

and agricultural lands for activities such as surveying, construction, maintenance, and monitoring” and 

that “Ensuring respectful engagement, fair compensation, and minimal disruption is crucial to 

maintaining good relations between the project and affected communities.”   

62. There is no specific mention of the concern raised by tribal leaders about the potential for households to 

face relocation.  It was noted that in the previous EIA process an area to which households would be 

relocated was identified, but this land is now occupied.  In Section 7.3 there is an impact framed as 

“Restriction on Land use and involuntary resettlement”36 with displacement as the issue.  There is no 

detail on which communities might be affected by displacement.  It would be expected that the number 

of households that could be affected would be identified in relation to each alternative.  This has not 

been done.  The relative displacement impacts across the project alternatives (i.e. powerline alignment 

options) have not been comparatively assessed in a systematic manner.   

2.5.2 Inadequate identification and assessment of impacts  

63. The Ecotourism Impact Assessment has been undertaken by outline Landscape Architects.  According to 

this company’s website, the services offered are Landscape Development Plans and Visual Impact 

Assessment.37  There is no evidence that this company has expertise in impact assessment insofar as 

 
34 Page 58 - Social Impact Assessment (SIA), Appendix B5 
35 Page 39 – Social Impact Assessment (SIA), Appendix B5  
36 Page 70 – Social Impact Assessment (SIA), Appendix B5 
37 https://outlinela.co.za/.  Accessed 6 October 2025.  
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tourism and ecotourism facilities are concerned.  It is a requirement of the 2014 NEMA EIA Regulations 

that specialists have the required expertise to undertake the specialist study for which he/she has been 

appointed (regulation 13(1)(b).  This means that a specialist in tourism ought to have been appointed to 

undertake the required study.   

64. Whilst visual impacts are likely to be of concern to ecotourism facilities, this is not the only relevant 

impact.  Compatibility of powerline infrastructure with ecotourism land use is an issue as is the effect of 

powerlines on natural habitats and fauna, especially birds, which are the foundation of ecotourism.   

65. Impacts on tourism facilities that fall outside of the ecotourism category have not been assessed.  

66. A Heritage Impact Assessment has not been conducted.  The studies that have been done amount to 

heritage scoping studies, undertaken in 2012, 2017 and 2020 by Heritage Contracts and Archaeological 

Consulting.     

2.5.3 Assessment of cumulative impacts inadequate / incomplete 

67. Given that there is potential for two powerlines to be located close to each other due to the proposed 

project, cumulative impacts must be assessed.  This has not been done.  By way of examples, the term 

‘cumulative impacts’ and ‘cumulative’ do not appear in the Visual Impact Assessment. 

68. The Social Impact Assessment mentions the need to address cumulative impacts in the Methodology 

(Section 5) but no such impacts are specifically considered or assessed.         

69. Assessment of cumulative impacts requires consideration not only of existing infrastructure, but also 

other foreseeable developments (both energy related and non-energy related) that may have a 

compounding effect on environmental resources.  This has not been done. 

70. Whereas the biodiversity and avifaunal specialists have stated that the new line ought to be located as 

close as possible to the existing line, the EAP states that there is a misconception regarding reduced 

impacts by locating the new line near the existing servitude:  “Cumulative impacts from parallel 

infrastructure can intensify ecological degradation, particularly in areas with high biodiversity sensitivity 

(as identified in the July 2023 report) and “….. running the new line adjacent to the existing servitude 

may compound ecological pressures, rather than mitigate them.”38  No factual evidence is given for 

these statements, no scientific research is referenced and no rationale is provided for differing from the 

avifaunal specialist who has stated that “The cumulative impacts can be significantly reduced if the 

powerlines follow each other as closely as possible and the lines are mitigated”39 

2.5.4 Conclusions 

Reliance cannot be placed on the identification and assessment of impacts.  This is due to some studies not 

being done (e.g. HIA), incomplete and / or contradictory information.  Cumulative impacts have not been 

adequately addressed. 

 
38 Page 133 – September 2025 Draft EIAR 
39 Page 56 – Avifaunal Impact Assessment (Appendix B3) 
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