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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Table 1 provides issues and comments raised during the public participation process for the Musina 

Makhado Special Economic Zone (MMSEZ) environmental authorization process. These issues pertain 

to the Biodiversity offset strategy report, as well as to general issues of offset, biodiversity features and 

environmental conservation. Mamadi’s response to the comments have been provided accordingly. The 

authors appreciate every individual that took time to comment on the draft document. 

 

 

 



 

 

Table 1: Issues/Comments and Response regarding the Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

Date of Comment Stakeholder (Name and 

Affiliation) 

Comment Response by Mamadi and Company 

22 October 2020 ALL RISE, Attorneys for 

Climate and Environmental 

145. Based on these recommendations, it is thus possible to conclude that 

the Project cannot be authorised because site alternatives have not been 

assessed for this application; alternative sources of energy have not yet been 

investigated, and the availability of sustainable water and the feasibility of a 

biodiversity offset not determined. 

An assessment of the feasibility of the biodiversity 

offset based on available information have been 

presented in the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to Section 10 of 

the revised report. 

22 October 2020 Dr Melissa Lewis,  

BirdLife South Africa 

3. In light of the points raised above, BirdLife South Africa holds the view that 

a comprehensive avifaunal impact assessment must be undertaken 

before any decision is made on this application. We note that page 845 of 

the draft EIAR advises that an environmental authorisation should only be 

considered if an avifaunal assessment has been undertaken “to verify flight 

paths and raptors which may nest on the project site and be collected for 

relocation to a suitable new site as an integral part of the Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy”. 

BirdLife South Africa does not consider the relocation of raptor nests to be an 

appropriate approach. Nor can it accurately be described as an offset. The 

avifaunal assessment must investigate all potential impacts on avian 

species of conservation concern, and must apply the full mitigation 

hierarchy when determining how to limit these impacts. To the extent 

that significant residual impacts would remain after avoidance, minimisation, 

and rehabilitation/restoration, appropriate offsets or ecological compensation 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) summarizes the findings of the 

faunal and flora impact assessment study undertaken 

by Digby Wells in the absence of a comprehensive 

avifaunal impact assessment.  

Refer to Section 7.2.2 of the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). A note is 

provided for an avifaunal impact assessment to be 

undertaken. 



 

 

must be identified to remediate these (which has not been done in the 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy). 

22 October 2020 Webster Mfebe, LEIP and 

its Partners 

The Biodiversity Offset Strategy is a high-level framework only and very 

generic. No detailed on-site quantification has been done to date of the 

sensitive fauna and flora species, so the extent of the biodiversity offset 

strategy and implementation plan should be developed and approved prior to 

authorisation. One cannot approve the commencement of vegetation 

clearance without having certainty that the rescue and relocation of sensitive 

species (Fauna & Flora) and offsetting is indeed feasible and sustainable in 

the long term. 

The initial scope given for the biodiversity offset 

report was not sufficient in addressing the 

requirement of the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) expands the scope and 

attempts to address all issues and close all gaps 

required by the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

This concerns have been addressed (refer to sections 

5, 6 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

22 October 2020 Brandon Abdinor, 

Interested and Affected 

Party 

10. Biodiversity and offset 

The assessed impacts on biodiversity are supposedly mitigated via the 

biodiversity offset site. The mitigation can only be considered realistic once 

such an offset site has been identified, assessed and secured. 

Further, a credible plan for the biodiversity protecting activities from a scientific, 

logistical and budgetary point of view needs to be finalised and legally 

approved for this mitigation to be acceptable as realistic. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the suitability of 

available land based on information provided and the 

scope of work given. Refer to Section 10 of the 

report. 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 



 

 

22 October 2020 ALL RISE, Attorneys for 

Climate and Environmental 

Justice NPC 

Page 22: 

105. Owing to the fact that the project area is “minimally disturbed and can be 

classified as near pristine bushveld” and “ due to the magnitude of the project 

and the size of the development,” the EIAR recommends that “a biodiversity 

offset strategy and plan should be considered to offset the protected trees, 

fauna, flora and aquatic features on the site.” 92 

106. However, the review of the biodiversity offsets management strategy93 

confirms that it is “deeply flawed” and, fails to apply the core principles of 

offsets. It gives offset ratios which are incorrectly and misleadingly cited as 

being from the gazetted national biodiversity offsets policy (2017) and the 

references to offset ratios in DEA 2017 are “without exception incorrect.” 

107. The offset strategy is therefore of no comfort to mitigate the destruction 

of 8000ha of bushveld, at least seventeen different mammal species and over 

100 000 protected trees. 

Sections 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) clearly identifies 

and applies the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

protected trees as noted. 

Upon further investigation, it was determined that the 

utilization of the estimated 109 034 trees as provided 

in the Protected Tree Survey by the Biodiversity 

Company may be premature. Since a comprehensive 

tree count was not conducted and the accuracy of the 

estimation could not be ascertained, a deviation from 

applying offset based on estimated number of trees 

have been taken, and a habitat hectare approach has 

been applied. A second tree survey presented by 

Naledzi Environmental Consultants confirms the 

presence of large number of protected trees onsite, 

without a definite count on the number of trees. 

Refer to Section 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

Additionally, a recommendation for faunal 

management programme has been recommended for 



 

 

further investigation in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

22 October 2020 Dr Melissa Lewis, BirdLife 

South Africa 

The Biodiversity Offset Strategy is problematic in numerous respects. It 

erroneously refers to the Draft National Offsets Policy in support of its proposed 

offset ratios, and has neither justified this choice of ratios nor provided an 

adequate explanation of how they should be applied. Moreover, the report 

has not demonstrated that suitable offset sites are available and has not 

assessed the feasibility of securing such sites as offsets. Nor has it 

explained how the offset sites would be protected and managed over a 

period of at least thirty years or estimated what financial provision would 

be necessary to achieve this. This is unacceptable (especially in light of the 

scale of habitat destruction being proposed), and no decision should be made 

until such steps have been taken. If the feasibility of the proposed offsets is 

ultimately demonstrated and the project is authorised, this should be 

conditional upon offset sites being secured (ideally, as protected areas) 

before any of the authorised activities may commence. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios as 

noted.  

Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 of the revised 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 

2b) clearly identifies and applies the avoid, mitigate, 

and rehabilitate hierarchy. 

 

 Elana Greyling, Considered 

citizens of lephalale 

9. Biodiversity and offset 

 

The assessed impacts on biodiversity are supposedly mitigated via the 

biodiversity offset site. The mitigation can only be considered realistic once 

such an offset site has been identified, assessed, and secured. Further, a 

credible plan for the biodiversity protecting activities from a scientific, logistical, 

and budgetary point of view needs to be finalised and legally approved for this 

mitigation to be acceptable as realistic. 

An assessment of potential offset sites has been 

provided in the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for 

the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Requirements for securing 

offset site(s), as well as financial and management 

requirements have been provided for. 



 

 

 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

Appendix J (Mamadi and Company 2020) is deeply flawed and, although it lists 

core principles on offsets (6.1), it fails to apply them. It erroneously gives offset 

ratios which are incorrectly and misleadingly cited as being from the gazetted 

national biodiversity offsets policy (2017). In accordance with the national 

environmental management principles (s2 of NEMA), impacts on biodiversity 

must be avoided, or minimised and remedied. While there are many figures 

illustrating the mitigation hierarchy, with offsets as a final option, no attempt is 

made to avoid impacts on priority areas for biodiversity; e.g. on CBA2 areas. 

These areas aren’t even effectively mapped on site. That is, offsets here are 

not being used as a ‘last resort’ which is required in terms of draft national 

policy (DEA 2017) and international good practice, but rather as an upfront 

mitigation measure – which is not legally permissible under the NEMA 

principles. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios as 

noted.  

Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 of the revised 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 

2b) clearly identifies and applies the avoid, mitigate, 

and rehabilitate hierarchy. 

Adequate mapping of the CBA areas, focus areas, 

and reserves have been mapped in Figure 5.1 and 

Figure 5.4 of the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

(Version 2b) report. 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

Reference to offset ratios in DEA 2017 are without exception incorrect. It is 

important to note in this respect that there is no reference to offsets for adult 

trees in the gazetted draft policy (ecological compensation or offsets for 

protected tree species is covered separately by the DAFF’s policy principles 

and guidelines – especially the 2010 Guideline on Development Control in 

Natural Forests); wetland offsets must be calculated using the national wetland 

offset guideline using the wetland offset calculator; and the draft national policy 

does not specify offset ratios for impacted SCC populations2. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

wetlands trees as noted.  

A wetland functionality target and offset targets are 

presented in Section 10 of the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b).  



 

 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

An estimated 109 034 trees of four protected tree species would be affected. 

6.2.1.3 in Appendix J states that “An Offset Ratio of 1 ‐ 2:1 i.e. offset should 

be 1 ‐ 2 times the impacted area (DEA, 20173)”. There is no basis for this offset 

ratio in the gazetted draft national policy on biodiversity offsets. It is also non-

sensical how this would be applied? Does this proposed stratagem mean that 

twice the number of impacted protected trees would need to be secured on the 

“Offset site”? This is unlikely to be supported by DEFF Forestry Branch.  

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

protected trees as noted. 

Upon further investigation, it was determined that the 

utilization of the estimated 109 034 trees as provided 

in the Protected Tree Survey by the Biodiversity 

Company may be premature. Since a comprehensive 

tree count was not conducted and the accuracy of the 

estimation could not be ascertained, a deviation from 

applying offset based on estimated number of trees 

have been taken, and a habitat hectare approach has 

been applied. A second tree survey presented by 

Naledzi Environmental Consultants confirms the 

presence of large number of protected trees onsite, 

without a definite count on the number of trees. 

Refer to Section 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

For residual negative impacts on faunal species, 6.2.2 of Appendix J states 

that “The Offset Ratio to be targeted for the SCC (sic) should be at 1-2:1 i.e. 

offset should be 1 to 2 times the impacted population (DEA, 2017)”. No such 

guidance is given in the draft national biodiversity offset policy. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

SCC as noted. 

A comprehensive assessment of individual SCC has 

been presented in Section 10 of the revised 



 

 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 

2b). 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

It is noted in the EIA that there are a ‘large number of pan systems present’ 

(p285), which are likely to trigger the need for wetland offsets. In Appendix J, 

Figure 13 in 6.2.3 states that “The offset ratio to be targeted for the wetland 

ecosystem should be at 2-5:1 i.e. offset should be 2 to 5 times the impacted 

area or population (DEA, 2017)”. No such guidance is given in the draft national 

biodiversity offset policy. The application of the Wetland Offset calculator and 

principles applied by DWS would undoubtedly require a different approach. It 

is unclear why the pan systems could not easily have been avoided in the 

internal SEZ layout, especially if one of the recommendations in the “Offset 

strategy” is to avoid the large protected trees – which is likely impossible in an 

industrial complex such as that proposed.  

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

wetland features as noted. 

A wetland functionality target and offset targets are 

presented in Section 10 of the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b).   

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

The SEZ will impact negatively on Critical Biodiversity Area 2 (3.8.2) for which 

an offset ratio of 20:1 is given in the gazetted policy, as well as on an existing 

nature reserve (the southern SEZ site is located within the Nzhelele Nature 

Reserve (p789)). It is unclear whether these impacts will be permissible in the 

Nature Reserve, and even if they were, what actions would be required to offset 

this impact. 

The Nzhelele Nature Reserve is situated ~ 19.4 km 

away from the MMSEZ Southern Site, not as 

indicated in the comment. Refer to Section 5.1 and 

Figure 5.1 of the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

The SEZ is in close proximity to Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas and 

other regional/ national protected areas; Mapungubwe, Soutpansberg and 

Blouberg Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas ‘surround the site’(BirdLife 

South Africa, 2015). Important Bird Areas within Limpopo Province house the 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) included an identification and 

assessment of the impacts to Important Bird and 



 

 

 two largest breeding colonies of Gyps coprethes (Cape Vulture) in the world at 

Blouberg IBA. No clear offset (or ecological compensation) strategy is 

mentioned for these impacts. 

Biodiversity Areas. Refer to Section 5.2.1 of the 

report. 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

Any offset would need to be planned and designed, with a potential portfolio of 

suitable sites, making provision for both their protection and effective 

management over at least a 30-year timeframe (i.e. making associated 

financial provision), in close engagement with the provincial conservation 

agency. (6.3.4 of Appendix J addresses the ‘offsets funding model’ but does 

not specify that finances for the offset must be adequate to provide for 

ecological management for at minimum 30 years.) The scope for finding 

suitable offset sites is limited in the region, particularly given the cumulative 

impacts scoped in Appendix K (Digby Wells Environmental – map extract 

below) and the likelihood of other listed activities also requiring offset sites. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) included an identification and 

assessment of the impacts to Important Bird and 

Biodiversity Areas. Refer to Section 5.2.1 of the 

report. 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

According to the report “…the next step, should Environmental Authorisation 

be granted, would be to identify suitable land, similar in nature, geology and 

vegetation (biomes) and to follow the biodiversity offset framework and policy” 

(p8). The offset to compensate for residual negative impacts on biodiversity 

must be designed, and an implementation plan shown to be feasible, with 

associated financial and management assurance, before any decision on the 

proposed development can be made – not after authorisation is granted. 

According to the draft biodiversity offset guideline 

(2017) “The design of the biodiversity offset and plans 

for its implementation should be approved by the 

provincial biodiversity conservation agency and the 

CEA before the proposed listed activity starts. 

Implementation of the biodiversity offset should 

preferably take place before the impacts of the 

activity occur, or as soon thereafter as reasonable 

and feasible.” 



 

 

The guideline does not necessarily indicate the 

requirement for environmental authorization as 

alluded. 

Furthermore, the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the 

suitability of available land based on information 

provided and the scope of work given. Refer to 

Section 10 of the report. 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

Without these assurances that an offset could and would be successfully 

provided, there would be a considerable risk of not meeting the NEMA 

principles; i.e. being unable to remedy impacts on biodiversity that could not 

be avoided or minimised. Ideally, and for a scheme of this scale, the offsets 

should be in place before any development and conversion of habitat 

begins. 

This has been articulated in the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

The recommendation in the EIA that an environmental authorisation should 

only be considered if an avifauna assessment is undertaken ‘to verify flight 

paths and raptors which may nest on the project site and be collected for 

relocation …as an integral part of the biodiversity offset plan’ refers. This 

statement is wholly inappropriate: relocation of raptor nests is not an offset 

activity; even if it was ecologically sensible (which it is not), it is a move to 

reduce impacts. It is essential that such assessment be done to inform a 

decision and to enable the mitigation hierarchy to be applied: avoidance of 

impacts on Red List bird species must be prioritised.  

Comment is specific to EIA process 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix J only looks at the direct footprint impacts of the SEZ on terrestrial 

ecosystems and species, and on wetlands. It does not consider impacts on the 

affected river systems (Sand, Limpopo) and their aquatic biota as a result of 

using the Limpopo as a proposed water source. Potential impacts on this 

system, including on downstream ecosystems, must form part of the 

biodiversity offset’s scope (i.e. all potentially significant negative impacts, 

including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, remaining after avoidance 

and minimisation must be remedied by the biodiversity offset). 

The biodiversity scope of work does not include 

assessment of affected regional river systems or 

ecosystems. A note on cumulative regional impact 

assessment has be offered in the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

9 October 2020 S Brownlie and M Botha, 

Professional ecologists and 

biodiversity offset 

practitioners. 

 

4. Summary 

The Offset impacts are insufficiently identified and assessed. The offset 

strategy is wholly deficient and doesn’t meet the requisite criteria in the draft 

Offset Policy. This perspective is based on: 

• the failure to apply the mitigation sequence 

• incorrect scoping of biodiversity impacts and ecosystem considerations 

• inappropriate mitigation actions being recommended which make 

quantification of residual biodiversity impact almost impossible to determine 

• faulty application of offset ratios and other metrics 

• inadequate specificity of the nature of offset interventions, especially where 

they might be located, what must be achieved, who would be best placed to 

implement them, and how they must be funded 

 

 

The initial scope given for the biodiversity offset 

report was not sufficient in addressing the 

requirement of the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) expands the scope and 

attempts to address all issues raised, as highlighted 

above and close all gaps required by the draft 

biodiversity offset guidelines. 

  



 

 

• no assurance of effectiveness of offset implementation or successful 

outcomes being achieved, or the funds being provided to guarantee this over 

an appropriate timeline. 

9 October 2020 M Botha, Professional 

ecologist and biodiversity 

offset practitioner. 

The Biodiversity Offset strategy as submitted is fatally flawed in several 

aspects, and its promotion or acceptance by any department as a mitigation 

measure for the impacts of the SEZ will invite appeal, review and legal 

challenge which will be impossible to defend. 

 

The initial scope given for the biodiversity offset 

report was not sufficient in addressing the 

requirement of the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) expands the scope and 

attempts to address all issues and close all gaps 

required by the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

22 October 2020 Stefania Santaga for Chief 

Fritz (Khoisan Senior 

Chief) 

– – 

23 October 2020 James Reeler, WWF 

 

4. Critically, the offset report specifies that offset sites must be identified if the 

authorisation is given. In light of the scale of proposed development in the 

region, finding such offset sites will be challenging, and it is therefore essential 

that mitigation measures be implemented, offset sites be identified and 

secured, and adequate finances set aside for management before operations 

be allowed to continue. Failure to do so risks implementation with no mitigation 

being undertaken. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the suitability of 

available land based on information provided and the 

scope of work given. Refer to Section 10 of the 

report. 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 



 

 

23 October 2020 James Reeler, WWF 

 

“1. In the case of serious omissions in the specialist biodiversity reports (data 

available from public papers, books and online IUCN documents), e.g. in the 

occurrence of IUCN Threatened and Near Threatened species, how will the 

consultants address concerns requiring additional surveys and mitigation? E.g.  

just from the mammal perspective, at least two IUCN Near Threatened bat 

species occur on the SEZ site. One of them (Smithers horseshoe bat) is 

completely dependent on hollows in Baobab trees for roosting. So, the report 

is not true that there are no bat roosting sites in the SEZ. Given that Smithers 

horseshoe bat is almost completely limited in its range to Limpopo (a large part 

of its world range being the Limpopo Valley) and is very sensitive to 

disturbance, the proposed development would result in irreplaceable loss of 

habitat. How would a biodiversity offset plan mitigate this? 

 

2. Sense of place seems to be very poorly defined or considered by the report 

and seems to be defined simply as “visual impact”. Given that the development 

will represent the loss of one of SA’s last wildernesses, this impact should be 

properly considered and cannot be mitigated by just considering visual impact”. 

Comment is specific to faunal impact assessment. 

Additionally, a recommendation for faunal 

management programme has been recommended for 

further investigation in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

22 October 2020 Elizabeth Pattison, Save 

Our Limpopo Valley 

Environment 

1. Another “liaison failure” is shown by a discrepancy between the Flora 

and Fauna Study Report and the Biodiversity Strategy.  The flora and fauna 

specialists list  two vulnerable and one near threatened mammal species in 

Table 9.5 of their report.  Of these, only one (Leopard – Panthera pardus) is 

mentioned in the Biodiversity Strategy.  The Biodiversity Strategy mentions the 

clawless otter as being present in the SEZ area, but the Flora and Fauna 

specialists specifically state that it was not observed, although one might 

A recommendation for faunal management 

programme has been recommended for further 

investigation in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

The discrepancy in the faunal assessment and the 

biodiversity report has been noted and reconciled.  



 

 

expect it to be present.  The Biodiversity Strategy states that the brown hyaena 

is found in the area.  The writer can find no reference to this species 

(Parahyaena brunnea) in the Flora and Fauna study; may the Biodiversity 

specialist please supply the page or section number? The SEZ area is a large 

and complex ecosystem, with many interconnections between its various 

elements.  Why has this not been taken into account, and the specialist studies 

cross-referenced where appropriate? 

 

22 October 2020 Elizabeth Pattison, Save 

Our Limpopo Valley 

Environment 

BIODIVERSITY STRATEGY 

 

This appears to be a work in progress, which requires more input and some 

confirmation of facts before it can be accepted for implementation: 

 

1. The strategy for the protected trees in the area is disturbing. In two 

ways.  First, the recommendation to translocate juvenile and sub-adult trees 

sounds fine in theory, and it is noted that both SANParks and De Beers Venetia 

Mine (on behalf of the Musina Municipality) have both successfully 

translocated baobabs.  SANParks relocated two individuals and De Beers 

relocated one.  If the figures for the number of trees quoted in the Strategy and 

in the report on the Tree Study are correct, it is proposed that 28 888 trees of 

the four protected species found on the site should be translocated.  Has any 

thought been given to what this will actually entail?  The following will be 

required:  sufficient space in a suitable habitat to accept the trees (and such a 

habitat is likely to be at carrying capacity for trees already, and will need to be 

purchased), a method of excavating the tree roots such that they will not be 

The initial scope given for the biodiversity offset 

report was not sufficient in addressing the 

requirement of the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

Hence the writer is correct in noting that this is a work 

in progress 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) expands the scope and 

attempts to address all issues and close all gaps 

required by the draft biodiversity offset guidelines. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

protected trees as noted. 

Upon further investigation, it was determined that the 

utilization of the estimated 109 034 trees as provided 

in the Protected Tree Survey by the Biodiversity 

Company may be premature. Since a comprehensive 



 

 

damaged; cranes for removal and trucks for transport; a method of excavating 

“receiving holes” for root systems; and labour to carry all this out.  The cost will 

be considerable.  In addition, the problem of access to the trees does not seem 

to have been considered. 

 

2. Again assuming that the figures in the reports are correct, 81 483 

adult trees of protected species cannot be removed and it is suggested that 

these remain in situ in accordance with the IUCN Criteria for Red List 

Assessment and, in the words of the strategy document, “the proposed 

construction and operation of MMSEZ should preserve most adult trees on the 

project site”.  This means that an average of 8 000 adult protected trees per 

hectare of the SEZ site will remain.  Bearing in mind the layout of the factories 

in the SEZ, how can “most” adult trees be preserved in situ?  One is obliged to 

visualise, for example, a power plant with trees growing in the boiler house and 

turbine hall – is this really going to happen?. And what definition of “most” in 

this context would be acceptable to all stakeholders?  It is noted that Section 

9.1 of the Environmental Management Programme, which deals with 

environmental awareness training for employees deployed during the 

construction phase, makes no mention of preserving trees, which leads one to 

believe that this part of the Biodiversity Strategy is unlikely to be followed. 

 

3. The requirement for wetlands is that “It will be ideal to avoid these 

areas due to their sensitivity and ensure that there is a linkage between these 

wetland and other sensitive features on site”.  Now we must imagine streams 

tree count was not conducted and the accuracy of the 

estimation could not be ascertained, a deviation from 

applying offset based on estimated number of trees 

have been taken, and a habitat hectare approach has 

been applied. A second tree survey presented by 

Naledzi Environmental Consultants confirms the 

presence of large number of protected trees onsite, 

without a definite count on the number of trees. 

Refer to Section 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

 

 

These concerns have either been addressed (refer to 

sections 5, 6 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

 

 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) deviated from the draft report 

(version 1) in terms of application of offset ratios to 

wetlands trees as noted.  



 

 

and pans dotted throughout an industrial area!  It is abundantly clear that much 

more thought is needed regarding the Biodiversity Strategy. 

 

4. It is interesting to note that the EAP may have some doubts about 

the feasibility and desirability of translocating trees since Appendix J to the 

EMPr states that plant rescue should be a last resort (presumably not part of 

the basic strategy), that only a small proportion of plants can be rescued, and 

of these not all survive.  Therefore, the loss of many thousands of trees 

appears to be accepted as a foregone conclusion, and it becomes clear that 

this application is the first step in a process which will remove 8 000 Ha of 

carbon-sequestering trees and wetlands, and replace them with an equivalent 

area of carbon-producing industry, making the SEZ “contribution” to climate 

change even bigger and more concerning than it at first sight appears. 

 

5. The discrepancy between this study and the Flora and Fauna study 

(mentioned above in the writer’s review of the Flora and Fauna study) 

regarding Red List mammal species present in the SEZ area must be resolved.  

Please supply a reference (eg page number) in the offset strategy for proposed 

action regarding Red List mammals, as the writer is unable to locate one, and 

it appears that one must simply live in hope that mammals threatened by the 

development will choose to migrate, and that they will find a suitable new 

habitat. 

 

A wetland functionality target and offset targets are 

presented in Section 10 of the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

Refer to Section 10 and 13 regarding comments on 

cumulative and residual impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A recommendation for faunal management 

programme has been recommended for further 

investigation in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 

The discrepancy in the faunal assessment and the 

biodiversity report has been noted and reconciled. 

 

 



 

 

6. The presence of the baboon spider as a commercially-threatened 

species is noted in the strategy document. The employee training required by 

the Environmental Management Programme makes no mention of employees’ 

being required to protect baboon spiders. 

 

7. The Biodiversity specialist admits that the proximity of the 

Soutpansberg Important Bird Area to the SEZ indicates that an avifauna study 

is needed; as it is, no biodiversity strategy for birds has been formulated.  This 

is an omission of some significance. 

 

8. The table in Section 5 of the strategy document states that there will 

be significant loss of natural habitat (rated as a major impact), and even with 

mitigation (which presumably includes the implementation of this strategy), the 

impact remains moderate.  This suggests that a more robust mitigation strategy 

is required.  The specialist notes that the area is still natural with the potential 

to provide many habitats; this is a good reason for leaving the area unspoiled.  

 

9. Although an offset is recommended, no firm requirements for this are 

given, and the offset strategy consists largely of a set of questions which have 

yet to be answered (refer graphic on page 40 of the strategy document).  It 

seems by no means certain that a suitable offset will be found, given the area 

required and the need to precisely match habitats.  And one must consider 

Specific to EMPr document. 

 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) summarizes the findings of the 

faunal and flora impact assessment study undertaken 

by Digby Wells in the absence of a comprehensive 

avifaunal impact assessment.  

Refer to Section 7.2.2 of the revised Biodiversity 

Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). A note is 

provided for an avifaunal impact assessment to be 

undertaken. 

 

Section 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) provides 

context on the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy. 

 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the suitability of 

available land based on information provided and the 

scope of work given. Refer to Section 10 of the 

report. 



 

 

whether the owner(s) of an identified offset area would be willing to sell or 

otherwise to allow their land to be used for offset. 

 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 

22 October 2020 Michelle Koyama Centre 

for Environmental Rights 

(CER) 

Inadequate assessment of the protected areas, ecological assessment and 

cultural and heritage impact assessment 

87. UNESCO Vhembe Biosphere Reserve; National Parks(Kruger national 

Park, Mapungupwe national Park); Formal Protected Areas (Baobab Protected 

Reserve; Musina, Honnet, Nwanedi, Nzhelele, Happy Rest and Langjan 

Nature Reserve; Informal Protected Areas; National Protected Areas 

Expansion Strategy(NPAES) Focus Areas (Blouberg Langjan National 

Protected Areas); and Private Nature Reserves (Averal, Nzhlelele); Critical 

Biodiversity area 2; Ecological Corridor Network; Important Bird Area are near 

the vicinity of the EMSEZ site however, the impacts on these areas are not 

addressed in detail in the DEIR. Since some of these areas are nearby and not 

directly on the EMSEZ site, there were no detailed assessments of impact on 

these areas. 

More specific to EIA process 

Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 of the revised 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 

2b) clearly identifies and applies the avoid, mitigate, 

and rehabilitate hierarchy. 

Adequate mapping of the CBA areas, focus areas, 

and reserves have been mapped in Figure 5.1 and 

Figure 5.4 of the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

(Version 2b) report. 

15 October 2020 Peter Taylor,  

Head of South African 

Research Chair on 

Biodiversity Value & Change 

at Univen 

“1. In the case of serious omissions in the specialist biodiversity reports (data 

available from public papers, books and online IUCN documents), e.g. in the 

occurrence of IUCN Threatened and Near Threatened species, how will the 

consultants address concerns requiring additional surveys and mitigation? E.g.  

just from the mammal perspective, at least two IUCN Near Threatened bat 

species occur on the SEZ site. One of them (Smithers horseshoe bat) is 

completely dependent on hollows in Baobab trees for roosting. So, the report 

Comment is specific to faunal impact assessment. 

Additionally, a recommendation for faunal 

management programme has been recommended for 

further investigation in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). 



 

 

Core Team Member of 

Centre for Invasion Biology 

School of Mathematical & 

Natural Sciences 

University of Venda 

is not true that there are no bat roosting sites in the SEZ. Given that Smithers 

horseshoe bat is almost completely limited in its range to Limpopo (a large part 

of its world range being the Limpopo Valley) and is very sensitive to 

disturbance, the proposed development would result in irreplaceable loss of 

habitat. How would a biodiversity offset plan mitigate this? 

22 October 2020 Environmental Consultants 

International (Pty) Ltd [ECI]  

on behalf of Christo 

Reeders Attorneys 

The Fauna and Flora report states in its conclusion that: 

“The Makhado/Musina SEZ offers an important if not high Biodiversity Value 

owing to the presence of intact savanna woodland habitat as well as Riparian 

and ephemeral pan habitat. Loss of these components will result in loss of 

biodiversity and biodiversity support, for the area. ……… Off set will aid in 

mitigating the negative impacts, and must be investigated. The impacts as 

described, rated and mitigated in this document pose a risk to natural areas of 

High sensitivity. Protected tree species were recorded on site and mitigation 

measures as per legislation has been prescribed. Although this impact is 

potential of high significance, the mitigation measures, including the 

investigation specifically the off sets and permit application, could mitigate this. 

From a landscape perspective the highly sensitive landscapes include riparian, 

wetlands, pans and ridge bushveld, the impacts of this magnitude of 

development on these features will be significant, even after mitigation.” 

2. Following on from the Fauna and Flora Study, which recommended that an 

“offset” be investigated. The introduction states: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

“The Biodiversity Offset Strategy (the Strategy) was developed to demonstrate 

how any unavoidable significant residual impacts from the MMSEZ to 

biodiversity features (including critical habitat, natural habitat and priority 

biodiversity features) can be compensated through the establishment of 

biodiversity offsets in a manner that achieves an overall net gain or no net loss 

in biodiversity. 

 

3. The overall premise is that there are un avoidable significant impacts…, to 

the biodiversity features. The principles of an off-set are: “Avoid or prevent” 

“Minimize”, “Rehabilitate” and then as a last resort “Offset”. There has been no 

attempt to avoid, which implies considering other options or sites. Based on 

the requirements for the offset the land which is required to be identified with 

the correct characteristics, would be in the order of such a magnitude, that 

according to the EAP (Focus Group Meeting) such an off-set site will not exist. 

Notwithstanding this recommendation, no assessment has been undertaken to 

identify a site which could satisfy the requirement of the off-set. This again 

places the CA in a position that the authorization should be refused. 

 

 

Section 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) provides 

context on the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy. 

 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the suitability of 

available land based on information provided and the 

scope of work given. Refer to Section 10 of the 

report. 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 

22 October 2020 Environmental Consultants 

International (Pty) Ltd [ECI]  

on behalf of Christo 

Reeders Attorneys 

The offset approach as envisaged in the EIA is inappropriate and that it should 

not be considered at the onset of a project, but rather as a last resort as is 

envisaged by the off-set policy. The EAP was also doubtful that there is a 

portion of land which is in fact large enough and that has the characteristics 

which are required to satisfy the requires of an off-set. The EAP also conceded 

Section 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) provides 

context on the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy. 

 



 

 

that the off-set which has been proposed is calculated incorrectly, and should 

in fact be larger. 

22 October 2020 Environmental Consultants 

International (Pty) Ltd [ECI]  

on behalf of Christo 

Reeders Attorneys 

7. The proposal to off-set impact is misplaced as a mitigation, as no suitable 

off-set site has been identified as is required by the draft national policy (DEA 

2017) and international good practice. The off-set is a last resort consideration 

and not an upfront mitigation measure. This has been confirmed by the EAP 

as being a flaw in the process. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the suitability of 

available land based on information provided and the 

scope of work given. Refer to Section 10 of the 

report. 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 

22 October 2020 Yolan Friedmann, EWT The southern section of the proposed SEZ falls in the Soutpansberg (within in 

the Vhembe Biosphere Reserve (VBR)). South Africa has 11 biosphere 

reserves, of which three falls within Limpopo province. Biosphere reserves are 

areas identified either on terrestrial or marine ecosystems (or both) that are 

internationally recognised under the framework of United Nations Educational, 

Scientific, and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) Man and Biosphere (MAB) 

Programme. Designated in 2009, the VBR is the largest biosphere reserve in 

South Africa, with a surface area of 30 701 km. Located in the most northern 

districts of the Limpopo province, it includes the northern Kruger National Park 

north of the Shingwedzi River, and borders the three neighbouring countries of 

Botswana, Zimbabwe and Mozambique. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

The VBR collaborates with various national and international conservation 

programmes within the biosphere, such as the World Heritage Site, 

Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCA), the Greater Kruger Strategic 

Development Programme, Ramsar Sites and Stewardship Programmes. As 

a result, the VBR contributes directly to the following international agreements 

and conventions: 

● Convention on Biological Diversity. 

● World Heritage Convention. 

● African Network of Biosphere Reserves and the World Network of Biosphere 

Reserves. 

All biosphere reserves in South Africa are recognised under the National 

Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for 2015 to 2025, as one of the 

programmes which assist in the implementation of the Convention on 

Biological Diversity’s (CBD) Strategic Plan for 2011 to 2020. 

The VBR is also part provincial government’s Limpopo Conservation plan 

(2013) which models critical biodiversity and ecological support areas 

on a coarse scale and assesses protection levels of the various habitats. The 

technical report, map and spatial files can be accessed by registering 

on the SANBI Biodiversity GIS website at http://bgis.sanbi.org/. 

The EAP has identified what are already fatal flaws from a threatened tree 

perspective and have gone ahead and started to plan for offsets. This 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) provides 

http://bgis.sanbi.org/


 

 

completely flies in the face of the Mitigation Hierarchy and contravenes the 

National Forest Act. 

context on the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy. 

 

 

22 October 2020 Yolan Friedmann, EWT 64. The proposed development is not reflective of the systems approach to 

sustainability. Rather, it is entirely dependent on an offset policy with noted 

overall high-negative-environmental impacts, therefore the systems are not 

integrated, the natural environment is irrevocably impacted for low‐medium 

positive social and economic benefits, that the EIA, itself, suggests are not 

justifiable. The offset may not even be possible given the irreplaceability of the 

systems and species and cultural heritage at risk. 

Section 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) provides 

context on the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy for all biodiversity features. 

 

22 October 2020 Yolan Friedmann, EWT 76. The conservation value of the proposed site for the SEZ can therefore not 

be understated and an offset policy is inappropriate given the high 

conservation value, biodiversity richness and endemism of the area and the 

low-to-medium socio-economic benefits the SEZ is likely to produce. 

The author has provided recommendation on 

additional investigations as well as a statement on the 

viability of the proposed offset in Section 13 of the in 

the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) 

 

22 October 2020 WWF 3. The reports fail to apply the mitigation hierarchy. Offsets are to be used as 

a last resort, and considerations for avoidance, minimisation and remedy 

should be considered first. Since these options are not presented in Appendix 

J, WWF considers that it fails to meet the core criteria for a biodiversity impact 

assessment. 

Section 5, 7 and 10 of the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b) provides 

context on the avoid, mitigate, and rehabilitate 

hierarchy for all biodiversity features. 

 



 

 

22 October 2020 WWF 
4.  Critically, the offset report specifies that offset sites must be identified if the 

authorisation is given. In light of the scale of proposed development in the 

region, finding such offset sites will be challenging, and it is therefore essential 

that mitigation measures be implemented, offset sites be identified and 

secured, and adequate finances set aside for management before operations 

be allowed to continue. Failure to do so risks implementation with no mitigation 

being undertaken.  

6. WWF does not support the EIA recommendation for biodiversity, but rather 

submits that more adequate assessments following the specifications of NEMA 

and the draft offsets strategy be undertaken, a new mitigation and offsets 

strategy and implementation plan be developed, and that approval of the plan 

and adherence to the specifics (i.e. prior implementation of mitigation 

measures and offsets) be a precondition for the EIA approval. 

The revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) has evaluated the suitability of 

available land based on information provided and the 

scope of work given. Refer to Section 10 of the 

report. 

A financial provision and requirement section has 

been included in the revised Biodiversity Offset 

Strategy for the MMSEZ (Version 2b). Refer to 

Section 11 and 12 of the report. 

The author has provided recommendation on 

additional investigations as well as a statement on the 

viability of the proposed offset in Section 13 of the in 

the revised Biodiversity Offset Strategy for the 

MMSEZ (Version 2b) 

 

 

 


