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COMMENTS FOR SUBMISSION INTO THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
REPORT: PROPOSED MUSINA-MAKHADO SPECIAL ECONOMIC ZONE DESIGNATED SITE, 
LIMPOPO PROVINCE 
 
Core Environmental Services is appointed as the Environmental Consultant for Manupont 124, (Pty) 
Ltd (referred to as Manupont) and is acting on behalf of Manupont in the review of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment process conducted for the proposed Musina-Makhado Special Economic Zone 
(MMSEZ).   
 
Following the focus group meetings held with the project team on 14 December 2020, 15 and 22 January 
2021 respectively, various questions were raised and comments received as indicated below.  Manupont 
would like to formally submit the following comments for inclusion into the Final Environmental Impact 
Assessment Report to be submitted on 1 February 2021:
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Nr Question / Comment raised by Manupont Response from MMSEZ project team 

1. Please confirm that a detailed analysis and assessment was 

undertaken of the potential impacts of using the bulk water for 

agricultural development. If a detailed analysis was 

undertaken, please provide us with a copy of such assessment. 

 

1.1 It is understood from the previous meeting that a new 

independent water source is required to be developed 

for the SEZ, this raises the following questions 

 

1.1.1 Zimbabwe dam option - 

a) time frame to agree deal, 

b) quantity of water, 

c) construction period for pipeline  

 

1.1.2 Limpopo Flood water option 

a) time frame to agree deal 

b) quantity of water 

c) construction period for dam 

d) how do you ensure consistency of supply, given 

drought prone area 

 

1.2 If a new water supply option is identified, is the SEZ the 

best, most sustainable use of this resource to promote socio-

economic development. i.e. would this water not be better 

applied in agriculture, sustainable land practices and service 

delivery? 

DWS regularly do catchment reconciliation studies and iX Engineering (referred to as iX) 

referred to the AECOM study. - “The Development of the Limpopo Water Management Area 

– North Reconciliation Strategy, 2017 Reconciliation Strategy, Final, dated February 2017 

(file named “Reconciliation Strategy Report 2017 Part 1), further refer to as Reconciliation 

Strategy. 

 

 iX used this Strategy document as well as the SMEC study done for LIEDA on the MMSEZ 

plus our water forecast to prepare the “draft Water Balance’ for the Sand Catchment, the area 

affected by the proposed MMSEZ development, which takes into consideration all the water 

users. You will note that the SEZ was incorporated in this report. The excel document was 

prepared and submitted to DWS updating the Water Balance with latest EMSEZ water 

demand since the Reconciliation Strategy allowed at the time for 11 million m³/a (paragraph 

2.4) which now with the EMSEZ and Northern site (Antonvilla SEZ) as well as additional 

domestic increased to 87.5 million m³/a (copy attached). 

 

Limpopo Flood water option: 

 

The Concept is a proposal to construct off channel storage dams within the Sand river 

catchment, referred to as Musina Dam and Sand river dam; 

 

It is envisaged that water will be harvested from the Limpopo river via an abstraction weir and 

then pumped to the storage dams; 

-Water will then be distributed from the main water storage (Musina & Sand river dams) to a 

series of other reservoirs located closer to points of use such as the MMSEZ’s North and the 

South Sites, and other parts of the northern Limpopo region. 

 

Timeframe to agree deal: 

The project is still at proof of concept/prefeasibility, the next step will include feasibility study, 

master planning, specialists’ studies and bankability. 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

 

Quantity of water: 

Musina Dam – 79 MCM capacity 

Sand River Dam – 405 MCM capacity 

Total capacity – 484 MCM capacity 

The expected historical yield is about 280Mm3 @ a 98 % reliability (with both dams 

operational); 

 

Ground water is already over committed and has a salinity problem 

 

Construction period for dam: 

Turnkey Solution (Independent Water Service Provider (IWSP) 

4 to 5 years (lower cost / lower time risk) 

• Appoint a project owner which has independency, transparency, own governance 

and full mandate for decision making, e.g Water Users Association (WUA) 

• Early Contractor involvement 

• Use of Framework agreements to minimise costs 

• Choose and align key stakeholders – horizontal (decision makers) and vertical 

alignment (everyone) 

• Owner, funders, stakeholders, project implementers - all working towards common 

goals 

• Unlock opportunities for greater good to all 

• Create and foster collaborative culture 

• Non-negotiable values: ethical conduct, discipline, trust, respect, diversity, inclusion, 

support, community involvement, kind to nature and people; 

 

How do you ensure consistency of supply, given drought prone area: 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

The Scheme is based on the harvesting of flood water from the Limpopo river during flood 

occasions which happen annually. the preliminary results 

show that 484 MCM annually can be harvested from the Limpopo river. 

 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

Our question as to whether or not a detailed analysis and assessment was done in relation to agriculture development as an alternative economic activity in 

the project area has not been answered in the MMSEZ Team’s response. The underlying issue relates to whether or not agriculture-led development - based 

on the assumption of additional water resources being available (which is the key assumption being made by the promoters of the SEZ) – could not result in 

comparable socio-economic benefits at much reduced environmental cost.  

 

In fact, it would appear from Table 2.6 (Summary of total water requirements in the Limpopo North WMA) of the Reconciliation Strategy (Final – February 

2017) that zero provision was made for any increased allocation to agriculture developments between 2011 and 2040. In contrast the allocation to ‘mining, 

industries and power generation is projected to increase more than fivefold from 45.0 million m3/a to 249.1 million m3/a by 2040. This would tend to suggest 

that agriculture-led development was not analysed and assessed as an alternative land-use and economic activity.   

 

Manupont position – It is Manupont’s conclusion that this project is not viable until there is certainty in water supply to the project. Furthermore, it would be 

irresponsible to proceed with any development prior to conclusively establishing said water supply. Any aborted development, including the clearing of land, 

would have a material negative economic impact on Manupont’s operation and result in negative socio-economic hardship for our staff and service providers. 

 

 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

2.  What is the role of the operator of the MMSEZ? The operator’s responsibilities as captured in the Operator Agreement is the responsibility for 

the provision of the internal bulk infrastructure, operations, management, functions, and 

responsibilities in respect of the Metallurgical Cluster (EMSEZ), to be provided and as set out 

in the Operator Agreement within the Demarcated area of the MMSEZ. “Internal bulk services 

are services required to be provided for every stand to the stand boundary of the “Investor” 

while the services within the stand forms part of the Investor’s package. All the external bulk 

services which is the water supply, electricity supply, road upgrades and rail upgrades, etc. 

is the responsibility of National Government supported by Provincial Government. It is 

therefore the State-Owned Company’s (SOC) responsibility to make sure that Government 

implements those. 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

Thank you, response is noted 

 

 

 

3. It was confirmed within the Draft EIR that clearing of land can 

only commence once individual and respective Environmental 

Authorisations are received for the respective industries.  

Please confirm what the purpose of the current Environmental 

Authorisation Application is if the only activity applied for is the 

clearance of vegetation, but no vegetation is to be cleared prior 

to receiving the individual authorisations for the other 

industries. 

 

What is the point of separating this application from those that 

would follow?  

 

The applicant opted for phased approach for the MMSEZ project and the draft EIA report and 

the “scoping” report referred to this. The report indicated that the only listed activity is notice 

number 2, “The clearance of an area of 20 Ha or more of indigenous vegetation” as well as 

listing notice number 3 - “For the clearance of 300m2 or more of indigenous vegetation” 

because it falls within a critical biodiversity area as well as an ecological support area. 

 

Following the public participation that was held last year September and October, one of the 

I&APs asked what would happen if you clear a land and an investor cannot get their licencing 

or permits, and then the vacant piece of land where all the trees and plants were removed, 

would be a larger contributor to climate change and those aspects. The comment was very 

valuable, and for this reason the comment was taken into consideration. However, if the 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

Please also confirm that when/if this EIA is approved that no 

infrastructure developments (roads, water, electricity networks, 

sewage systems etc) will be taking place 

applicant gets approval for the SEZ, they may decide to continue with the clearance of the 

area if all the other permits are in place. 

 

However, it was advised according to the recommendation made in the EIA report that 

investors must get their licences and permits in order before the clearance activities 

commence. 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

It is noted in the documentation provided that application is made for the clearance of vegetation only, therefore the purpose of this Environmental 

Authorisation process does not appear to be reasonable or provide the SEZ with ability to progress the project. The clearance of vegetation will have a 

material visual impact on Ekland Safaris product and negatively affect the aesthetics of the region and the sense of place. The EIA process for the SEZ has 

taken many years to complete and it is likely the individual Project EIA’s will similarly take years to complete due to the nature of the projects, it is deemed 

highly irresponsible for LEDET to allow for clearance of natural vegetation for projects that have not received approval to proceed. It is also noted that no 

application for bulk services has been submitted so there appears to be no development that possibly could take place on cleared land in the SEZ. Simply 

put, the SEZ has many hurdles to overcome before clearing land could be considered as a responsible activity.   

It is our opinion that a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) would be a more appropriate tool to determine the environmental impact of a mega-project 

such as the SEZ. The EAP stated in the focus group meetings that this option was discarded as “it would take too long” and the EIA was opted for, this is 

surprising as the time frame of the EIA has run into years and there was more than sufficient time to complete an SEA.  

Furthermore, to understand and assess the significance of all activities proposed within the SEZ, it is would be required that the design specifications for 

each proposed development are presented and considered during the impact assessment process.  As noted within the Draft EIA Report, the detail design of 

the respective phases and infrastructure is not yet available and although the impacts have been conceptually assessed to indicate what the potential 

impacts and magnitude of such a development may be within the pristine bushveld setting, the significance of these impacts cannot be quantified if the 

design/technology of the respective phases are not available.   As such, the cumulative impact of the proposed industries on the surrounding environment 

can also not be quantified and accurately assessed.   



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

Manupont would like to place on record that although it is noted that detailed technical information will be made available during the respective EIA 

processes, it is highly unlikely that the cumulative impact of all the heavy industrial activities will be assessed unless the SEA is undertaken, and 

subsequently the impact on Ekland Safaris cannot be accurately quantified or mitigated. 

 

4. Please provide us with the detailed feasibility assessment and 

other studies undertaken when the project was first 

contemplated.   Please indicate whether a land-use 

compatibility assessment was undertaken.  Please also 

indicate which of these documents are public.  

 

4.1 Ekland understand the socio-economic situation of the 

area as one of the major employers in the region, however 

there seems to be no socio-economic assessment of 

alternate economic models i.e agriculture. The opportunity 

cost of losing these more environmentally sustainable 

models    appears not to be considered in the assessment; 

 

4.2 The socio-economic assessment (Environmental Full-

Cost Accounting) appears to not have calculated the 

environmental cost of a very large-scale polluting 

development in the region and the subsequent long-term 

costs. This would be required to allow Stakeholders to 

assess the nett benefit of the SEZ against other more 

sustainable alternatives 

 

The current MMSEZ EIA application forms part of the broader legal process to obtain the 

necessary authorization and permission to allow for site clearance of the affected property/s. 

The current EIA application is considered to be the initial authorization to enable site 

preparation ahead of future processes. Given the nature and status of the application, certain 

details about future industries, detailed layouts and technologies are not yet known. 

Subsequent applications will articulate these details which, in turn will allow in depth scrutiny 

and evaluation. Subsequent EIA and township establishment processes, site development 

plans, building plans, etc. will enable proper regulation of such activities. All be it that the 

broad strategic intent, sectoral focus and conceptual positioning of activities have been 

conceived, the objective of this initial EIA application is to grant authorization for site clearance 

and not for individual uses and activities per se. Subsequent applications will be lodged to 

this effect – each to allow for public engagement, as prescribed per law. 

The socio-economic impact of the proposed SEZ considered the qualitative and quantitative 

impact that the proposed SEZ could have on the local/regional economy as a result of the 

quantum of the capital investment and associated operational revenue. The value of the 

regional agricultural and tourism sectors offer insight into the area potential for such uses in 

general, as there is no competing investment of comparable size likely for any of the sites. 

The impact of the proposed SEZ (direct, indirect and induced) is therefore compared to the 

economic output of the total agriculture and tourism sectors for the Musina and Makhado 

Local Municipalities combined. (refer to Chapter 5). 

 

The analysis shows that the agriculture and tourism sectors, as per the Socio-Economic 

Impact Report – September 2019 prepared by DEMACON, generates ± R1.53 billion in 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

economic output (2018) - R1.26 billion for agriculture and R270 million for tourism (catering 

and accommodation). These values can be contrasted against the forecasted R296 billion 

that the SEZ is set to generate in terms of value add (approximately 194 times larger than the 

output generated by the agriculture and tourism sectors for both municipalities combined) and 

approximately 49 times more in terms of job creation. 

 

It is often argued in a generalized manner that industrial development negatively impacts 

tourism. To better understand the relationship between tourism and industry, the nature of 

tourism activity needs to be unpacked and complimented with distance correlations. Market 

behaviour affirms that industry could negatively impact leisure tourism depending on the 

distance between the two activities – the closer the distance, the greater the potential impact 

could be. The correlation between industry and business tourism is more neutral: industry 

may stimulate business tourism, including but not limited to aspects such as conferences, 

meetings, lodging, catering, hunting, etc. In such instances, impact and distance correlations 

are ambivalent and larger industrial installations characterized by foreign direct investment 

and interests might well see increased demand for business tourism activities. Such 

correlations can be tested in subsequent phases as an when more detailed applications and 

motivations become available. At this early stage, the SEZ set out to mitigate potential 

negative impacts by introducing a substantial buffer zone of at least 5 km of the northern most 

boundary of the Ekland land holding. 

 

In anticipation of such impacts the SEZ now only applies for site clearance whilst knowing 

that future EIA and land use applications would be accompanied by more detailed industry 

and site-specific motivations. Subsequent applications in later years would deal with aspects 

which are presently not known including knowledge of individual industries, factory positioning 

and layouts, technologies envisaged, mitigating measures against international standards. 

These future processes will deal with detailed planning, infrastructure network considerations, 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

regional connectivity and subsequent impacts on localized layouts. The present EIA 

application as it stands is primarily concerned with site clearance. 

 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

Manupont notes repeated reference to the total potential socio-economic impact of the full SEZ as assessed in the EIA, this makes the assumption that all 

developments will in fact occur which is highly unlikely. The EIA fails to assess the social economic impact of clearing the land (the activity being applied for), 

which apart from some temporary construction related activity, will deliver a significant negative impact on the surrounding land-uses. The EIA runs into the 

contradiction of applying for a single activity but claiming the full socio-economic impact for the full project in order to justify the activity, namely the clearing 

of the land. There is no doubt that the clearing of the land, in the absence of any confirmed investment projects, is overwhelmingly negative to the 

surrounding land uses.  

 

It is further placed on record, that the land under discussion is owned by the Mulambwane Community Property Association, this CPA is the custodian of 

land on behalf of the community and is thus obligated to protect the land to the benefit of all community members. The clearance of land without certainty of 

the subsequent developments will sterilise all other economic opportunities and would be deemed irresponsible.  

 

    Reference is made - by the MMSEZ team in their response to Ekland - to the ‘forecasted R296 billion that the SEZ is set to generate in terms of value 

add…’. As Ekland has indicated before (see too letter to Mr. R Retief dated 22 October 2020 from Core Environmental Services) the business case for the 

MMSEZ is fundamentally based on 3 anchor projects, which, when/if they are implemented could result in the development of numerous ‘spin-off’ economic 

development projects. The spin-off projects are projects identified and implemented in response to the investment environment created inter alia by both the 

locational advantages, the infrastructure, and operations of the anchor projects which in turn encourage the development of a far larger number of upstream 

and downstream ‘spin-off’ projects.  

 

The critical point to note in terms of the above is that the implementation of the three anchor projects is fundamentally underpinned by the availability of a 

new source of bulk water that can be delivered to the SEZ at a suitable cost (water availability), the provision of power at affordable rates and the provision 

of metallurgical coal at an affordable rate. There is no approval to commence with the construction of the power plant and the surrounding mines are yet to 

be funded or operational. In every case if one of the anchor projects does not go ahead, then the SEZ is not viable. The prudent course of action would be to 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

secure the authorisations and investment commitments for all three anchor projects before commencing with the development of the SEZ and the necessary 

clearing of the site and construction of the bulk services (also requiring a future authorisation).   

 

Of greatest concern, the failure to  secure water availability does in our opinion constitute a ‘fatal flaw’ to the economic rationale presented for the MMSEZ – 

and if this is the case the ‘forecasted R296 Billion that the SEZ is set to generate in terms of value add…’ will not materialise, and as indicated on page 7 of 

the DRAFT EIA Report “The potential negative impacts of the development on the natural, tourism and agricultural environment of the site and the region 

may in all likelihood outweigh the identified positive impacts [which would have been hugely diminished if water availability is not resolved]  associated with 

the potential socio-economic development benefits” 

 

 

5. Please elaborate what impact the MMSEZ will have on the 

surrounding land use such as tourism (specifically Ekland 

Safaris); 

 

 5.1 The Ekland Safari model is dependent on its “sense of 

place” in order to attract tourists to the property. The 

construction of a heavy metal industrial zone will destroy 

that and destroy the sense of place  

The report’s findings confirm that localized high visual impacts would occur on residents, 

tourists, and other sensitive receptors, living in and visiting areas immediately north, west, 

and south of the project sites. It is highly likely that the Project would compromise existing 

uses (primarily tourism and game farming) in the study area. It is recommended that 

discussions are undertaken with local landowners who would be affected by the project to 

determine what would be the best option on their property to mitigate potential visual impacts. 

A small number of homesteads located on elevated positions south of the site [including 

Ekland Safaris] could experience open views of the Project site, which is of particular concern. 

 

Visual sensitivity towards the Project is expected to be high since the study area and project 

site are currently experienced as “natural” areas with few man-made disturbances such as 

mining or industrial related activities. This is borne out when the public raised concerns during 

the Scoping phase (DeltaBEC 2019) regarding the visual impact and the most recent 

comments made on the EIAR. Specific concerns around the impact of the Project on the 

hunting and tourism, further reinforces the sensitivity towards the Project as both these 

activities relate to the visual and aesthetic (hunting to a lesser degree) attributes of the sub-

region. 

 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

The study area has a distinct sense of place derived from the extensive areas of natural 

vegetation and the presence of the iconic baobab tree, combined with healthy ridge and 

mountain vegetation and the ever-present Soutpansberg mountains in the background, 

standout koppies and the drainage lines associated with the Sand River. This combination of 

landscape types is attractive resulting in tourists being drawn to the area to visit the many 

game farms and nature reserves. 

 

Alteration to the visual quality of the study area [will occur] due to the physical presence, scale 

and size of the Project and its associated infrastructure. The result is degradation of the visual 

quality and sense of place of the study area. The Project will appear out of context and be 

visible from the local roads, N1, R525, Waterpoort Mopane road, surrounding farmsteads, 

and elevated areas located to the south and south-east of the Project site. 

 

Ekland Safaris is identified as sensitive receptor to the project.  The Visual Impact Report 

(Figure 6) identifies potential sensitive receptor locations from which project activities would 

be visible. These include sections of the N1, the R525, other local/public roads (considered 

tourist roads), including Huntleigh Road (south of the site), the Sheldrake Game Ranch, 

Ekland Safaris (south of the site), the Baobab and Avarel Private Nature Reserves located to 

the north of the project site as well as elevated viewers along the Soutpansberg Mountain. 

The Soutpansberg Mountain and associated koppies, block views from the east and south-

east, where most of the villages/ settlements are located (as indicated in Figure 6). There is 

also a ridge line that runs through the southern portion of the site and another ridge line 

immediately west of the, proposed IHWF, which blocks views to all, except the highest 

structures as is indicated in Figures 7-1 to 7-6 of the VIA. Sensitive receptors are people living 

near the Project site in farmsteads and people visiting local tourism facilities or travelling along 

these roads. Visual sensitivity towards the Project is expected to be high since the study area 

and project site are currently experienced as “natural” areas with little man-made 

disturbances such as mining or industrial related activities. This is borne out when the public 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

raised concerns regarding the visual impact. Specific concerns around the impact of the 

Project on the hunting and tourism indicates a sensitivity towards the Project as both these 

activities relate to the aesthetic (hunting to a lesser degree) attributes of the sub-region.  

 

The VAC for the study area is relatively high, but the combined effect [of the MMSEZ project 

and other projects (mining and power projects) proposed for the area] over time would result 

in the entire study area being impacted upon in a significant manor and its current ‘natural’ 

characteristics will be gone forever. The potential result being a major lost and alteration to 

key elements and features of the visual resource baseline caused by the introduction of 

industrial and mining activities totally uncharacteristic with the pre-development landscape or 

view. High scenic quality and sense of place impacts would result. 

 

The report acknowledges that the proposed MMSEZ project will have a high negative impact 

on the sense of place of the study area. This impact will negatively affect tourism activities, 

which include the Ekland Safaris property and its visitors. 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

The current and surrounding land uses are mainly tourism and agriculture and the area consist mainly of natural areas.  The proposed site is currently within 

a bushveld setting with game hunting farms surrounding the proposed area.  The sense of place of the whole area will be changed and therefore there will be 

a massive loss in the overall visual and sensitive features of this remote area.  Manupont agrees with the findings of the specialist as stated above and as 

huge investments have been made on the Ekland Safaris property, the proposed MMSEZ will be detrimental to the business of Ekland Safaris and therefore 

Manupont is strongly opposed to the proposed development.   

 

Manupont raises the concern that the Socio-economic assessment is based on the total potential benefit of the full project scheme whereas the activity applied 

for (clearing vegetation) has little positive socio-economic to the area whilst having a material negative impact on Manupont and the surrounding land-uses. 

The Socio-economic assessment also fails to assess the minimum level of investment required on the full scheme in order to achieve a nett positive benefit to 

the region. It is evident, from all other SEZ developments in South Africa, that securing the full development scheme has not been achieved anywhere in South 

Africa to date and as such, the full potential benefit cannot be considered as a reasonable methodology to assess impact.  



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

6. With the industries proposed, it is evident that large quantities 

of water will be required and due to the heavy industrial nature 

of such industries, the possibility of groundwater contamination 

is relatively high.  What impact will the proposed land use have 

on the water availability and quantity of water for the 

surrounding land uses such as tourism and agriculture?  Please 

provide projection of water quantities that are anticipated to be 

utilised for the various components 

 

6.1 Following the Precautionary principle, it would be 

expected that the environmental assessment would be 

based on the worst permissible technologies to determine 

the impact. From the meeting it appears best practice is 

being assessed, and unless this becomes an enforced 

design stipulation for each and every proposed project in 

the SEZ, then the assessment is not accurate. Alternatively, 

the global best practice specifications would need to be 

adopted for the project and specified.  

 

The EIA is based on technologies that operate within the South African legislation in other 

words it must comply with South African standards in term of environmental legislation and 

guidelines. Yes, global practice specifications were adopted for this project and was specified. 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

“With the industries proposed, it is evident that large quantities of water will be required and due to the heavy industrial nature of such industries, the possibility 

of groundwater contamination is relatively high.  What impact will the proposed land use have on the water availability and quantity of water for the surrounding 

land uses such as tourism and agriculture?” 

This question has not yet been addressed by the EAP or the responsible specialist.  Water is a scarce commodity and the heavy industrial nature of the 

industries could lead to the contamination of ground water resources which has a highly negative impact on the surrounding water users.  

 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

7. Please provide certainty on the source(s) of bulk water at 

suitable cost and associated timeframe for getting such water 

sources and related infrastructures operational.  Please provide 

written commitment that until such time that RSA Government 

has  

a) found a suitable source of the bulk water;  

b) has conducted feasibility studies to confirm the 

financial viability and availability of funds to construct 

the required infrastructure; 

c) none of the industry/enterprise specific EIA can be 

approved.   

In my view (EAP), it makes sense that if no suitable source for bulk water has been found and 

a feasibility study is done confirming the financial viability and available funds to construct the 

required infrastructure, the EIA cannot be approved. 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

Ekland agrees with the view of the EAP indicated in response to the questions raised by Ekland.  

 

8. During the previous meeting it was indicated that the Final EIR 

must be submitted to the LEDET by 1 February 2021, however, 

due to the current regulations imposed caused by the COVID-

19 pandemic, various traditional meetings will not be 

undertaken before the due date for submission of the Final EIR.  

It was indicated in the meeting that these meetings will be 

undertaken after the submission of the Final EIR.  Seeing that 

the purpose of public meetings is to include comments and 

address and/or mitigate any questions or concerns raised, we 

would like note that the Public Participation Process is fatally 

flawed and vulnerable to review.   

 

 

 

 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

In Manupont’s view, the EAP correctly noted that the provisions of NEMA and the EIA Regulations require an extension of the EIA process beyond 31 

January 2021, to incorporate the outstanding I&AP meetings and to give all I&APs adequate time to formulate and provide responses to the EIAR and 

specialist studies. 

 

As previously indicated, Manupont is of the view that the scope of the EIA and the volume of documents which make up the Draft EIAR and its attachments, 

coupled with the very far-ranging and significant potential negative impacts of the proposed MMSEZ, mean that the review period granted to I&APs is wholly 

inadequate and procedurally unfair.  Further, the exclusion of certain I+APs from meetings before 31 January 2021 and the proposed holding of those meetings 

after the Final EIAR has been submitted to LEDET, is procedurally irregular and open to legal challenge. 

 

 

9. The only listed activity applied for at this stage of the project is 

the clearance of more than 20 hectares of indigenous 

vegetation, however, the impacts associated with the proposed 

industries are currently also assessed within the Environmental 

Authorisation application even though the precise technology 

to be used for these industries are not yet available.  During the 

previous meeting it was indicated that best practise standards 

were used to determine the impact of the proposed SEZ on the 

surrounding environment, however, in order to provide a more 

accurate assessment of the impacts, the precautionary 

principle should have been used.  What will the cumulative 

impact of all these industries be on Ekland Safaris and how can 

it be determined if the technology to be used are not available 

during this stage of the project?    

 

The applicant opted for phased approach for the MMSEZ project and the draft EIA report and 

the “scoping” report referred to this. The report indicated that the only listed activity is notice 

number 2, “The clearance of an area of 20 Ha or more of indigenous vegetation” as well as 

listing notice number 3 - “For the clearance of 300m2 or more of indigenous vegetation” 

because it falls within a critical biodiversity area as well as an ecological support area. 

 

Due to the public participation that was held last year September and October, one of the 

I&APs indicated that, what happens if you clear a land and an investor cannot get their 

licencing or permits, then you will have a vacant piece of land where all the trees and plants 

are removed, and it will contribute bigger to climate change and those aspects. That comment 

was very valuable, and that is why the comment was taken into consideration. However, if 

the applicant gets approval for the SEZ, they may decide to continue with the clearance of 

the area if all the other permits is in place. 

 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

9.1     It was noted in the meeting that all industries will 

undergo respective EIA processes, however, if the 

technologies for the industries are not available, the 

cumulative impact on Ekland Safaris cannot be adequately 

assessed; 

9.2     How are the cumulative impacts determined if the 

technologies of each component project are not known or 

at least specified.  

 

However, it was advised according to the recommendation made in the EIA report that 

investors must get their licences and permits in order before the clearance activities 

commence. 

 

Each technology must comply with SA and Global standards and specifications. Based on 

that, the designs were done and from that the cumulative impacts were determined. The 

Investors provided all the required design parameters (refer to annexure A in the iX engineers 

Extract document which is part of the EIA set of documents made available) and must comply 

to the minimum standards of South Africa. Should any further information on technology being 

required from an environmental requirement, the Investors can provide 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) conducted, concluded that if the PM10, PM2.5, NO2, SO2, CO, Mn, Cr6+ and H2S pollutants exceed the 

assessment criteria, it could result in impaired human health, mostly impacting on the respiratory system’s ability to function as normal. The main pollutants 

of concern for construction were determined to be PM10 and PM2.5 while the main pollutants of concern during operations were determined to be NO2 and 

SO2. 

 

The dispersion model within the AQIA showed a definite probability that the criteria will be exceeded at sensitive surrounding receptors and for this reason 

the environmental significance of this impact is very high.  The impact on Ekland Safaris will therefore be severe, as air emissions will add to the impacts of 

climate change, resulting in a decline of annual precipitation for the surrounding area.   

The Air Quality Specialist noted that the impacts associated with air quality is very high.  However, the SEZ was still recommended to be approved if design 

mitigations are implemented to reduce the impact.  Seeing that design mitigations are not included or available during this stage of the project, it is 

questionable whether the impacts could in fact be reduced to an acceptable level in order for the Air Quality Specialist to conclude that the SEZ could be 

recommended. 

 

As noted, the technologies for the respective industries are currently not available and as these industries will be constructed in phases and applications also 

be made in phases, Manupont is of the opinion that the cumulative impact will not be addressed during the respective application processes and therefore the 

very high cumulative impact on Ekland Safaris, as adjacent property owner, will be neglected from future application processes. 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

 

It is not reasonable for LEDET to approve a project where the assessment indicates that the project will exceed the legislated minimum air quality requirements. 

In addition, the mitigation measures proposed would need to be described in detail and incorporated in the EMP as mandatory specifications for each and 

every project contemplated.   

 

10. Please indicate the phases of development. As it is noted that 

the industries are dependent on bulk services such as water 

and electricity, please indicate which industries will be 

constructed first.  

 

10.1    In the previous meeting the lead engineer stated that 

the projects are to be constructed sequentially as each 

component project is largely reliant on the precursor project. 

Please provide the sequence of all the component projects;  

10.2    What happens to the subsequent projects if one of 

the sequence of projects is not able to be undertaken;  

10.3 Please identify the lynch pin projects ie. The projects 

that must commence for the SEZ to go ahead. 

 

The project is planned in three phases where the capacity of the different metallurgical plants 

will increase their capacity on a modular way. In my view water and electricity supply needs 

to be done first. They can start in parallel because it does not matter which one comes first 

as both are critical for the project and environment. Next will be the construction of the 

infrastructure for the metallurgical facilities inside the MMSEZ in parallel with the upgrading 

of the roads and railway lines. After that the final metallurgical facilities itself will be 

constructed. 

 

Each technology must comply with SA and Global standards and specifications. Based on 

that the designs were done and from that the cumulative impacts were determined. The 

Investors provided all the required design parameters (refer to annexure A in the iX engineers 

Extract document which is part of the EIA set of documents made available) and must comply 

to the minimum standards of South Africa. Should any further information on technology being 

required from an environmental requirement, the Investors can provide. 

 

Response to 10.1: 

The energy and metallurgy integration in the SEZ will consist of the following 3 main process 

lines (projects): 

• coking coal mine → coal washery → coking plant → power plant  

• coking plant → ferroalloy plant → iron making plant → steel making plant, which form 

a connected sequence of energy and metallurgy production full process flow, with BF 

hot metal and ferroalloy molten to be hot delivered to the steel making, which will 

increase the smelting recovery rate and reduce the energy consumption at the same 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

time. The advantage of such energy and metallurgy integration over the entire 

process is given by its unique nature  

• Vanadium-titanium magnetite project  

• Supporting logistics, administrative centre, bonded area, and smaller manufacturing 

warehouses is further provided.  

 

Response to 10.2: 

Either alternative plans need to be made or alternative technologies needs to be put in place. 

It also depends on the financial impact of the alternative plans made. 

 

Response to 10.3: 

The approval of the EIA including the Environmental management Plan (EMP) setting the 

rules and criteria for the development of the EMSEZ is of utmost importance. Following the 

EMP, the individual Investors can prepare and submit the Plant EIA within the guidelines of 

the EMP. 

 

In terms of the bulk infrastructure, the phased implementation of the bulk water and electricity 

supply is critical. Secondly the phased upgrading of the logistic infrastructure namely roads 

and rail must be done by the SA National and Provincial Government. 

 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

In broad terms Ekland agrees with the response provided by the EAP above that the water and electricity supply need to be done first as they are fundamental 

to the further development of the MMSEZ. To be precise, Ekland’s view is that the ‘water availability’ and “power availability’ issues would need to be 

resolved before any further development of the power station takes place.  

 

In terms of the water availability issue, Ekland would like to stress the point that long-term water availability and power availability aspects must have been 

confirmed for the entire project. Any suggestion that the SEZ should proceed on the basis that short-term water supplies have been identified to allow the initial 

construction process to commence the measure of water availability must be rejected. 



   
 

 

  

   

 
 

 

 

11. Please confirm what the visual impact on Ekland Safaris will be 

and especially on all lodges located within the property;  

 

11.1 Can the visual assessment state his/her opinion on the 

viability of eco-tourism on Ekland with the visual impact of 

the SEZ once fully developed; 

11.2 Following the Precautionary principle, it would be 

expected that the visual assessment would be based on the 

worst permissible technologies to determine impact. From 

the meeting it appears best practice is being assessed, and 

unless this becomes an enforced design stipulation for each 

and every proposed project in the SEZ, then the 

assessment is not accurate. Alternatively, the global best 

practice specifications would need to be adopted for the 

project and specified.  

 

Answer provided within point number five above. 

 Response to answer provided for inclusion into the Final EIR: 

 

The current and surrounding land uses are mainly tourism and agriculture and the area consist mainly of natural areas.  The proposed site is currently within 

a bushveld setting with game hunting farms surrounding the proposed area.  The sense of place of the whole area will be changed and therefore there will be 

a massive loss in the overall visual and sensitive features of this remote area.  Manupont agrees with the findings of the specialist as stated above and as 

huge investments have been made on the Ekland Safaris property, the proposed MMSEZ will be detrimental to the business of Ekland Safaris and therefore 

Manupont is strongly opposed to the proposed development.   
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Conclusion 

Noting the above-mentioned responses raised, Manupont would like to note that they object fully to the 

current as well as future applications submitted for the construction and operation of the MMSEZ based 

on the following facts: 

• The project has not yet identified a source of bulk water or power provision at suitable cost as 
per the MMSEZ’s requirements.  The business case for the MMSEZ is fundamentally based on 
3 anchor projects, which, when/if they are implemented could result in the development of 
numerous ‘spin-off’ economic development projects.  
The critical point to note in terms of the above is that the implementation of the three anchor 
projects is fundamentally underpinned by the availability of a new source of bulk water that can 
be delivered to the SEZ at a suitable cost (water availability).  The failure to secure any one 
of the anchor projects (in particular, water availability) does, in our opinion, constitute a ‘fatal 
flaw’ to the economic rationale presented for the MMSEZ – and if this is the case the ‘forecasted 
R296 Billion that the SEZ is set to generate in terms of value add…’ will not materialise.  

• The sense of place of the whole area will be changed and therefore there will be a massive loss 
in the overall visual and sensitive features of this remote area.  Huge investments have been 
made on the Ekland Safaris property, and subsequently the conflicting land use on the adjacent 
property will be detrimental to the business of Ekland Safaris.   For this reason, Manupont is 
strongly opposed to the proposed MMSEZ; 

• The proposed application has failed to consider alternative economic development strategies. 
This submission has made reference to the positive impacts achieved by the Ekland Project 
based on tourism-led development (as one example). A glaring omission is a genuine analysis 
and assessment of what could be achieved via an agriculture-led development strategy.  

• As previously indicated, Manupont is of the view that the scope of the EIA and the volume of 
documents which make up the Draft EIAR and its attachments, coupled with the very far-ranging 
and significant potential negative impacts of the proposed MMSEZ, mean that the review period 
granted to I&APs is wholly inadequate and procedurally unfair.  Further, the exclusion of certain 
I+APs from meetings before 31 January 2021 and the proposed holding of those meetings after 
the Final EIAR has been submitted to LEDET, is procedurally irregular and open to legal 
challenge. 

• The EIA has been undertaken on the basis of clearing vegetation as the listed activity, yet the 
motivation to proceed is based on the entirely theoretical approach that the full spectrum of 
investments in the SEZ will be realized. Additionally, the full technology design has not been 
made available and as a consequence the negative is not a reasonable or prudent approach. 
The clearance of land in isolation (as applied for in this case) has an overwhelmingly negative 
socio-economic consequence to the region.   
 

Although limited time was provided for the review of such substantive documentation, we trust that the 
above will be included within the Final EIR and considered by the LEDET. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Anne-Mari White (Cert. Sci. Nat.) 
EAPASA: 2020/602 
Environmental Consultant 


